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PREFACE
T H E idea of p r e p a r i n g a n e w Dictionary of t h e Bible on critical lines for t h e
benefit of all serious students, both professional a n d lay, was prominent in t h e
. , ,
mind of t h e many-sided scholar t o whose beloved memory t h e
Genesis of the
.
,
. .
u J
T^. •
^u
^ i
•
_
,
,.
p r e s e n t volume is inscribed. I t is more than twelve years smce
Encyclopaedia. v . , - „ ,
r ^ . , i
i
, .
r r o t . Robertson Smith began to t a k e steps towards realising this
idea. A s a n academical teacher h e had from t h e first been fully aware of t h e
importance of w h a t is k n o w n as Biblical Encyclopaedia, a n d his own earliest
contributions t o t h e subject in t h e Encyclopcedia Britannica carry us a s far back
as to t h e y e a r 1875. If for a very brief period certain untoward events arrested
his activity in this direction, t h e loss of time was speedily m a d e up, for seldom
p e r h a p s has t h e r e b e e n a g r e a t e r display of intellectual energy t h a n is given in
the series of biblical articles signed ' W . R. S.' which a p p e a r e d in t h e Encyclopczdia
Britannica
between 1875 a n d 1888. T h e reader w h o is interested in Bible
study should n o t fail to examine the list, which includes a m o n g t h e longer articles
BIBLE,

C.INTICLES,

SALEM,

JOEL,

TINES,

PRIEST,

CHRONICLES,

JUDGES,

KINGS,

PROPHET,

and a m o n g t h e s h o r t e r ,

D.-VVID,

PSALMS,

ANGEL,

LAMENTATIONS,

MELCHIZEDEK,

VEH, O B A D I A H ,

P.\R.\DISE,

HEBREW

LEVITES,

SACRIFICE,

A R K , BAAL,

MOLOCH,

RUTH,

MALACHI,

LANGUAGE,
MESSIAH,

TEMPLE,

HOSEA,
MICAH,

TITHES,

DECALOGUE,

ZEPHANIAH ;

E L I , E V E , HAGGAI,

N A B A T ^ A N S , NAHUM, NAZARITE,

SABBATH,

SADDUCEES,

JERUPHILIS-

SAMUEL,

NINE-

TABERNACLE,

Vow.
Nor should t h e students of our d a y overlook t h e service which this farseeing scholar a n d editor r e n d e r e d t o t h e nascent conception of a n international
biblical criticism b y inviting t h e co-operation of foreign a s well as English contributors. T h a t n a m e s like those of Noldeke, Tiele, W e l l h a u s e n , H a r n a c k , Schurer,
Gutschmid, Geldner, a p p e a r e d side by side with those of well-known and honoured
British scholars in t h e list of contributors to the Encyclopcedia was a g u a r a n t e e of
freedom from d a n g e r o u s eccentricity, of comprehensiveness of view, of thoroughness a n d accuracy of investigation.
Such a large a m o u n t of material illustrative of t h e Bible, m a r k e d b y unity
of aim a n d consistency of purpose, was t h u s b r o u g h t together t h a t t h e Encyclopcedia Britannica became, inclusively, something not unlike an Encyclopcedia
Biblica.
T h e idea t h e n occurred to t h e editor a n d his publishers to republish, for t h e
guidance of students, all t h a t m i g h t be found to have stood t h e test of time, t h e
lacunae being filled up, a n d t h e whole b r o u g h t up, as far as possible, to t h e high
level of the most recent scholarship. I t was not u n n a t u r a l to wish for t h i s ; b u t
there were t h r e e main opposing considerations. I n t h e first place, there were
other i m p o r t a n t duties which m a d e pressing d e m a n d s on t h e time a n d e n e r g y of
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the editor. Ne.xt, t h e g r o w i n g maturity of his biblical scholarship m a d e him less
and less disposed to acquiesce in provisional conclusions. A n d lastly, such constant progress was being made by students in t h e power of assimilating critical
results t h a t it seemed p r u d e n t to wait till biblical articles, t h o r o u g h l y revised a n d
recast, should have a good chance of still more deeply influencing t h e s t u d e n t world.
T h e waiting-time was filled u p , so far as other occupations allowed, by
pioneering researches in biblical archaeology, some of t h e results of which a r e
admirably s u m m e d up in t h a t fruitful volume entitled TJie Religion of the Semites
(1889). More and more, Robertson Smith, like other c o n t e m p o r a r y scholars,
saw the necessity of revising old work on t h e basis of a more critical, and, in a
certain sense, more philosophical t r e a t m e n t of details. F i r s t of all, archaeological
details h a d their share — and it w a s b o u n d to b e a large s h a r e — of this scholar's
attention. T h e n came biblical g e o g r a p h y — a subject which h a d been b r o u g h t
prominently into notice by t h e zeal of E n g h s h explorers, b u t seemed to need t h e
collaboration of E n g l i s h critics. A long visit to Palestine was p l a n n e d for t h e
direct investigation of details of biblical g e o g r a p h y , a n d t h o u g h this could not be
carried out, not a little time w a s devoted to t h e examination of a few of t h e more
perplexing geographical problems a n d of t h e solutions already proposed (see e.g.,
A P H E K , below, col. 191/".). T h i s care for accuracy of detail as a necessary preliminary to a revision of theories is also t h e cause of our friend's persistent refusal
to sanction t h e republication of t h e masterly but inevitably provisional article
B I B L E in t h e Encyclopcedia Britannica, to which we shall return later. T h e r e a d e r
will still better u n d e r s t a n d t h e motive of t h a t refusal if h e will c o m p a r e w h a t
is said on t h e Psalter in t h a t article (1875) with t h e s t a t e m e n t s in t h e first edition
of Tlie Old Testament in the Jezvisli Church (iHo), in t h e Encyclopcedia
Britannica,
article PSALMS (1885), a n d in t h e second edition of Tlie Old Testament
in the
Jcivish Clmrch (1892).
I t is only just, however, to t h e t r u e ' b e g e t t e r ' of this work to e m p h a s i s e t h e
fact that, t h o u g h he felt t h e a d e q u a t e realisation of his idea to be some way off,
he lost no time in p o n d e r i n g a n d w o r k i n g out a variety of practical details — a
task in which he was seconded by his assistant editor a n d intimate friend, Mr.
J. S. Black. M a n y hours were given, as occasion offered, to t h e distribution of
subjects a n d t h e preparation of minor articles. S o m e h u n d r e d s of t h e s e w e r e
drafted, a n d m a n y were t h e discussions t h a t arose as to various difficult practical points, which have not been without fruit for t h e p r e s e n t work.
I n S e p t e m b e r 1892, however, it became only too clear to Prof. Smith t h a t
h e was suffering from a m a l a d y which might t e r m i n a t e fatally after no very dist a n t term. T h e last hope of active participation in his long-cherished s c h e m e of
a Bible Dictionary h a d well-nigh disappeared, w h e n one of t h e p r e s e n t editors,
who h a d no definite knowledge of Prof. Smith's plan, c o m m u n i c a t e d to this friend
of m a n y years' s t a n d i n g his ideas of what a critical Bible Dictionary o u g h t to be,
a n d inquired w h e t h e r h e t h o u g h t t h a t such a project could be realised.
Prof.
Smith w a s still intellectually able to consider a n d p r o n o u n c e u p o n t h e s e ideas,
and gladly recognised their close affinity to his own. U n w i l l i n g t h a t all t h e
labour already bestowed by him on p l a n n i n g a n d drafting articles should be lost
h e requested Prof. Cheyne to t a k e u p the work which h e himself w a s compelled
to drop, in conjunction with t h e older and more intimate friend already mentioned
H e n c e t h e combination of n a m e s on t h e title-page. T h e work is u n d e r t a k e n by t h e
editors as a c h a r g e from one whose p a r t i n g message h a d t h e force of a command
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Such is the history of the genesis of the Encyclopcedia Biblica, which is the
result primarily of a fusion of two distinct bvit similar plans — a fusion desired by
.
„
Prof. Robertson Smith himself, as the only remaining means of
EncvcloBsedia reahsing adequately his own fundamental ideas. With regard to
details, he left the editors entirely free, not from decline of physical
strength, but from a well-grounded confidence that religion and the Bible were
not less dear to them than to himself, and that they fully shared his own uncompromisingly progressive spirit. The Bible Dictionary which he contemplated was
no mere collection of useful miscellanea, but a survey of the contents of the Bible,
as illuminated by criticism — a .criticism which identifies the cause of religion
with that of historical truth, and, without neglecting the historical and archaeological setting of religion, loves best to trace the growth of high conceptions,
the flashing forth of new intuitions, and the development of noble personalities,
under local and temporal conditions that may often be, to human eyes, most
adverse. The importance of the newer view of the Bible to the Christian community, and the fundamental principles of the newer biblical criticism, have been
so ably and so persuasively set forth by Prof. Robertson Smith in his Lectures
that his fellow-workers may be dispensed from repeating here what he has said so
well already. 'There remaineth yet very much land to be possessed.' Let us
assume, then, that the readers of this Encyclopcedia, whatever be their grade of
knowledge or sphere of work, are willing to make an effort to take this widely
extended land in possession.
Every year, in fact, expands the narrow horizons which not so long ago
limited the aspirations of the biblical scholar. It is time, as Prof. Robertson
Smith thought, to help students to realise this, and to bring the standard books on
which they rely more up to date. It may seem hopeless to attempt this with an
alphabetically arranged encyclopaedia, which necessarily involves the treatment
of subjects in an isolated way. By an elaborate system of cross references,
however, and by interspersing a considerable number of comprehensive articles
(such as, in Part I., APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE, CAINITES, DRAGON), it has
been sought to avoid the danger of treating minute details without regard to
their wider bearings. Many of the minor articles, too, have been so constructed
as to suggest the relation of the details to the larger wholes. Altogether the
minor articles have, one ventures to hope, brought many direct gains to biblical
study. Often the received view of the subject of a ' minor article' proved to be
extremely doubtful, and a better view suggested itself. Every endeavour has
been used to put this view forward in a brief and yet convincing manner, without
occupying too much space and becoming too academic in style. The more comprehensive articles may here and there be found to clash with the shorter articles.
Efforts, however, have been made to mitigate this by editorial notes in both
classes of articles.
It will also doubtless be found that on large questions different writers have
sometimes proposed different theories and hypotheses. The sympathies of the
editors are, upon the whole, with what is commonly known as 'advanced' criticism,
not simply because it is advanced, but because such criticism, in the hands of a
resourceful scholar, takes account of facts, both literary and archaeological, which
the criticism of a former generation overlooked or treated superficially. They
have no desire, however, to 'boycott' moderate criticism, when applied by a critic
who, either in the form or in the substance of his criticism, has something original
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to say. An ' advanced' critic cannot possibly feel any arrogance towards his
more ' moderate' colleague, for probably he himself held not very long ago
views resembling those which the ' moderate' critic holds now, and the latter
may find his precautionary tests end in his adopting, as nearer approximations
to truth, views that now seem to him difficult. Prof. Robertson Smith's views of
ten years ago, or more, may, at the present day, appear to be ' moderate' criticism ; but when he formulated them he was in the vanguard of critics, and
there is no reason to think that, if he had lived, and devoted much of his time
to biblical criticism, his ardour would have waned, and his precedence passed to
others.
There are, no doubt, some critical theories which could not consistently have
been represented in the present work; and that, it may be remarked, suggests
one of the reasons why Prof. Robertson Smith's early Encyclopcedia Britannica
article, BIBLE, could not have been republished, even by himself. When he wrote
it he was still not absolutely sure about the chronological place of P (Priestly
Code). He was also still under the influence of the traditional view as to the
barrenness and unoriginality of the whole post-exilic period. Nor had he faced
the question of the post-exihc redaction of the prophetic writings. The fundamental principles of biblical criticism, however, are assumed throughout that fine
article, though for a statement of these we must turn to a more mature production
of his pen. See, for example. The Old Testament in the Je-wish C/iurch^^\ pp. i6
ff. (cp 1st ed. pp. 24 _^.), and notice especially the following paragraph on p. 17 : —
' Ancient books coming liinon to its from a period many centuries bepore the invention op
printing have necessarily undergone many vicissitudes. Some of them are preserved only in
imperfect copies matte by an ignorant scribe of the dark ages. Others have been liisfigured by
editors, who mixed up foreign matter witli the original text. Very often an important book
pell altogether out op sightfor a long time, and when it came to light again all knoivledge of its
origin was gone ; for old books did not generally have title-pages and prefaces. And, when
such a nameless roll tvas again brought into notice, some half informed reader or transcriber
was not unlikely to give it a new title of his own devising, which was handed down thereafter
as if it had been original. Or again, the true meaning and purpose of a book often became
obscure in tlie lapse of centuries, and led to false interpretations.
Once more, antiquity has
handed down to us many writings which are sheer forgeries, like some of the Apocryphal books,
or the Sibylline oracles, or those famous Epistles of Phalaris, which formed the subject of
Bentley's great critical essay. In all such cases the historical critic must destroy the received
view, in order to establish the truth. He must review doubtful titles, purge out interpolations,
expose porgcries ; but he does so only to manifest the truth, and exhibit the genuine remains of
antiquity in their real character. A book that is really old and really valuable has nothing to
fear from the criiic, whose labours can only put its worth in a clearer light, and establish its
authority on a surer basis'

The freedom which Prof. Robertson Smith generously left to his successors
has, with much reluctance, yet without hesitation, on the part of the editors, been
exercised in dealing with the articles which he wrote for the Encyclopcedia
Britannica.
The editors are well assured that he would have approved their
conduct in this respect. Few scholars, indeed, would refrain from rewriting, to a
large extent, the critical articles which they had produced some years previously •
and this, indeed, is what has been done by several contributors who wrote biblical
articles for the former Encyclopasdia. The procedure of those who have re\ised
our friend's articles has in fact been as gentle and considerate as possible. Where
these articles seemed to have been destined by himself for some degree of per
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manence, they have been retained, and carefully revised and brought up to date.
Some condensation has sometimes been found necessary. The original articles
were written for a pubhc very imperfectly imbued with critical principles, whereas
now, thanks to his own works and to those of other progressive scholars, Bible
students are much more prepared than formerly to benefit by advanced teaching.
There is also a certain amount of new material from Prof. Smith's pen (in two or
three cases consisting of quotations from the MS of the second and third courses
of Burnett Lectures), but much less, unfortunately, than had been expected.
Freedom has also been used in taking some fresh departures, especially in
two directions — viz., in that of te.xtual criticism of the Old Testament, and in that
of biblical archaeology. The object of the editors has been, with the assistance
of their contributors, not only to bring the work up to the level of the best
published writings, but, wherever possible, to carry the subjects a little beyond
the point hitherto reached in print. Without the constant necessity of investigating the details of the text of the Old Testament, it would be hard for any one
to realise the precarious character of many details of the current biblical archaeology, geography, and natural history, and even of some not unimportant points
in the current Old Testament theology. Entirely new methods have not indeed
been apphed; but the methods already known have perhaps been applied with
somewhat more consistency than before. With regard to archaeology, such a
claim can be advanced only to a slight extent. More progress perhaps has been
made of late years in the field of critical archaeology than in that of textual criticism. All, therefore, that was generally necessary was to make a strong effort
to keep abreast of recent archaeological research both in Old Testament and in
New Testament study.
The fulness of detail with which the data of the Versions have been given
may provoke some comment. Experience has been the guide of the editors, and
they believe that, though in the future it will be possible to give these data in a
more correct, more critical, and more condensed form, the student is best served
at present by being supplied as fully as possible with the available material. It
may also be doubted by some whether there is not too much philology. Here,
again, experience has directed the course to be pursued. In the present transitional stage of lexicography, it would have been undesirable to rest content with
simply referring to the valuable new le.xicons which are now appearing, or have
already appeared.
With regard to biblical theology, the editors are not without hope that they
have helped to pave the way for a more satisfactory treatment of that important
subject which is rapidly becoming the history of the movement of religious life and
thought within the Jewish and the Christian church (the phrase may be inaccurate,
but is convenient). Systems of Prophetic, Pauline, Petrine, Johannine theology
have had their day; it is perhaps time that the Bible should cease to be regarded
as a storehouse of more or less competing systems of abstract thought. Unfortunately the literary and historical criticism of the New Testament is by no means
as far advanced as that of the Old Testament. At no very distant date a real
history of the movement of religious life and thought in the earlier period may
be possible. For such a history for the later period we shall have to wait longer,
if we may infer anything from the doubtless inevitable defects of the best existing
handbook of New Testament theology, that of the able veteran critic, H. J. Holtzmann. The editors of the present work are keenly interested in the subject at
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present called ' Biblical Theology ; but, instead of attempting what is at present
impossible, they have thought it better to leave some de'ficiencies which future
editors will probably find it not difficult to supply. They cannot, however, conclude this section without a hearty attestation of the ever-increasing love for the
Scriptures which critical and historical study, when pursued in a sufficiently comprehensive sense, appears to them to produce. The minutest details of biblical
research assume a brightness not their own when viewed in the light of the great
truths in which the movement of bibhcal religion culminates. May the reader find
cause to agree with them ! This would certainly have been the prayerful aspiration of the beloved and lamented scholar who originated this Encyclopcedia.
To the contributors of signed articles, and to those who have revised and
brought up to date the articles of Prof. Robertson Smith and other deceased
scholars, it may seem almost superfluous to render thanks for the
c now e g- j^gjp they have so generously given. It constitutes a fresh bond
between scholars of different countries and religious communions
which is surely of happiest augury. But the special services of the various members of the editorial staff require specific acknowledgment, which the editors have
much pleasure in making. Mr. Hope W. Hogg became a contributor to the
Encyclopcedia Biblica in 1894, and in 1895 became a regular member of the editorial staff. To his zeal, energy, and scholarship the work has been greatly indebted
in every direction. Mr. Stanley A. Cook joined the staff in 1896, and not only
has contributed various signed articles, which to the editors appear to give promise
of fine work in the future, but also has had a large share in many of those that are
of composite authorship and unsigned. Mr. Maurice A. Canney joined the staff
in 1898; he also has contributed signed articles, and has been eminently helpful
in every way, especially in the reading of the proofs. Finally, the editors desire
to acknowledge their very special obligations to the Rev. Henry A. Redpath, M.A.,
editor of the Concordance to the Septuagint, who placed his unrivalled experience
at their disposal by controlling all the proofs at a certain stage with special
reference to the L X X readings.
T.

K.

CHEYNE.

J. SUTHERLAND BLACK.
7.0th September

1899.

POSTSCRIPT
I F in what was written more than three years ago by way of preface to the
Encyclopcedia Biblica any modification were to be thought desirable, it would
chiefly perhaps be in the sentences devoted to the immediate prospects of
Biblical Theology.
It is becoming more and more obvious that the yearly
advancing study of the apocryphal and apocalyptic Jewish literature is destined
to have considerable effect within the near future on the treatment of the
religious ideas pf both parts of our Bible. Nor can we doubt that the progress
now being made in the investigation of the early Christian literature will also
turn to the advantage of the Biblical Theology of the New Testament. It is on
this ground that the editors have ventured to include in Vols. III. and I\^
a number of introductory and descriptive articles connected with this new
subject
To meet a possible objection, it may perhaps be added that the
researches into the original text of the Old Testament with which the name of
one of the editors is specially connected are by no means necessarily unfavourable to the study of Old Testament Theology. For even if the religious contents
of parts of the Old Testament in their original forfn should turn out to be
somewhat less rich and varied than is agreeable to traditional ideas, yet the text
in its present form, even if not the original, has an independent right of existence,
and the interpretation put upon this text by Jewish and early Christian students
deserves the most respectful attention. The Old Testament was surely not a
dead book to the Jews of the great post-exilic age, but was full of light, and
susceptible of the most varied and edifying adaptations. At the same time, the
historical student may justly cherish the hope that by the researches into the
underlying text of precious passages in psalms and prophecies (not to add,
narratives) which have just now been referred to, the course of historical development may become more comprehensible than it has hitherto been, while those
who have the best of all enthusiasms—the enthusiasm for religion—will be
stirred up to more and more admiration of the wonderful dealings of God in the
religious training of that Israel within Israel to which the Christian church is
under perpetual obligations.
The Editors would also take this opportunity
of expressing a natural regret that the discovery of the ' oldest code of laws in
the world,' that promulgated by Hammurabi king of Babylon (2285-2242 B.C.),
and disinterred in Dec. 1901—Jan. 1902 by M. J. de Morgan on the site of
the ancient Susa, was not made a year or two earlier. This code is the most
valuable single contribution of recent years to that study of ancient Semitic laws
and usages with which the name of Robertson Smith is specially connected,
and will not only throw fresh light on the legal codes of the Israelites, but
also give a fresh impetus to the critical study of the Hebrew origines. On all
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accounts they are sorry not to have been able to make this new find helpful to
thc readers of the Encyclopcedia.
To attempt any discussion of the criticisms, whether favourable or adverse,
which have been made upon the methods employed or results set forth in the
Encyclopcedia would manifestly be out of place here. Other opportunities will
occur; and time, too, will doubtless exercise its mellowing and reconciling
influence. It may even be hoped that the confusing practice of denominating
some critics super-naturalistic, others naturalistic, some critics sober and safe,
others extravagant and unsafe, may soon pass away in the light of a fuller comprehension of the meaning of critical results, the complexity of critical problems,
and the variety of legitimate and necessary critical methods.
There are
some other things of a more general nature which the editors would fain say in
all simplicity and earnestness, but they prefer to ask leave to quote a passage
from Dr. Hort's Introduction to the now famous edition of the New Testament
by himself and Bishop Westcott, with the spirit of which they are in deepest
sympathy, and the expressions of v^^hich, especially in the closing sentences, they
can heartily adopt as their own.
' It only remains to express an earnest hope that whatever labour we have been allowed to
contribute towards the ascertainment of thc trittli of the letter may also be allowed, iti ways
wliich must for thc most part be invisible to ourselves, to contribute towards strengthening,
correcting, and extending human apprehension of the larger truth of the spirit.
Others
assuredly in due time loill prosecute the task with better resources of knowledge and skill, and
amend the faults and defects of our processes and results. To be faithful to such light as could
be enjoyed in our own day -ivas the utmost that 'we could desire. How far we have fallen short
of this standard, we are well aware. yet we are bold to say ihat none of the shortcomings are
due to lack of anxious attd watchftd sincerity. An implicit confidence in all truth, a keen sense
op its variety, and a deliberate dread of shutting out ttuth as yet unknown are no security
against some of the zoandering lights that are apt to begtdle a critic; but, in so far as they are
obeyed, they at least quench every inclination to guide criticism into delivering such testimony as
may be to the supposed advantage of truth already inherited or acquired, G'itics of the Bible,
if they have lieen taught by the Bible, are unable to forget that the duty of guileless workmanship is never superseded by any other.'

In conclusion, the Editors desire anew to express their gratitude for the'invaluable services of the members of the editorial staff—Messrs. Hogg, Cook, and
Canney—which have been continued with unabated zeal to the termination of
the work ; as also, their great indebtedness to Dr. Redpath for having read the
proofs with a special reference to the readings of the LXX. In connection with
the maps their thanks are due not only to the authors of various articles to which
these relate, but also to Prof Max Muller, particularly for help in the preparation
of the map of Syria according to the Egyptian monuments, to Col. Billerbeck for
two maps of Syria according to cuneiform documents, and in a very special
d.gree to Mr. (now Prof.) Hogg, who has throughout superintended the whole
map-work in the Encyclopcedia, including the indexing.

2-pth March,

1903.

T. K. C.
J. S. B.

GENERAL

EXPLANATIONS

T H E labour that has been bestowed on even minor matters in the preparation of this EiicvclopcEdia
seemed to be warranted by the hope that it might be found useful as a students' handbook. Its
convenient use will be facilitated by attention to the principles that have been adopted in regard to
the following matters.
1. Classes of Articles. — T h e following notes will give a general idea what the reader m.a\expect to find and where to look for it: —
i. Proper Nantes. — Every proper name in the Old and the New Testament canons and the
OT Apocrypha (Authorised Version or Revised Version, text or margin) is represented by an
article-heading in Clarendon type, the substantive article being usually given under the name as
found in the .AV text. T h e printing of Adoraim, on the same line as ADORA (col. 71), and
.4ditl!aiiiite. three lines below ADULLAM (col. 73), in bold black type, are examples of a means of
saving space.
ii. Books. — Every book in the O T and the N T canons and the O T Apocrypha is discussed
in a special article — e.g., Acts, Chronicles, Deuteronomy. T h e ' S o n g of Solomon' is dealt with
under the title CANTICLES, and the last book in the N T under APOCALYPSE.
iii. General .-Irtictes. — With the view, amongst other things, of securing the greatest possible brevity, many matters have been treated in general articles, the minor headings being dealt
with concisely by the help of cross-references. Such general articles a r e : A B I ( N A M E S WITH).
AGRICULTURE, A P O C A L Y P T I C L I T E R A T U R E , A P O C R Y P H A , A R M Y , BAKEMEATS, B I R D S , B R E A D ,
CAINITES, CANON, C A T T L E , C H A R I O T , CHRONOLOGY, C I T Y ; C L E A N AND U N C L E A N , H O L Y AND
PROFANE ; COLOURS, CONDUITS AND RESERVOIRS, COOKING AND COOKING U T E N S I L S , CUTTINGS
OF THE F L E S H , D I S P E R S I O N , DIVINATION, D R E S S .

iv. Other Subjects. — T h e following are examples of other important headings : — ADAM AND
E V E , .A.NGEL, A N T I C H R I S T , A S H E R A H , AZAZEL, B A B E L ( T O W E R O F ) . B E H E M O T H AND LEVIATHAN.
BLESSINGS AND CURSINGS, C A L F ( G O L D E N ) , C H E R U B , CHRISTIAN (.NA.ME O F ) . CIRCU.MCISION,
CO.M.MUNITY OF GOODS, COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM, COVENANT. CREATION, D A N C E . D E C . \ L O G U E .
DELUGE. DEMONS, D R A G O N .

, . Things.— 'r\\(t Encyclopcedia Biblica is professedly a dictionary of things, not words, and
a great effort has been made to adhere rigidly to this principle. Even where at first sight the rule
seems to have been neglected, it will generally be found that this is not really the case. The
only way to tell the Enghsh reader what has to be told about [e-g-) CHAINS is to distinguish the
various things that are called, or should have been called, ' chain' in the English Version, and
refer him to the articles where they are dealt with.
vi. Mere Cross-references (see above, 1, i.; and below, 2 ) .
2. Method of Cross-References. — A very great deal of care has been bestowed on the
cross-references, because only by their systematic use could the necessary matter be adequately
dealt with within the limits of one volume. These references have made possible a conciseness
that is not attained at the expense of incompleteness, repetition of the same matter under different
headings being reduced to a minimum. For this reason the articles have been prepared, not in
alphabetical order, but simultaneously in all parts of the alphabet, being thereafter worked up
together constantly and kept up to date. The student may be assured, therefore, that the crossreferences have not been inserted at random ; they have always been verified. If any should be
found to be unwarranted (no such is known), it must be because it has been found necessary, after
the reference was made, to remove something from the article named to another article. T h s
removed matter will no doubt be represented by a cross-reference.
T h e method of reference employed is as follows : —
i. Identification of Article(a) Long Names-—'To
curtailed in citations — e-g-. APOCALYPTIC

save space long headings have been

LITERATURE is cited as

APOCALYPTIC.
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(b) Synonymous .-Irtictes. — Persons or places of tbe same name are ranged as l, 2, 3, etc.
(.\rabic numerals), under a common heading and cited accordingly. In other cases (and even ui
the former case when, as in AD.N.VH in col. 67, one English spelling represents different Hebrew
spellings), the articles usually have separate headings, in which case they are cited as i., ii-, in., etc.
(Roman numerals), although they are not so marked. Usually geographical articles precede biographical, and persons precede books. Thus SAMUEL i., 2 is the second person called Samuel;
SAMLEI. ii. is the article SA.MUEL, BOOKS OF. If a wrong number should be found the explanation
will be not that it was not verified, but that the article referred to is one of a very small number in
which the original order of synonymous articles had to be changed: the precautions always taken in
such circumstances must have failed in this case. Thus the B E R E D referred to in the article ALUSH
is now B E R E D i., i, not, as is stated in the earlier impressions, B E R E D ii., i.
ii. Iiidicatioit of Ptace iu Article O t o / . — Articles of any length are divided into numbered
sections (§§ i, 2, etc.) indicated by insets containing a descriptive word or phrase. As convenience of reference is the great aim, the descriptive phrases are limited to, at most, three or
four words, and the sections are numbered consecutively.
Logical subordination of sections,
therefore, cannot appear. Divisions larger than sections are sometimes indicated in the text by
I., II., etc., and subdivisions of sections by letters and numbers {a, b, c-, u., j8, 7 ; i., ii., iii.).
References like (BENJAMIN, § 9, ii. /3) are freely used. Most of the large articles {e.g-, APOCALYPTIC
LITERATURE, CHRONOLOGY) have prefixed to them a table of contents.
iii. Manner of Citation. — The commonest method is (see DAVID, § 11, [c] ii.). E Z R A {q.',--,
ii. § 9) means the article EZRA-NEHE.MIAH, BOOK OF, § 9. Sometimes, however, the capitals or
the q.v. may be dispensed with. CH.\LNS printed in small capitals in the middle of an article
would mean that there is an article on that term, but that it hardly merits q-71- from the present
point of view. In articles (generally on RV names) that are mere cross-references q.v- is generally
omitted; so, e-g-. in AB.VDIAS in col. 3.

3. Typographical Devices, i. Size of Type. — {a) Letters. — Two sizes of type are used,
and considerable care has been devoted to the distribution of the small-type passages. Usually
the general meaning of an article can be caught by reading simply the large-type parts. The
small-type passages generally contain such things as proofs of statements, objections, more technical details. In these passages, and in footnotes and parentheses, abbreviations (see below, p.
xviii j ^ . ) . which are avoided as much as possible elsewhere, are purposely used, {b) Ninnbcrs.—
Two sizes of Arabic numerals are used. (Note that the smallest 6 and 8 are a different shape from
the next larger 6 and 8.) In making references, when only the volume is given, it is usually cited
by a Roman number. Pages are cited by Arabic numbers except where (as is often the case)
pa,!;es of a preface are marked with Roman numbers. When numbers of two ranks are required,
two sizes of Arabic numbers (5 5) are used whether the reference be to book and chapter, volume
and page, or section and Une. If three ranks are needed, Roman numbers are prefixed (v. 5 5).
ii. Italics. — Italic type is much used in citing foreign words. In geographical articles, as a
rule, the printing of a modern place-name in italics indicates that the writer of the article identifies
it with the place under discussion. For the significance of the different kinds of type in the map
of .\ss)'ria see the explanations at the foot of the map. On the two kinds of Greek type see
below, 4 ii- (*)• On the Greek .MS D as distinguished from D, see below, 4 ii. d.
iii. Small Capitals. — Small Roman capitals are used in two ways: ( i ) in giving the equivalent in RV for the name in AV, or vice versa, and (2) in giving a cross-reference (see above, 2 ih-)On the use of small italic capitals see below, 4 ii. b.
iv. Symbols. — {a) Index Figures. —l-a. 'almost always^ clear,' the 6 indicates footnote 6.
In • Introd.*''''the 6 means sixth edition. On the 2 in -D,,' etc. see below, p. xviii. ff.
(b) Asterisk.—'B*
means the original scribe of codex B. If the Egyptian dobet were printed
"•dc'bel the * would mark the word as hypothetical in form (e.g., uncertain vocalisation), v. j * means
V. 5 (partly).
(c) Vci.^xo-- — -\ dagger f is used to indicate that all the passages where a word occurs are
cited. The context must decide whether the English word or the orioinal is meant.
(d) Stgn of Equality- —'AAI.A^,
1 Esd. 5 36 AV = Ezra 2 59 IMMER, i.,' means that the two
.^erse.s quoted are recensions of the same original, and that what is called Aalar in the one is
called Immer in the other, as will be explained in the first ofthe articles entitled IMMER.
(«) Sign cf Parallelism- — \\ is the adjective corresponding to the verb = . Thus • ' Aalar of
I Esd. 5 36 A \ - appears as Immer in || Ezra 2 j , . ' || also denotes Hebrew ' parallelism.' See e e
C L E A N .and U N C L E A N , § i ( 3 ) .

'

'*'

( / ) Other de-oices. — 't)<) means 1899. i Ch. 6 81 [66] means that verse 81 in the E n d i s h
version represents that numbered 66 in Hebrew te.xts. v is used to indicate the ' r o o t ' of a
word.
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V. Punctuation. — As a rule commas are not used between citations, thus : 2 K. G 2125 Is. 21 7.
Commas are omitted and semicolons or colons inserted whenever ambiguity seems thus to be
avoided — e.g., the father Achbor [ i ] is called ' Father of Baal-hanan [ i ] king of Edom,' and the
son Baal-hanan [ i ] is called ' b e n Achbor [ i ] ; one ofthe kings of Edom.'
4. Text-Critical Apparatus. — As all sound investigation must be based, not on the ancient
texts as they lie before the student, but on what he believes to be the nearest approach he can make
to their original reading, the soundness of every te.\t is weighed, and if need be, discussed, before
it is used in the Encyclopcedia Biblica.
i. Traditional Original Text. — In quoting the traditional Hebrew text the editions of Baer
and of Ginsburg ha\e been relied on as a rule; similarly in the case of the New Testament, the
texts of Tischendorf and of Westcott and Hort.
ii. Evidence op Versions. — T h e Vulgate (ed. Heyse-Tischendorf), the Syriac (ed. Lee, and
London Polyglott; for the Apocrypha, Lagarde and the minor Greek versions (Field, Hexapla ;
Hatch-Redpath. Concordance) have been quoted quite freely; the testimony of the Septuagint has
been attended to on every point.
In exceptional cases • Holmes and Parsons ' has been consulted; ordinarily Swete's manual
edhion (including the variants) and Lagarde's Pais Prior have been considered sufficient. In
general (for the main exception see next paragraph) only variations of some positive interest or importance have been referred to. Almost invariably a quotation from the LXX is followed by symbols indicating the authorities cited (thus VIOL [B.AL]). This does not necessarily imply that in
some other MS or MSS a different reading is found; it is simply a guarantee that Swete's digest of
readings and Lagarde have both been consulted. T h e formula [BAL], or (©"•"-• standing alone
means that the editors found no variant in Swete or Lagarde to report. In the parts, therefore,
where Swete cites X or other MSS as well as B.A, BAL includes them unless the context indicates
otherwise. W h e n B.AL stands alone the meaning is everywhere the same ; it is a summary report
of agreement in Swete and Lagarde.
Proper names have been felt to demand special treatment; the aim has been to give under
each name the readings of Lagarde and all the variants of B ^ A as cited in Swete. The commonest, or a common, form for each witness is given at the head of the article, and this is followed
at once or in the course of the article by such variants as there are. Where all the passages containing a given name are cited in the article, the apparatus of Greek readings (as in Swete and
Lagarde) may be considered absolutely complete. In other cases, completeness, though aimed at,
has not been found possible.
The distinction between declinable and indeclinable forms has generally been observed; but
different cases of the same declinable form have not as a rule (never in the case of common nouns)
been taken note of. Where part of one name has been joined in the LXX to the preceding or succeeding name, the intruding letters have usually been given in square brackets, though in some very
obvious cases they may have been ignored.
When MSS differ only in some giving c and others giving £i this is indicated concisely thus :
'ajicta. [B], aPw. [AL],' becomes 'a/3[e]ta [ B A L ] . ' Similarly, -T., -rr. becomes -[T']T.
Much care has been bestowed on the readings, and every effort has been made to secure the
highest attainable accuracy.
Naturally the Hatch-Redpath Concordance to the Septuagint has
been freely used. As has been already stated, however (p. xii), the Encyclopcedia Biblica has also
had the benefit of Dr. Redpath's personal help. Unfortunately, misprints and other inaccuracies —
inaccuracies sometimes appearing for the first time after the last proofreading — are especially liable
to occur in a work of this kind. Corrections of errors, however minute, addressed to the publishers,
will always be gratefully received.
Some typographical details require to be explained : —
{a) In giving proper names, initial capitals, breathings, and accents are dispensed with; they
were unknown in the oldest MSS (cp Swete, vol. I p. xiii 2).
{b) The Grtek readings at the head of an article are given in uncials, and the Vulgate readings in small italic capitals; elsewhere ordinary type is used.
ic) The first Greek reading is given in full; all others are abbreviated as much as possible.
Letters suppressed at the beginning of a word are represented by a dash, letters at the end by a
period. In every case the abbreviated form is to be completed by reference to the Greek form
immediately preceding, whether that is given in full or not. Thus, e.g., ' aPtXa-a-rraiJi, p.
. • TTtfi,
-TTuv, /SeXcra'i means ' aySeXo-aTTei/x, /SeXo-arn/i, /ScAcraTTciv, ySeXcra.' That is to say, the
abbreviated form repeats a letter (or if necessary more) of the form preceding. Two exceptions
are sometimes made. T h e dash sometimes represents the whole of the preceding form — e.g-, in
' ' QeKaa.' with a period, as it stood in early impressions of the art. ABEL-SHITTIM, would mean ySeAffoTTeic.
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cases like a^La, - s — a n d one letter bas sometimes been simply substituted for another: e-g-, v for
fx in ei/j.. -V- These exceptions can hardly lead to ambiguity.
{d) The following are the symbols most frequently quoted from Swete's digest with their
meaning: —
D = testimony of the Grabe-Owen collation of D
*
= original scribe.
before D was partly destroyed (see S\\ete,
1
= his own corrections.
vol. I p. .xxiv).
a, b, c = other correctors.
/)sil = readings inferred from tlie collation e silentio.
ab = first corrector confirmed by second.
Sc" = a corrector of S belonging to the yth cent. (Sw.,
a! b? = a or b.
vol. 2 p. viii; cp vol. i p. xxi).
a? b = b, perhaps also a.
j^cl) = corrector of S*^" or S *; see Sw., vol. 2 p. viii.
a(vid) = prob. a.
i^"^ L- = corrector of K'''" or S *; see Sw., vol. i p. x.xi.
a vid — a, if it be a bona fide correction at all.
Bedit = B as in Vercellone and Cozza's facsimile ed.
{e) T h e following are the MSS most commonly
F
K Sinaiticus (cp Swete, vol. i p. xx).
87
A Alexandrinus (Swete, vol. i p. xxii)
Syr.
B Vaticanus (Swete, vol. i p. xvii).
C Cod. Ephraemi Syri rescriptus Parisiensis
(Swete, vol. 2 p. xiii).
j V
D Cod. Cottonianus Geneseos (Swete, vol. I p. Q
xxiii).
r
E Cod. Bodleianus Geneseos (Sw., vol. I p.xxvi). |

cited : —
Cod. .Ambrosianus (Swete, vol. i p. xxvi).
Cod. Chisianus (Swete, vol. 3 p. xii).
Cod. Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus (Swete, vol. 3
p. xiii).
Cod. Venetus ( = 23, Parsons ; Swete, vol. 3 p. xiv).
Cod. Marchalianus (Swete, vol. 3 p. vii).
Cod. rescriptus Cryptoferratensis (Swete, vol. 3
p. i x / ) .

5. Proper Name Articles. — Proper name articles usually begin thus. T h e name is followed
by a parenthesis giving ( i ) the original; (2) when necessary, the nuinber of the section in the
general article NAMES where the name in question is discussed or cited; (3) a note on the etymology or meaning of the (personal) name with citation of similar names; (4) the readings of
the versions (see above, 4 ii-)- See for an e.xample AARON.
T h e Hebrew - b e n ' ( ' b . ' ) , 'son
of,' ' b ' n e , ' ' s o n s o f is often used, pardy for brevity and to avoid certain ambiguities (see
above, 3 v.) and partly because of 'its indefinite meaning.
6. Geographical Articles. — The interpretation of place-naines is discussed in the article
NA.MES. The maps that are issued with Volume I. are the district of Dainascus, the environs of
Babylon, and 'Syria, Assyria, and Babylonia' (between cols. 352 and 353). The last-inentioned
is mainly designed to illustrate the non-Palestinian geography of the Old Testament. It is made
use of to show the position of places outside of Palestine mentioned in \'oIume I. which happen to
fall within its bounds.
In all maps biblical names are assigned to sites only when the article discussing the question
regards the identification as extremely probable (the degree of probability must be learned from the
article).
T h e following geographical terms are used in the senses indicated : —
Dlr, deir, ' monastery.'
naj{j), ' pilgrimage to Mecca.'
Jebel (J.), * mountain.'
Kefr, K,\fr, ' village.'
Khan, ' caravanserai.'

Khirbet-( Kh.), ' ruins of —.
Nahr (X.), ' river.'
Tell, 'mound' (often containing ruins).
Wadi (W.), 'valley,' 'torrent-course.'
Well, wely, ' Mohammedan saint,' ' saint's tomb.'

7. Transliteration, ete. — Whilst the Encyclopcedia Biblica is meant for the student, other
readers have constandy been kept in view. Hence the frequent translation of Hebrew and other
words, and the transliteration of words in Semitic languages. In certain cases transliteration also
saves space. No effort has been made at uniformity for its own sake. Intelligibility has been
thought sufficient. W h e n pronunciation is indicated —g,o-.. Behemoth, Leviathan — w h a t is meant
is that the resulting form is the nearest that we can come to the original as represented by the
traditional Hebrew, so long as we adhere to the English spellino'.
In the case of proper names that have become in some degree naturalised in an incorrect form,
that form has been preserved: e-g., Shalmaneser, Tiglath-pileser. Where there is an alternative!
naturally the closer to the original is selected: therefore Nebuchadrezzar (with r as in Ezek.. etc.)!
Nazirite. Where there is no naturalised form names are given in exact transliteration — i'•'-!
Asur-res-isi. In the case of Assyrian names, hyphens are used to separate the component parts!
which begin with a capital when they are divine names —£.^., Puzur-Asur; but Asur-dan
In the case of modern (Arabic) place-names the spelhng of the author whose description has
been most used has generally been retained, except when it would have been misleading to the
student. The diacritical marks have been checked or added after verification in some Arabic
source or list.
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On the Assyrian alphabet see BABYLONIA, § 6. and on the Egyptian, EGYPT, § 12. One
point remains to be explained, after which it will suffice to set forth the schemes of transliteration
in tabular form. T h e Hebrew h (Pi) represents philologically the Arabic h and h, which are
absolutely distinct sounds. T h e Hebrew spoken language very likely marked the distinction.
.As the written language, however, ignores it. n is always transliterated h. The Assyrian guttural
transliterated with an h, on the other hand, oftenest represents the Arabic h, and is therefore
always transliterated h (in Muss.-Arn. llicL. .r, for x)i never h. There is no h in transliterated
Assyrian; for the written language did not distinguish the Arabic h from the Arabic h, ', g, or ',
representing them all indifferently by', which accordingly does not, in transliterated Assyrian,
mean simply S but indifferently S or n or h or r or g. Hence, e.g., Nabu-nahid is simply one
interpretation of Nabu-na'id. Egyptian, lastly, requires not only h, h, and h, like Arabic, but also a
fourth symbol h (see E G Y P T , § 12, note).

TRANSLITERATION OF HEBREW (AND ARABIC) CONSONANTS
HEBREW,

X

. \ K vine.

'

p.

«_>
r

;
-

bh(b^
g
gh(g)
d
dh (d)
h

b

c.

j.g

0

d

sa

h

HEBREW.

I

n
'-

^

W, V

ARABIC.

z
h

t

f

Jo

y
k
kh(k)

HEBREW.

z

H

h

a

h

-

11

t

D

s

y
k

s

1
m

P
ph

HEBREW.

ARABIC.

J
r
u
(_r
£
£
.J,

k(q)

uo
0

s
k

r

;

r

1
m

1^

s

P

n

-I

s
g

sh, s

n
n

ARABIC.

I

sh, s
t

th(t)

f

i
Extra Arabic Consonants: ylj, th, t^ ; O, dh, d ; ^jfl, d; Ja, z.
VOWELS
Heb. a e 1 o u

' short'
aeiou

very short
a e o or ^^^

almost a glide
^ or ^ or '

a (e) i (e) u (o)
Ar. a 1 u
Ar. diphthongs: ai, ay, ei, ey, e; aw, au, o.
8. Signatures. — Parts of articles as well as whole articles bear the signature of the author or
authors, the exact share contributed by each writer being indicated, where possible, at the end thus :
A. B. §§ 1-5 : c. D. §§ 6-10. W h e n the signature would be too complex, and in a majority of the
'minor articles' even otherwise, no attempt has been made to assign a definite authorship and
the articles rest on the editorial responsibility. W h e n in such an article there occurs a suggestion
that seems to need a signature, its author's initials are appended to the whole article. A key to the
signatures will be found on p. xxvii.
H. w. H.

ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, A N D BIBLIOGRAPHICAL
NOTES
T h e following pages explain the abbreviations that are used in the more technical parts (see
above, p . xiv 3 i. [ a ] ) of the Encyclopcedia.
T h e list does not claim to be exhaustive, and, tor the
most part, it takes no account of well-established abbreviations, or such as have seemed to be fairly
obvious. T h e bibliographical notes will, it is hoped, be welcome to the student.
T h e Canonical and Apocryphal books of the Bible are usually referred to as Gen., E x . , Lev.,
Nu., Dt., Josh., Judg., Ruth, S ( a . ) . K ( i . ) , C h [ r . ] , Ezra, Neh., E s t h . , Job, Ps., Pr., Eccles.,
C(an)t., Is., Jer., Lam., Ezek., Dan.. Hos., Joel, Am., Ob., Jon., Mi., Nah., H a b . , Zeph., Hag.,
Zech., M a l . / i Esd., 4 Esd. {i.e., 2 E s d . of E V ) , T o b . , Judith, Wisd., Ecclus., Baruch, Epistle of
Jeremy {i.e.. Bar. ch. 6), Song of the Three Children (Dan. 823), Susanna, Bel and the Dragon,
P r a \ e r of Manasses, 1-4 M a c c . / j l t . . .Mk., Lk., Jn., Acts, Rom., Cor., Gal., E p h . , Phil., Col., Thess.,
Tim., Tit., Philein., Heb., J a [ s . ] , Pet., 1-3 Jn., Jude, Rev. [or Apoc.].
An explanation of some of the symbols (.A, S, B, etc.), now generally used to denote certain
Greek MSS of the Old or New Testaments, will be found above, at p . xvi. It may be added that
the bracketed index numerals denote the edition of the work to which they are a t t a c h e d : thus
OTJC(^'' = Tlie Old Testament in the Jeuuish Church, 2nd edition (exceptions RP^'-\ AOE^^'i -, see
below). T h e unbracketed numerals above the line refer to footnotes ; for those under the line see
below under D2, E.>, ].,. Po.
*
When a foreign book is cited by an English name the reference is to the English translation.
It is suggested that this work be referred to as the Encyclopcedia Biblica, and that the
name may be abbreviated t h u s : Ency. Bib. or EBi.
It will be observed that all the larger
articles can be referred to by the nuinbered sections (§§) ; or any passage can readily be cited
by coluinn and paragraph or line.
The columns will be numbered continuously to the end
of the work.
Abubv.

Abulwalid, the Jei\ish grammarian
(b. circa 990), author of Book of
Roots, etc.
-lead.
Tlie .4eadeiiiy : A ]Veekly I\,-,'ic-iO
of Lileraliire, Scienee, and .-[rl.
London, 'CdC^ff.
-4P- .
See . ; OF.
Ancient Ilchre-w Tradition.
See
.-l/IT
Hommel.
Alt{tesf\. Unt. . See Winckler.
Amer. Journ. of Anierican
Journal
of Philology,
Pliil.
.4\_iner.']J[ourne\
American Journal of Semiiic LanS\_emi\ L\_aiig.'\ gtiages and Literatures {cunWnMing Hebraica [ ' 8 4 - ' 9 5 ] ) , ' 9 5 / " .
Am. T a b . .
. TheTell-el-AmarnaLetters( = A ' 5 5 )
Ant. .
. Josephus, --liilh/iiilies.
'
AOF
. Alloriciilalische Porsdiungen.
See
Winckler.
Apocr. Anecd. . Apocryplia Aiiectola, 1st and 2nd
series, published under the
general title ' Texts and Studies'
at the Cambridge University
Press.
. Aquila, Jewish proselyte (temp.
Aq.
revolt against H a d r i a n ) , author
of a Greek translation of the Old
Testament. See T E X T .
. Arabic.
Ar. .
.'Vram.
Aramaic. See .\R.4MAIC.
Arch.
. .Arclueology or /Irch'dologie. See
Benzinger, Nowack.
Ar. Des. .
. Doughty, Arabia Deserta, '8i
Ar. H,ui., or
Reste ,irabischen
Heidentums. See
Held.
Wellhausen.
. Armenian.
Arm.
Assyrian.
Ass. .
. -Assyrisches Han,l-,,,drterbuch- See
Ass.
HIVB
Delitzsch.
Eur.
. W . M. Miiller, Asien u. E. -ropa
As
nach aitS,;ypliiche>i DetikmSlern.

A T, A Tlictie
.4 T

Uniers.

AV .
b.
.
Ba. .
Bab. .
Baed., or
Baed. Pal.
Baethg., or
Bacthg..5e?Vr.
SAG
Ba..\'5.
Baraitha ,
BDB Lex.

Be.

.

Bettr.
Beitr.

:. .4ss.

Benz. L/A

Das Alte Testament,
Alttestamentliche. Old Testament.
Alltestanientliche
Untersu
See Winckler.
Authorised Version.
ben, b'ne (son, sons, H e b r e w ) .
Baer and Delitzsch's critical edition
of the Massoretic Text, Leipsic,
'69, and following years.
Babylonian.
Baedeker, Palestiiie (ed. Socin),
(2),'94; (3)/98 (Benzinger) based
on 4th German ed.
Baethgen, Beitriige cur semitischen
Religions-gescliichte, '%-&.
C. P. Tiele, Babylonische-assyrisclie
Gescliiclite, pt. i., '86; pt. ii., '88.
Barth, Die Nominalbildung
in den
semitischen Sprachen, i., ' 8 9 : ii.,
' 9 1 ; <2)'94.
See L A W LrrERAXURE.
[Brown, Driver, Briggs, Lexicon"]
A Hebreiu and English
Lexicon
of the Old Testament, based on
the Lexicon of Gesenius, by F .
Brown, w'ith the co-operation of
S. R. Driver a n d C. A. Briggs,
Oxford, '92, and following years.
E . Bertheau (1812-S8).
InLCCLI;
Richter u. Ruth, '45 ; (2) ' 8 3 ;
C/irotiik, ' 5 4 ; (2), ' 7 3 ;
Esra,
Nehemia
u. Ester, ' 6 2 ; (2), by
Ryssel, '87.
Bei'trii-re, especially Baethgen (as
BeitrSge zur Assyriologie n. semitischen Spraclnvissensctiaft;
ed.
Fried. Delitzsch and Paul H a u p t ,
1.,'90; i i . , ' 9 4 ; iii.,'98: iv. I , ' 9 9 .
1. Benzinger, Hebrdische
Archdologie, '94.
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IC'cm,
Bertholet, Stellung
Bi.

Konige in KHC, 'gg.
A. Bertliolet, Die Slelluiig der Israeliten
tt. tier Juden
zu den
L'reiiideii. '96.
Gustav Dick ell :
Grundriss
der
hebriiischen
Grammatik,
' 6 9 / . ; ET, '77.
Carmina l'l' metrice etc., '82.
Dichtungen Jer Hebraer, 'S2 f.
Krilisclie
Bearbeilnilg
der
Prov., 'go.
Bibliotheea S.iera, '4 ; //'.
De Bello Judaico.
See Josephus.
Schenkel, Bibel-Lexicon
; Realworterbuch zum I l a n d g e b r a u c h
fiir Cicistliche u. Gemeindeylicder, 5 vols.. '69-'75.
S. lluchart (1599-1667) :

.

Biblioth
BJ .
BL .

Sa.

Boch.

Ge,,graphia
Sacr.i,
1646 ;
Hierozoicon, si-,,e de -4niiii,dibits Scriptiir,e Sacr,c, 1663.
Aug. lioeckh, Corpus Inscr. Gr,ec.,
4 veils,, '2S-'77.
Babvlonian
and Oriental
Record,

Boeckh
BOR

Aff-

Bottch.

Friedrich Bottcher,
-4usfidirlielies
Lehrbucti der hebrdischen
Spr,ie,'ie, '66-'6S.
Bottg. L.
Bottger, Lexicon z. d. Sctiriften des
Fl. Josephus, '79.
BR
Biblical A'esearc/ies. See Robinson.
Bu.
Karl B u d d e :
Urgesch
Die biblische Ur,rescliichte (Gen.
1-12,), '83.
Ri.Sa.
Die Biicher Kichler und
Samuel,
ihre Quellen
unditir.4ufbau,'go.
Sam. .
Samuel'm SBOT ( H e b . ) , '94.
Das Buch Hiob in HK, '96.
Klayelicler and Holielied in KHC, '98.
Buhl
. See Pal.
Buxt. Syn. Jud. Johann
Buxtorf
(1564-1629),
Synagoga Judaica,
1603, etc.
Buxt. Lex.
Johann Buxtorf, son (1599-1644),
Lexicon Chaldaicitin,
Talmudicum et Rabbinicuiii, 1639, folio.
Reprint with additions by B.
Fischer, 2 vols., '69 and '74.
c, cir.
.
Cal-ujer Bib.
Lex.

.
.

c. Ap.
CH .

.
.

.
.

Chald. Gen,

.

Che.

.
.
Proph. Is. .
Job and Sol.
Ps-

,

.

OPs. .

.

Aids

.

.

Founders

.

Intr.

.

Is.

circa.
Calwer Kirchele.xitton,
Tlieologisches Hand-w'drlerbuch,
ed. P.
Zeller, '89-'93.
contra Apionem.
See Josephus.
Composition des Hexateuclis.
See
Wellhausen.
The Cltaldean .4ccounl of Genesis,
by George Smith. .^ new edition, thoroughly revised and corrected by A. H. Sayce, '80.
T. K. C h e y n e ;
The Prophecies of Isaiah, 2 vols.
( ' 8 o - ' S i ; revised, '•'', '89).
Job and Solomon, ot Ttte Wis,loin
of the Old Testament ('87).
The Boole of Psalms, transl.
with comm. ( ' 8 8 ) ; <2), rewritten (forthcoming).
The Origin and Religious Contents of the Psalter (' Bampton
Lectures,' ' 8 9 ) , ' 9 1 .
Aids to ttie Devout Study of
Criticism, '92.
Founders
of
Old
Testament
Criticism, '94.
Introduction
to the Book of
Isaiah ('95).

Is. SBOT.

Isaiah
in
SBOT
[Eng.],
( ' 9 7 ) ; [ H e b . ] , ('99).
Jeremiah, Ilis Life and Times in ' Men of the
Bible' ( ' 8 8 ) .
Jca- Rel. Life
Jeivish Religious Life after the
l:xile, '98.
CIG
.
. Corpus Inscriptionum
Grcecarum
(ed. Dittenberger), '^2. ff. See
also Bneckh.
CIL
,
. Corpus Inscriptionum
Latinariiiii,
llcilin, '63, and following years,
14 vols., with supplements.
CIS
.
. Corpus Iiiscriplionitiii
Semiticarum, Paris, '8iy/. Pt. i., Phoenician and Punic inscriptions; pt.
ii., Aramaic inscriptions; pt. iv.,
S. Arabian inscriptions.
The Classical Revie-v, "&T ff.
Class. Re-.'.
Clerinont-(janneau:
Cl.-Gan. .
Rec. .
Recueil d'.4rcheologie,
'S^ff.
Co. .
Cornill:
Ezek.
Das
Buch
des
Propheten
Ezechiel, '86.
Einleitung
in das -41le TestaEinl.
ment, ' 9 1 ; (3', '96.
History
of
ttie
People of Israel
Hist.
from ttie earliest limes, '98.
TheCuiieiJ'onii Inscriptions and the
COT
Old Testament.
See Schrader.
A. H . Savce, I he Higher
Criticism
Crit. Moiiand the Verdict of the JMonitments, '94.
Critical Revie-iv of T/ieologicat and
Cr. Rev.
Philosoptiical
Literature
[ed.
Salmond], '9i_^.
Author of Deuteronomy; also used
of Deuteronomistic passages.
Later Deuteronomistic editors. See

D

H I S T O R I C A L LITERATCTKE.

Dalm. Gram.

.

JVorte Jesu
Aram. Le.x.

Dav.
Job
.
Ezek.
DB

de C. Orig.

De Gent.
Del.

Par. .
.
Heb. Lang,

Dalman, Grammatik
des jiulischpal'dslinisclien Arani'disch, '94.
Die JVorte Jesu, i., '98.
Araiiiaisch
- Neutiebr'disches
Worterbuch
zu
Targum,
Talmud,
und
Midrasch,
Teil i., '97.
A. B. Davidson ;
Book of Job in Camb. Bible, '84.
Book of Ezekiel in Cambridge
Bible, '92.
W . Smith, .4 Dictionary
of the
Bible, comprising its -4nlic]itities,
Biograptiy, Geography, and Natural History,^\o\i.,
'63; DB^-\
2nd ed. of vol. i., in two parts,
'93or, J. ITastings, ^l Dictionary
of
ttie Bible, dealing -toith its Language, Literature, and Contents,
including the Biblical
Theology,
vol. i., '98; vol. ii., '99.
or, F. Vigouroux, Dictionnaire
de
la Bible, 'gsffAlph. de Candolle, Origine
des
Plantes Cullivecs, ' 8 3 ; (^i, '96.
E T in the International
Scientific Series.
De Gentibus.
See Wellhausen.
Delitzsch, Franz (1813-90), author
of many commentaries on books
of the OT, etc.
or, Delitzsch, Friedrich, son of preceding, author of:
Wo tag das Paradies?
('81).
Ttie Hebrew Language viezved

XX A B B R E V I A T I O N S , S Y M B O L S , A N D B I B L I O G R A P H I C A L N O T E S
in the light of Assyrian Research, '8 J.
Prol.
.
Prolegomena eines neuen hebr.arant. Worterlniehszuni A T,
'86.
Ass. I^WB
Assyrisehes
Handtvorterbuch,
'96.
D H M Ep. Denk. D . H . Miiller, Epigrapliische
Denkmdler aus -Arabien. '89.
Die Proptieten in ihren iirspriinglichen
Form.
Die Grundgesetze
der ursemitischen Poesie, 2 Bde., '96.
Di. .
.
. Dillmann,
August
(1823-94),
in KGH:
Genesis, 3rd ed. of
K n o b e l , ' 7 5 ; (-",'82; («','92 ( E T
by Stevenson, '97) ; Exodus und
Leviticus,
2nd ed. of Knobel,
' 8 0 ; 3rd ed. by Ryssel, ' 9 7 ;
Numb., Deut, Josh., 2nd ed. of
K n o b e l , ' 8 6 ; / M W / / , I ' ) , ' 9 0 ; (edd.
1-3 by Knobel; 4th ed. by Diestel; 6th ed. by K i t t e l , ' 9 8 ) .
Didache.

Did.

Suppl.

Do/.I

Supplement

See APUCRVPHA, § 3 1 , i.

aux

Dietionnaires

-Irabes, '-jgff.
Driver, S. R . :
A Treatise on the Use of the
'Tenses in Hebmu, ' 7 4 ; '2',

Dr.
HT.

'81;

TBS
Introd.

(3), '92.

Notes on the Hebre-eu Text of
the Books of Samuel, '90.
An Inlroduclion to the Literature of the Old Testament,
ll', ' 9 1 ;

(61, ' 9 7 .

Parallel Tsaller, '98.
Deuteronomv
in The
International Critical
Commentary, '95.
in the Cambridge Bible, '97.
Joel and .Amos
SBOT
( E n g . ) , Leviticus, asLev.
SBOT
sisted by H . . \ . \ \ h i t e , '98.
Hebrew Authority' '\-a-4iilhority and.4rcha,il„gv.
Sacred and Profane, ed.
David G. Hogarth, London,
Par- Ps.
Deut.

Is.
Drus.
Du.
Proph,

Is,
Ps.
E

.

'99Isaiah, His Life and Times, in
' M e n of the Bible,'<2),'93.
Drusius (1550-1616) in
Critici
Sacri.
'
Bernhard Duhm :
Die Theologie der Propheten
ais Grundlage fiir die innere
Enl-wicklungsgeschichte
der
israelitischen Religion, ' 7 5 .
Das Bucti Jesaia in HK, '92.
Die Psalmen erkl'drl, in KHC,
'99.
Old Hebrew historical document.
Later additions to E . See H I S TORICAL LllERATURE.

£B^^>
Ll-

Aeg. B.M

Einl.
Eng.

Hist. Rev.

Ent\_st]

Encvclopicdia Britannica,
9th ed.,
'75-88.
Georg Ebers ('37-'98), .4egypten u.
die B'uclier Alose's, i., '6^.
Einleitung
(Introduction).
See
Cornill, etc.
The English
Historical
Review,

Die Entsletiung
des Judentliums.
See E d . Meyer.
English translation.
ET .
Ethiopic.
Eth.
Eus.
Eusebius of Ccesarea (2nd half of
3rd to Ist half of 4th cent, A.D.) :
Onom. or OS
Onomasticon : ' On the Names
of Places in Holy Scripture.'

HE .
.
P{rap.'\E[y.'\
Cliron.
.
EV .
Ew.
Lehrb.
Gesch,

Dicliter
Proph.

Historia
Ecclesiastica.
Prceparatio
Evangelica.
Chronicon,
English version (where authorised
and revised a g r e e ) .
Heinrich Ewald ( 1 8 0 3 - 7 5 ) :
Lehrbuch
der
hebrdischen
Sprache, ' 4 4 ; i"*', '70.
Gesctiichle des Volkes
Israel;
(3) i.-vii., ' 6 4 - ' 6 8 ; E T (-') 5
vols. (pre-Christian period),
'69-'8o.
Die Dicliter des Alten
Bundes
!•=), ' 6 6 /
Die Propheten, ' 4 0 / ; |2), '67

/;

ET'76/

Expositor, 5th ser., 'g^ffTimes, ' 8 9 - ' 9 0 / ^ .
7\imes'] Expository
fiz.-ad.ff .
. following (verse, or verses, etc.).
Fauna
and Flora of
Palestine,
FFP
See Tristram.
F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum cjiia
Field, Hex.
supersuntsiz'e
Veleriim
Inlcrprelum Grcecorum in totum Vclui
Testantenlum
Fragmenta
i^-jcj).
Fragmenta
Historicorum
GrcecoElr.-IHG .
rum, ed. Miiller, 5 vols., ' 4 I - ' 7 2 .
F . -\. Fliickiger a n d D . Hanbury,
Fl. and Hanb.
Pliarm.
Pilar macographia.
Floigl, GA
Floigl, Geschichte des semitischen
-4llertiims in Tabellen, '82.
Founders of Old Testament
CritiFounders .
cism.
See Cheyne.
O. F. Fritzsche ( 1 8 1 2 - 9 6 ) , comFr. .
mentaries on books of t h e Apocrypha in KHG.
Sigismund Frankel, Die
aramdiFra. .
schen Fremdw'orter
im
Arabischen, '86.
\\'.
Frankenberg,
Die
Spriiche
in
Frankenb.
KH, '98.
Frazer
J. G. F r a z e r ;
Totemism ( ' 8 7 ) .
Golden Bough ( ' 9 0 ) ; <2) jn prep.
Pausanias's
Description
of
Greece
(translation
and
notes, 6 vols., ' 9 8 ) .
Fund.
J. Marquart, Fundamente
israelitischer u. jiidischer Gescliiclite, '96.
6
.
Greek Version, see above, p . x v . /
Expos,
Explos].

and T E X T A N D V E R S I O N S .

GA

.

GA .
GBA
GASm.
GAT
Gei. Ursch

Ges.
'Thes.

Gramm.

Lex.

.

Ges.-Bu.

.

Geschichte
d. Alterthums
(see
Meyer, Floigl).
Geschichte -Agyptens (see M e y e r ) .
Gesch. Babyloniens
u.
Assvriens
(see Winckler, Hommel)'.
George Adam Smith. See Smith.
Reuss, Geschichte des Alien Testaments, ' 8 1 ; '2), 'go.
A. Geiger, Urschrift
und Uebersetzungen der Bibel in Hirer Al<lidngigteil von der inneren Ent•oickluiig des Judenthums,
'i^-j.
F, H .. \V. Gesenius (1786-184 2 ; :
Thesaurus Phitologicus
Criticus PJng. Hebr. et Cliald.
T'eteris Testamenti,
'35-'42.
Hebrdische Grammatik,
'13;
<^", by E . Kautzsch, ' 9 6 ;
ET'98.
Hebraisches
u.
chalddisches
Handiv'drterbuck,
'12 • ' " '
(Muhlau u. Volck), ' g o ; (12)
(Buhl, with Socin and Zimm e r n ) , ' 9 5 ; (i3)(Bul,l),'gn.
Gesenius-Buhl. See above Ges
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Gesch.
GGA
GGN
GI .
Gi[nsb].

GJV
Glaser
Skizze
Gr.

.

Gra, .
Gesch
Ps.
Gr. Ven.
GVI
H

.

H . Holzinger, Einleitung
in den
Hexateuch ('93), Genesis in the
A-Z/CCgS).
Fritz H o m m e l :
Hommel .
AHT
Die altisraelitische
Ueberlieferung; ET, Ancient
Hebrew
I radilion, '97.
Geschichte Babyloniens u. AsGBA
syriens, ' 8 5 ^ .
Lightfoot, Horce Hebraica, 1684.
Hor. Hebr.
Holmes and Parsons, Vetus TestaHP .
mentum
Grujcum cum
variis
ledionibus, 1798-1827.
G. B. (iray, Studies in
Hebrew
HPN
Proper Nanies, '96.
Henry Preserved Smith.
HPSm.
.
Critical
Commentarv.
Samuel in International
Die Heilige Schrift.
See Kautzsch.
HS .
Riehm's Hand-Jorterbiich des bibliHIVB
.
schen Allerlhuiiis, 2 vols., '84;
(2), '93-'94. See also Delitzsch
(Friedr.).

' T h e Law of Holiness' (Lev. 1 7 -

Intr[od]. .
Lntr. Ls. ,

26).

HA or Hebr.
Arch.
Hal.

.Mel. .
Hamburger
IRE]
Harper,

HC

ABL

.

Heb.
Hebraica
Heid.
Herst.

Herzog, RE
Het Herstel
Hex.
Hexap.
HG .
Hierob.
Hilgf.

.

Hist.
Hist. Proph.
Aion.
Hi[tz].

HK

.

XXI

Geschichte ( H i s t o r y ) .
G'ottingische Gelehrte
-Anzeigen,
'24#.
G'dttingisclie Gelehrte
Nachrichten,
'45 #
Geschichte Israels.
See Winckler.
Ginsburg, Massoretico-critical
Edition ofthe Helirev) Bible, '94, Introduction, '97.
Geschichte des jiidischen
Volkes,
See Schiirer.
Eduard (.Uaser:
Skizze der Gesch. u. Geogr.
.Arabiens, 'go.
K. Grimm ( 1 8 0 7 - g O .
Maccabees
('53) and ]Visdom{'()0) in KGH.
Heinrich Gratz:
Geschichte der Juden, i.-x., '74
ff-\ E T i.-v., ' 9 i - ' 9 2 .
Kritis,hcr
Commentar
zu den
Psalmen,
'Szp'.
Versio Vencta. See T E X T .
Gesch. des Volkes Lsrael.
See
Ewald, Stade, etc.

See

LEVITICUS.

Hebrdische -Archdologie.
See Benzinger, Xowack.
Joseph Halevy. T h e inscriptions
in Rapport sur une Mission -Archeologicjue dans le Yemen ('72)
are cited: Hal. 535, etc.
-Melanges
d' Epigraphie
et
d'.Archeologie Sem iti ques,' 74.
Hamburger, Realencyclopddie
fitr
Bibel und Talmud, i. '70, (2) '92;
ii. '83, suppl. '86, ' 9 1 / , '97.
R. F. Harper, Assyrian and Babylonian Letters belonging to the
A ' [ K u y u n i i k ] collection of tlie
British Museum, 'g^ffHand-Commentar
zum
Neuen
Testament, bearbeitet von H . J.
Holtzmann, R. A. Lipsius, P. W .
Schmiedel, H . v. Soden, ' S g - ' g i .
Hebrew.
Continued as -AJSL
(q.v,).
Reste arabischen Heidentums.
See
Wellhausen.
Kosters, Het Herstel van Isra'el in
het Perzische Tijci-aak, ' 9 3 ; Germ,
transl.
Die
IViederherstellung
Lsraels, '95.
See PRE.
See Herst.
Hexateuch (see Kuenen, Holzinger,
etc.).
See Field.
Historical Geography of the Holy
Land.
See Smith, G. A.
See Bochart.
A. Hilgenfeld, N T scholar
{Einl.,
etc.), a n d e d . s i n c e ' 5 8 of Z f f 7'.
See .Schiirer, Ewald, Kittel, etc.
J. F. M'Curdy, History,
Prophecy,
and the Monuments:
i. "Tothe
Downfall of Samaria ( ' 9 4 ) ; ii.
T o the Fall of Nineveh ( ' 9 6 ) .
F. Hitzig ( 1 8 0 7 - 7 5 ) , in KGH:
Prediger ('47), Hohelied {'^^'), Die
kleinen Propheten ('38; ('^^ '63),
Jeremias C^l-, '2','66). K\%ciDie
Psalmen ( ' 3 5 - ' 3 6 ; '•'', ' 6 3 - ' 6 5 ) .
Handkommentar
zum Alten Testament, ed. Nowack, '92 ff.

FIolz.

Einl.

LJG .

.

Itala.

It. .
Lt. .Anton.

J

•

•

As.

JBL

JBW
JDT
JE

.

.

Jensen, Kosm.
Jer.
Jon.
Jos.

J\_ourn.]

Phil.

JPT
JQR
JRAS

JSBL
KAT
Kau.
Gram.
HS

See T E X T AND VERSIONS.

Itinerarium
Antonini,
d'Urban, '45.

J2
•
•
J[^ourn.] .A\_m.]
0[r.] S[oc.]
Jastrow, Diet.
J\_ourn.]

IsraeUtische u. jiidische
Geschichte.
See Wellhausen.
Introduction.
Introduction
to Isaiah.
See
Cheyne.

.

Fortia

Old Hebrew historical document.
Later additions to J.
Journal of the -American
Oriental
Society, '5 I ff.
M. jastrow, Dictionary ofthe Targumim, the Talmud Babli, etc.,
and Midrashim,
'86/\
Journal
-Asiatique, '53 ff.-, 7th
ser.,'73; 8thser.,'83; gth ser.,'93.
Journal of Biblical Literature
and
Exegesis, '90 j ^ ; formerly ( ' 8 2 '88) c2iS\.t& Journal of die Society
of Biblical Ut. and Exeg.
Jahrbiicher der bibl. JVisseiischafl
('49-'65).
Jahrbiicher fi'ir deutsche Theologie,
'56-'78.
The ' P r o p h e t i c a l ' narrative of the
Hexateuch, composed of J and E.
P. Jensen, Die Kosmologie
der
Babylonier, 'go.
Jerome, or Jeremiah.
Jonathan. See Targum.
Flavius Josephus (b. ^1 l,..Vi?j, Antiquitates
Judaicic,
De
Bello
Judaico,
i'ita, contra -4pi one ni
(ed. Niese, 3 vols., '87-'94).
Jouriiiil of Philology,'\. (Ni>s. I and
2, '68), ii. (Nus. 3 a n d 4 , '69), etc.
Jahrbiicherj'iirprotestantische
7 'heologie,'-]S-'g2.
Jewish Qtiarlerlv Review, 'SS-'&g/fJournal
of Royal Asiatic
Society
(vols. 1-20, '24 ff-; new series,
vols. 1-24, '65-'92; currentseries,
'93/-).
SeeJBLDieKeilinschriften
u.d.Alle Testament- See Schrader.
E. Kautzsch :
Grammatik
des
Biblischen.4ra 111 a ischen, '84.
Die heilige Schrift des Alten
Testaments, '94.
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Apokr.
KB.

.
.

.

Ke. .
Kenn.

.
.

.
.

KG .
KGF

.
.

.
.

ICGH

.

.

KGK

.

.

KHC

.

.

.

.

Gesch.

.

Ki.

.

Ch. SBOT

Kim.

.

.

Kin^s].

.

.

KI. Proph.
Klo[st].

.
.

G VI.

Kn[ob].

Ko.

.
.

.

.

.

.

.

Koh.
Kr. .

.
.

.
.

Kt.

.

.

.

Kue..

.
Ond. ,

.
.

Die Apokryphen
u. Pseudepigraphen
des alten
Testaments, ' 9 8 /
Keilinschriftliche
Bibliothek,
Sammlungvon
ass. u- bab. Texten
in Umschrifit u. Uebersetzung, 5
vols, ( i , 2, 3 a, b, 4, 5 ) , '89-'96.
Edited by Schrader, in collaboration with L. Abel, C. Bezold,
P. Jensen, F . E . Peiser, a n d
H . •Winckler.
K . F . Keil (d. ' 8 8 ) .
B. Kennicott ( 1 7 1 8 - 8 3 ) , Vetus
Testamentum
Hebraicum
cum
variis tectionibus, 2 vols., 177680.
Kirchengeschichte.
Keilinschriften
u. Geschichtsforschung.
See Schrader.
Kurzgefasstes
exegetisches
Handbuch. See Di., Hitz., Knob., 0 1 .
Kurzgefasster Kommentar
zu den
heiligen Schriften Alten u. Neuen
Testaments sowie zu den Apokryphen,
ed. H . Strack a n d
O. Zockler, ' 8 7 / .
Kurzer
Hand-commentar
zum
Alten Testament, ed. Marti, ' 9 7 ^
Rudolf K i t t e l :
Geschichte der Hebrder, 2 vols.,
'88, ' 9 2 ; E n g . transl., History of the Hebre-ivs, ' 9 5 '96.
TheBookofChronicles,Cxi'i\c-!i\.
Edition of the Hebrew text,
'95 (translated by B a c o n ) .
R. David Kimhi, circa 1200 A.D.,
the famous Jewish scholar and
lexicographer, by whose exegesis
the AV is mainly guided.
Kinship and Marriage in Early
Arabia.
See W . R. Smith.
KleineProphetenQ.lmor'i'to^'btis).
See Wellhausen, Nowack, etc.
A u g . Klostermann, Die
Biicher
Samuelis und der K'onige ('87) in
KGK.
Geschichte des Volkes Israel bis
zur Restauration unter Esra
und Nehemia, '96.
Aug. Knobel (1807-63) in J V C / / . Exodus u-nd Leviticus, <2) by Dillmann, ' 8 0 ; Der Prophet
jesaia,
'43, (3), '61. See Dillmann.
F . E . Konig,
Historisch-Kritisches
Lehrgebaude
der
Hebr'aischen
Sprache, 3 vols., ' 8 l - ' g 7 .
Aug. Kohler.
K r e (lit. ' t o b e r e a d ' ) , a marginal
reading which the Massoretes
intended to supplant that in the
text ( K e t h i b ) ; see below.
K e t h i b (lit. ' w r i t t e n ' ) , a reading
in the M T ; see above.
Abr. Kuenen (1828-91) :
Historisch-crilisch
Onderzoek
naar het ontstaan
en de
verzameling van de Boeken
des Ouden Verbonds, 3 vols.,
' 6 l - ' 6 5 ; (2),'85-'89; Germ,
transl.,
Historisch-kritische
Einleitung
in die Biicher
des Atten Testaments, ' 8 7 '92; vol. i., The Hexateuch,
translated by Philip Wicksteed, '86.

Godsd.

.

De Godsdienst van Israel,
'^g-'-jO;
E n g . transl., 3 ^'ols., '73-'75De Profeten en der Profetie onder Israel, ' 7 5 ;
ET,'77.
Ges. Abh. .
GesammeUeAbhandlungenzur
bibl. Wissenschaft,
German
by Budde, '94.
.

.

.

.
Hag.
Syr. .

.
.
.

Ges. Abh.
Mitt.
Sym.
Prov.
ijbers.
or BN

.
.
.
.

Beitr.

.

Proph.
Sem,
Arm.
St.
Or. .
Lane
.

.
.
.
.
.

L [and] B

.

LBR

.

L
Lag.

.

Levy, NHWB
Chald. Lex.
Lehrgeb.
.
Leps. Denkm.

.
.

Lightf.

.

.

Lips. 1 /

Low .
Luc.
L X X or @

de

Lagarde, Librorum
Veteris
Testamenti
Canonicorum,
Pars
Prior Grcece, ' 8 3 .
Paul de Lagarde ( ' 2 7 - ' 9 l ) :
Hagiographa
Chaldaice, ' 7 3 .
Libri Veteris Testamenti
Apocryphi Syriace, ' 6 1 .
GesammelteAbhandtungen,'6(>.
Mitteilungen,
i.-iv., ' 8 4 - ' 8 9 .
Symmicta, ii., ' 8 0 .
Proverbien, ' 6 3 .
Uebersicht Uber die im Aram'dischen, Arabischen,
und
Hebraischen iibliehe Bildung
der Nomina, '89.
Beitrdge z. baktrischen
Lexikographie, ' 6 8 .
Prophetce Chaldaice, '72.
Semitic a, '-J&f.
Armenische
Studien.
OrientaUa, i., '79 ; ii., ' 8 0 .
E . W. L a n e , An
Arabic-English
Lexicon, '(>^ff.
W . M. Thomson, The Land and
the Book, ' 5 9 ; new ed. ' 9 4 .
Later Biblical
Researches.
See
Robinson.
J. Levy, Neuhcbrdisehes
u. chalddisches Worterbuch,
'•jb-'hg.
Chald'disches Worterbuch iiber
die Targumim,
'd-J ff.
See K o n i g . .
R. Lepsius, Denkmdler aus Aegypten u. Aethiopien, '4g-'6o.
J o h n Lightfoot ( 1 6 0 2 - 7 5 ) , Horm
Hebraica ( 1 6 8 4 ) .
Joseph B . Lightfoot ( ' 2 8 - ' 8 9 ) ;
commentaries on
Galatians
(W, ' 7 4 ) ; Philippians
((3),
' 7 3 ) ; Colossians and Philemon ( ' 7 5 ) .
Lipsius, Die Apokryphen
Apostelgeschichlen
u.
Apostellegenden,
'83-'go.
J. Low, Aram'dische
Pfianzennamen, '81.
See L.
Septuagint. See above, p . xv /
and T E X T AND VERSIONS.

Maimonides

Moses Maimonides ( 1 1 3 1 - 1 2 0 4 ) .
Exegete, author of
Mishneh
Torah, More Nebokhim, etc.
Mand.
Manda:an.
See A R A M A I C , § 10.
Marq. Fund.
J. Marquart, Fundamente
israelitiseher u. jiidischer Geschichte. ' Q 6 .
Marti
K. M a r t i :
Gram.
Kurzgefasste
Grammatik
d.
biblisch-Aramai
schen
Sprache, '96.
Geschichte der'- Israelitischen
Religion'-^'', '97 ( a
revision of A. Kayser, Die
Theol. des AT).
Jei.
.
.
Das Buch Jesata,m
KHC'QQ
Masp.
.
. G. M a s p e r o :
Daivn of Civilisation,
Egvii
and Chaldea ((2), .96) _ ^•'^
Les premieres
Melee's des
Peuples;
E T by McClure
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MBBA
MDPV
Merx
Mey..
GA

.

Entst[eh].
Meyer

MGIVJ
MH .

MI .
Midr.
Mish.

.

The Struggle of the lYaiions
—Egypt, Svria,a Hit .4ssy ria.
Histoire .4ncienne des Peuples
de r Orient
{'ggff-)Monatsbericht
der Berliner
-Ikadeniie.
Miliheiliingen undNaclirichleii
des
Deutschen
PaldstinaVereins,
'95 #
A. Merx, .4rcliiii f.
wisseiisihaftliche Erforschung
d. .A T ( ' 6 9 ) .
Ed. Meyer:
Geschichte des
Alterthums;
i., Gesch, d. Orients bis zur
Be^iiinduiigdes
Perserreichs
('84) ; ii., Gesch. des -Ahendlandes bis auf die Perserkri.ge ('93)."
Die Lntslehung
des Jitdeiithuiiis, '96.
H . A. W . Meyer
(iSoo-73),
founder of the series
Krilischexegelisilier Kommentar iiber das
Neue
Testament.
Monatsschrift fUr Gesch. u. Wiss.
des Judenthums,
'51/^.
Mishnic Hebrew, the language of
the Mishna, Tosephta, Midrashim, and considerable parts of
the Talmud.
Mesha
Inscription,
commonly
known as the ' Moabite Stone.'
See M E S H A .
Midrash. See C H R O N I C L E S , § 6 ( 2 ) .

Mishna, the standard collection
(completed, according to tradition, b y R . Judah the Holy, about
200 A.D.) of sixty-three treatises
(representing the Jewish traditional or unwritten law as developed by the second century
A.D.), arranged in six groups or
Seders t h u s : — i . Zerd'iin (11
tractates), ii. Mo'ed ( 1 2 ) , iii.
Ndshim {•]),\v.Nezikin
( 1 0 ) , v.
Kodashim(II),
vi. 'Toliordili{ 12).
'^boda zara, iv. 8
Mi|<wa'oth, vi. 6
Mo'ed Katan, ii. n
Aboth, iv. 9
Nazir, iii. 4
'Arakhin, v. 5
Nedarim,
iii. 3
Baba Bathra, iv. 3
Baba Kamma. iv. i Nega'im, vi. 3
Niclda,
vi.
7
Baba Mgsi'a, iv. 2
Ohaloth, VI. 2
Bgkhoroth, v. 4
'Orla,
i.
10
Bgrakhoth, i, i
Para, vi. 4
Besa, ii. 7
Pe'a_, i. 2
Bikkurim, i. 11
PSsachim, ii. 3
Chagiga, ii. 12
Rosh Ha{sh)shana,
Challa, i. 9
ii. 8
ChuHIn, V. 3
Sanhedrin,
iv. 4
Dgmai, i. 3
Shabbath, ii. i
'Eduyoth, iv, 7
Shebu'oth,
iv.
6.
'Erubin, ii. 2
ShSbi'ith, 1. 5
Gittin. iii. 6
Shekalim,
ii.
4
Horayuth, iv. 10
Sota, iii. 5.
Kelim. vi. I
Sukka, ii. 6
Kerith'""ith, V. 7
Ta'Snith, ii. 9
K.5tliatjnth, iii, 2
Tamid, v. 9
Kid'ii'ishin, iii. 7
T£bul Yom, vi. 10
Kil'ayim, i. 4
'I'Smura,
V. 6
I^innim, v, 11
Ma'aser Sheni, i. 8 Terumi^th, i. 6
Tohoroth,
vi. 5
Ma'aseroth, i. 7
'Uksin, vi. 12
Makhshirin, vi. 8
Yadayim,
vi.
IT
Makkoth, iv. 5
Yfibamoth, iii. i
Megilla, ii. 10
Yoma,
ii.
5
Me'ila, v. 8
Zabim, vi. 9
Menachoth, v. 2
Zebachim, v. i
Middoth, V. 10

MT .

Massoretic text, the Hebrew text of
the O T substantially as it was in
the early part of the second
century A.D. (temp. Mishna).
I t remained unvocalised until

about

century A.D.

Murray

.

.

n.

,

Nab.

See T E X T .

.

.

.

.

A Neia English
Dictionary
on
Historical Principles, ed. J. A.
I I . Murray, '88 ff.-, also H .
Bradley, '977^
^^'.^Wsi-kv-noii,.4
Concise Dictionary of the Assyrian
Language,
'94-'99 (A-.MAi;).
Miltheiluiigvii
der
Vorderasiatischen Gesellschajl, 'g-J ff.
note.

.

Nabatcean.

Muss-Am.

MVG

xxiii

the end of the _ seventh

.

.

NB .
.
Nestle, Eig.

.
.

01[sh].
.
Ps. .
Lehrb,

.
.
.

P
.
P2 .
Pal.

.
.
.

.
.
.

Palm.
Pal. Syr.

.
.

.
.

PA OS

. '

.

See ARAMAIC, § 4.

Noniiiialbilduiig,'S,3.tl't\-,
see Ba.
Die israelilischeit
F.igennanien
nach
ihrer
religioiisgeschichtliclieii Bedeutung, '76.
Marg.
. Marginalien
11. Malcnalien,
'93.
N e u b . Geogr. . A. Neubauer, Geographic du Talmud, '68.
NHB
.
. Natural History ofthe Bible. See
Tristram.
NHWB
.
. A'eu-hebr. u, chald'disches
Worterbuch. See Levy.
no. .
.
. number.
Nb[ld]. .
. Th. Noldeke:
Unters.
.
Untersuchungen
z. Kritik
d.
Alten Testaments, '69.
Alttestamentliche
Litteratur, '68.
Now.
.
. W. Nowack:
H{ebrl] A\rchC]
Lehrbuch
d.
Hebr'aischen
Arclidologie,' 94.
KI. Proph.
Die Kleinen
Propheten (in
HKC), '97.
NT .
.
. New Testament, Neues Testament.
Justus Olshausen:
Die Psalmen, '53.
Lehrbuch der hebr. Sprache,
'61 [incomplete].
OLZ {cus. Or, LZ) Orientalistische
Litleratur-Zeitung, ed. Peiser, ' 9 8 /
Ond.
.
. Historisch-crilisch
Onderzoek. See
Kuenen.
Onk., Onq.
. Onkelos, Onqelos. See Targ.
Onom.
.
. See OS.
OPs.
.
. Origin of the Psalter. See Cheyne.
OS .
.
. Onomasiica Sacra, containing the
' name-lists' of Eusebius and
Jerome (Lagarde, '•'-'1, ' 8 7 ; the
pagination of (W printed on the
margin of <2l is followed).
OT .
.
. Old Testament.
OTJC
.
• Old Testament
in the Jewish
Church.
See W. R. Smith.
Priestly Writer. See HiST. L I T .
Secondary Priestly Writers.
Y. Buhl, Geographic des alien Pal'dsliiia, '96. See also Baedeker
and Reland.
Palmyrene. See ARAMAIC, § 4.
Palestinian Syriac or Christian
Palestinian.

Par.

.

.

Pat. Pal. .
PE .
.

.
.

PEFM[em.]

.

PEFQ\_u.St.]

.

See .\KAMAIC, § 4.

Proceedings of American
Oriental
Societv, 'S^ ff- (printed annually
at end of y . J (95).
IVo lag das Paradies ? See
Delitzsch.
.Sayce, Patriarchal Palestine, '95.
Prceparatio Evangelica. See Eusebius.
Palestine Exploration
Eund Memoirs, 3 vols., ' 8 i - ' 8 3 .
Palestine
Exploration
Fund
[founded ' 6 5 ] Quarterly
Statement,
'tgff.
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Per.-Chip.

Pers.
Pesh.

Ph., Phoen.
PRE

Preuss. Jahrbb.
Prim. CuU,

Perrot and Chipiez :
Histoire de I'Art dans
I'antiquite.
Egypte — Assyrie —
Perse — -Asie
-Mineuere —
Grece — Etrurie — Rome;
'81 ff.
ET:
-Ancient
Egvpt,
'83;
Chatdcea and Assyria,
'54;
Phcenicia and Cyprus, ' 8 5 ;
Sardinia,
Judcea, etc., ' 9 0 ;
Primitive
Greece, '94.
Persian.
Peshifta, the Syriac vulgate ( 2 n d 3rd cent.). Vetus I estamentum
S-vriace, ed. S. Lee, '23, O T and
N T , '24.
W . E . Barnes, An Apparatus
Criticus to Chronicles in the Peshitta
Version, '97.
Phcenician.
Real-Encyklopddie
fiir
protestantische 'Theologie u. Kirche, ed.
J. J. Herzog, 22 vols., ' 5 4 - ' 6 8 ;
(2>, ed, J. J. Herzog, G. L .
Plitt, Alb. Hauck, 18 vols., ' 7 7 ' 8 8 ; (•">, ed. .Ub. H a u c k , vol.
i.-vii. [."V-Hau], 'g6-'g9.
Preussische Jahrbi'icher, '12 ff.
E. B. I'ylor, Primitiiie
Culture,
'71;

Proph. Is.
Prol.
Prot

KZ

PSBA
PS Ihes.
Pun.
R
RJE
RD

Rp
I-5R

.
.
.
.

Rab.
Rashi
Rec.

Trav.

REJ
Rel. Pal. .
Rev.
Rev. Sem.
Ri. Sa.
Rob.
BR

LBR or BR iv.
or BR^'-> iii.

Roscher

Ausfiihrliches
Lexikon
ischen u. R'omischen

RP

Records of the Past, being English
translations of the -Ancient Monuments of Egypt and l-Vestern
Asia, ed. S. IJitch, vols, i.-xii.
( ' 7 3 - ' 8 l ) . N e w series [RP<.'-l] ed.
A. H . Sayce, vols, i.-vi., '88-'92.

('84#).
.

See ASSYRIA, § 35.

RS or Ret. Sem.
RV

.

R WB

Rys.
Saad.

Sab.

Sab.

Denkm.

'••''. ' 9 1 -

The Prophecies of Isaiah.
See
Cheyne.
Prolegomena.
See Wellhausen.
Protestantische Kirchenzeitung
findas E-vangclische
Deutschland
(vols.i.-xliii.,' 54-'96); continued
as Prot. Monatshefte {'gi ff-)Proccedings of the Society op Biblical -Archaologv, '"j'Aff.
Payne Smith, 'Thesaurus Syriacus.
Punic.
Redactor or Editor.
Redactor(s) of J E .
Deuteronomistic E d i t o r ( s ) .
Priestly Redactor(s).
H . C. Rawlinson, The Cuneiform
Inscriptions
of Western
-Asia,
i.-v. ( ' 6 l - ' S 4 ; iv. (2), '91).
Rabbinical.
i.e. Rabbenu Shelomoh Yishaki
(1040-1105), the celebrated
Jewish commentator.
Recueil de trai'au-x relatifs a la
philol. el cl I'.Arclieol. egypt. et
assyr. '70 ff.
Revue des Etudes juives, i., '80; ii.
and iii., ' S i ; and so on.
Reland, PaLcslina ex Monumentis
-veteribus illustrata, 2 vols., 1714.
Revue.
Revue semiticjiie, 'g-^ffDie Biicher Richter u. Samuel.
See Budde.
Edward Robinson:
Biblical Researches in Palestine, Mt. Sinai, and -Arabia
Petrtea, a journal of travels
in the vear 183S (i.-iii., '41
= jgA'(2l, i.-ii., '56).
Later Biblical Researches in Palestine and the adjacent Regions, a
journal
of travels in the vear
1852 (-56).
Physical
Geography of the Holy
Land, '65.

d. Griech-Mvlhologie

Sam.
SBA W

.

SBE

SBOT

(Eng.)

SBOT{'iiCb.)

Sch'opf
Schr.

.

Religion of the Semites.
See W .
R. Sinith.
Revised Version ( N T , ' 8 0 ; O T ,
' 8 4 ; Apocrypha, ' 9 5 ) .
G. B. \^'mzx{\-j%g-\8<;^%),Biblisches
Realw'orterbuch, ' 2 0 ; <"', 2 vols.,
'47/
Ryssel; cp. Dillmann, Bertheau.
R. Sa'adya (Se'adya; A r . Sa'id),
the tenth century Jewish grammarian and lexicographer ( b .
8 9 2 ) ; Explanationsofthe/;(7/^?.rlegomeiia in the 0 1 " , etc.
Sabiean,
less
fittingly
called
Himyaritic; the name given to
a class of S. Arabian inscriptions.
Sabdische Denkmdler,
edd. Muller
and Mordtmann.
Samaritan.
Sitzungsberichte
der
Berlinischen
Akademie der
Wissenschaften.
The Sacred Books of the East,
translated by various scholars
and edited by the Rt. H o n . F.
Max Muller, 50 vols. \'&-]g ff.
[Otherwise k n o w n as the Polychrome Bible] The Sacred Books
ofthe Old Testament, a ne-w Eng.
transl., with Explanatory
Notes
and Pictorial Illustrations:
prepared by eminent biblical scholars
of Europe and of America, and
edited, wilh the assistance of
Horace Howard Eurness, by Paul
Haupt, 'g-j ff.
H a u p t , The Sacred Books ofthe Old
Testament;
a critical edition of
ihe Hebreiu text, printed
in
colours, -with notes, prepared by
e minent biblicatscholars of Europe
and--inierica, under the editorial
direction of Paul Haupt,
'g^ff.
Gunkel, Scli'dpjiing und Chaos in
Urzcil u. Endzeit, '95.
Schrader;
editor of
KB
Iq.v.] -.
Keilinschriften
u. Geschichtsforschung, ' 7 8 .
Die Keilinschriften
u. d. .Alle
Testament, ' 7 2 ; (2), '83.
Eng. transk of KAT^^)
by
O. C. Whitehouse, The
Cuneiform Inscriptions and
the Old Testament, 2 vols.,
'85, '88 ( t h e pagination of
the German is retained in
the margin of the E n g . e d . ) .
E. Schiirer:
Geschichte des jiidischen
Volkes
im
Zeitalter
Jesu
Christi;
i. Einleitung u. Politische G e schichte, ' 9 0 ; ii. Die Inneren
Zustande
Palastinas u. des
I jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter

E.

KGF
KAT
COT

Schiir.
GJV
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Hist.

Selden

Sem.
Sin.
Smend,

Listen

Smith
GASm.
HG

WRS
OTJC

Proph.

Jesu Christi, ' 8 6 ; new ed. vol.
ii. Die I n n e r e n Zustande, 'g8,
vol. iii. Das Judenthum in der
Zerstreuung u. die judische Literatur, '98.
E T of above {'go ff.)- Vols. 1 /
{i.e., L)iv. i. vols, i f.)=- vol. I
of G e r m a n ; vols. 3-5 {i.e., Div.
ii. vols. 1-3) = vol. 2 of German
[ = vols, ii., iii.of (3)].
J. Selden, de Jure
naturfili
et
gentium juxta disciplinam EbrcCoriiin, 7 bks., 1665.
de Diis Syris, 1617.
Semitic.
Sinaitic; see ARAMAIC, § 4.
Smend, Die Listen der Bi'ieher
Esra u, .Vehemiah, '81.
George . \ d a m Smith ;
The Historical
Geography of
the Holy Land, especially in
relation to the History cj
Israel and of the Early
Church, '94 (additions to •'",
'g6.)
William Robertson Smith ( ' 4 6 - ' g 4 ) :
The Old Testament in ihe Jewish
Church,'8\\
12), revised and much
enlarged, '92; (Germ, transl. by
Rothstein, ' 9 4 ) .
The Prophets of Israel and their
place in History, to the close oj
the eighth century B.C., ' 8 2 ; (2)^
with introduction and additional notes by T. K. Cheyne,

'95Kinship
and Marriage in Early
Arabia, ' 8 5 .
R\_d.]S\_em ] Lectures on the Religion of the
Semites:
1st ser., T h e Fundamental Institutions, ' 8 9 ; new
and revised edition (i?5(2)), '94;
Germ, transl. by Stube, '99.
[ T h e MS notes of the later Burnett
Lectures—on Priesthood, Divination and Prophecy, and Semitic
Polytheism and Cosmogony —
remain unpublished, but are
occasionally cited by the editors
in the Encyclopwdia Biblica as
' Burnett Lects. MS.] '
A.
P . Stanley, Sinai and Palestine
SP .
in connection with their history,
'56, last ed. '96.
De Legibus Hebraorum
Ritualibus
Spencer .
(2 vols. 1727).
Siegfried and Stade, Hebraisches
SS .
Worterbuch
zum -41len Testamente, '93.
B. Stade :
St., Sta. .
Gesch- d. Volkes Lsrael, '81
GVI.
Kiii-

Abh.

.

SL Kr.
.
Stad, m.m.
Stud. Bibl.

Sw. .

SWAW

,

Ausge-o'dhlle -Ikademische Reden u. Abhandlungen,
'gg.
Studien und Kritiken,
'2&ff.
Stadiasmus
magni maris (Marcianus).
Studia Biblica, Essays in Biblical
Archceology and Criticism
and
kindred subjects, 4 vols., ' 8 5 - ' 9 l .
H . B. Swete, The Old Testament
in Greek according to the Septuagint; (i>, ' 8 7 - ' 9 4 ; '^', '95-'99Sitzungsberichte
d, Wiener
Akademie d.
Wissenschaften-

Sym[m]. .

.

Syr. .

.

Tab.

.
Peut.

Symmachus, author of a Greek
version of the Old Testament
{circa 7.CX3 MD.). See T E X T .
Syriac. See ARAMAIC, § I I /

.

Tabula Peutiiigeriana, Desjardins,
'68.
Talmud, Babylonian or Jerusalem,
consisting of the text of the
Mishna broken up into small
sections, each followed by the discursive comment called Gemara.

Talm. Bab. Jer.

See L A W L I T E R A T U R E .

T[ar]g.
Jer.

.
,

.
.

Targum. See T E X T .
T h e (fragmentary) Targum Jerushalini.
Jon.
.
. Targum Jonathan, the name borne
by the Babylonian Targum to
the Prophets.
Oni. .
. Targum Onkelos, the Babylonian
Targum to the
Pentateuch
(towards end of second century
A.D.).
ps.-Jon.
. T h e iTarg. to the Pentateuch,
known by the name of Jonathan.
TBS
.
. Der Text der Biicher
Samuelis:
see Wellhausen; or Notes on the
Hebre-a> Text of the Books of
Samuel: see Driver.
temp.
.
. tempore (in the time [ o f ] ) .
T[extus] R [ e T h e 'received t e x t ' of the N T .
ceptus]
See T E X T .
Th[e].
.
. Thenius, die Biicher Samuelis in
KGH, '42; 121, '64; (3), Lohr, '98.
Theod.
.
. Theodotion (end of second century), author of a Greek version
of the Old Testament (' rather a
revision of the L X X than a new
translation'). See T E X T .
Theol. Studien . Studien. published in connection
with Th. T (see DEUTERONOMY,
§ 332)Thes.
.
. See Gesenius.
R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus
Syriacus, 'd&ffTh.T
.
. Theologisch Tijdschrift, '(>•] ff.
Ti. or Tisch.
. Tischendorf, Novum
Testamentum
Grcece, editio octava critica
maior, '69-'72.
TLZ
.
. Theologische
Lileraturzeilung,
'76 # .
Tosephta .
. See L A W LITERATURE.
Treg.
.
. S. P. Tregelles, The Greek New
Testament; edited from ancient
authorities, '57-'72.
Tristram .
. H . B . Tristram :
FFP .
. The Fauna and Flora oj Palestine,
'8g.
NHB
. The -Vatural History oj the Bible,
(8), '89.
TSB.A
.
. Transactions oj Soc. Bib. .4rchceol.,
vols, i.-ix., '72/C
Tab. Z. j . Theol. Tiibingen Zeitschrift f. Theologie,

'28/.
Untersuch,
Urgesch-

.
.

.

V.
.
.
Var. Apoc.

.
.

Var. Bib.

.

Untersuchungen.
See Noldeke,
Winckler.
Die biblische Urgeschichte.
See
Budde.
verse.
The Apocrypha (AV) edited wilh
various renderings, etc., by C. J.
Ball.
The OldandNno
Testanients{lpl)
edited -with various
renderings,
etc., by T. K. Cheyne, S. R.
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Driver ( O T ) , and R. L. Clarke,
A. Goodwin, W . Sanday ( N T )
[otherwise known as the Queen's
printers'
Bible].
Versio Vetus Latina; the old-Latin
version (made from the Greek) ;
later superseded by the Vulgate.

Vet. Lat. .

.

Vg. .

.

Vulgate, Jerome's Latin Bible:
O T from H e b . , N T a revision
of Vet. Lat. (end of 4th and beginning of 5th cent.). See T E X T .

We., Wellh.
De Gent.

.

TBS

.

Julius Wellhausen.
De Gentibus et Familiis Judceis
quce in I Chr. 2 4 numerantur Dissertatio ('70).
Der Text der Biiclier Samuelis

See T E X T AND V E R S I O N S .

.

('70-

Phar. u.
Sadd.

Gesch.
Prol.

.
.

IJG

.

.

[Ar.]Heid.

KI. Proph.
CH

.

.

Die PharisHer 21. d.Saddueder:
eine Untersuchung zitr ijinercu Jiidischen
Geschicht
('74).
Gesdiichle Israels, •wo\.'\. {'•]?,).
2nd ed. of Gesch., entitled
Prolegomena zur Gesch. Israels, ' 8 3 ; E T ' 8 5 ; 4th
Germ. ed. '95.
Isriielitisehe u. jiidische Geschichte, '94; I"', '97; an
amplification of .4briss der
Gesch. Israels u. Juda's in
'Skizzen u. Vorarbeiten,'
'84. T h e .Ibriss was substantially a reproduction of
' I s r a e l ' in £i?(!» ( ' 8 1 ; republished in E T of Prol.
['85] and separately as
Sketch of Hist, df Israel and
Judah, (3), '91),
Reste .Arabischen
Heidentums
(in ' Skizzen u. Vorarbeiten')
('87; '-', '97)Die Kleinen Propheten Ubersetzt, mit A'olen ('92; i'',

Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen
Biicher des .Allen Testaments
('85; Zweiter Druck, mit
Nachtragen, '89; originally
published i n / Z ; r 21 392 ^ ,
['76], -1-1 407 ['77], and in
Bleek, £ / « / . (J','78).
Weber
.
. System der Altsynagogalen
Paldstinischen Theologie;
oxDieLehren
des Talmud, '80 (edited by Franz
Delitzsch and Georg Schnederm a n n ) ; (2)^ Jiidische
Theologie
auf Grund des Talmud
und
verwandter
Schriften, '97 (ed.
Schnedermann).
Wetstein .
. J. J. Wetstein, Novum
Testamentum Griecum, etc., 2 vols, folio ;
1751-1752.
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Zeitschrift jiir die gesammte lutherische Theologie und Kirch,, ' 4 0 Zeitschrifi
fur
Theologie
tind
Kirche, 'gi ff.
Zeitschrift
fiir
wissenschaftUche
Theologie (ed. H i l g e n f e l d ) , ' 5 8 / .

ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES
ADDITIONAL
ACL

APK .
Crit. Bib.
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.tltchristliche Litlenitur : e.g.—
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Litteratur in den
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W. C. van Manen, Ilandleiding voor de Ondchriilelijke
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.

1900.

Ohnefalsch-Richter
SMA W
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Sivr.) c(ur.)
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.M. H. Ohnefalsch-Richter, Kypros. die Bibel, und Homer j s.ic)-^.
Sitzungsberichte der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Munich.
Curetonian Syriac version of N T (see T E X T , § 25).
Sinaitic Syriac version of N T (see T E X T , § 25).
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ENCYCLOPJIDIA BIBLICA
Q
QUAIL {)hb\ sHdw, Kr. V^C', s^yw;
opTYroM H T R A ; ^ coturnix).
Mentioned in EV in Ex.1613
Xu. 1 1 3 1 / Ps. 10040 Wisd. I62 19i2t ; cp r|j3 r|iy, Ps.
7827.
That the quail, not the sand-grouse (?) or
the locust (Hasselquist's alternatives, Travels, 443) or
the crane (Dean Stanley and H. S. Palmer, see
§ 2, note 2) is meant, is generally recognised.
T h e Ar. word for 'quail,' satwd, which is a loan-word, was
found by C. N i e b u h r ( i 7 7 4 ) t o be still in use in Egj'pt. Another
word for it is suindnd, given to it because
1. I d o n t i f i c a t i o n . of its 'fatness,' and Lagarde (Uebers. 81)
has proposed to connect the name with
Eshmun-Iolaos, the god who restored Heracles to life by giving
him a quail to smell at. T h e quail was annually sacrificed
among the Phoenicians in the month Feb.-Mar. to commemorate
the reviving of Heracles (Athen. 947, referred to by W R S ,
Ret. Sefn.C') 469). There is no trace, however, of the sacred
character of this bird among the Arabians or the Hebrews.
T h e Coturnix
communis
or C. dactylisonans
of o r n i t h o l o g i s t s is w e l l - k n o w n in t h e S i n a i t i c p e n i n s u l a , w h e r e

it passes, migrating northward in spring, in immense
flights. Tristram found them in the Jordan valley
{Land of Israel, 460). They arrive in Palestine in
March and April—though a few remain there during
the winter—on the way to their breed ing-places in the
plains and cornfields of the upper country. Even these
flocks are said to be surpassed in numbers by the
autumn flight when they return S. to their winterquarters.
The quail flies very low, which Dillmann
supposed to explain the important clause at the end
of Xu. 1131 (but see § 2).
It is soon fatigued, and
hence falls an easy prey to man. 160,000 have been
captured in a season at Capri, where their plump flesh
is esteemed ^ delicac;', as indeed it is all along the
shores of the Mediterranean. They were salted and
stored as food by the ancient Egyptians (Herod, 277).
A. E. s.—s. A. c.
There are two references to a supply of quails for the
food o f t h e Israelites^viz., in E x . 1 6 1 2 / ! (scene, the
rt m<^
., wilderness of Sin, on the way to Sinai),
of^tlH!
" ^ ^" Xu. 1118-23 31-34 (scene, Kibroth, .
hattaavab, after the departure from Sinai).
wanaenngs. ^^^ former belongs to P. He has just
made Moses and Aaron tell the Israelites that in the
evening they shall know that Yah\\e has brought them
out of Egypt, and that in the morning they shall see
Yahwe's glory {vv.tf.).
The evening event is the
arrival of the quails ; the morning event is the lighting
down of the manna. The redactor has omitted P's
account of the fall of the manna, the passage from ' the
dew lay r o u n d ' to ' has given you to e a t ' being J's (see
1 opruyo/x^Tpa means properly (see L. and S.) * a bird which
migrates with the quails,' perhaps = Kpe'^,_ the land-rail, Rattiis
crex; but Photius and Hesychius explain as = ' a large ofi-m^'
(Di.). T h e right Gk. word for quail, op-rv^, is given by Jos.
and Gr. Ven. On Rabbinical notices SA^Jomd, 75^. Cp also
F O W L , § i, col.

128

1159, and

n. i .

3989

Baentsch). The narrative in Nu. 11 [J] is much more
detailed. The announcement of the quails specifies a
month as the period during which quails should be eaten ;
after this the flesh was to become loathsome to the eaters.
The coming of the quails is thus described (z'Z'. 31-34),
' And a wind from Yahwfe [a SE. wind, Ps. 7826] took
up quails from the sea [read D'I'?^' ^m '- nxp nm],^ and
made them to fall by the camp, about i day's journey
on this side, and a day's journey on the other side,
round about the camp, like heaps of wheat ^ (•'Dii/'iDs)
on the face of the ground.' The appropriateness of
the figure is clear from what follows. ' And the people
rose up ali that day, and all the night, and all the
next day, and gathered the quails ; he that gathered
least gathered ten homers, and they spread them all
about for themselves [to dry them] round about the
camp.' But the result was a fatal malady.
'While
the flesh was yet between their teeth, ere it was chewed,
the anger of Yahw^ was kindled against the people,' etc.
The story (with which cp Ps. 7826-31) is told to account
for the name 'Kibroth-hattaavah' (graves of lust); it
belongs to the large class of setiological legends. The
more correct name, however, is probably 'Taberah.'
See K I B R O T H - H A T T A A V A H .

T. K. C.

The peculiarity of the incident needs some better
explanation than a reference to the statement of Aristotle
3. The malady. '-'^' ^^'""' ^ V- "P ^ ° ? ^ ' ' ' ' "' ^ '^l T '
•' quails eat poisonous things—e.g., hellebore—which are harmful to men.
It may be more
instructive, therefore, to give a. parallel case from
the Elizabethan voyages.
The ship ' Desire' belonging to Cavendish's last and ill-fated expedition
to the east by way of the Pacific, put back for home
from the Straits of Magellan in 1592. They came to
anchor at a harbour in Patagonia, named after the
vessel Port Desire, and found on an island near it such
numbers of penguins that the men could hardly go
without treading on them. A party of twenty-two
men was landed on the island to kill the birds and dry
them on the rocks. From 30th Oct. to 22nd Dec.
1 [The traditional text contains two improbabilities—yO],
applied to a wind (Pasek should put us on our guard), and
13*1 (©, €^eTrepa<rev), from l^il, which occurs again only in Ps.
90 10, where (see Che. Ps.i^)) it is corrupt. Both words spring
out of the reading Ki^'j, which alone suits the sense.
The
corruption, however, must be very old because of Ps. 7S26.—
T. K. c ]
2-[The text has 'about two cubits' (n''nDiX:3), which the commentators suppose to refer to the very low flight of the quails.
Dean Stanley, however, (SF, 82) thought that large cranes
(storks?) ttiree feet tiigh might be meant. Only our subservience to M T has prevented us from seeing that the true text
must be D'Dnj^'iDS, a figure which occurs again in E x . 1 5 8

(iDiyr-irics).—T. K. C ]
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they killed and dried 20,000 ; the captain (John Davis),
the master, and John Lane, the narrator, were able to
make a small quantity of salt by evaporating sea-water
in holes of the rocks, wherewith they salted a certain
number of birds. ' Thus God did feed us even as it
were with manna from heayen.' Only 14,000 dried
penguins could be got on board. T h e crew were put
on rations of which the principal part was five penguins
every day among four men. It was not until some
time after that disease broke out, the dried birds
having begun to breed a liirge worm in appalling
numbers in the warmer latitudes.
Various symptoms of the malady here described are
sufficiently characteristic of the acute dropsical form of
the disease called beri-beri (some derive the name from
the Arabic); there are, however, dropsical conditions
caused by parasitic worms apart from the special dietetic
errors to which beri-beri is commonly ascribed. But,
however this may be, the parallelism between the two
narratives is obvious. There is the same generic cause,
and the quail is a fat bird, like the penguin, which would
corrupt the more easily if it were dried with its fat. In
St. Kilda, where the diet used to be of air-dried gannets
and fulmars, it was customary to remove the fat before
curing.
C. C.
A. E. s.—s. A. c., § i;; T. K. c. • § 2 ; c. c., § 3.
QUARKIEB (RV"*!- 'graven i m a g e s ' ; D»S»pS;
TtON r^YTTTCON ; idola, Judg. 8i9a6t). The pfsSlim
near Gilgal are a well-known landmark. Heb. usage of
p^sel favours the sense ' sculptured sacred stones' (so
Moore, Budde). Many scholars find an allusion to the
stones mentioned in Josh. 4 8 20. If so, flsllim is used
in its original sense of' hewn stones.' C p hs^.paiallii,
a pillajr; T g . Pesh. give ' quarries,' a guess.
The view of the Ehud-story advocated elsewhere (see JERICHO,
§ 2), which detects an underlying form in which the place,
names, now corrupted, were of the Negebj throws doubt on
both the above tjl^Fiea. Among tbe possible corruptions of
SfcyWff' (Ishmael) is *?D£> or ^-^^;

cp SHELJSPH.

In ordw to

escape to Seirah (for the reading adopted by the present writer
see SBIRAH), Ehud bad to pass an outpost of Ishmaelites
(=Jerahmeelites); for Eglon, the Mi^rite king, was a Jerahmeelite (see It. 13, where * Ammon' and ' Aisalek' both^
* Jerahmeel"). For Q^S^CJfii read therefore probably U'SNJ^DC".
s. Josh, T 5 RVmg., seeSHEBARiM.
T. K. C.
QUARTEBMASTEB (nn-U^-nB'), Jer. 5159 RV™«See S E R A I A H , 4.

QUARTUS ( K O Y ^ P T O C [Ti. W H ] ) adds his salutation to that of Tertius, addressed to the Christians in
Rome, at the close of Rom. 16(22/^). It has been conjectured that he may have been one of those Jews who
were expelled from Rome by Claudius, See. further.
SIMON (the Cyrenian).

In the Hsts of the seventy disciples by the Pseudo-Dorotheus
and Pseudo-Hippolytus he appears as bishop of Berytus.
In the apocryphal .<^c/.j iff Pc:ter and Paul h& is a member of
the prEetorian guard, one of the soldiers who have charge of
Paul in Rome.
QUATERNION (TeTRd^iON : Acts 12 4), a guard
of four soldiers.
QUEEN OF HEAVEN [tfJS&n npSip; ® H BACIAlCCA TOY OYPANOY. except Jer.7i8 H CTRATIA TOY
1 Ctdt

O Y P A N O Y ' [Aq. Sym. Theod.

B&CIAICCH] ;

Vg. regina caeli; Pesh. pulhdn. semayyd,
except Jer. 44r9 malkat Semayyd ;'^ Tg. N'Dt? 0 3 3 1 3 ) ,
an object of worship to which offerings were made by
inhabitants of Jerusalem and other cities of Judah in
the seventh century and by Jewish refugees in Egypt
after the fall of the kingdom ; see Jer. 716-20 4415-30.
T h e peculiarity of this worship appears, from
Jeremiah's description, to have been the offering of a
special kind of cakes which were made by the Jewish
women with the assistance of their families (' the boys
1 Probably reading K^IJ, as in 8 2 1913.
2 Contamination from <B, which is otherwise demonstrable in
this verse.
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gather firewood and the fathers kindle the fire and the
women knead dough to make cakes,' etc., Jer. 718 ; cp
4419). T h e cakes were offered to the deity by fire
i 4 4 i 5 r 7 / : " 2125 ; kittir, iBp, erroneously translated in
KV, ' burn incense'), and the burning was accompanied
by libations ( 4 4 1 7 / ). These rites were performed ' iri
the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem'
(7r7 4417) ; the worship seems to have been domestic,
and perhaps specifically a woman's cult (see 4 4 i s 19 25);'
that the men assist in the preparations (718) and assume
their share of the responsibility ( 4 4 x 5 / ! ) is not inconsistent with the latter view, nor are the expressions
in which the prevalence of the worship is affirmed^
{44.7).«
^ - ^
The cakes [ka-wwdnim, D'J1|I, Jer. 718 4 4 i 9 T ; ' ' ®
XaufiKK, and in the latter passage x^fai-es [ Q * ] ,
XauiSMX/es [N*] ; Yg. placenta; Pesh. saartore, a species
of sacrificial cakes ; * T g . pamD or p n m r . perhaps
XovSplTo.!.,^ Gen. 4016) were rightly compared by
Chrysostom and other early commentators to the Trtrwava.
or Tlii/iara of the Greeks, of which there were many
varieties." Some of these were, made in the likeness of
a victim; others imaged or symbolised the deity to
whom they were offered.'
It h a s been thought by many that the ka-wwatuni
oi the
queen of heaven represented the moon,8 or—upon a dififerent
view of her nature—the planet Venus (see below, § 3). J e r .
4419 has been understood t o testify to t h e iconic character of

these cakes, the verb .lajffwr'? being connected with n'ssl? (IDOL,
§ i*),9 and translated'^to image h e r ' ; but both the text a n d

the interpretation are extremely doubtful.
T h e translation 'Queen of Heaven (EV) represents
•malkat haliamdyim,- and this interpretation—the only
one whieh would naturally suggest itself to
a. Title. one who read the words o'DE'.i n^So in an unpointed text—is supported by the oldest exegetical
tradition (®). T h e vowelled text, however, gives njVp
[mSUket). treating na^D a s a defective speUing of nasi'jo
from nsn'jD."' ' work,' a n d this view of the derivation of
the word is represented by Pesh. pull/dn Semayyd
(religious work, cultvis).
T h e Jewish scholars with
whom this interpretation originated doubtless thought
that the worship of the CSB'.T niSo in Jer. 7 44 was the
same as tha worship of the ' host of heaven' (D'nii'.i nas).
Jer.82 1 9 i 3 Z e p h . l 5 D t . 4 i 9 173, etc.
This identification, suggested perhaps by a general comparison
of the references to these cults, would seem to be confirmed by
the passages in which the worshif) of the •'CB'.T HSVD appears
to be equivalent to burfiing ofFeriBigs or making libations ' to
other gods' (see T18 4415 ; cp. 17-19), as though the cult were
addressed to a collective object .such as the heavenly bodies. A
warrant for taking the word HSN'^Q in this sense was found in
Gen. 2 where HDKSO (God's ' work which he wrought') in -v. aa
is obviously parallel to «3s in r*. i.^^ This opinioa was known
to Jerome, who writes igomm. on Jer. 7 is): retinae caeli . . .
*quam lunam debemus accipere, vel certe militiEe cajli, ut
omnes Stellas intelligamus,* and is given a place in the margin
of AV, 'frame, or workmanship ofheaven.'
Modern scholars, however, almost without exception,
have adopted the older and more natural interpretation,
'queen of heaven."
This prevailing opinion was
vigorously assailed by Stade.in 1886; he maintained
1 Peritz, IBL 17121 (xSgS), without apparent reason, connects
2 K. 23 7(5 with this cult.
2 See, for the opposite opinion, Stade, ZA TW 6 1 2 7 ^
3 See B A K E M E A T S , § 2.

4 [See Lagarde, Ge&. Abh. 4a, 108.]
5 Jastrow, Dictionary., s.v. [otherwise Levy, Targ. HWB,
384/1.
* See Lobeck, Agla-ophamus,
1060^
7 See Stengel, Griech. Ki^ltusaltert!umer<?), 9 0 ; for similar
customs among other peoples see Liebrecht, Zur
Volkskunde,

•w^-i;

.

.

.

8 C o m p a n n g the atL^LfftCyvre^ of Artemis at t h e Munychia,
Athen. I4645 A ; Preller-Robert, Griech. Mythologie, I312.
9 So Syna., T g . , Rashi, a n d others.
^0 Omission of silent M* Examples of this spelling occur in
Phoenician inscriptions—f.^., CIS 1 no. 86 A //. 6 q. On the
other hand, many Hebrew M S S in our passage have introduced M into the text^
^1 Abarbanelon Jer. 4 4 i 5 , as the opinion of older infeerpret©».
Simillacly S u d e , ZA TIV 6 339. See also Debarim rabba, § 10
end.
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that c'o:;'n riD^D (? malkiit) was u collective, ' the rule,
that is, the ruhng powers, of heaven,' a more comprehensive term than ' host of heaven ' ; at a later stage of
the controversy he was inclined to conjecture that n-h-a
(nDx'^C. ' w o r k ' : cp Gen. 2 1 / . ) had been substituted for
vcyi by a scribe or editor to whom the word x^s was
offensive. Stade did not, however, establish his main
contention that the rendering ' queen of heaven ' must
be rejected ; the result of the discussion upon tlris point
was rather to confirm the conviction that that is the
only satisfactory interpretation of the words. ^
It is not probable that a deity invoked as queen of
heaven, to whose displeasure at the neglect of her
worship the contemporaries of Jere3. Identification.,
• miah could attribvite the calamities
that had befallen them and their country, was a minor
figure in the Semitic pantheon ; the presumption is that
the rites described bv the prophet belonged to a specific
cult of the great goddess Astarte. 'The title seems
also to indicate that the worship was addressed to one
of the heavenly bodies, and was one of the particular
cults embraced in the general prophetic condemnation
of the worship of the ' sun and moon and the whole
host of heaven.' From an early time it has been
disputed whether the queen of heaven in tlie sky was
the moon ^ or the planet \ ' e n u s . ' The former opinion
•was probably in its origin only an application of the
general theory w-hich in the last centuries of the ancient
world identified all manner of goddesses with the moon ;
in modern times it has appeared to follow from the
current though ill-founded belief that the Astarte of the
western Semites was a moon goddess. (See ASHTORETH,
§ 4 . ) In the Babylonian system, which was at the
height of its influence in the W . in the seventh century,
the star of Istar was the planet Venus, whilst the moon
was a great god. Sin. The traces in Syria and Arabia
of cults similar to that described by Jeremiah connect
themselves with the worship of Venus. Thus the name
Coll}Tidians was given to a heretical Arab sect because
their women offered cakes to the Virgin Mary, to whom
they paid divine honours.* See also Isaac of Antioch,
ed. Bickell,

1244^

More than one of the questions discussed above
would be put beyond controversy if it were established
that malkatu, or malkiztu Sa Satne, the literal equivalent
of the Heb. malkat haSSdmdyim, occurs in cuneiform
texts as a title of Istar ; ^ but that the ideogram AA
should be read malkatu is at best a plausible conjecture,
on which no conclusions can properly be based. Istar
is called, however, belit Same and Sarrat Samej^ the
latter exactly corresponding in meaning to the Hebrew
malkat hassdmayim, * queen of heaven.' In a catalogue
of the names of Venus in various regions and languages
preserved by Syrian lexicographers we are told that
Venus was called malkat Semayyd by the Arzanians,'
that is the inhabitants of Arzon, a diocese in the
province of Nisibis ('ZDMG 43 394n.). The list shows in
other particulars accurate information, and may be taken
as evidence that a cult of Venus with the epiklesis ' queen
ofheaven' survived in that locality into Christian times.
Herodotus (Ires) sets it down that the temple of
Aphrodite Urania in Askalon was the oldest seat of her
worship ; thence it passed to Cyprus and Cythera."

QUIRINIUS
According to Pausanias (i. 867) the religion was of
'Assyrian' (Syrian) origin,^ taken up by the people of
Paphos in Cyprus and of Asi?alon in Phoenicia; the
Cytherans learned it from the Phoenicians (cp iii. 23 i) ;
it was introduced into Athens by .^geus. W e may
take these passages as evidence of the belief of the
Greeks that the worship of the ' heavenly' goddess
['AcppoSlTT] Qvpavicx, more often simply ^ Obpav'ta)'^ was
of oriental origin. It is higlily probable that in this
they \\ere right,-^ aud that the epiklesis is in some way
connected with the title Queen of Heaven in the
Semitic religions.**
The goddess of Carthage, in the inscriptions T-n-t
(pronunciation unknown), must have had a similar
title, since by Latin writers and in Latin inscriptions
she is called CijulcsLis.^
ATilkat in Phoenician and Punic proper names, on
the other hand, is more probably the divine sovereign
of the city or community (cp Milk) than of the heavens.
G. F. Meinhard, 'Dissertatio de selenolatria,' in Ujiolini
Thesaurus,
-l-6%\i Jf. (in Thesaurus
iheologico-phitologicus,
\^cl&fF. tbis dissertation appears under the
4. L i t e r a t u r e , name of Calovius; the older literature very
fully given and discussed); Frischmuth,
' Dissertatio de Mclechet caeli,' In 'Thesaurus
theologicophilologicus,
\9^ ff--, J. H . Ursinus, QucEstiones hilillcce,
221.25; J. G. Carpzov, Apparatus
antiquitatum,
sioyT ; B.
Stade, ' D i e vermeintliche Konigin des Himmels,'
ZA'TW,
6123-132 (1886); ' D a s vermeintliche aramaisch - assyrisches
Aequivalent der D'DtJ'H Xyhrii, Jer. 7 44,' ZATW
6289-339
(1886); E . Schrader, ' D i e n'DB>,T TDSD und ihr Aramaischassyrisches Aequivalent, SBBA,
1886, 1477-491; ' D i e Gottin
I§tar ais malkatu,' ZA 3353-364; A. Kuenen, ' De Melechet
des Hemels,' Verslagen en mededeelingen der
Koninklijke
Akademie
van IVeienschapen,
Afd. Letterkunde, 1888, pp.
157-189 (Germ, trans. [1894], Kuenen, Gesamnielte
Abhandlungen, 186-211 ; Eerdmans, ^/£/^A(/i>«j^, 5 3 ^ ; Scholz, tj(*'^3^«.
dienst unci Zauberwesen,
300yl, cp z-jzff, ; Grunbaum, ' Der
Stern Venus,' ZDMG, 1888, pp. 45-51.
G. F. M.

QUICKSANDS ( c y p x i c : Acts2717), RV Syrtis, g-v.
QUILT

(T33),

I S. 191316,

RV-^B-

See B E D ,

§§ 3. 4 (^)QUINCE.

See A P P L E , § 2 (4), col. 269.

QUINTUS MEMffllUS (2 Macc. II34). See M E M MI us.
QUIRINIUS (KYpHNioc[Ti. W H ] , Lk.22). The
name of this official is given in an inscription as P.
. . . Sulpicius Quirinius. The main facts of his
1. Life, jjfg ^ g gjygj^ ^jy Tacitus, Ann- 848. A native
of Lanuvium, of an undistinguished family, he was
elected consul in 12 B.C. ; some years later he was sent
on an expedition against the Homonadenses in Cilicia,'
who had vanquished Amyntas, king of Galatia. For his
successes against these mountaineers he received the
honour of a triumph. When Gaius Csesar was sent
out to the East in 2 A.D. , Quirinius accompanied him as
his tutor. In 6 A.D. Quirinius was appointed as legatus
of the Emperor Governor of Syria, and in that capacity
took over Judaea on the deposition of Archelaus, and
made a census of the newly annexed district (Jos. Ant.
1713 I81). At this post he remained four or five years.
At a later time (Tac. Ann. 3=2) he caused some scandal
in Rome by accusing his divorced wife, Lepida, of having
long before tried to poison him. L'npopular at Rome,
he retained the favour of Tiberius, who in 21 A.D.
procured him a public funeral.

1 See especially Kuenen, Gesammclte
Abhandlungen,
186211. [Cp, however, Crit.
Bib-—T.K.C]
2 Jerome, Olympiodorus, and very many down to our own
time.
•^ Tg., Isaac of .\ntioch, and others.
* Epiph. Ha-r. 78 c. 23 79 c. 118. Epiphanius recognises the
identity with the worship of the queen of heaven in Jer. 7 44.
It is in fact one of those direct transfers of a Venus cult to Mary
of which there are many examples.
See Rosch, 'AstarteMaria,' St. Kr. 1888, pp. 265^7!
5 Schrader ; for titles see below, § 4.
s Eerdmans, Melekdienst, 86.
' Bar Bahlul, col. 244; some codd. have Darnaye. See
Lagarde, GesammeUe Abhandlungen,
16.
^ See also Herodot. 1 i3r.

T o these facts one of importance is added by the celebrated
Lapis Tihurtinus {CIL 14 3613), which inscription, though much
mutilated, appears to prove that Quirinius' proconsulate of
Syria in 6 A.D. had been preceded by an earlier tenure of the
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1 Cp C/yl,'21686271588.
. .
2 Cp also Herod. 3 8 (.Arabs).
' H e a v e n l y ' was origmally
meant in a physical sense ; the ethical significance Plato gives
it (Sympos. 180 D) is arbitrary, and in conflict with what we
know of the attributes and cult of Urania.
3 Farnell, Cults of the Greek States, J 6 2 0 / 6 2 9 / 7 4 6 ^
•1 See Theodoret on Jer. 44 17.
» Ovpavia Herodian, Ab exe- div. Marc. 6 6 ; cp Philastrius,
Hair. I-. See Roscher, 2614/?: ; Cumont, in Pauly-^^ issoM-a,
3 1 2 4 7 ^ ; cp PHCENICIA, § 11 (col. 3745/:).

QUIVER

QUIRINIUS

from a Roman census, especially in the point that the
people might be numbered not by domicile, but by clan
or family.
A new element has been introduced into the discussion by the discover}' from papyri published by T^Iessrs.
GrenfeU, Kenyon, and others, that an enrolment
occurred in Egypt at intervals of fourteen years from the
Amid these facts, the statements of Lk. as to the
vear 20 A.D. onwards, and probably from the tmie of
date and circumstances ofthe birth of Jesus (21-5) raise
the regulation of Egypt by Augustus, that is, also in the
_ rriT^
intricate questions. T h e miraculous
years 6 A.^. and 8 B.C.. and further that this enrolevents preceding the birth cannot be
ment was a census by families, not a mere \'aluation
discussed from the historical point of view ; but the
of property. One or two definite, though not conclusive,
asserted census in Judaea and the journey of Joseph and
pieces of evidence, seem to indicate that this periodical
Mnry to Bethlehem come within the field of historical
census was not confined to Eg}-pt, but was, in some
investigation.
cases at all events, extended to Syria.
Lk.'s statements are as follows :—
Arguing on the basis of this new discovery, Prof.
{I) Ceesa.T Augustus decreed a general census of the Ramsay maintains that a census may probably have
Roman world. Of such a general census nothing is
been held in Syria in 9-8 B.C., and gives certain reasons
known from other sources, though Augustus made a
why, if Herod at the same time proposed a census in
census of Roman citizens only. However, we need
Judsea, he should have postponed it to the year 6 B.C.,
not delay over this statement, which is unimportant
and then carried it out on a different plan from that
for our purpose, and may be merely an exaggeration.
usual in a Roman census. T h e date 6 B.C. Ramsay
{2) This census was first carried out in Palestine in
accepts as probably that of the birth of Jesus. _
the days of Herod, when Quirinius was governor of
T o set forth Prof. Ramsay's arguments at length is impossible,
Syria. Here several difficulties arise. From the aboveand they are so minute as not to bear compression. But if we
grant
their validity they leave unexplained several difficulties.
cited testimony of Tacitus, it appears that Quirinius
W h y should a census in Judaea be dated by Lk. by the
was not proconsul of Syria until after the death of
irrelevant fact of a campaign being a t the time fought by
Herod.
Palestine being not strictly a part of the
Quirinius in Cilicia? Even if an enrolment b y tribes was
Roman Empire, but a dependent or protected kingdom carried out by Herod, would this be likely to involve a journey
of all Jews to the native town of their family? H o w could
under Herod, a Roman census would not be carried
the presence of Mary be required at Bethlehem, when it was a
out in that district. On the other hand, we know that
settled principle in all ancient law to treat the male head of a
when in 6 A.D. Archelaus the son of Herod was deposed
family as responsible for all its members? In Palestine especially
it is difficult to imagine such a proceeding as t h e summoning of
from his tetrarchy of Judasa, and the district was
to appear before an officer for enrolment. On all these
annexed to the province of Syria, Quirinius, who was women
questions the new discoveries shed no light.
then for the second time proconsul of S^ria, carried out
T h e last difficulty is further increased b y the use by L k . of
a census in Judasa, which caused, as we learn from
the word efivrjarevixevri (unless, indeed, it be an early emendation of the text by some scribe). For this word implies that
Josephus {.4nt. xviii. ll), much disaffection in that
Mary at the time was not the wife of Joseph, but only betrothed to
country. It is not unnatural to suspect that Lk. may him.
I n such circumstances her travelling with him to
ha\ e misdated his census.
Bethlehem is even more inexplicable. She would not go as an
heiress, or in her own right, as we have no reason to suppose
(3) For the purposes of the census every man went to
that she was descended from David, and indeed from the
the abode of his family or clan ; thus Joseph went to
context it is clear that she was not.
Bethlehem the town of David,^ and with him his
Josephus tells us that the census of Quirinius was a
affianced wife, Mary- It is, however, pointed out that
great innovation, causing alarm and revolt ; it is therefore
in a Roman census c\i:;ry man reported at his place of
not easy to think that a similar census can have been
residence. Xo instance is known to us in antiquity in
held twelve or fourteen years earlier, and passed off
which the citizens of a country migrated to the ancestral
home of their faimly, in order to be enrolled. In any with so little friction that Josephus does not mention it.
It is true that Prof. Ramsay discriminates in character
case, no ancient census would require the presence of
the earlier census which he supposes from the Roman
any but the head of a household.
Women would
census of Quirinius of 6 A.D. ; but it is doubtful how far
certainly not have to appear in person.
this view is maintainable, especially as Lk. uses the
These considerations have led many historians, such
same word {diroypacpT}) to designate the known census
as Mommsen, Gardthausen, Keim, Weizsacker, and
of Quirinius and the supposed earlier census (Acts
_
, Schurer, to the view that Lk.'s statements
537). Thus there can be no doubt that the supposition
• _,
^ about the census of Quirinius are altogether
of errors of fact in Lk. would, from the purely historical
^'
mistaken.
On the other hand, some
point of view, remove very great difficulties. T h e
writers, such as Huschke and Wieseler and many
question which remains is whether our opinion of Lk.
English theologians, have adopted an apologetic attias a historian is so high that we prefer to retain these
tude in regard to Lk.'s statements.^ The most recent
difficulties rather than to suppose serious errors in his
apologetic work on the subject is that of Prof. \V. M.
narrative of the birth of Jesus. See, further, CHRONORamsay, IVas Christ born at Bethlehem f in which
LOGY, %%S7f-'< G O S P E L S , § 22 (col. 1780, n. 2), and
work it is pointed out in regard to Quirinius that Lk.
cp N A T I V I T Y , N A Z A R E T H .
P. G.
does not say that it \v as he who conducted the census,
but onlv that it was made when he was in some position
QUIVER.
1. HD'rN, 'aspdh, cp Ass. ispatu;
of authority in S\Tia [i)y^p.uiv, not a.vQ\}-Ko.rQ%, pro-iiio.peTpa; phcLretra; literally in Tob 39 23 ( © om.) Is. L'L'6;
consul). H e may have been in command of troops of
figuratively in Is. 49 2 Ps. TJi 5 ftp eTriflujutai') Lam. 3 13 J e r .
5 16 (© om.)t.
I n Lam. 813 arrows are called ' s o n s of the
the S\rian province against the Homonadenses at the
quiver.'
time. It is further maintained that a census conducted
2. '?ri, tHl, ^apitpa., pharetra;
Gen. 27 3.t T h e sense, howby Herod in his own dominions might decidedly differ

same office. T h e view of Mommsen is that this previous tenure
was in 3-1 B.C., and that the crushing of t h e Homonadenses,
who dwelt in Cilicia, at tljat time attached to t h e province of
S>Tia, was an event of this first proconsulate. It cannot well
he dated earlier, because Sentius Saturninus governed Syria
a-7 B.C., and Quinctilius \'aru^ from 7 B.C. to after the death of
Hirr.d ( T a c . Ni'st.dg),
since he put down a sedition which
arose when Herod died.

1 [On the birthplace of David, see DAVID, § i ; DEBIR ;
JL'I.. \H, § 4.]

•

r

.

•

•

- A summary, and refutation of their views will be found in
^'.hurer's GVK^) 510-543 ( E T i. 2 105-143).
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ever, is uncertain.
© , V g . , T g . , Ps.-Jon., Ibn Ezra, render
'quiver,' but Onk., Pesh., Rashi, 'sword.' -v^nSn means ' t o
hang, suspend.' Possibly -]''?n is a corrupt repetition (dittogram) of the preceding ~^S'2-> which word ( E V ' t h y weapons')
would quite well refer to the quiver and arrrows. C p W E A P O N S .
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RAAMAH

RABBAH

R
EAAMAH (HDl?-!; pepMA [B.4D'"EL] perXMA
[A]), one of the sons of CUSH [q-v.'\ Gen. 10? (but
Npr"l; 1 Ch. 19 RV Raama). Raamah is also grouped
with Sheba in Ezekiel's list of trade centres (27 22
n!ri'T ; pa/ia [B], pa-yfia [ACJ]). A Sabaean inscription
(Glaser, 1155) refers to ' the hosts of Saba and Havilan
as attacking certain people ' o n the caravan - route
between M.V.ln ( = Ma'in. ? Bab. Magan) and R a g m a t '
(Hommel, AHT240
; cp ZDAIGZOx-^a). Here we have
at any rate one Raamah.
Glaser, however, places
Raamah near Ras el-Khaima, on the Persian Gulf
(Skizze, l^iz).
Against identification with Regma, on
the .Arabian side of the same gulf, see Dillmann. Cp
GEOGR.IPHY, § 23, and Crit. Bib. on Gen. 107 Ezek.
2722 where ' R a a m a h ' is brought nearer to Palestine.
See C U S H , 2 ; S A H T . \ .

EAAMIAH (n^'Pl?!, ' Yahwe thunders?' cp 3 R, 67,
46 c d, where Ramman, the storm-god, is called the
godsarimi,
i.e., ' of thunder ' [Del. .Ass. HWB, 6 0 5 ] ;
the Phoen. proper name NjriDlfl is no support, the
true reading being N j n o n ) , one of the twelve leaders
ofthe Jews, Xeh. 77t (5ae,iuo [N], peeXfua [A], 3ai/xias
[L], vaafjua [B], vaefua [B^'^] ; the last two readings are
due to the pro.ximity of N . \ H A M A N I [q.v,]).
Cp
GOVERNMENT, § 26.
In Ezra -2 2 the name is miswritten as R E E L A I A H , and in Zech.
72 (probably) as R E G E J I J I E L E C H (C/.V-). All these forms seem
to come from ' Jerahmeel'. The race-element counts for much
in the later history of Israel [Che.].

RAAMSES (Dprpri), E.M. I n .

See RAMESES and

cp PITHOM.

BAB.
The use of D"], rab, ' chief, head, leader' in
compound titles descriptive of rank or office (corresponding to the Gr. Apx I-) is sufficiently well exemplified
in Assyrian, Phcenician, and Aramaic.
Tj'pical examples are :—rab dup-sar-ri
' head scribe (see
SCRIBE), and rab nikasi ' t r e a s u r e r ' (cp H e b . D'pD:), see Del.
Ass. HWB6csgi,
Phcen. u-in an, ' h e a d workman'
(C/SI64),
L'LD 2-.. ' head of the scribes' (/(5. 8614), •3,n3 31, ' h e a d of the
p n t = t i ' (ib. 119), Palm, ti^-n 21, 'general,' tiiy-l-et 31, 'leader
of the caravan ' (In Gk. bilinguals (rrpaTTjAaTTi?, oTji'oSiap;^^? 1),
pit? an-' chief of the market' '^ (cp t<-iyK 21,' bead of the ayopd');
and Nab. ,v<n"l::',"3 21. 'chief of the camp(s).'

This usage of an seems to be wanting in the S.
Semitic stock, and in Hebrew is not frequent. Here
the more common term employed is sar [li^i, peculiar
to Heb.) which is frequently found in pre-exilic writings
(cp PRINCE), and its occurrence in the later literature
should be looked upon in some cases, perhaps, as a.
survival of a once popular idiom, and in others as an
intentional archaism.
In the sense of ' great' the Heb. rab is not common •>
in the early writings ; the best instances being the
poetical fragment Gen. 2623 ( ' e l d e r ' opposed to I-D\),
Nu. II33 (J or E), I K. 197, Am. 62. In agreement
with this is the usage of the Heb. compounds of DT
which express a rank or office. Of foreign origin, on
the other hand, are the compounds Rab-saris, Rabshakeh, and Rab-mag, whieh appear to be titles borrowed
from the Assyrian. The rest occur in later literature
only, and are mere descriptions of office.
It is \ery probable that they bave been formed simply upon
Assyrian or Babylonian analogy ; (a) • • n 3 0 an, 2 K. 25 s (in an
exilic or post-exilic narrative, sec K I N G S , § 2 n. 2) ; cp N*n3tp 3"i,
1 ^vvoSidpxT]^, apparently, only in inscriptions. Liddell and
ocott cite Bcickh, 4489.
* De Vogu6, La Syrie centrale, nos. 6, 7, 15, 28, etc.
The exact opposite is the case, however, with 21, ' much,
many' (as opposed to 'cVyS).
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Dan. 2 i 4 t ; ' EV ' captain of the guard,' AVmg. ' chief marshal'
(<»WM»ynpo5l87BAQLj),2 see EXECUTIONER, I. Contrast with
this Q'n3B,T -ia. Gen. 3736 3'.ii 4112 ; (b) n-a an, Esth. let,
officer ofthe household (oUoi/d/uos [BNALJSI) ; and (c) 1'D'ID 2-\,
D a n . 1 3t (S.IC RAU-SARIS), but D'p'nDil I t ' , Dan. 1 7 - i r i 8 r ( i p Xievi/oiixot [87 BAQrj). IO must probably be looked upon here
as an intentional archaism. The writer has modelled the narrative
of Daniel to some extent upon that of Joseph (Bevan, Dan. 31),
and remembers the D'SlN.l nb, D'pB'Ein nC', and D'naBn nc',
which recur in Gen. 39.41.
S. A C

RABBAH. RABBATH of the Ammonites (n2"l, 11371
psy

0 3 , pa;3/3a, Josh, 13 25 [A], Am. 1 14 6 2 i Ch. '20 i [B bis,
once pa/3/3ai/ as accusative]; pa/S^mS, 2 S . I I 1 I 2 2 7 2 Q
1. N a m e . Jer. 49 2 [A], i Ch. 20 1 ybh A] ; pa/3j3ae viiia-iJ.ii.iov, 2 S. 12 26 (BJ, 17 2 17 [A], Ezek. 21 20 ;
pe^^aS Jer. 493 [«] ; pcc^^uiO Jer. 493 [Q^vid.J; papaS Jer. 49 2
[K*] ; pafia$ viCn-Ajp-fj-inv, 2 S. 12 26 [A], 17 27 [B]. I n D t . 3 i i
© translates ef Tfj axpa TWI' uiwc App-oiv and in Ezek. 25 5, -rriv
TToMv TOV Afjcpibjv. In Josh. 13 25, B reads 'ApaS. The Vulgate
has Rabba or Rebbath according to the Hebrew construction,
except in Jer. 49 3 Ezek. 25 5 where we have Rabbath
for
.nan. In Polyb. Hist. v. 74, it appears as paB^arapava)-

Rabbah is mentioned in Dt. 3 i i as the location of
Og's ' bed ' or sarcophagus (see B E D , § 3) ; also in
__. ,
Josh. 1325, in connection with the borders
"istiory. ^j. Q ^ j
In 2 S. 1 1 / I Ch. 20 we have
an account of the siege and capture of Rabbah by Joab
and David. In the oracles against Ammon by .'^mos,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, Rabbah represents Ammon, as
being its one important city.
Jer. 494 refers to the
treasures and the well-watered valleys of Rabbah, and
Ezek. 255 Amos I14 to its palaces.
These oracles
announce the ruin of Rabbah as part of the punishment
of Ammon.
In Ezek. 21 20 Nebuchadrezzar hesitates
whether to march against Jerusalem or Rabbah, but
decides for Jerusalem by casting lots. Thus Rabbah
was the capital of Amnion during the whole period of
the history of the Ammonites, and shared their fortunes
throughout (see .\.MMON). It has been suggested that
Rabbah may be the Ham (see H A M , 2) of Gen. I45.
Rabbah continued an important city in post-exilic
times.
It is not mentioned in O T in connection
w Ith the Jewish history of the period ; but the Ammonites are referred to in Nehemiah, i Maccabees, and
Judith, and doubtless Rabbath remained their capital.
Ptolemy Philadelphus, 285-247 B.C., gave it the name
of Philadelphia, and probably by erecting buildings and
introducing settlers gave it the character of a. Greek
city ; it became one of the most important cities of
the Decapolis, Eus. Onom- 'Pa^aS and 'Ap-pcav.
In 218 B.C. it was taken from Ptolemy Philopator by Antiochus
Epiphanes, Polyb. 5 17. In the time of Hyrcanus (135-107 u.c.)
wereadofaZenoCotyles, tyrantof Philadelphia, Jos. .^7//. xiii. S i
15 3. According to a conjecture of Clermont-Ganneau, Rabbath
should be read for N a d a b a t h in i RIacc. 9 37 ; see N A D A B A T H .
In 63 B.C. it was held by tbe Arabs (Jos. i j / i . 63), who were
defeated tbere by Herod, 30 B.C. (i. 19 5 and 6). The extensive
Roman remains show that it participated in the prospeiity of
Eastern Palestine in the second and third centuries A.D. Later,
it was the seat of a Christian bishopric. The city is said by
Abulfeda (Ritter, Syr. 1158) to have been in ruins when the
Moslems conquered Syria.

Rabbah (the mod. 'Amman) was situated on one of
the head-waters of the Jabbok, about 22 m. E. of
_.,
the Jordan. 2 S. 1*226-28 apparently distin' guished between ' the royal city ' or ' the city
of waters,' and ' the city.' The 'waters' referred to in
the second of these names may be the Nahr 'Amman, a
stream rich in fish, w-hich takes its rise at the site of
Rabbah (so Buhl, Pal. 260 [§ 132]).
In that case
1 In Dan. also ['Jjp an, 2 48 (see D E P U T Y ) , and r s o n n an.
46 5 II (see

M A G I C , § -20).

2 Compounds of an and n c are alike rendered in © by o-pxc-.
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RABBAH

RAB-SARIS

the first two names belonged to a lower quarter of the town
in the valley (cp § 4). T h e ' city' may be a designation
of the citadel, which was situated on i hill N. of the
valley. One would naturally like to find some Ammonitish ruins. There are old rock-hewn tombs, and the
remains of the outer walls of the citadel seem very ancient,
being formed of great blocks of stone without any cement.
What is left of the city walls may belong to the time of
the Ptolemies. Conder even thinks that the remains of
a reservoir and aqueduct may belong to the subterranean
passage which enabled Antiochus to capture the citadel.
If so, they may carry us back to Ammonite times, a n d
show how the ancient citadel was supplied with water.
The great bulk ofthe ruins—baths, colonnades, temples,
theatres, and tombs—are Roman. There is it small
building, which Conder regards as Sasanian or early
A r a b ; and ruins of a Chnstian cathedral (5th or 6th
cent. ?) and two chapels.
Rude stone monuments
(dolmens, etc.) have also been found.

a form of address (cp Dalman, Der Gottesname -Aaonap,
21), whence Mt. 2 3 ; / appears to be an anachronism
(cp Gratz, Gesch, t^^ao). Ewald's argument [Gesch. Is.
625 n. 2), from the words of Abtalion in the Pirke
Aboth, 116 (rn:|rnK »ij^'). '^a^' ^l ^"d JZT must have
been in use for a long time, rests on an erroneous interpretation of num (lit. ' l o r d s h i p ' ; cp Strack ' herrschaft').
A fuller form is R a b b o n i (Mk. IO51 Jn. 20i6, pajS/Soupci [B], pafS^ovi [minusc. ], pa^^cMvec [A in Mk. and D
in Jn.]), cp the Aram, ribbon (ji3"i) another form of
rabban (J3T), but with the retention of the a sound in
the first syllable.^ pnT in Aram, is used by a slave of
his master, or a worshipper of his God, and is, like
Rabbi, explaiiied as meaning dcddcTKaXe (Jn. l.c-)According to 'Aruch [s. "DN), a p i was more honourable
than a 'm, and a -m than a 31, but greatest of all was
one whose name alone was mentioned (icr [310 ^nj).
The title jaT was first held by Gamaliel I. (see

Conder, Hetti and Moab, 157-167, Palestine,
175-7, and in
PEF Survey
of Eastern
Patestine, 119-64 (a very ("uU and
exact account of a thorough survey of
4. L i t e r a t u r e . 'Amman, with many fine illustrations);
PEFQ, 1882, pp. 99-116; G. A. Smith, HG,
595-608; L. Gautier, Au deta du Jourdaini'^), 9 3 ^ (1896).
[Cheyne (Exp.T, Nov. 1897 ; Feb. 1899) discusses the titles of
Rabbah in 2 S. Vlitf., and emends both HDISDH TV ^^^ D'Dn
into Di)7D T y ; Wellhausen, however, emends nDiS"2n into
D'Dn- See T A H T I M - H O D S H I , § 2, and cp Crit. Bib.]
W. H. B.

GAMALIEL).
For the Jewish use of these various titles, see LBi^), s.v' Rab, Rabbi,'and for N T usage, Dalman, Die IVorte/esu,
a-jiff.

RABBAH [T^^'^r]. as if 'the Rabbah ; ccoeHBA
[B], ApeBBA [AL], Arebba), mentioned with Kirjathjearim in Josh. 15 60.
Read most probably ' KirjathJerahmeel the great' (Che.). See SOLOMON, § 3.
RABBI (pABBei [Ti. W H ] , many MSS p^BBi ;
Heb. ''2"1), a title of honour and respect given by the
Jews to their learned doctors, more especially to their
ordained teachers and spiritual heads (cp H A N D S [ L A Y I N G
ON OF]). '31 (ht. ' m y great one,' with the suff. as in
Heb. 'j-jN. Syr. (.^.^Jao ; cp Fr. monsieur, etc.) is
from in (see R A B ) which at «. later period among the
Jews was frequently used in the narrower sense not only
of a master as opposed to a servant, but of ''. teacher
as opposed to a pupil (cp Aboth, 16 and Ber. 6^h
where 3-1 and T:D^n are used of Yahwe and Moses
respectively); see HISCIPLE, § i.
Rab (an older
pronunciation is Rib) was especially used as the title
ofthe Babylonian teachers, and designates/ar e.xcellence
Abba Areka, - noted exegete of the beginning of the
third century A.D. Rabbi, on the other hand, was the
title given to Palestinian teachers,^ and, used alone,
applies to Jehudah Hannasi, the chief editor of the
Mishna.
In the N T , Rabbi occurs only in Mt., Mk , and Jn.
It is once applied by his followers to John the Baptist
(Jn. 826), but everywhere else is used in addressing
Jesus (Mt. 262549 Mk.95 I I 2 1 H45 Jn.138 32 431
625 92 118).*^ Lk. and Mk. both favour the use of

S. A . C.

E A B B I T H ( n ' 3 - i n ; i^BeiptON [B], pABBtoO [AL]),
a city in Issachar, properly ha-Rabbith, Josh. 192o.t
Identified with R i b a , N . of Ibzik (Buhl, 204). C.
Niebuhr (Gesch. I367 ; cp @") reads m 3 i , D A B E R A T H
[^. z/.] ; cp Josh. 2128. But perhaps the true reading is
T\-,zhi. and P's original authority related to the Negeb
(cp SHU.NEM).
RABBONI.

T. K. C.
See R A B B I , end.

RAB-MAGr (JO'a"! ; rab-mag), a title applied to
NERGAL-SHAREZER [?.f.] (Jer. 393 ; piiBAA^AS [B],
1 NamB ''>-^ ['^l ' ' * ' r [Q]. P(^'A^AT [N*], B&MAT
[N<^-^']; V. 13 poBOAAOr [Theod. in Q " ' B ]
om. (5); see R A B . Older critics explain 'chief Magian';
but the Magians (AAAfOl) are a Median tribe according
to Herodotus ( l i o i ) , and have no place in Babylonia.
Rab-mugi is said to be the title of a physician referred
to in an Assyrian letter (tablet K s r g ) respecting a sick
man (Pinches'va.RP<'-)-l-iZz-, cp Wi. OLZ, Feb. 1898,
col. 40). Schrader [K.ATf-) \-ij f) and Hommel
(Hastings, DB\-iii)a), however, derive mag from eniku,
emgu, 'wise,' and Frd. Delitzsch [Heb. Lang. 1 3 / . )
from mahhu 'prophet, soothsayer' (=esSepu, nu'w).
From o. text-critical point of view these suggestions
have no probability. There is strong reason to believe
that :D-3n is corrupt. See N E R G A L - S H A R E Z E R .
T. K. c .

The Assyrian term referred to is generally rab mugi,
also rab niugu. There is nothing in K. 519 to connect
2 A s s v r i a n ^^ officer even remotely with a physician :
equivalent ^""^ Harper's Ass.-Bab. Letters, 97, for
text, and Chr. Johnston's
Epistolary
Literature of the -Acsyrians and Babylonians, 163, for
transliteration and translation. The writer, Ardi-Nana,
5t5d(7Ka\e (see D I S C I P L E . T E A C H E R ) , which in Jn.138
is the Court Physician (as Johnston shows). T h e rab
is the Gv. translation of pa/3/3e:, but iirnTTaTa occurs
mugi only reports, or brings the report of, the sick man's
condition. He is likely to have been an express mesonly in Lk. {e.^., 65 S45, etc.). Almost synonymous
There was a rab mugi of the bithalli and
with paj3;SeL are the terms Traryp and Kad7]yr}T-^s (Mt. senger.
another rab magi of the narkabdti (on Rm." 619, no.
'2-J a 10) which are probably equivalent to the Aramaic
1036, see Johns' Assyrian Deeds and Documents, 2, no.
NUN and (so Wiinsche) ,-ni:r-''
1036).
Hence the Rab-mag
may have had to do
From its use in the N T it is evident that Rabbi had
primarily with chariots and horses, and beeT the master
not \ei come to be employed as a title, but was merely
of the horse in the Assyrian Court.
1 T h e Tan::, on 2 K. 2 12 makes Elisha call Elijah R a b b i ; cp
Taru. .'H P^. .0.5 14.
- [lie AV fr(;quently has M A S T E R ; cp Mt. 262549 ^Ik. t.c,

J n . 431 '.* 2 118.

T h e Pesh.

renders

by v O )

and in J n .

T. K. c . , § I ; c . H. \\. J . , § 2.

RABSACES (Ecclus. 4818), RV R A E S H A K E H .
RAB-SARIS (D''1p-a'1), the title (so RV""?., and see
RAB) of (a) an officer sent by the king of Assyria to

1 38 826 431 625 9 2 11 8 by ^ • •
3 Against this see Dalman, Die JVorte Jesu, 276, "z-j^y. N^N
as a term of address seems to be unknown to the Targ^umists.
It is rather a title of respect. Ka.^yr\Tr\%, according to this
scholar is a Gr. variant to 5i5acr«aAo7—v. 10 being another
recension of v. 8.

1 Pressel in PRE s-v- ' Rabbinismus,' explains the a to be a
Galilean provincialism; cp Kautzsch, Gram. Bibl. Aram
10
I n e change of a a n d I is similar to that iin "Syr. fcsha and
" '
Tca-CT\CL.
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Hezekiah ( 2 K I 8 1 7 ; pd.4)eiC [B], p^BCApGtC [A],
pAyeiC L^l ' f'''bsari.\-), and (/') an oiflcer present at the
capture of Jerusalem (Jer. 393. NABOYC^peiC [B],

-CApic [5<*Q]. -ceeic [^i*] and p^BcApic [Q'"^- i^'
and Theod. in v. 13 w here BXA om.; 7'absares). In both
passages, however, we should possibly read either 3iy
-i«t'=x, 'Arabia of Asshur' (cp T A R S H I S H ) or cnny nc',
' the prince of the Arabians' (see NERGAL-SIIAUE/,F.R) ;
indeed in the case of Jer. (At.) the probability is very
strong. As to 2 K. {I.e.) a doubt is perniibsible {cp
SENNACHERIB, § 5), and we therefore offer the views
of Rab-saris which are possible on the assumption that
an Assyrian invasion was really referred to in the
original narrative. T h e title has often been interpreted
'chief eunuch,' and Schrader (/'.•/y'^'319) thinks that
it may be the translation of a corresponding .Assyrian
phrase (so Dillm.-Kittel, Jesaia, 312). This, at any
rate, is not very probable.
Winckler conjci:tured (inters^ 13S) that it wn'^ a reproduction
of an artificial Ass, phrase ?-ab-sa-7:'s—i\ learned scribe's interpretation of ?.i/'-^ci^ ( R A U - S H A K E H ) , MhiLh is half Sumerian ;
while, accordini;; to Pinches (letter in .Atad., June 25, 1892).
rab-sa-rrli, 'chief of the h e a d s ' was the title of the special
officer who had charge of the royal princes (cp Dan. 13).
Finally, Del. (.4ss. //ll'B
694a) registers sa-ri's as the title of a
court-official of uncertain meaning. \\'c may plausibly hold that
the second element in rab-saris is both Hebrew and Assyrian,
but primarily Assyrian (see EUNUCH), and that rab-saris ( = Heb.
rab-saliS) means chief captain. If so, it hardly differs from R A B SHAKEH (g.r:).

How •.•^-:^ ni in Dan. I 3 (cp v. 7) is to be understood,
is not quite clear. The context suggests that the writer
misunderstood the phrase which he found already corrupted in 2 K. IS17 ; for eunuchs, having the charge of
royal harems, were frequently employed in superintending the education of princes. See E U N U C H . Even if
the storv of Daniel has been recast, this explanation may,
at any rate, serve provisionally.
T. K. c.
RAB-SHAKEH(npL;'-a-l; pd^yd^KHcLBXAQrOCL];
rabsaees), the title (so RV™g- ; see R . \ B ) of the officer
sent by the Assyrian king to Hezekiah (2 K. I817-I9 ;
Is. 3 6 / , and in the Heb. original of Ecclus. 48 iS, AV
RABSACES ; P A B C A K N C .

Is. 3 6 2 [ B ] 4 1222 37 4[BQ'"8^-]

36i3[Q"'g-]378[B-Q"'fJ-]). In its Heb. form it has been
taken to mean ' chief cup-bearer'; but a cup-bearer would
not have been intrusted with important political business.
The word is the exact reproduction of the Assyr. rabsake 'chief of the high ones' [i.e., officers)—for so the
Rab SAG or Rab SAG^^- of the inscriptions should be
read (Del. Ass. HIVB. 685^). This was the title of a
military officer, inferior to the Tartan, but of very high
rank. A 7'ab-sake was despatched to Tyre by Tiglathpileser III. to arrange about tribute {ICB'2.22, cp Del.
I.e.). Just so the Rab-shakeh goes (with the Tartan,
according to 2 K. ) to Jerusalem, He is acquainted both
with Hebrew (' the Jews' language,' 2 K. I826) and with
Aramaic ; such a leading diplomatist needed no dragoman. Since the time of Tiglath-pileser III. there was
:t large AramjEan population in Assyria.
Cp Schr.
I\AT^^) 320 ; ARAMAIT, § 2, If, however, the original
narrative referred to a X. Arabian rather than an
Assyrian incursion, the name underlying Rab-shakeh
may very possibly be'Arab-kus, ' Arabia of Cush,' Cp
RAn-S.\KIS.

T. K. c .

RACA fpAXA [Ti.], pd.KA [Treg. W H ] ; probably
an abbreviated form of the Rai^b, Npn ; cp Kau. Gram,
I'ibl. Aram. 10 ; Dalm. Aram. Gram. 138, n. 2 ; for
interchange of K and ^ cp Dalm. ib. 304, n. 2, and see
ACELDAMA, § i),a term of abuse in the time of Christ,
Mt. 5 22 f. Whether it conveys a more or a less offensive
meaning than ^wpe (EV, ' T h o u fool') is disputed;
indeed, the whole passage, as it stands, is obscure.
According to Holtzmann, there is a double climax in
the clauses introduced by ' But I say to you' ; (1) from
wrath in the heart to its expression in a word, and (2)
from the denial of the intellectual capacity of a brother
to that of his moral and religious character, while the
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punishments referred to range from that awarded by a
mere local court (' Beth-din ') to that by the Sanhedrin,
and finally to that of the fiery Gehenna. Holtzmann,
liowever, understates the offensiveness of Raca and
exaggerates that of p-oipi. Raca (cp Jn. 94) involves
moral more than intellectual depreciation, and jxapb^
nowhere in the N T bears the sense of ' impious' (the
O T ^2-i; see FOOL).
Nor is it at all probable that
JcMis would have recognised the provisional institution
of the Sanhedrin side by side with the Messianic punishment of Gehenna, and assigned the punishment of one
abusive e.xpression to the former, and of another to the
latter. T h e text nmst have suffered a slight disarrangement ; the clause about Raca should be parallel to the
clause about murder. Read probably thus, ' Ye have
heard that it was said to the ancients, Thou shalt not
murder, and whosoever murders is liable to the judgment, and whosoever says ' Raca' to his brother, is
liable to the Sanhedrin. But I say tmto you, Every one
who is angry with his brother is liable to the (divine)
judgment, and whoever says. Thou fool, is liable to the
fiery Gehenna.' T h e Law as expounded by the Rabbis
treated libellous expressions ^ as next door to murder.
But such gross offences as murder and calling another
' R a c a ' could never occur if on the one hand anger were
nipped in the bud, and on the other even such seemingly
harmless expressions as ' thou simpleton ' (p.iapi) were
scrupulously avoided.
So first j . P. Peters [IBL
IO131/. [ i 8 g i ] ; 15io3 [i8g6]), except that he prefers
to repeat ' It Was said,' etc., and ' But I say,' avoiding
rearrangement. See FooL.
T. K. c.
RACAL, AV R A C H A L .

EACE, BACE-COUBSE. See generally H E L L E N ISM, § 5 (with references), W R E S T L I N G .
' R a c e ' is an apt rendering of o-raStOf in i Cor. 924 (R'Vniff.
'race-course') and of o-yCiv (lit. contest) in Heb. 12 i. In P s .
19 5 R V preferably renders -brail ( m x ) by ' course.' In Eccles.
9 i i , » er5^ (j'l^^) i'l properly an a b s t r a c t ^ ' r u n n i n g ' (l£\"s ren.

dering of ,-^^i^^I^, 2 S. 18 27),
RACHAB ( M t l s ) , RV RAHAB.
EACHAL, RV, RACAL. For ' in Rachal' ("72"11) in
I S. .3029 we ought, probably, following (5''^ (GN
K&PMHACOI but eN PAXHA [A]), to read ' i n Carmel'

( 7 0 1 3 1 ) ; so all critics—' A necessary emendation' (Bu,,
SBOT).

See C A K M E L , ^, col. 706'

BACHEL i^nn, 'ewe,' see W R S Kin- 219,^ RAXHA
[BXADEQL]), the ' m o t h e r ' of the tribes of Israel
settled in the highlands of ^\'est Palestine,
la. No mere ;between the Canaanite strips of territory
name.
at Esdraelon and Aijalon. Rachel died
when Benjamin or Benoni was born (Gen. 3.''n6_^).
Was there, we may ask, at some remote period, a distinct
clan with the ewe ' Rahel' as its totem, and the ' massebah of Rachel's grave' (see R A C H E L ' S S E I ' I L C H R E )

as its chief sacred spot ? The members of such a clan
would be b'ne Rahel. They all lived in Ephraim ; but
in time some came to be banded together, as Jeminites
(BENJAMIN, § i).
Then, perhaps, the others began
to drop the name b'ne Rahel in favour of something
else(cp JOSEPH i., § 2 ; E P H R A I M , § 5 ii.; M A N A S S E H ,

§ 2). Rachel, certainly, as far as we can see, was
no mere name, as in historical times was Leah. In
Jer. 3115 (cp Mt. 2i8) we hear of Rachel weeping for
1 On the importance attached to words like Raca, cp Koran,
IT24, ' A n d say not to them, Fie," and Ghazali's description of
the weighing o f a man's actions ; ' But the angel bringeth yet a
leaf which he casteth into the scale ofthe evil actions. On this
leaf is written the word " Fi.j ! " Then the evilactionsoutweigh
the good. . . . The order is given to cast this man into hell.'
(La perleprecieic^e de (7Aa3fi/z [Gautier], 1878, p. 80.)
2 Gruneisen (.-\hnencultm,
257) proposes to read Aha_rhel for
1):)^ ludahite name A H A R H K L , comparing © B A L i5eA<^ou Piix*3
(also the Benjamite A H R A H , n*in,y, ^ CCX^CI.T\K)- [According to
Cheyne Rachel may be a fragment of SNOm% Jerahmeel; see
JACOH, § 3, S H A P H A N , and for a similiarly doubtful name, see
LEAH.]
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her children (although there is no explicit indication
who these are understood to be) ; and at a later
date, in the story of Ruth, Rachel and Leah are
the builders of the 'house of Israel' (Ruth 4:ii). According to the legend as we know it (both J and E)
Rachel was the beloved wife, a feature that it is natural
to connect with the acknowledged superior splendour
and power of northern Israel. There is a remarkable
passage in J, however, where Jacob seems to speak as if
he had had only two sons (Gen. 4238). T h e question
therefore arises whether there may not have been an
older form of the story where Rachel was the only wife,
just as Rachel's ' double,' Rebecca, was the only wife of
Isaac. This question Steuemagel answers in the affirmative [Einwanderung, 39). H e also makes the interesting
suggestion that there may be a monument of the
importance of Rachel in the name Israel. As the men
of the Gad tribe were called Ish Gad (see G A D , § I ) ,
so, Steurnagel suggests, the men of the Rachel (or
Jacob, or Joseph) tribe were perhaps called Is-Ra'-el

story of the duda'im is not clear (see ISSACHAR, § 2,

(on s see S H I B B O L E T H , and on the change of h to ' in

words containing a liquid, see R E U B E N , col. 4092,
n. 9.
W'e must now consider Rachel's relation to Bilhah.
Rebecca has no such attendant ( D E B O R A H \J^.V.,

2]

.. t. -n 1 i.J. is not represented as a concubine of
l o . Relation to ,
\
c
u u
u
u
.,
.
Isaac). Sarah, however, has Hagar ;
other wives.
i • ..
u'
• n u T
.U
and m .Sarah s as in Rachel s case, the
son of the wife is not born till after the son of the concubine.
This is obscure (cp MANASSKH, § 3). In
Rachel's case the most natural conjecture would be that
* Joseph' was not born till after the sons of Bilhah were
settled in Canaan. So Guthe {GV/ 41). Steuemagel
thinks that Rachel (or rather Jacob-Rahel) entered
Palestine from the E. just in the rear of Bilhah [Einwanderung, 9 8 ; cp Guthe, G / Y 42), and that it was
because the Bilhah tribes (Dan and Naphtali) came to
be treated as ' brothers' of Joseph that their ' mother'
Bilhah came to be called a concubine of Jacob. W h y
only Rachel was a full wife is often explained by the
importance of the Rachel tribes in historical times.
There may, however, have been religious grounds (so,
for example, Steuemagel, Einwanderung,
45). Of
what race her maid came we are not told (on the statements in later writings, see ZILPAH, § I ) ; but Rachel
herself was a daughter of Laban, which appears to point
tt' a belief in the presence of Aramaean elements in N.
Israel (differently, L A B A N , R E B E K A H ) .

R E U B E N , § 3, N A P H T A L I , ^ •2).

E does not mention

them ; but in the original J they no doubt cured Rachel's
barrenness.
This is now obscured, as the birth of
Zebulun precedes that of Joseph.
According to the
dates assigned to the births in the present text of
Jubilees, 2 8 2 3 / , however, Joseph comes immediately
after Issachar, before Zebulun, although it is Joseph
and Zebulun, not (as it ought to be) Joseph and Issachar
that are born in the same year.
On the general
question of the order in which the tribes are enumerated,
see T R I B E S .

H . W. H.

The death of Rachel is related in Gen. 3516-20 ( J E ) ;
the narrative throws much light on the earlier phase of
_ , ., the tribal traditions, but needs perhaps to
be studied in connection with a compredeath.
hensive textual criticism.
As pointed out in JACOB, § 3, the phraseology of Gen. 29 i
suggests that, according to a very early form of the tradition, the
home of Laban was among the Jerahmeelites ofthe S. Evidence
which was not in the writer's hands when that article was
written, or at least was not fully appreciated by him, is now
before him in abundance, showing that this was indeed the case
—i.e., that Laban was indeed originally regarded as an A r a m s a n
or Jerahmeelite (D-iiX = '?Ncn"l') of the S. Laban's H a r a n was,
however, not Hebron but a district of the N e g e b which also
supplied to Sanballat (?) the designation ' j i n (IVIT HOrGni),
' H a r a n i t e ' (see SANBALLAT),
I t was there that Rachel and
Leah—a distinction without a difference, if ^^-^ and ,'IN'? are both
corrupt fragments of Jerahmeel—dwelt, according to the early
tradition and the * Bethel,' where the divinity appeared to Jacob
was, if not, strictly speaking, in ' the land of the b'ne J e r a h m e ' e l '
(29 i), at any rate, at no \ e r y great distance from it, for, like
Haran, it was in the Negeb. In the Negeb, too, was the Gilead
of the famous storj' of the compact between Jacob and Laban,
and of not a few other much misunderstood O T passages, and in
the Negeb was ' Shechem'—i.e., Cusham (see S H E C H E M , 2). It
therefore became superfluous to emend the ' E p h r a t h ' of
Gen. 35 16 ig into 'Beeroth,' a change which on a more conservative view of the tribal traditions (see E P H R A T H , I ;
J O S E P H i., § 3) was helpful, and indeed necessary.
The
' E p h r a t h ' of the story of Rachel's death is the E p h r a t h of the
N e g e b (in Gen. 2 14 Jer. 13 4ff. it appears to be called Perath ;
cp PARADISE, § 5 ; SHIHOK) ; its other name, according to the
gloss in V. 19, was cnS'n':]. ^ popular distortion of 'pNDm' n'3i
' Beth-jerahnieel.' See R A C H E L ' S SEPULCHRE. Thus " R a c h e l '
(the vocalisation is of course relatively late, and not authoritative
for the early tradition)—i.e., Jerahmeel—was fitly enough"buried
at one of the leading centres of the Jerahmeelite race in the
Negeb. Before her death she gave birth to a son variously
called Ben-oni and Ben-jamin. ' On ' is one of the place-names
of the Negeb (see O N i.), and ' Jamin ' is, in its origin, a popular
corruption of an abbreviated form of ' J e r a h m e e l . ' (There is,
in fact, enough to warrant the surmise that Benjamin's original
home was in the Negeb).
T h e early tradition also made a
statement respecting the distance between the place where
Rachel died and Ephrath or Beth-jerahmeel.

If Rachel was

the chosen wife of Jacob, she was not the only one. T h e
surreptitious introduction of Leah seems an important
feature of the story. Quite as difficult of clan-historical
interpretation is the representation of Rachel as Leah's
sister.^ Are we to infer that there were once actually
two tribes, a Ewe tribe and '^ Wild-cow tribe, living in
association? If so, where and when? Or is it that
when the northern Ephraim tribes came to be associated
with the southern tribes they came all to be regarded as
brothers, and therefore as having a common father
though different mothers ? T h e theory is attractive.
It explains, however, w hy Rachel and Leah are fellowwives, hardly why they are sisters.^
The points that remain are the stealing of the teraphim,
the initial barrenness, and the story of the duda'im.
Othfr ^ ^ ^ stealing of the teraphim by a woman
' . .
as a feature in this quaint story tells us
"
' something of the light in which the teraphim
came to be viewed (Gunkel compares the case of Michal,
cp HPSm. Sam. p. xxxiv.). It is through the initial
barrenness that Dan and Naphtali come to be older than
Joseph (see N A P H T A L I , § 2). T h e real origin of the

There was but kibrath hd-ares (pNnmn^) to come to
Ephrath when Rachel travailed.
None of the explanations of kibrath in Ges. Thes., or elsewhere is
satisfactory,^ and in the Psalter pN and mw have a
tendency to get confounded. Probably we should read
kii}iat hd~orah, ny<n DiiDS, ' a trifle (left) of the way.'

1 In Test. xii. Patr., Naph. 1, etc., Bilhah and Zilpah also
are sisters. See Z I L P A H , § i.
2 Perhaps they were sisters simply because of the frequency
of such a marriage of sisters in the society in which the story
was told (see M A R R I A G E , § 2, (i)). [For a different view, see

^ n-12 : is conventionally regarded as a measure (ip ItnTohpoao^;
Pesh. a parasang). Of course, the Ass. titibr&tj ' a quarter of
the world,' can hardly, by any ingenuity, be made illustrative
It IS clear that the text is corrupt. So also in 2 K. 5 19 —,» -,-.,3
(no article before p ^ ) is shown by the context to be corrupt (see

REBEKAH.]

NAAMAN).
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See R A C H E L ' S S E P U L C H R E .
H. W. H . , § I a-c ; T. K. C , § 2.

RACHEL'S SEPULCHRE. T h e biblical references
are [a) Gen. 3619-^ (JE), [b) i^-^b (R), [c) i S. I O 2 /
[d) Jer. 3115, [e) Mt. 216-18. It is generally supposed
(see Buhl, Pal. 159, and Dillm. on Gen. SSig) that
either (i.) there was a double tradition with reference
to the site of Rachel's grave, one [a, b, e) placing it
near Bethlehem in Judah, another [c, d) ' in the border
of Benjamin ' towards Ramah (so Nold.. Del. i^), Dillm.);
or (ii.) the gloss ' that is Bethlehem ' in {a) and [b), which
[e) appears to follow, is based upon a geographical confusion and is to be disregarded (so Holzinger, Gunkel,
and Oxf. Hex.).
The weak point in i. is thought to be

I
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that Rachel has nothing to do with the S. kingdom, and
the weak point in ii. certainly is that a N. Ephrath is
undiscoverable.
Before proceeding further we must
criticise the text (see Crit. Bib.).
(d) and (b') n n S ' n ' l is a popular corruption of ^NDm* n ' 3 ' E p h r a t h ' and * Beth-jerahmeel' are both place-names of the
Negeb. W e have no reason to doubt that the gloss in Gen. 35 ig^i
and 487^ is correct, and that Beth-jerahmeel either had Ephrath
as its second name, or was in the district called E p h r a t h . We
must remember that Ephrath was traditionally the wife of Caleb
(i Ch.219).
(c) T h e geographical description h a s suffered seriou-^ corruption. The text should run, ' When thou departest from me
to-day, thou shalt find two men by Beth-jerahmeel in Shalishah,'
See SHALISHA, Z E L Z A H .

l^t/) Jer. 31 being most probably of late origin, we could not be
surprised if it contained a statement based on a misunderstanding
of the Rachel tradition. I t is quite possible, however, that the
Ramah spoken of is the same that is meant in the underlying
original oi Jer. 40 i _ ^ , which probably referred to a Ramah
( = Jerahmeel) in the Negeb, which was the starting-point o f t h e
captives who \\'ent to a N . Arabian exile. If so, the writer may
also conceivably have known of Rachel as having died and been
buried in the Negeb.
Taking, as was supposed, a profound
interest in the fortunes of her descendants, Rachel had never
ceased to grieve over the tribe of Joseph, which had gone into
exile with other N . Israelites in N . Arabia (see Crit. Bib. on
2 K . 17o^). When, however, the Jerahmeelite setting of the
early Israelite legends, and the N . Arabian exile of the two
sections of the Israelite race, h a d passed into oblivion (partly
through corruption of the texts), it was natural that the sepulchre
of Rachel should be transferred to the N . , in spite of the fact
that no Ephrath was in existence to impart to this transference
a superficial plausibility.

According to JE, the site of Rachel's tomb was marked
bv a sacred pillar (see MASSEBAH), which existed in the
WTiter's time (Gen. 3020). The tomb known in oiu* own
day as Rachel's has plainly been restored, though the
tradition has attached to the same spot throughout the
Christian period. It is a short distance from Bethlehem,
on the road to Jerusalem. According to ClermontGanneau,^ it may perhaps be the tomb (cenotaph) of the
Jewish king Archelaus (cp H E R O D , § 8) referred to by
Jerome [OS 10112).
T. K. c.
RADDAI C ^ l ) , son of Jesse, and brother of D A V I D
\_q.v. % l a , n.] ( i C h . 2 i 4 t ; Zd.AAd.1 [B], z^BA- [B^^],
P&AA.M [A], peAAl [L])- Ewald identifies with him the
corrupt •;•-! (Rei) of i K. 18, see S H I M E I 2. T h e name
is more probably a corruption of n n (see Marq. Fund.
25 cp 0 B^^); see ZABDI.

RAFTS ( n h n ' l ) , I K. 423[59].
RAGAU.

See S H I P , § i.

I. See R A G E S .

2. (payav [Ti.WH]), Lk. 3 35, RV REU.
ii. § 3.

See GENEALOGIES,

RAGES {pd,rd.c. -ftoN. TOIC [ T H T H B A 6 i o i s
uncertain ; in Tob. 420 X ApfOlc]. rages [Vg.], rdgd
[Syr.]), an important city in N E . Media, situated in the
province of Rhagiana, near the celebrated Caspian Gates,
and hence a place of great strategical importance. It is
frequently mentioned in the above form in the Book of
Tobit (I14 4i2o 65 613 92). In Judith (I515) the name
appears as Ragau [payav, ragau [Vg. ], ' plain of Dura,' ^
and rSgH [Syr.]), which is apparently identical with

REU \q.v.\
This city, which is frequently mentioned by classical
writers, occurs as Rhaga in the Avesta [Vend. ch. 1),
and also in the Behistun Inscription of Darius Hystaspis
2 13). After suffering various changes, it fell into decay;
but the name may perhaps survive in the huge ruins
of Rhey, situated some 5 m. SE. of Teheran. See
Rawhnson, Monarchies, 2272 f;
Curzon, Persia,
1345-352; Smith's/>/(:/. of Gr. and Rom. Geog., s.v.
RAGUEL (^S<-ir"l).

( i ) RV R E U E L .

See J E T H R O ,

REUEL. (2) a man of the tribe of Naphtali (Tob. 612 ;
cp l i 74), related to Tobias ; husband of Edna, whose

only

daughter

Sara

became

the wife

of Tobias

p^rOYHA, 3717; -HAOC)In Enoch 20 4 Raguel is the name of one of the archangels.
Perhaps this was suggested by Tob. 817, where the name
Raguel occurs in connection with Raphael (both names may
have a similar origin ; see R E U E L , RAI-HAEL).
I'hat the
name has a n y reference to this angel's role as a 'chastlser'
(Charles on Enoch 20 4) is hardly probable.
T , K. C.

RAHAB (^n*!), a synonymous term for the DRAGON
[q.v.) in post-exilic writings, sometimes also applied to
Egypt (or, as may plausibly be held, to Misrim, the N .
Arabian foe of Israel; see MIZRAIM, § 2b), J o b 9 i 3
{KfJTy) TO. vir' ovpavbv), 26i2 [rh KTJTOS), PS. 8 9 i o [ i r ]
(u7r€pT](pauov), Is. 5 I 9 (LXX om.), 3O7 (6rt //.arala jj
irapaKXijaLS vfxGiv avrr}), Ps. 874t (paa/3).^
From J o b 9 i 3 26i2 we perhaps learn that Rahab was
another name for Tiamat, the dragon of darkness and
1 References '^^^°^'
'God,' says Job in his despondency, ' will not turn back his fury;
[even] the helpers of Rahab bowed beneath him.' (Dn
the 'helpers of Tiamat,' see DRAGON, § 5. Later, Job
again refers to the fate of Rahab (or is it Bildad,
following out Job's suggestions in his unoriginal way?).
By his power he threatened ("1^^) the sea,
And by his skill he shattered Rahab.

Here ' s e a ' and ' R a h a b ' are coupled, as ' s e a ' and
* Leviathan,' probably, in Job 38 (see LEVIATHAN), and
in V. 13 the ' dragon ' is referred to. In Ps. SOg/i [ro/^]
the same parallelism is observable, and since v. n proves
that the psalmist has the creation in his mind, the view
that Rahab is a synonym for Leviathan or the dragon
again becomes plausible. The passage runs,—
Thou (alone) didst crush R a h a b as a dishonoured corpse;
With thy strong arm thou didst break down thine enemies.

The invocation to the arm of Yahwfe in Is. 519 also
refers to Rahab. Here, however, though the allusion
to the Dragon-myth is obvious, there is also a special
reference to nni'D (see DRAGON), or perhaps to the
people called Misrim in N. Arabia.
How this was
possible we seem to learn from Is. 307 (on the text see
SBOT, ad loc.). It has been held (cp Duhm, ad loc.)
that the latter half of the verse is a later addition.
Living in an age when the mythological interest had •
revived, a reader was struck by the resemblance between
the characteristics of the dragon of chaos and those of
D'li'DBoth were pre-eminent in strength ; both in
the olden time had rebelled against Yahwe ; for D'l^iD.
therefore, as well as for the dragon, the fate of abject
humihation (cp Is. 19) was reserved. In Ps. 874 Rahab,
according to the exegetical tradition, is simply a synonym
for Egypt (as the Targum alread}' explains it), though
even here this is not beyond critical questioning.
Rahab in Hebrew would mean 'raging,' 'insolence.'
This would be not unsuitable as \ title of the chaos„ __
.
dragon, a reference to which is plainly
=•• intended in all the above passages except
the last. It would not be strange, however, if Rahab
were a Hebraised form of some Babylonian mythic
name. In the third of the creation-stories mentioned
elsewhere (see C R E A T I O N ) — t h a t which begins 'cities
sighed, men [groaned] '—the dragon is repeatedly called
by a name which Zimmern and Gunkel would like to
read rebbu (for *ruhbu), and to consider the Ass. equivalent of Rahab. T h e name, if it means 'violence,'
would be specially appropriate in the story of the
tyranny exercised by Tiamat. Unfortunately the reading is uncertain. T h e polyphonous character of the
Assyrian script allows us equally to read kalbu, ' dog,'
and tabbn, ' hon ' (Gunkel, Schbpf. 29 418). For another
theory of the origin and precise significance of the title
Rahab we may be allowed to refer to Crit. Bib.

^ It is there shown that there has been a confusion between
two captivities of N . Israel, an Assyrian and a N . Arabian.
2 Recueil d arc/tea t. orientate, 2 1 3 4 ^
3 Cp t o n n^jpa D a n . 3 i, a n d see D U R A . Duru was not an
uncommon Babylonian name.
j

1 In J o b 9 13 26 12 Is. 51 9, Symm. has aAa^oretij, hXa^ovdo-v^
in Is. 519 30 7 Aq. opjitTj^a, Theod. TrAa-ros, in Is. 30, Symm. has
Tapaxa.L or -xv, in Ps. 87 4 Aq. has op/i^/xtiTOS, Symm. vivepy\^avia.v.
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T. K. c .

RAHAB

RAIN

RAHAB ( n n ^ ; PAAB), Josh. 2 I 3 6172325. T h e
story of Rahab must nol be taken literally.
She is
clearly the eponym of a tribe, and the circumstances of
the tribe are refiected in her fortunes. T h e statements
in Josh. 621 25 apply to no tribe known to us so well as
to the Kenites, who were admitted among the Israelites
on relatively unfavourable terms—as sojourners ; hence
the term zbndh. The name Dm is best accounted for as
the equivalent of ian, ' Heber,' the second name ofthe

called down upon Jacob's land by Isaac. In Dt. 28 ts
Moses promises to obedient Israel that Yah^ve ' will
open his good treasury, the heaven, to give the ram in
its season' ; to this treasury the Book of Enoch refers
(6O20/ 6923); cp D E W . The ' self-springing plants of
Yahwe' in Is. l a [SBOT) are those which depend on
the moisture which God sends from this heavenly storechamber. Notice, too, that in Ps. 10413 God is said to
' water the mountains from his upper chambers.' It is
a slightly diffei"ent mythic symbol which A poet in Job
uses—' W h o (but Yahwi) can tilt the bottles of heaven?'
(Job 3837). T o be able to bring rain through prayer
was one of the greatest proofs of eminent piety, Elijah
' prayed fervently that it might not rain, and it rained
not,' etc. (Jas. 617); and Josephus (.4nt- .xiv. 2 i )
relates that, in the time of King Aristobulus, there was
a man named Onias, ' righteous and beloved of God,'
who by his prayers could bring rain to the parched

tribe of the Kenites.^

See J E R I C H O , § 4 ; R E C H A B I T E S .

In Heb. 1131 Rahab is praised as an example of faith.
This is suggested by the edifying speech of Rahab in
Josh. 29-11, of which, however, only v. ga is recognised
by critical analysis as belonging to the earlier narrative
(see Oxf. //ex. 2321). It is no doubt startling that
Rahab should be a worshipper of Yahwfe—(/ Rahab is
to be viewed as a Canaanite. If, however, Rahab is a
symbolic term for the Kenites, all becomes plain, for the
Kenites were worshippers of Yahw^ (cp K E N I T E S ) .
The attempts of (later) Jewish and Christian interpreters
to explain away the term zondh, 'harlot,' as 'hostess,
innkeeper,' also now prove to be doubly unnecessary
(see above). On Rahab's good works (James 225), cp
the Jewish view in Weber, Jiid. Theol, 332. T h e
mention of her in the genealogy of Jesus (Mt. 1 5) rests
on the assumption that she became the wife of SALMON
[^.f. ].
N o less a man than Jeremiah is stated in
Megillah 14& to have been a descendant of Rahab on
his mother's side. This passed for an edifying belief.

earth.

Cp PRAYER.

Palestine is well described in Deut. I l u (in contradistinction to Egj'pt) as ' a land of hills and valleys,
_ _
, which drinks water, when rain falls
2. Former and from heaven.' Shortly afterwards
latter rain. (v. 14) u fuller description is given.
See also Hos. 63 Joel 223 Zech. l O i / (see Nowack),
Job 29=3, and Ja. 5? (-irpSipiOv Kal S\//ipcoii-, BX insert
iierbv, giving the sense rightly).
T h e distribution of
rain is very unequal. On one occasion Thomson found
the ground in the Jordan valley like a desert, while at
Tiberi.is the whole country w as ' a paradise of herbs
T. K. C.
and flowers.' Just so it was in ancient times. ' I
RAHAM ( D n i ) , son of S H E M A b. H E B R O N , b .
caused it to rain upon one city, and caused it not to
M.\RI:.SHAH, and father of J O R K E A M {.J'J.V.);
I Ch.
rain upon another city ; one piece was rained upon, and
244 (p^Mee [B], p^eM* [A], -AM [L]). See R E K E M .
the piece whereupon it rained not withered' (Am. 47).
The prophet continues, ' So two or three cities wandered
RAHEL (Jer. 3115). RV RACHEL.
unto one city to drink watei-, but they were not satisRAIN. That at the present day rain is considered
fied,' on which Thomson remarks th.at this is ' a fact
in Palestine as one of God's best gifts, is undeniable.
often repeated' in Palestine.^ T h e variableness of the
Moslems, Christians, and Jew^s can
1. Conception
climate helps to account for the frequent failure of the
unite in imploring heaven for the
of r a i n .
crops, both in ancient and in niodern times, and gives
'showers that water the earth' (Ps.
point to the promises of regularity in the seasons on
726).
But it is a question whether the fertilising operacondition of obedience to the divine commands.- T h e
tion of the Baalim was associated in early times with
former or autumnal rains (,Tir, miD) usually begin about
the rain of heaven, or only with springs, streams, and
the end of October. In Lebanon they may begin tt
underground flow (cp B.\AL, § i). Robertson Smith,
month earlier ; but no dependence can be placed upon
wh) discusses the subject fully in /?el. Sem. lect. 3,
this, and according to Thomson (LB 90) the winter
comes to the conclusion that originally the Baalim were
rains are sometimes delayed till January. They are
gods of the streams and fountains, but that, as
usually accompanied by thunder and lightning (Jer.
husbandry spread, the ' gods of the springs' extended
their domain over the lands watered by the sky, and 1013). T h e next four months may be called the rainy
season. In April rain (the latter rain, fipSp i^la-ph, ' to
gradually added to their old attributes the new clmracter
be late') falls at intervals; in May the showers are
of ' lords of rain' (p. 106). Yahwe in the O T is
less frequent and lighter, and at the close of that month
certninly the rain-giver; Jer. 1422. ' C a n any of the
they cease altogether.
vanities of the heathen cause r a i n ? ' In Ps. 659[io],
according to the traditional text, the early rain is
It appears from Glaisher's observations (PEFQ,
1859, p. 71)
that the heaviest monthly rainfall in 1897 was 11.21 in., in
called ' the river of God.' The word used (:'^p) is reJ a n u a r y ; the next, 6.74 in. in December, and that the total fall
markable.
Generally it occurs in the plural for the
for the year was 27.72 in. Th!.s refers to Tiberias. At Jerus.ilem
artificial streams used in irrigation (Is. 3025 322 Ps. I 3
the total fall was 41.62 in. At Tiberias no rain fell from M a y
119136 Prov. 516 1*11 Lam. 348). Here, if M T is right,
25 to Oct. 29, making a period of 156 consecutive days without
rain. . \ t Jerusalem, none fell from M a y 26th to Oct. 20, making
there is a similar conception. T h e rain is imagined
a period of 146 consecutive days without rain.
as water which has been drawn from the great heavenly
I CU';, gilcnt, a violent downpour, i K. I 8 4 1 E?ek. 1 3 i i ;
reservoirs (Gen. 7 i i ) and sent down on earth through
continuous, Ezra 10 9 13; such as the early or latter rain. Lev.
the solid dome of the sky. This is illustrated by
2fi4 Jer. 524 Joei 2 23 ; accompanied with wind,
Job 3825, ' \Vho has cleft a channel for the waterflood '
3. Hebrew = K. 317 Prov. 2514.
(so RV ; L'teph, rp:;-, 'torrential l a i n ' ) . With this cp
terms.
2. 1l;,p, mUtdr, a more general term, e.g.,
V. 28, where the 'rain {vuitar, ~\'c'z\ and the 'parted
.
. .
' t h e rain ('n) of heaven,' D t . U i i .
A torstreams of dew' (read s-j 'js^, for '-'o »^:.s* , see D E W ) rential rain is a sivuepinu rain ' (Prov. -JH 3); or the two words
c r : and T.:omay be ciuliin...!, Zech. 10 i J o b 87 6.
are parallel expressions.
Naturally, rain and rain-mist [tal, ^'c) are prominent
in poetic benedictions. In Dt. 3313 the ' precious things
of heaven above ' (reading '^•^i^ for '^i;^')^ are the rain,
the rain-mist, and the dew. In Gen. 27 28 the fine rain,
or rain-mist, of heaven stands first among the blessings
1 For a less probable view see C. Niebuhr, Gesch. 1 ^:,:; ,/?!
- T g . , Onk. and Pesh. combine the readings SM,-J ami y^,-:;T h e former therefore is no modern conjecture.
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3. cni, s^rem, a rain-storm, Is. 2S 4 2S 2 32 2 H a b . 3 10 J o b
2 4 8 ; sometimes accompanied by hail, I.S.2S-.; :iO ^o. T h e supposed occurrences of a verb denom. (Ps. 77 18 lid 5, M T ) are
probably due tu corruption.
4. and 3. l-.Y.yoreh, and l-.-,-^. moreh, the.former rain, and
C'lp^G^ jfiatkd:, the latter rain, see § 2.
6. C ' : : ' n , rebiblm, E V 'showers,' J e r . 3 3 I422 :vli. .'.',[7]
Dt. 32 2 Ps. 6 5 i i [ i o ] 7 2 c t .
1 The Land

and the Book, 395.
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' Ibid. 90.

RAINBOW
7 D^p'O"!, resislnt (from v'DD'l, 'sparsit, stillavit'), sprinkled
moisture. I n Cant. 5 2t ( E V ' drojis o f t h e n i g h t ' ) of the nightmist (see D E W ) , but probably applicable to rain in general (see
D'3'3"l)- In D t . 32 2 Lagarde and Griitz correct u-l-)l1tt into
D'D'DI. I n Ps. 104 13 also ^I'D'onD should perhaps be read for
Ti't'jp n s p .
T. K. c .

RAINBOW,
i. m^., kdSeth (Tb^ov), Gen. 9 1 3 ^
Ezek. 1 28 Ecclus. 43 II. On Gen. 9 1 3 ^ see DELUGE, § 11.
2. Ipis, Rev. 43 101.
RAISINS. 1. n'piDs, simmiliim,
see FRUIT, § 4.
2. c'c'C'.x, dslsim, Hos. 3 i, R\'. See FRUIT, § 5.
RAKEM (SpTl, I Ch. 7 16 l-:\', pausal form for
R E K E M , 4.

RAKKATH (ni5"1, ' b a n k , ' an Aramaic word?
iAKee [B], peKK^e [A], p\. [L]), a 'fenced city'
of Naphtali, mentioned between Hammath (S. of
Tiberias) and Chinnereth (on the upper part of
the E. side of the Sea of Galilee), Josh. 1935. Two
identifications of Rakkath are offered in the Babylonian
Talmud in the same context (-^leg. c,b, 6a)- According
to R. Joh.anan, Rakkath A\as the important city of
Sepphoris. But the etymological midrash attached to
this identification is such as entirely to discredit it.
Raba, on the other hand, refers to a generally received
opinion that Rakkath is Tiberias, and according to
Neubauer (Geog, du Talm. 209) the use of the name
Rakkath for Tiberias lasted into the fourth century A.D.
Certainly the position of Rakkath in the list of cities
at least permits this view.
Only, ( i ) we must not
suppose that Tiberias stood exactly on the site of
the ancient Rakkath.
For, as Josephus informs us
(.Ant. xviii. 2 3), the land upon which it was built had
been occupied by tombs, which implies that the ancient
town (however it was named) had lain at a short distance
from the site of the new city. And (2) it is possible
enough that npn is a fragment of n'lp (city of), and
should be prefixed to T\112 (Chinnereth).
T. K. c.

RAMATH-MIZPEH
represented as appearing on her grave, and uttering a
lamentation for the exile of her children.^ Near it was
also, I later writer believed, the palm tree of the
prophetess Deborah (Judg. 45, TT)S /3a/ia [B], ta/^a [A]).
This Ramah is no doubt the mod. er-Rdm, a village
with ancient remains, 2600 ft. above the sea-level,
5 m. N. from Jerusalem.
Its rediscovery is due to
Robinson [BR I576).
2. The home of Samuel and his father Elkanah (i S.
1 19 2 i i 71784 1534 16 13 1 9 1 8 / : 251 283). also called,
or rather miscalled, in EV of i S . l i , RAMATHAIMZOPHIM [y.z'.]. It was in the hill-country of Ephraim
and

mme

particularly

in

the land

of

ZUPH

[^.Z'.].

According to Eus. and Jer. who call it apfxade^ aeicpa
Arniathcm
Sophim [OS 2 2 5 i 2 ; 9617) it was near
Diospolis, and Jer. adds that it was ' in regione
Thamnitica.' This addition agrees with what is said
in I iMacc. 11 34 of RAMATHEM \q.v.'\ as having
originally been reckoned to Samaria, and suggests
identifying Ramah with Beit-rinia, a place mentioned
in the Talmud (Neub, Gdogr. 82), situated a little
to the N . of Tibnah (Thamna).
This is the view
of Buhl, Pal. 170; Kittel, Hist. 2107.
It accords
with the route of Saul described in i S. 9 i ^ ; cp
Wellh. TBS 70. See ^\%o PEFMem. 8 1 2 1 4 9 ^ (On
@'s readings, see RAMATHAIM-ZOPHIM. )
3. 2 K. 8 29 : petJ.fj.tud [E], pafitaB [A], pafLaB yaXaab [L]. See
RAMOTH-GILEAD.
4. R A M A H [AV R A M A T H ] OF T H E S O U T H ; Josh. 19 8 (fiafied
Kara \ifia [B], pafj-iioiB [A?], La/xeO Kara, ki^a [A?L]). See
R A M A T H O F T H E SOUTH.
5. A ' fenced c i t y ' of Naphtali (Josh. 19 36 ; apaijA [B], pafta
[AL]), the modern Rdmeti, 1295 ft. above sea-level, W . of Safed,
on the southern slope of the ridge (here rising to a height of
3480 ft.) which forms the boundary between Upper and Lower
Galilee. Cp Guerin, Gat. 1453^^

6. A place mentioned in the delimitation of the
territory of Asher, Josh. 19 29. According to Robinson
beyond all doubt to be identified with the village of
Rdmeh [PEE Survey:—Rdmia),
in the latitude of Rds
en-NdkHi-a, situated ' upon an isolated hill, in the midst
RAKKON ipp"!, not in ©i"^; ©i- HPEKKOJN).
of a basin with green fields, surrounded by higher hills '
Josh. 1946 (probably a vox jiihili).
See M E - J A R K O N .
[BR 463). Buhl [Pal. 231) accepts this identificaRAM (O'l; pAM [BAL]).
i. T h e name of „
tion, whilst admitting that the frequent occurrence of
Judahite family, whose eponym is variously described
the name prevents a final decision. Apart from the
as the second son of Hezron the grandson of Judah
name, indeed, one might prefer to locate Ramah a
(i Ch. 29 ; pcxp- and 1j.pc3.1x [BA], apa,tt [L] ; v. ics, appavlittle way to the W . , at or near the ruins of Beldt, on a
{B, cp px V. 25], apap. [AL]), and as the firstborn son
hill which commands a grand prospect. T h e language
of Jerahm»sel the firstborn son of Hezron [v. 25, pav
of Josh. 1928/., however, does not seem to favour
[ B ] ; c. 27. apaix [B]). T h e same supposed person is
either view. T h e border of Asher is traced in v. 28
also named in the (late) genealogy of David, as the son from Hammon [Hdmul) to Kanah [I<dnd) and thence
of Hezron, Ruth4i9 (appav [BA], apa/i [L]), and conto Sidon ; then in v. 29 we are told to turn back southsequently in Mt. 13 4 (ARAM [ . \ V ] ; Ram [R"V]; Apap.
ward to Ramah, and clra\\' a line thence to Tyre
[BN etc.] : see also A R N I , Lk. 833). Doubtless Ram is and to Hosah (near Rds el-'Ain)-, somewhere on the
a shortened form of some well-known name, hardly
coast to the S. of Hosah (at the mouth of the ri\er
Jehoram (Nold ) or Abiram (Klost. c;,-sch. 112), but
SHIHOR-LIBNATH) the border ends. Can the meaning
rather the name from which both these names probably
be that the territory w ithin the first of these lines belongs
sprang—Jerahmeel (Che,).
to Tyre and Sidon together, and that within both lines
taken together (the second modifying the first) to Tyre,
2. Name of the supposed family of the Elihu of J o b (32 2 ;
both territories being theoretically possessed b)' Asher ?
paij. [BN]; pa/xa [ A ] ; apap [C]), certainly not a shortened form
If so, Ramah would seem to be not \'ery far from T\ re ;
of the ethnic name Aram, unless there was a southern Aram.
indeed, this is the natural inference from the Hebrew of
RAM (^*N), Gen. 167, etc. See S H E E P .
•u. iga. Its true site may perhaps be lost.
(Since this was written, an abundance of similarly perplexing
RAM, BATTERING (I?), Ezek. 42 2l27[22]. See
SIEGE, § 2 / .

RAMA (pAM<\ [ T i . W H ] ) , Mt, 2i8, RV R A M A H .
RAMAH ( n o n , Jer. 31 IS Neh. 1133, elsewhere
n p i n , ' t h e h e i g h t ' ; usually pa.M*. [ B A L ] ; gentilic,
'frp"!, Ramathite ; see SHIMEI, g). i. A city of the
tribe of Benjamin, Josh. 1825 Neh. I I 3 3 (BN*.\ om.),
incidentally referred to in J u d g . l 9 i 3 (om. 6 ^ ) Is. 1029
Hos. 58 (ejri Tliy ii\fni\ivv [BAQ]), Ezra226 [apapc [B],
rij$ papa [AL]), and stated in 1 K. I S i ? (paapa [B],
pap-pav [.A], papa [L]) to have been fortified by Baasha
king of Israel in order to isolate Jerusalem (cp A S A ) .
Near it lay the grave of Rachel, according to Jer. 3115
(TTI \i\jj-q\ri [N*A]), where the tribal ancestor is poetically
4009

phenomena have been noticed by the present writer, which can
only be explained on the hypothesis that the original document
referred to districts in the Negeb.
Cp S H I H O K - L I B N A T H ;
T V R E ; ZEMAKAIM, last par.)
T. K. C.

RAMATHITE (^H^l), i Ch. 2727,

See SHIMEI, 9.

RAMATH-LEHI Cn^ HDn), Judg. ir.14. See L E H I .
RAMATH-MIZPEH (nSVrpil r\1T\\ ApABoiG KATA
T H N M A C C H 4 ) A [ B ] , PAMCJOO K. T . MAC(t>A [ A ] , pAMCO

K.T.M. [L]). a- place on the northern border of the
Gadites, Josh. 1326t. Probably the same as M I Z P E H
(4), M I Z P A H (2).
1 On the discrepant traditions respecting the site of Rachel's
grave, and on Mt. 2 18, see E P H R A T H , R A C H E L .
4010

RAMATH O P THE SOUTH
RAMATH OF T H E SOUTH [2)2 nONT ; for ©
see R A M A H , 4), and (in i S.) R A M O T H O F T H E SOUTH
(15^ m o n ; pAMA [BL]-e [ A J NOTOY, P A M A TTpoc

MecHMBplAN [•'^ym-])' apparently the most remote of
the Simeonite towns (Josh. 198) ; mentioned also among
the towns in the Negeb to which David sent presents
from ZIKLAG (Halusah), i S. 3027. The full name was
Baalath-beer-rama(o)th-negeb, i.e., ' Baalah ofthe well
of Ramath (Ramoth) of the Negeb, or ' Baalah of the
well, Ramath ofthe N e g e b ' (see B A A L A T H - B E E R ) . T h e
name, however, needs correction by the help of v. tf.
and Josh. 15 32. The lists of the Simeonite and Judahite
towns are disfigured by errata, nor do they agree as
they should. The opinion of the present writer is that
the most remote of these towns was most probably
called Baalath-beer-ram ah (also Baalath-en-rimmon),—
i.e., Baalah of the well (also, fountain) of Ramah or
Rimmon,—and that both Ramah and RIMMON [q.v.) are
popular corruptions of 'Jerahmeel.' Consequently in
I S. 30 27 the second of the names in the list should be
not Ramoth-negeb, but Jerahmeel-negeb.
See E N RIMMON, T A M A R , XKGF.B.
In Josh. 1032 Lebaoth (niNlS) and in 19 6 Beth-lebaoth
CVri'D) are miswritten for nVyi- In i C h . 4 3 3 ' B a a l a t h - b e e r '
V
! _ . _ . _ _ _ J into
• _ . . .' r Baat.
, _ _, ,
T. K. C.
beco
i shortened

R A M A T H A J M - Z O P H I M (D''DiV D-np-in ; ApMA8 A I M c(6)l4)& [BL] ; Ap. cco(t)IM [A]j, the name of
the city of Elkanah in the hill-country of Ephraim, i S,
l i . T h e text, however, has Ha-ramathaim-sophim, the
article being prefixed to ramathaim. The difficulties of
this supposed compound form, and indeed of MT'5
reading, however viewed, are well set forth by Driver
( TBS ad loc.), who, with W'ellhausen and W. R. Smith,
following ^ ' s (r(e)i0a, reads -^r^ ' a Zuphite,' which is
explained b y a reference to 1 Ch. 62o[3s], Kr. as=:'a.
member of the clan called ZUPH ' [t^.z*. ]. Haramathaim
is also plausibly explained by Wellhausen [TBS -^^f)
as the laterform of thename Ha-ramah(see R A M A T H E M ) ,
w hich was introduced into i S. 11 from a tendency to
modernisation, and stands {ap/xaSaLfj.], in (B, not only
here, but also wherever ,-i:::nn has the i of motion
attached to it. With the form ap/ia^at^ we may rightly
compare the apa^a^a or apfxaOa or pa/xada of Josephus
and the api/xaSaia of the X T .
The name Ha-ramah in the Hebrew text almost always
occurs in the augmented form nncir:. T h e exceptions are i S.
19 18-20 I '25 I l!S 3. Here we constantly find HDll except in
19x8 22, where '~'n'?TT °'^c^''s* '^^ accordingly represents tbe
former word by t'j' pa^a, the latter by els apfj-aOaifj.—a new
distinction suggested perhaps by the occurrence of n in' nniO"in,
T h e same correction has penetrated once into ©EL^ for in 11' 22,
where ,inD"l.l and HDHJ occur at different points, ©RL gives first
et? apfxaBaifj. and then ei' pa^a (cp v. 18 in S).
The objections to the above plausible explanation of
Ramathalm-^^ophim are—(1) that Ha-ramathaim occurs nowhere
else in the M T , (2) tlial the Chronicler is an insurficient authority
for the existence of a cLm called Zuph, (3) tliat ' land of Zuph '
occurs in a passage (i S. !>5) which has all the appearance of
corruptness (see ZUPH), and (4) that i S. 1 1 itself is obviously no
longer in its original form.l T h e probability is that -in.S' fN*
( E \ ' , ' a certain man ') should be [''^N-'^lm' C"X- a Jerahmeelite,'

andthatD'-i£3N-inDD'3i:fD'noiniD^hL>Lildbe''>x:::n"i'[n]na?:niQ
S N inr; ni;'.iCO so that the whole sentence becomes (omitting
the .'Superfluous variant 'SNOm' at the beginmng and certain
variants at the end), ' A n d there was a Jerahmeelite of the
family of the Matrites, whose name was Elkanah.' '-ic:^ (I\Iatri),
however, like ' T a m a r ' and ' R a m a t h , ' is only a corruption of
'^.xr^m'. 'Jerahmeelite,' and 'mount E p h r a i m ' is in southern
not in central Palestine (so J u d g . 17 i 19 i, etc.). See Crit. Bib.

The AKnLiTH.F.A of the N T is identified by Eus.
[OS 225, 12) with the city of Elkanah, and said to be
situated near Diospohs (Lydda).
This situation is
beyond question suitable for the Ramathaim of i Macc.
11 34, and perhaps too for the Arimathaea of the X T .
See JOSEPH, col. 2 5 9 5 ^ ^ ; R A M A T H A I M (on meaning
of form); N I C O D E M U S , § 3.
T. K. C.
1 See Marq. Fund. \if., and cp other corrupt passages in
I S. having proper names (Crit. Bib,).

RAMESES
EAMATHEM,RVRAMATHAiM(pAe«.MeiN[ANV]),
the seat of one of the governments formerly belonging
to Samaria which were tr.msferred to Judaea under
Jonathan by king Demetrius, i Macc. 1134- On the
name, see N A M E S , § 107, and R . \ M A T H A I M - Z O P H I M .
EAMESES ( D P » I ; T ;

pAA^eccH [ B . - ^ F L ] , pAMeCH

[L], Gen. 47 1 1 ; or R a a m s e s , DOOi'l, E x . 1 n , papitrrj [ F L ] ,
1237 N u . 333, pa/xeff(rtoi/[BaA], 5 po/ie(T-(n75 [Bab] ; also J u d i t h
19 [RA.MESSE, A V ] ; see also Redpath ; K-l-^CESS£S).
For
kings Rameses I. and I I . see also E G Y P T , § 57^^

In Ex. 1II Raamses is one of the cities built by the
Israelites as Egyptian serfs ; in 12 37 they march from
Raamses (eastwards) to Succoth (cp also Nu. 8835). •
In Gen. 47 n the family of Jacob receive from Joseph
' a possession in the land of Egypt, in the best of the
land, in the land of Rameses, as Pharaoh had commanded. ' The land of Rameses is, according to vv. 4 6
etc., a part of Goshen, or, more probably, is synonymous with Goshen.
In 46 28 © has indeed for the Go.shen of H e b . ' to Heroopolis
(i-e-, adding P I T H O M , or ETHA.M [cp.v.]), into the land of
Ramesse * (Ka6' 'HpCicjv TroAir ci? y7)V -Papecrcrci). [For various
views of this passage, with discussion, see J O S E P H (in OT), col.
2587, n. 4.]

It is usually assumed that the land has its name from
the town, the administrative centre of that province.
1 The l a n d '^^'^ present writer would, however,
•
J .,
prefer to understand Rameses here as
town
having preserved the original sense,
namely, that of a royal name. Goshen,
or at least its eastern part, still recalled by its name
that the great Pharaoh Rameses I I . had been its opener
and coloniser (see GOSHEN).
In the name of the
to«n, on the other hand, the original sense, which
must once have been ' house, place, city (or similarly)
of Rameses,' seems to have been forgotten, owing to
the popular abbreviation which omitted the first part.
It is not necessary to derive the combination ' land of
Rameses,' which looks very archaic, from that secondary
use
T h e royal name which the Hebrew has preserved here was
Ra'-in(e?)s-su,^ or, following more the later pronunciation, Ra'
(this can, of course, be written in many \y2eys)-me(^)s-s{e),^ ' tlie
sun-god R e ' has borne him.' T h e classic transliterations are
Pa^t/n)9, Pa^to-oTjs (in \;Lrying the Manethonian fragments,
etc.), Ramses.
From these Greek forms the Massoretic scholars
seem to have taken their vocalisation ; whether the Hebrew
consonants are intended to render the name as Ra--mes-(e)s, or
in a seemingly more archaic form, Ra'-mcsc-s (the verbal root
was originallywiaj^, tertia- /odh), can, therefore, not be decided
from the biblical punctuation. I n the rendering of the consonants, the preservation of the 'Ain deserves mention as a sign
of antiquity.

The Pharaoh meant is the famous Rameses I I . ,
called also Osymandyas (this is the official n a m e ;
2. P h a r a o h '^^er-ma'(t)-re)
or Sesostris ^ by the
kameses
Greeks, also Ram(p)ses (etc.), Meianiun
('loving .Amon'); see EGVPT, § 58.
His reign of nearly sixty-seven years is less remarkable
for his military achievements in .Asia (which were very
modest) than for his paramount activity as i builder.
For his great work of irrigating a n d ' colonising the
^\•iidy Tumilat, see GOSHEN, § 4. This enterprise seems
to have been completed before the twenty-first year of
his reign.
Gen. 47 might anticipate a later name
for the region E. of Goshen proper. T h e building of
the city of Rameses (as well as of Pithom), however
pomts unmistakably to that earlier part of the reign
of Rameses I I . — j . c , to the end of the fourteenth
century B. c.

G

D. (HD

3 On the reason of the confusion of this name with a kinE of
dyn. T2 in Manetho, different opinions prevail. A poDular Chut
already contemporaneous) abbreviation of the name Rameses
seems to be at the root of the Greek form,
^^.imeses
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RAMESES
It must be accidental that the expression ' land of
Rameses' has not yet been read on the Egyptian monu_,
..
ments, although we find allusions to the
1,
•' merits of Rameses I I . as a coloniser
(which characteristically are wanting with
other kings). . \ city, or rather cities, bearing the name
of this king are, ho\ve\cr, mentioned repeatedly.
In the twenty-first year (see above) of his reign,
Rameses received ambassadors of the Hittite king
bringing the treaty of peace and alliance ' in the city ;
house of Ra'-mes-su, Mey (or old Mer)-amiin, doing
the commands of his father .Amon, of Harmachis and
.\tum, the lord of Heliopolis, the Anion of Ra'-mes-su
Mey-araun, the Ptah of Ra'-mes-su Mey-amun, and
Set.' This list gi\ es to us the names of the official
gods of the new city, confirming its position in eastern
Goshen, where .Atum of Heliopolis was the chief god.
LD 3194 says ; ' thou hast made for thyself a splendid
residence to fortify the frontier of the country, T h e
House of Ra'messu Mey.tmun; . . a royal palace is in
it.' Pap. .Anastasi i t 46 gives a poetical description of
a residence.^ ' t h e castle: " G r e a t of Victory (or
Strength)" is its name, between Phoenicia (!) and Egypt.'
The local gods are Amon, associated with Set, then
.Astarte and Buto. These gods and the name do not
agree with our house of Rameses mentioned above ;
indeed, the city ' great of victori(es)' (mentioned also in
the great text of .Abydus. in Pap. Leyden, 1348, and in
the expedition of Sety I. against the Bedouins (?) does not
seem to be identical (as is usually supposed), but must be
a later foundation of Rameses, N. of Goshen. Anast.
iii. 112/. ' the house of Ra'messu MeyamQn ' appears as
identical with the place ' Great of victori(es)' (82 etc.).
Its description seems to point to the country W. of Tanis,
not very far from the sea. Thus a monument which
has led Brugsch considerably astray becomes intelligible.
In Tanis was found a statue of a priest who had among
other titles that of a ' prophet of Amon of Rameses of
(the city?) House of Rameses (and?) Amon (of the one)
great of strength.''' Brugsch [Diet. Geogr- 418, etc.)
concluded from it that Rameses and Tanis-Zoan were one
and the same city, sought consequently for Goshen far
in the N., and came thus to his strange Exodus-theory,
considering the Sirbonian bog as the ' sea' through which
the Israelites passed. T h e statue furnishes rather the
confirmation that we have two different Rameses-cities.
Consequently, we have to be very careful in distinguishing them ; L D 3194 refers possibly to the later foundation,-* as it dates from the year 34 of Rameses.
The biblical Rameses can, of course, be only a city
in or near Goshen. That mentioned in the treaty with
4 ^itiiatinii ^^ Hittites seems to be identical, if we
may judge by the local gods alluded
to. Compare the granite group found at Tel(l) elMaskhiita which represented Rameses II. between Atum
and Harmachis, the principal gods of that district.
From this group Lepsius concluded that Tel(l) elMaskhuta was the biblical Rameses (see PITHOM), but
on insufficient grounds. T h e excavations of Naville
have shown that the names Pithom and Succoth are to
be associated with that locality, but not Rameses. T h e
latter city remains to be determined. In accordance
with E.X. 1237 Nu. .3335 it should be sought for in the
western part of Goshen, E. of Pithom-Etham. There
are not many points bearing traces of ancient cities in
that region ; Lepsius described the place (Tell) AbuSoleiman (or Isleman), as showing extensive ruins, and
thought of Pithom. Naville [Pithom, 1^1 36) disputes
the existence of town-ruins at that spot. He marks
t See Erman, Egypt, chap. 9, for a translation.
2 This i^a-zr) seems to be synonymous with ' great of strength
(or victory) or victories,' -a-nhi or 'a-nhtiv.
If not, it might
point to a temple (not a city) of Rameses I I . H a s a '(loving)
Amon ' been mutilated ?
There may be more Rameses-cities. I t seems that a Nubian
colony near Abusimbel was one. Cp (with considerable caution)
the essay of Lepsius, AZ, 1883, p . 4 (on Pithom and Rameses).
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Shugafieh (in which he believes he finds the Roman
garrison place Thohu or Thou) and Tell Rotab as the
only ruins, W. of Pithom-Tel(l) el-Maskhtita. Both
localities exhibit extensive ruins of the Roman age, and
seem to have been Roman military stations ; it is not
improbable that they were settled before that period.
If so, we may expect the settlements to go back to the
time of Rameses' colonisation ; but nothing certain can
be said until - thorough exploration of those ruins has
been made.
For the various attempted identifications of Rameses, see
Ebers, art. ' Ramses,' HWB'^), 1254a, and cp Durch Gosen ziim
Sinai,^)
5 1 2 _ ^ ; Naville, Land
oj Goshen (1887), 18, 2 0 ;
Brugschj Steinschrift
und Bibdwort, 1891, p. 154. [The question of identification assumes a fresh aspect if we hold that
primitive tradition represented the early home of the Isr.-iclitei
as, not in Mizraim, but in Mizrim. I n this case we must suppose that here as elsewhere the geographical setting ofthe story
has been transformed on the basis, probably, of corrupt texts.
Possible corrections or restorations are indicated in col. 3211,
n. 2.]
W. M, M.

EAMIAH ( n W , 'Yahw4 is h i g h ' ? or rather ,.
transformed ethnic, Rami = Jerahme'eli? [Che. ]), a layman who joined in the league against foreign marriages ;
E z r a l 0 2 5 t (p^^MIA [BNA], -ei&c [L]) = i Esd. 926
HiERMAS (lepMA [B], lepMAC [A], pAMIAC [L]).
RAMOTH (niD"1).
GILEAD.
2. E z r a l 0 2 9 , KrI.
RAMOTH

I. I K. 4i3.

See RAMOTH-

See J E R I M O T H , 12.

(n'lDK-l;

AABCOR

[B],

AMWC [?A],

pdiMcoe [ L ] ; I Ch. 673 [58]), or R E M E T H (HP");
peMMAC [B], pd,MA,e [AL] ; Josh. 1921), also called
J A R M U T H (n-IDI*) in Josh. 2129 (lepMCjO [AL], where
however ®^ has peMMAG). ^ Levitical city within the
territory of Issachar.
RAMOTH-GILEAD p,'h}
Tkf}, i-e-. 'heights of
Gilead'), otherwise RAMOTH IN G I L E A D (nB?il3 FlbX'l,
1. OT References. Dt.
?, P443
^ ^ r [pAMMGoe
^ ^ ^ <^^ A], i^^^^^''k'^
Josh. 208
[fikpHMtOTO B] 2I38 I Ch. 665 [80] [pAMMCON B,
PAMfi.e L]). RAMOTH ( I K . 4 I 3 [ e p e M ^ e B, - e p M ^ e
L]), but more correctly R A M A H (2 K. 829 [peMMCoS
B, pd.MA9 L]) or Ramath-Gilead (cp AHAB), a fortress
on the E. of Jordan, the administrative centre of one
of Solomon's prefectures ( i K. 4 13), hotly disputed by
the Israelites and the Aramaeans in the reigns of Ahab,
Ahaziah, and Joram ( i K. 22si^ [peMM^G BA, pAMd.9
L], 2 K. 828 9i4 [p6MMCA)e B, p^M<^e L], 2 Ch.
1 8 3 ^ [pAAAMCOe A, pAMd.0 L], 2 2 5 / [pd*M<\ B,
P6MMCO0 A, pi..M<\9 L ] ) ; also one of the so-called
'cities of refuge' (Dt. 443 Josh. 208 2138, where it is
assigned to Gad). Largely on account of the striking
narrative in * K. 22, the name of Ramoth-Gilead is
extremely familiar to readers of OT, and yet, after all the
researches of scholars, no one is able to tell exactly where
the place was. It is the object of this article (i) to
record the chief opinions which have been held as to
the site of Ramoth-Gilead, and (2) to offer what, in the
opinion of the present writer, looks like the true solution
of the problem.
Let us begin with the Talmud, according to which
Ramoth-tjilead lay over against Shechem (Neub. Giog.
o <5itoa/3\//V^ 55. 251), while, as Eusebius and Jerome
J.. K)Ues^a;-^o^ tell us ( 0 5 2S79i U531), it was known
to them as a viUage, 15 R.m. ^\^ of Philadelphia
(Rabbath-Ammon).
These views are irreconcilable.
Most scholars till lately preferred the authority of
Eusebius, and identified Ramoth-Gilead with the modern
es-Salt,l 10 m. S. of the Jabbok, and 11 E. of the
Jordan. Cp GiLEAD, § 7.
T h e town acquired some importance during the Crusades,
1 T h e name is a corruption of Salton Hieraticon, which occurs
in the Notitt.
Vet. Eccles. as the name of a trans-Jordanic
episcopal city (Reland, Pal. 315); the epithet hieraticon may
be explained by the TrdAts ^vAijs -yaS iepanxTj of E u s . in the
Onom.
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RAPHAH

when Saladin fortified it with other towns on the E . of the
J o r d a n ; it is now the capital of the Betkd, but cannot claim to
represent Ramoth-Gilead. T h e place could not be approached
by chariots (see i K. 22 34^^). I t ' hangs on the steep sides o f a
narrow gorge, entirely shut in on the N . , and opening out on a
narrow flat of garden-land at the other e n d ; and even this open
extremity of the ravine is blocked by a high ridge a t right angles
to the town, closing up the only o u t l e t . ' l It is also far too
southerly ; a place easily accessible from Jezreel and not far from
tbe Aramaean border is imperatively required.

to be referred to in the account of the A r a m s a n wars. But it
was not the place which was meant in the origmal narratives
(see P R O P H E T , § 7). I t was a t Cusham, not at Damascus (as
the traditional text represents) that Ben-hadad, or Bir-dadda,
dwelt ( t K . 1 3 i 8 ; see T A B - R I M M O N ) , and it was the great
achievement of Jeroboam I I . that he recovered Cusham and
Maachath-jerahmeel for Israel. I t must have been a fortress on
the border of the Negeb, towards Arabia, that the Aramseans
( = Jerahmeelites) and the Israelites so hotly contested. Ahab
fell when endeavouring to regain it. J o r a m won it back for a
time from the N . Arabian king Haza'ilu (Hazael), and J e h u
(himself of Jerahmeelite extraction i) was serving in the garrison
when Eli.sha (a prophet of the Negeb ; see P R O P H E T , § 7) sent
to anoint him king. Both ' R a m a h ' and ' Gilead ' are, when S.
Palestine and the Negeb are concerned, corruptions of ' Jerahm e e l , ' b u t while ' R a m a h ' o r ' R a m a t h ' is a mere popular distortion, ' Gilead' seems to be a transcriptional corruption of that
ethnic name. T h e place intended is probably the ' Tamar '
(nDn = nD"i) fortified by Solomon, according to i K. 9 18, cp 2 Ch.

Ewald [Gesch. 3 500 note) and Conder [Heth and
Moab, 175 ; Smith's DB'^'^ \\\g\) do more justice to
the biblical narratives by fixing the site of RamothGilead at ReimQn, a lofty and ancient site a few miles
W. of K'rash (Gerasa), i n t h e Jebel'Ajliin. The place
was quite open to Aramsean incursions, and could be
reached by chariots up the valley of the Jabbok. Sir
G. Grove (Smith's Z>5'i| 21003) and Merrill [East of
the Jordan, 284^^) urge the claims of Jerash itself;
Oliphant too [Land of Gilead, 213) thinks RamothGilead must have been either at or near Jerash.*^ This
view is supported by the Arabic Joshua (208 2138
Riimat al-Jaras). G. A. Smith, however [HG 588) is
not satisfied with any of these identifications, and thinks
Ramoth-Gilead, being so hotly disputed by Aram and
Israel, must have been farther N . , near the N. Hmit of
Gilead—the Yarmuk (so G. A. Cooke, l.c.).
Irbid and
Ramtheh [er-Remth^], he remarks, are both of them
fairly strong sites. Er-Remth6 has been very recently
favoured by Smend [Z.-l TIV. 1902, p. 153), who finds
in the name er-Remthe an echo of an Aramaic form
Kn"::i*^
Buhl combines Ramoth-Gilead with the mod.
Jal'ud, N. of es-Salt (see G I L E A D , 2), and whilst Smend

identifies Ramoth - Gilead with Mizpeh- Gilead, Buhl
inclines to distinguish between them.
To get beyond Prof. G. A. Smith's acute but vague
conjecture, we must look at the Hebrew of i K. 4i3.
Removing the accretions on the original
3. Site (e). text we find it stated that one of Solomon's
prefects called Ben-geber (nothing depends on the
correctness of this reading) was over the region of
Arc^ob, and resided in Ramoth-Gilead. Is the latter
circumstance probable ? Surely his residence must have
be<5n in Bashan, unless indeed we prefer to omit the
statement about Argob and Bashan, and make Bengeber the prefect of the so-called Havvoth-Jair, which
Nu. 323941 places in Gilead.
Possibly for lySj nO"i.
' Ramath-Gilead,' we ought to read in^ii np"i, ' t h e
Ramah of Salhad.' Salhad is probably the true name
of the fortified city on the extreme SE. of Bashan, which
protected that fertile land from the invasions of the
nomads;

it is called in M T S A L E C A H

[^.Z^.].

The

objections raised to the other sites certainly do not apply
to Salhad. For other supposed traces of the name see
G I L E A D . § 8, SUCCOTH, Z E L O P H E H A D .
Salhad is situated on an eminence forming one of the southernmost heights of the Jebel Hauran (sec Driver, Dt. 53), T h a t
the district to the N . of Edrei (Der'at) and Salhad fell into the
region of Argob, will hardly be doubted (cp Driver, in Hastings'
DB 1147). It was also probably Salhad (Ramath-Salhad) that
IV-nhadad kept back, contrary to the agreement in" i K. 20 34,
and the Israehtish kings therefore sought to recover (i K. J^ ^,
etc.). Holding it, the Aramaean kings had the fertile district of
Ar^ob at their mercy. T h e harmonising process of an editor
corrected -in'?i nc~i. ' R a m a t h - S a l h a d , ' •wherever it occurred,
into-i;,''^j n:2^. 'Ramoth-Gilead.'
I t iS p r o b a b l e t h a t n o b e t t e r e x p l a n a t i o n c a n b e f o u n d
4 S i t e ff)

° " ^^^ a s s u m p t i o n t h a t t h e c u r r e n t view
respecting the Aramasans with w h o m t h e
k i n g s of I s r a e l w e r e s o often a t w a r , a n d r e s p e c t i n g t h e
r e g i o n of t h e l e g e n d a r y O g , k i n g of B a s h a n , is c o r r e c t .
The assumption in question is at tirst sight a reasonably safe
one, and it receives support from the legend of the meeting of
Jacub and Laban, in the earlier form disclosed to us by textual
critiei.sm of Gen. 31 17-54.
We may even go farther, and
pronounce it not improbable th.it Salhad really was the place
which the editor of the Book of Kings in its present form thought
1 G. .\. Cooke, in Driver, Dt.i^}, p . xx. ; cp L . Gautier, Au
dctii du fcurdainl^} (1896), 30.
- Schumacher (il/iV/A. DPV, 1897, 66) places Ramoth-Gilead
at el-Manara, \V. of Jerash.
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Cp T A M A R , T A D M O R .

RAMOTH OF THE SOUTH.

T . K. C.

See R A M A T H O F

THE SOUTH.

RAMPART, in AV sometimes, and in RV generally
the rendering of 7*11,

See F O R T R E S S , § 5, col. 1557.

RAM'S HORN [hj-Yn p j , Josh. 6s), T R U M P E T S O F
R.VMS' H O R N S (D'Sai'n nil^lK', Josh. 6 4 6 8 13). See
M U S I C , § 5.

RAMS' SKINS (D7''N n'ly), Ex. 255, etc. See
T A B E R N A C L E , § 4.

RANGE (Lev. l l s s ) , RV-sr. 'Stewpan,
ING

see COOK-

U T E N S I L S , § 4.

RANSOM (from Lat. redemptionem).
1. SKJ, gnat.
Cp GOEL.
2. 133. kipper.
C p A T O N E M E N T ( E X . 21 30 R V , AV ' s u m of
m o n e y ' ; Lev. 2727 AV ' r e d e e m , ' R V ' r a n s o m ' ; N u . 3 5 3 i y :
AV 'satisfaction'; i S. I 2 3 , AV and RVmg. ' b r i b e ' ; R V and
AVmE. ' r a n s o m ' ; P i . 69 i s i J o b 36 is).
3. m£3, paddh, Ex. 34 20, etc.

RAPHA (NS"1).

i. See R A P H A H , ^.

2. I n genealogy of Benjamin (q-v. § 9 ii. a ) , i Ch. 82 (po(^Tj.
[BAI, pai^a [ L ] ) ; but the name m a y be corrupted, e.g., from
Gera (see JQR 11109, § 8). O r (if correct) cp R E P H A I A H [4]
and the clan-name B E T H - E A P H A .
3. See R E P H A I A H , 4.

RAPHAEL (^NBl, ' God heals' ; the name, however, has possibly grown out of something very different ; see R E P H A E L [Che.] ; P&(})AHA), one of the most

sympathetic figures in Jewish narrative literature, is
introduced to us in the Book of Tobit, where under the
name of .\ZARIAS ( ' Y a h w i i s a help') he accompanies
Tobias in his adventurous journey and conquers the
demon ASMOD.EUS \q.v.'\ (Tob. 817 82 9 i I I 2 7 ) . H e
is, however, a disguised visitor from heaven, being
really ' one of the seven''- angels [archangels] who
present the prayers of the saints and enter into the
presence of the glory of the Holy O n e ' (12i5). In the
Book of Enoch (IOO20) Rufael ( = Rafael) is called ' the
angel of the spirits of men ' ; it is his function to ' heal
the earth which the angels have defiled,' as a prehminary
to which he has to place AzAZEL (q-v.) in confinement.
This view of the essential connection between a. name
and the person bearing it is thoroughly antique ; it has
strongly coloured the story of T O B I T

(q-v.),

and is

endorsed in the Midrash (Bemidbar rabb., par. 2),
according to which Raphael is to heal the iniquity of
Ephraim (i.e., the ten tribes). T h e later Midrash also
represents him as the angel commissioned to put down
the evil spirits that vexed the sons of Noah with plagues
and sicknesses after the flood, and as the instructor of
men in the use of simples ; he it was who was the
promoter of the ' Book of Noah,' the earliest treatise
on materia medica (Ronsch, Buch der Jubilaen, 385
sq-).

See A N G E L S , § 4, note.

RAPHAH (ns-l).

X. AV R A P H A (i Ch. 8.7).

See

R E P H A I A H (4).

, ' ' J e h o s h a p h a t ' is probably a modification of Senhlthi
(Zephathite) and ' N i m s h i ' of Yilme"eh (Ishmaelite) • P ' "
2 But Syr and H e b . 2 omit ' seven.' T h e number of the chief
angels varied. See A N G E L , § 4, n. I ; G A D R I E L ; M I C H A E L , 11.
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RAPHAIM

REBEKAH or REBECCA

2. Four giants are described in a S. 21 lo i8 2Q 22 (cp i Ch.
20 4 6 8) as descendants of * the R a p h a h ' ( E V ' the g i a n t ' ; RV^'g.
R A P H A H ; AVmg. R A P H A ; r\Sin, in Ch. ND"in). See ISBIBENOB, SAPH. ( © ' S readings in S. Pa(^a [BA], L in •:-7: 16 18
. . ytydtn-un', v. so . . . Ttrai-o?, r'. 22 adds the words
. . . T^ oiKw Pai^a, in Ch. yiyavres [BAL ; but in v. 8 also patfta
BA, pa<iiai.v LJ). Is r^s-)^ correct? T h e sing, form occurs only
here. See R E P H A I M .

RAPHAIM (pd.ct)AlN [A], BNom.), one of the ancestors of Judith ; Judith 8 i .
RAPHON {pA(I>a)N [AN], pA(t>e\ [Vf««] : i Macc.
537 Jos. Ant. xii. 84), an unknown city mentioned in
I Macc. 037 as 'beyond the b r o o k ' ; it was besieged
by Timotheus and relieved b}' Judas the Maccabee.
From the context it obviously lay not very far from
Carnaim (Ashteroth-Karnaim).
It is no doubt the
Raphana nientioned by Pliny [HN v. I874} as one of
the cities of the Pccapolis, and ma^' possibly be identical
with the Capitolias of Ptol. (v. 1522), 16 m. from Edrei
(Der'at).
See Schurer, 6 ^ / ^ 2 9 3 .
RAPHU l^;•':•}T as if -healed*; pAcJ>OY [ B A F ] ;
PA4)AY [^])' father of P A L T I (2) (Nu. I S g f ) .
origin of name see P A L T I . 2 ; R E P H A E L .

On

RASSES. CHILDREN OF ( p ^ c c e i c [BA], pA^^cceiC [NJ ; tharsis [ V g . ] ; thiras et rasis [Vet. L a t ,
cod. Sangerm.] ; . ^ . ^ ^ ^ \ 4 . . . ujct^^^L [Syr.]),
a people mentioned along with Put, Lud, and the children
of Ishmael (Judith 223). That ^ui((r){rGS, a mountain
range and town S. from Amanus on the gulf of Issus,
is intended is improbable ; others prefer T A R S U S [^. v. ].
The mention of a town ill accords witli the enumeration of such peoples as P U T and LuD, and the name is
possibly a corruption of T I R A S .

See R O S H .

RATHUMUS (pcNevMOC [BL], P A 0 Y O C ? [A^]).
i E s d . 2 i 6 ^ = E z r a 4 8 / . , R E H L M , 5.
RAVEN (aiV, from 1"H;, ' to sink' [of the sun], ' be
black'; KORAS ; eorvus).
It is noteworthy that the
1. OT References. ^^^^^' ^^
"^^ ravens possess the
same representative character m a
famous saying of Jesus, at least according to the
version in Lk. I224 (but in Mt. 626 m Treretpa) ; in the
OT too they are referred to in evidence of God's providential care (Job 8841 Ps. 1479). In Cant. 5 i i their
glossy black plumage (cp deriv. above) is referred to.
In Prov. 3037 Is. 3411 Zeph. 214^ (crit. emend, with
(5BM'- 'Agr), other habits of the raven are mentioned,
and in Gen. 87 the raven is stated to have been the
first bird let out of Noah's ark.^
[The feeding of Elijah by the ravens (i K. 17 4 6) has been
regarded as a supernatural feature appropriate to the circumstances of the prophet, but if, as Cheyne suggests, Elijah's
hiding-place was at Rehoboth in the extreme S. of Palestine, a
reference to ' A r a b i a n s ' would gain considerably in plausibility,
nor can it be a loss to edification that human instruments should
take the place of ' unclean ' birds like the ravens (see M I Z R A I M ,
§ 2 [(^]), An analogy for the emendation referred to is offered by
Jer. 3 2 in © Pesh., which give 'like a c r o w ' (3ny, Kop^vr\,
7ia'ba) for 'like an A r a b i a n ' CPv^)- This is an error, but in
Bar. 6 54^ the crow is no doubt mentioned. T h e gods of the
Babylonians are there likened t o the crows ((copt^cai.) that fly
between hea\en and earth.]

It is probable that the Heb. ^orebh included all the
members ofthe family Cvi-vida-—i. e., the crows, choughs,
2 STiepipq ^*^*^'^s-, jays, and jackdaws, as well as the
" true raven. Tristram enumerates eight
species of Corvidee at present found in Palestine;
among which the C. umbrinus or brown-necked raven
may be specially mentioned, as it is almost ubiquitous.
They feed to some extent on carrion, but will also
attack animals of some size, though usually only when
these are weakly or injured.
1 A comparison of Zeph. l.c. with Is. 34 11 shows that yy[ in
the famous passage should be 2"ii'.
- In the cuneiform account the raven is the l a s t ; see D E L U G E ,
f § 2, 17, a n d cp Jastrow, Kel. Bab. and Ass. 503.
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The raven has always been regarded as a bird of
omen, and excited superstitious awe which is not even
3. Character. ^'^' entirely extinct. To the ancients
It was one of that class of living
creatures which wcie at once venerated and shunned.^
It is not surprising, therefore, to find the raven in the
list of (so-called) 'unclean' birds (Dt. 1414 ; cp C L E A N ,
§ 9). Besides the Midianite chieftain's name O R E E ,
the Ar. clan-name Gorab indicates that the bird did not
always possess an ill-omened character ; and it is a
significant fact that Gordb was one of the names of
heathenism which Mohammad made its bearer change.^
A. E. s.—s. A. c.
RAZIS (p^2[6]ic [AV*vi.i.] ^„,,,,j [Vg.]), ' a n elder
of Jerusalem,' 'called Father of the Jews for his goodwiU toward them.' His story is told in 2 Macc. 1 4 3 7 ^
The name is possibly from an original ' ' n = n n , ' t o
be lean,' The S>T. , however, gives his name as r-g-sh.
RAZOR (")rn, etc.), Nu. 6 5. etc. See BEARD.
REAIAH (n;:X"l, ' Yahw6 has seen' ; but cp JOR AH).
1.
peaa
(g.v.)
2.

A Calebite. son of SHOBAL ; i Ch. 4 2 (paSa [B], peia [A],
[L]). Reaiah ought also, perhaps, to be read for H A R O E H
in I Ch. 252, but both forms may be corruptions.
A R e u b e n i t e ; i Ch. 5 5 (AV R E A I A ; pT/x". [BA], pata.

3. T h e family name of a company of (post-exilic) Nethinim :
E z r a 2 47 (oei^A [B], pata [A], op. [L]) ; Neh. T 50 (paea [BN],
paata [ A L ] ) = I Esd. 5 31 (laetposfB], laipos [Al, p a t a [ L ] ; AlRUS
[AV], JAIRUS [RVj).
^

REBA [Vy], probably by transposition from y^V,
'Arabia,' cp R E K E M [ C h e . ] ; poBOK, -Be [B], poBOK,
peBeK [A], poBeK, -e [L]). one of the five chiefs of
Midian, slain after the ' matter of Peor ' ; Nu. 318 Josh.
1321.

REBEKAH or [ N T ] REBECCA ( H ^ a i ; peBeKKA
[NADEL] ; Rebecca; on the name, see below, § 2), sister
•1 T^^js*.i.^
of Laban, and therefore daughter of
1. iraaitions. T.T ,
j.. r /
T^Nahor, accordmg to J (see Di. on
Gen. 24IS), but daughter of Bethuel, according to P
(see Gen. 25 20). For the idyllic story of her betrothal
and marriage, which is not only beautiful in itself, but
a valuable record of Israelitish sentiment in the time of
the writer or writers, it is enough to send the reader to
the original narrative. Gunkel, it may be observed,
thinks he can trace a double thread (Ja and ]b) in tbis
narrative. It is certainly possible that more than one
hand has been concerned in the story ; at the same
time the narrative would hardly gain by being reduced
to the limits of the assumed ]a. Another critic (Steuernagel, Einwanderung,
39) draws a weighty critical
inference from the parallelism between Gen. 24 and 29.
Independently, a larger inference of the same kind is
drawn in § 2 of the present article.
It has been thought that there is a discrepancy
between J and P as regards the original home of
Rebekah. J brings her from Aram-naharaim, from
the city of Nahor (2410); P from Paddan-aram (2620/.;
cp 2 8 2 / ; ) . The discrepancy, however, did not always
exist. I. It is possible to hold that both in J and in P
Rebekah had a traditional connection with the northern
Jerahmeelites of Hauran (for CIK most probably has been
worn down from ^Ncn"!', and mnj may have come from
1 Having been originally worshipped, they were honourt-d,
and their presence was considered lucky; but their specific
' h o l y ' character made them 'taboo,' and as such they were to
be avoided. For this paradoxical conception, see C L E A N , § 7.
2 See W R S , Kin. 200, 301, W e . Heid.\% 203. The raven
was intimately associated with Apollo and ./Bsculapius; see
Frazer, Paus. 3 -j-zf. Coronis is said to have been transformed
into a raven. In Rome, a flight of ravens on the left hand was
considered lucky, on the right hand unlucky.
In northern
Europe one is reminded of the ravens of Odin, and those of
Flokki, by whose aid he discovered Iceland. Similarly tbe
Vikings are said to have carried ravens in their ships to be able
to find the bearing ofthe nearest land (cp CASTOR, and f o r t h e
painting or carving of a totem on a boat, Frazer,
Totemism.
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RECAH

RECHABITES [HOUSE O F T H E ]

i C h . Isib, however, the 'house of Rechab' is represented
as belonging to the Kenites, and in i Ch. 4i2 (&^^) the
L.\BA>', N A H O R , P.XDDAN-ARAM.
^. It is also plaufij-Spes pnX'^P (^IT .nsTB'j.x, &'- A. p-ri<pa, RV ' the men
sible to hold the view set forth in JACOB, § 3, where it
of Recah') including T E H I N N A H (perhaps Kinah =
is shown that there was possibly a still earlier tradition
Kenite) appear among the descendants of Chelub ^
which put Laban's home at Hebron. At any rate, both
( = Caleb). W e have no right to set this statement
narrators have distinguished themselves in the delineaaside on the ground of the late date of the Chronicler.
tion of Rebekah's character, which has some strong
points of affinity to that of her son Jacob. She was It is perfectly credible that the Kenites who dwelt in
tents among the Israelites long continued to feel themaccompanierl, according to M T , to Isaac's home at
selves the special guardians of the pure religion of
Beer-lahai-roi (i.e., Beer-jerahmeel) by her nurse (2459),
Yahwfe, and were honoured as such by Jeremiah. Budde
who, from the corrupt text of 358, is supposed to have
assumes that in the time of Jehu a Rechabite named
been named Deborah (see DiNAH, col. 1102, 11. i).
Jonadab formally reimposed the old obligations on his
Probably, however, the ' n u r s e ' is not referred to, but
fellow-clansmen, at the same time perhaps offering the
the ' precious possessions' (nj'njc, cp v. 53) of the newly
privileges of fellowship to those from outside who
won bride. In thc view of the present writer Laban
accepted the Rechabite rule of life, and thus converting
was originally a southern Jerahmeelite, originally, it
it to some extent into a religious order.'^ This is a
may be, placed in the Negeb, so that he may also
plausible hypothesis, and rests upon the assumption
have been called T U B A L (q-v.)—a name which seems to
that the Jonadab spoken of in Jer. 35 6-1014 16 18 is the
underlie 'jxinn (Bethuel!). See, further, R A C H E L , § 2.
Jonadab who had a connection with Jehu. It is possible,
Possibly, Rebekah is 3. personification alternately of
however, that the true name of the reputed father of the
the southern and of the northern JerahmeeUtes. She
Kenites was not Hobab but Jonadab (see HOBAB).
has been, one may almost say, created as a true woman,
This hypothesis is, at any rate, simpler than the other
with beating heart and planning brain, by J and E.
for the Rechabite laws are those characteristic of nomad
T h e explanation Ip-^l, ' c o r d ' (§ 71) is linguistically attractive ;
races—e.g., the Nabataeans (Diod. Sic. I994)—and we
cp P?"!!?, a n d the -nocp-ivco,; OvyaTTip of one of the Onomastica cannot help e.xpecting the legislator of the Kenites to
. .
(OS 204 29). But we cannot get to the bottom of
stand, Uke Moses, at the head of the history of his
2. O r i g i n such names without considering the tribal relations
people.
of Iia.llie. cf the patriarchs ; wives and husbands alike are
tribal personifications. 11 is probable that Abraham,
T h e notice in i Ch. 255^ is therefore most probably
Rebekah, and Leah-Rachel represent a tribal name.
Abraham
to be accepted, except in so far as the corrupt name
(from Ab-raham) means probably' father of Jerahmeel'; Leah and
' H a m m a t h ' ^ there given to the ' father' of the
Rachel (doubles), come from worn.down forms of Jerahmeel.
Rebekah, or rather Ribkah, probably also comes from the latter
Rechabites is concerned. Rechabites and Kenites are
n a m e ; D m = 3 p " l = p3n, cp, perhaps, the clan-names or tribesynonymous terms.
N o doubt this second name
names Becher, Heber, and the local name Hebron.1 Observe
' Rechabites' is puzzling; nor is it easy to believe
that Rebekah's father Bethuel (perhaps = T U B A L [q-v.]) is the
that Yahwfe, the God of the Kenites, had Recab-el
son of Nahor—i.e., the southern Haran, by Milcah [Jerahmeel].
T h e same ethnographic traditions are repeated over and over
(charioteer-god) as a title. It is a question, therefore,
again genealogically.
7.. K. C.
whether the readings D'JDI ' Rechabites,' and 33-1 r\-2
' house of Rechab,' ought not to be emended in
RECAH ( n a i ) , I Ch. 4i2 RV, AV R E C H A H .
accordance with many analogies elsewhere, unless
RECEIVER (SfK*). Is. 3318, RV ' h e that weighed
indeed we assume that the popular speech, which
[the tribute].' Cp S C R I B E and T A X A T I O N .
uses transposition freely,
fluctuated.
In Judg.
4II we meet with ' H e b e r the Kenite,' and in v. 17
RECHAB (3D"!, ' charioteer,' perhaps short for Benwith ' t h e house of Heber the Kenite.' It is highly
rechab[-el]—i. e., son of Rekab['el] ; ^ but more probably
probable that 331, D'n3i should be either nnn, or anT,
an ethnic ofthe Negeb [Che.], pHXAB ; but in i Ch. 25s,
D'3m. In the former case, Jonadab comes before us
PHX<N [B], and in Jer. 3514 pHXOB [N*]. On prixa^ in
anew as ' a son of Heber,' and the Rechabites become
Judg. 119, see Moore's note).
' Heberites.'
In the latter ' Rechab' gives place to
I. One of the murderers of Ishbosheth (2 S. 4 2 _ ^ : pe/cxa [B,
' R e h o b ' ( = REHOBOTH) and 'Rechabites' to ' Rehoin w. syC 9]). His father was RIM.MON (q.v.-).
bites' ( = Rehobothites).
Perhaps the former view is
z. T h e eponym of the R E C H A B I T E S (2 K. 10 15 Jer. 3.'j 6 ^ ) .
A ' son of Rechab ' is a ' R e c h a b i t e ' ; so
so even in Neh.
N e l 814
" (see
preferable.
W'e can now see the full force of Judg.
M A L C H I J A H , 7).
4II, ' N o w Heber the Kenite (the eponym of the
RECHABITES [HOUSE OF THE] (D'aD^n n*3 ; '' Heberites," miscalled '' Rechabites ") had severed himOIKOC ApXiikBeiN [BN], AAx&BeiN or xApABeiN [A],
self from Kain, even frora the b'ne Hobab (Jonadab?).
pAX(\B[e]lN [Q], PHXABITAI [Sym.]). The Rechabites
The Heberites (Rechabites) of Israel are a branch of
have usually been considered to be a sort of religious
the Heberites (Rechabites) of N . Arabia, equally with
order, analogous to the NAZIRITES \.q-v.\ tracing its
whom they honoured Jonadab as their ancestor and
origin to the Jehonadab or JONADAB, son of Rechab,
legislator.
who lent his countenance to Jehu in the violent abolition
Possibly a a n 'Jn in J u d g . 411 (cp N u . IO29) should rather be
of Baal-worship. In Jer. 35 we meet with the Rechabites
1?n '33—I.e., the Heberites. Whether ' H e b e r ' (cp c'il2 i a n .
as continuing to observe the rule of life ordained by
Hos. 6 9) had originally a religious sense, and marked out the
Jonadab their 'father,' abstaining from wine and
Kenites as a priestly tribe (cp Jer. 35 19, and see iMoSES, § 17),
or whether it is connected with the mysterious Habiri of the
dwelling in tents in the land of Judah till the Babylonian
Amarna Tablets (see H E B R E W LANGUAGE, and cp H E B E R ) is of
invasion forced them to take refuge in Jerusalem
course uncertain. Another form which the second name of the
( J E R E M I A H ii., § 17). According to Ewald [G VI3 543),
Kenites has assumed by corruption is almost certainly the
R A H A B {q-v--\ of legend. Very possibly, too, the Danite placeSchrader (.5^:546), and Smend [Rel-gesch.',^)
g-^f)
name B E N E - B E R A K should be Bene-rechab—i.e., Bene-heber;
they were an Israelitish sect which represented the
indeed_ the famous Barak (Judg. 4.5) was perhaps really a
reaction against Canaanitish civilisation, and took the
Heberite ( = Heber the Kenite). See K E N I T E S .
Kenites — the old allies of Israel—as a model.
In
11 n. while p a may be miswritten for pn—i.e., pin). See

* A connection between the names Hebron and Ribkah has
been already suspected by G. H . Bateson Wright (Was Israel
Ever in Egypt ?, 180).
'^ So, in the main, Hommel, Das graphische
,^, p. 23.
Iiar-rekab['el] was a royal name at Sama'l in N . S y r i a ;
Rekab'el (or Rekub'el) was probably a charioteer-god, the
TrapeSpo? of the sun (cp 'chariots of the sun,' 2 K . 2 3 i i ) . See
G. Hoffmann (who reads Rakkab-'el), ZA, 1896, p . 252 ; Sachau,
' .Aram. Inschriften,' in SB-A W, 1896, 41.
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Later Jewish tradition said that the Rechabites intermarried
with the Levites and so entered the temple service.
Hegesippus, in his account of the death of James the Just, even
speaks of Rechabite priests, and makes one of them protest

J See Meyer, Entst- 147.
2 See Budde, ' T h e Nomadic Ideal in the N T , ' Neiu World,
Dec. 1895, p . 729, not overlooking the interesting note on the
possible Kenite origin of Yahwism ; also Religion of Israel to
the Exile, 20, 44, 120 (1899).
3 Read perhaps n o n ( = s o u t h e r n Maacath). Cp H E M A T H .

RECHAH

RED SEA

against the crime (Eus. HE 223). Recent writers have tried to
find the descendants of the Recliabites in this or that modern
tribe. Such attempts could not but be illusory, Cp L. Gautier,
' A propos des R^cabites,' La liberie ctirctiennc, J u n e 15, 1901.
T. K. C.

RECHAH, RV R e c a h (HDl), i Ch. 4i2 [pH<^t>. [A],
See C A L E B , § 4 ; RECi-iAmTES.
RECONCILE, RECONCILIATION. Tlie words a r e :

pHXd^B [BL]).

1. kipper^ "133, e^iAatrKO/xat, Lev. O30 815 1620 Ezek.
45151720—where R V always has ' a t o n e ' ' m a k e atonement'
(cp A T O N E ) ; e^t'Aa<n? Nu. 2 ' J i i t , e^i\a<rfj.a, 1 S. 1*23 Ps.
497 (488)t, e^i\a(Tfi6<! W i s d . l S 2 i Ecclus.r»5 l O i i I729 181220
( B N C ; Heb. n'^O twice).
2. /lithrassd/i,
n'H'^ri^, fitaAAacrcro/iai i S.'-0.(. In 2 S.24 23
'accept,' in Gen. 3 3 t i (evKoyeZi') Mal. l 8 (Trpo<T&exe(r$ai) ' b e
pleased with ' ; StaAAayTj (Ecclus. 2-22 -7 21).
3. Ijittc", Nuiu, i^ikd.o'Kop.ai., 2 Ch. "29 24, A^' ' make reconciliation,' RV *make a sin offering." See SACRIFICE, §§ 28a, 44^?^
The X T words are :
4. ^ia\KdfT<T€tTSa.i IMt. 624 (cp 2, and 2 Macc. 829 [\']).
5. KaraAAatro-eii' Rom. 5 10 (cp 2 Macc. 1 5 7 33 8 ->9 [A]), KaraXAayij Rom. 5 i i I I 1 5 2 Cor. 5 1819 (cp 2 Macc. 520).
6. a.irOKa.7a.kka.(Tcrei\ E p h . 2 16 C o l . 1 2 o y ! t

7. tAao-Kfo-flai L k . l S i 3 Heb.*2i7, RV ' propitiation' (Ps. (ij :;
[4], etc.), cp iAacr/j.6s i J n . 2 2 410 KV ' propitiation'; cp Ecclus.
l S 2 o t A ] 3 5 3 [ N ^ ; tfiA. liNc.,iA| 2 M a c c . 3 3 3 ; see also M E R C Y
S E . \ T . Deissmann (AV»i Fibctstud. 52) brings forward a parallel
to the construction iKa.tTK«r6af. a/xapTLas ( H e b . "2 17) in an inscription relative to a sanctuary in Asia Minor, -qi- (aixapriav)
ov pet] SuiTjTai e^etActo-ao-flai (sic). It is noteworthy, as regards
the use of the idiom, that lAacrKeo-^ai is employed alternately
with Ka9apL<7fj.hi' irotcia-Oai. in tS to represent the conception
of atonement. The latter phrase regards the act with reference
to its effect upon men, the former with reference to its significance in relation to God.

RECORD n n ' J ' i ,

RV ' h e that voucheth for me,'

REDEEM, REDEEMER, REDEMPTION.

See

GOEl,.

RED

HEIFER

(nm^f

nnS), N u . l 9 2 j ? :

[PJ

See C L E A N AND UNCLKAN', § 17 ; and S A C R I F I C E , § 38.
On the symbolism of the red hue see C L E A N AND
U N C L E A N , § 16, end.

RED SEA. At Ras Mohammad the Red Sea, ' one
of the most remarkable oceanic gulfs on the globe,' is
divided by the peninsula of Sinai into two gulfs, the
western or Gulf of Suez, now about 130 geographical
m. in length, wilh an average width of about 18, and
the eastern or Gulf of'Akabah, about 90 m. long, and
of proportionate narrowness. On the question as to
the extent of the Red Sea in early historic times, see
E X O D U S i., § 15.
Whether by the statement in E x . 1019 that the W. wind
' t o o k up the locusts and drove them into the " R e d S e a "
(f]1D"nO\ ets iSji' epvOpav 9d\a<r<Tap), the whole of what is known
to geography as the Red Sea is meant, or only the Heroopolitan
gulf (Gulf of Suez), cannot be decided from this passage alone.
It is evident that the western gulf is meant in 13 18 (the way of
the wilderness of the Red Sea—which the Israelites followed
leaving Egypt). In 164, Pharaoh's captains are drowned in
the Red Sea (parallel: 'sea,' the expression generally used in
the chapters on the passage through ' the s e a ' ) , in r. 22 the
Israelites leave the Red Sea. Similarly N u . 14 25 33 loy! Dt.
11 (after ©, correctly E V ) 40 11 4 Josh. 2 10 423 '24^ Judg. 11 16,
etc., mean the Arabian gulf of the ancients, the modern Gulf of
Suez.
The eastern gulf, the sinus jEtaniticus
or Gulf of
"Akabah, seems to be meant in E x . 2 3 3 1 ('^) (frontier of Israel)
Nli. 21 4 (S. of the territory of Edom) Dt. 2 i (to the S. of Mt.
Seir) i K . 926 (ships built at Ezion-geber, on the Red Sea)
Jer. 49 21 (adjoining the Edomites). Consequently, the name
seems to apply to the Red Sea in general.

The rendering of the English version goes back
through the Vulgate to the 'Epi^^pa 6d\a<7(ya of ©"^^L
_ » A V (where only Judg. 1116 has d6.\aaaa 2 t 0 ) .
L I T E R A T U R E , § 5.
A'\
^ ^ ^ expression is common to classical
RECORDER ("l*3TD—i.e., ' one who brings to mind,'
WaAao-cra. (^s^hylus. Pindar, Herodotus) and biblical
•remembrancer" ; ANd.AAlMNHCKCON [four times and
Greek ( i Macc. 49 Wisd. 10 18 19 7 Acts 7 36 Heb. 1129).
Is. 363 Q™^-]. YTTO^NHMd.TOrPA(|>OC [four times],^
The original meaning of the name was a subject of
e n i TOJN YnoMNHM<\Ta)N [2 S. 816], Y T T O M I M N H C discussion with the Greeks. They thought of a source
KtON [2 S. 2O24 [L] I K. 43 (BL)] ; a commentariis),'^
with reddish water, or of the alleged reddish colour of
the title of a high officer {Jehoshaphat, Joah are named)
the sea itself, or of that of the mountains surrounding
in the court of the kings of Judah (2 S. 816 2O24 i K. 43
it ; or they invented a king Erythras.^ Egyptologists
2 K. I81837 I C h l S i s 2 Ch. 348 13.86322+). RV"ghave compared the name dosret, ' r e d land,' given by
always has 'chronicler'; AV^s-, often, 'remembrancer
the ancient Egyptians to the desert in contrast to the
or 'writer of chronicles.' The sense in which the word
kemet, 'black land'—i.e., cultivable ground or Egypt
was taken hv <B and Vg. is obvious. The Hebrew title proper (see EGYPT, § I ) ; also the Edomites as alleged
might suggest that of the ' magister memorise' at the
' red men,' or the 'apury around Goshen (§ 61).^ UnRoman Imperial court (Smith, Diet. Gr. and Rom. Ant.,
fortunately, none of these names is ever found connected
s.r. 'Magister'), or that of the king's remembrancer,
with the Red Sea ; on the Egyptian name ' w a t e r ' (or
whose duty formerly was to remind the judges of the
sea) 'of the circle' (or circuit?) and the hypothetical
Exchequer Court ' of such things as are to be called
explanation of this expression, cp W M M As. u. Eur.
and attended to for the benefit of the crown' (Bouvier,
254. Thus the origin of the Greek name is certainly to
Law Diet., S.V.). But the office of the mazkir was
be sought for not in Egypt, but among the Semites.
almost certainly much more responsible than either of
Some misunderstanding of a Palestinian or Syriac exthese. It might perhaps more aptly be compared to
pression by the Greeks is quite likely. It must be
that of one of the chief advisers of the crown or of the
recalled, in passing, tbat the Greeks used the name in
'keeper ofthe king's conscience.' See GOVERNMENT,
» much wider sense than we do, extending it over the
§ 21 ; cp H I S T O R I C A L L I T E R A T U R E , § 5.
whole sea between Africa and India (cp Herod. 2 i i ,
etc. ).^
On the 'story-writer,' RVnig. ' r e c o r d e r ' (D^tS ?y3, 6 r a
The Hebrew nz.n\^yam suph, F|10"D'—^-^-. sea of the
TTpocrnCTrTovTa, cp v. 21 (6) ypa^iav TO. irp.), of i Esd. 2 17, see
R E H L M , 5, where ' g o v e r n o r ' (lit. ' m a n of command') is
water-plant suph—is also mysterious. The silph (see
suggested as a more likely equivalent.
__
F L A G , 1) belongs specially to Egypt (cp
RED C7'*P3n); see COLOURS, § 8 (D"IN, '-JIDnX.
fl h ^ E x . 2 3 5 Is. 196) and the Nile; only in
Y^n, "ion), and for R e d d i s h (DnonX), see ib., § 10.
supn.
Jon. 26 is it used of seaweeds, probably by
poetic license. The word seems to be identical with
RED CORAL (D^^JQ), J o b 2 8 i 8 .
RV^g-; see
the Coptic AOOY4>' papyrus, which is not found in
CORAL.
the earlier language but appears as tu-fi in texts of the

Job 16 igt-

See W I T N E S S .

RECORDS

(Esth. 61 Ex. 1 7 i 4 ) ;

see

HISTORICAL

1 According to Strabo (797) the •uTrofxvrjfia.Toypdtf'Oii was one
of the four native officers recognised in the Roman province
of Egypt—the others being the e^Tjyijr^s, the apxiSiKaa-Trjs, and
the WKTfpiVOS (TTpaTqyos.
2 The senator whose duty it was to compile the acta
diurna
of the Roman Senate received the title ab actis [or a commentariis] senatus.
Under the empire the office was usually
held as an annual one, after the qusstorship, but before the
prastorship or aedileship (Smith, Diet. Gr. and Rom. Ant,
s.v.
' Acta').

129
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1 See Wiedemann's Commentary on Herod. 2 11 (who quotes
Strabo, IG779, Mela, 3 8, Nearchus, 30, Eust. Dion. Perieg._36)
T h e statement that the expression is found in an Egyptian
inscription is incorrect.
2 Wiedemann, l.c.
3 T h e Persian gulf also thus belonged to it. The ^tradition
that the Phoenicians came originally from the Red Sea—i.e.^
Lower Babylonia—has been strangely misunderstood by scholars.
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EED

REED

SEA

nineteenth dynasty. ^ Whether it be a foreign or a
vernacular word cannot be determined ; consequently
it must remain an open question w hether it was borrowed
from Egyptian by the Palestinians or vice versd. It is
remarkable that the Coptic version, which otherwise
strictly follows ©, in Exodus renders 'Sea of Sari ' which
seems to be sari, crapt—according to Theophrastus,
Piinv. and Hesychius, the name of an Egyptian waterplant (see Peyron, Lex. Copt. 304, who, however,
prefers an impossible etymology). ^ It would therefore
seem that the Coptic translator here consulted the
Hebrew, rendering ' s e a of papyrus-plants' (Luther
renders Schilfmeer).
These aquatic plants, of course,
never grew in the salt water of the Red Sea ; modern
travellers have found, not without difficulty, some
clumps of reeds on spots not far from Suez where fresh
water mixes with the Red Sea (see Knobel-Dillmann,
on E \ . 13i8); but the derivation of the name from
these would be more than improbable. Others have
thought (after Jon. 216) of seaweeds which are said to
be plentiful in some parts of the Red Sea ; but the
common, early use of the word sttpk is against this.
W e can understand how Brugsch [I'Exode, 11. etc.)
was led by these freshwater plants to assume the
swamps of N E . Egypt as the locality of the Exodus ;
he quite forgot, however, that the name yam si'tph
applies also to the .Elanitic gulf.^ The freshwater
Timsah-lake with its large marshes full of reeds, exactly at the entrance of Goshen, would fulfil all conditions for the Exodus and for the Hebrew name (see
EXdOUS i., § 16). The word ' s e a ' is used of lakes in
most oriental languages, especially in Hebrew (cp Nu.
34x1, 'Sea of Chinnereth,' etc.). Still, it would be
very strange if the Crocodile Lake, or other swamps on
the frontier of N E . Egypt, should have furnished a
name to the whole Red Sea, including the jElanitic
gulf which was nearer to most Palestinians than the
Egyptian lakes. On the connection between the present
hitter lakts and the Gulf of Suez, which most scholars
assume for biblical times, see EXODUS i., § 15.

In the

opinion of the present writer this theory must be rejected, and thus the Hebrew name remains obscure.
w. M. ^^.
W'ith wonted precision and discriminating use of authorities
BDB's Lexicon(s.T: p-^) gives the following, on which it is not
superfluous to comment, because it is one of the
3. I s t h e objects of the prcsc-nt work IM intermix the old and
s o l u t i o n ^^^ new, and by a junction of the forces of all
•u _ 1 »» n critical students, to make definite advances where-

hopeless?

, • • - , ,

c

, ,,

r

ever this is possible.
"^^^'C' probably = sea oj
rushes or reeds (less probably sea ^ [ c i t y ] Suph), which Greek
includes in \\ider name 6aX. epv&pa, Red Sea (cp Di. Ex. 13 18
and especially \V]\IM As. u. Eur. 4-2/., who explains as name
originally given to upper end of Gulf of Suez, extending into
Bitter Lakes, shallow and marshy, whence reeds [probably
alsu reddish colour]); name applied onl}," to arms of Red Sea,'
most often to Gulf of Suez, sometimes to Gulf o f ' A k a b a . It is
noted also that fJWQ-'D should possibly be read for 0 710 in
Dt. 1 r. BDB also points out (s.v. C^) that in E x . 1 4 2 (bis) <)
Is. 51 10 (bis) 63 I I , etc. ^'"^j and in Is. 11 15 probably Cn^iT'C
= the ' Red Sea.' In the latter statement, however, ' p r o b a b l y '
seems to be an exaggeration. ' The ton-.'ue (bay?) of the sea of
E g y p t ' is a strange circumlocution for ^'D"C^ ; indeed, to render
C'Tji"^- ' E i j y p t ' in zf. 11 15 is only plausible if -ivjw may be
runt-lLrcd ' Syria ' (cp Stade, Z--J TlV'l 291). T h a t there are errors
in the text of 1111-16, is certain ; that pi;''? is sometimes a corruption Ilf S.XV'-^'" (^P -^^•*"' o^ Ps. 1-03), may also be assumed ;
that -nc'N sometimes stands for -nnt^K (Ashhur), a s^-nonym of
SN'^H";' G^^^1"^^^1)> ^S ^'SO difficult to gainsay. Methodical
criiicism, therefore justifies us in reading, C'VNV^'J-'' * D'lnm
[c'^^"^], ' And Vahwfe shall place a ban upon the Ishmaelites '
(cp 7'. 14); C'TA'^ is an archaising gloss. Even alone, this
t See W M M As. u. Eur. l o i . Sebe(t), 'reed,' which was
formerly compared with rr\^, is different.
2 Ebers, Durch Gosen, 510, makes It probable that this word
is s'r in hieroglyphics.
This, however, could not well be
identical with the above Coptic word.
3 T h e Sirbonian bog would, however, justify the name as
little as the Gulf of Suez.
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would suggest the view that V ^ ' ° - '"^V ^^ ""^ ^"^^^^ textual
corruption, nor could it be said that ' Sea of Suph ' was improbable, except on the ground that the correctness of the supposed
place-name ' Suph ' in Dt. 1 i was open to question. But when
we have recognised that rn£3D, Neh. 757, is a corruption of
n c n W . ^ . , Zarephath in the N e g e b (see S O P H E R E T H ) — i t at
once becomes a plausible view that nSD or rp in the M T are
sometimes corrupt abbreviations of the same place-name Zarephath (Sarephalh). Just as the ' Dead Sea ' \\as called n'73n DS
a popular corruption (as many text-critical consi Jeraiions su,i,'£; tst)
of "^xDm* D'. so riiD-D', as a name for the Gulf of "Akabah, may be
a corrupt abbreviation of nDlij'p^, wbere 1 is to be taken as a
race-name = the Zarephathites (see Z A R E P H A T H ) .
A similar
explanation may be given of S U P H and S U P H A H . Prof. Sayce
(Crit. ^/on. 2 5 5 ^ ) is of opinion that Yam Suph, wherever the
phrase occurs, means the Gulf of 'Akabah. This, however,
involves the further statement that the identification of the sea
crossed by the Israelites with the Yam Suph (E.\-. 15 4 22) is incorrect. This is surely too bold. In E.x. 15 4 22, as elsewhere,
the best course is to read n s i S D' (^P M O S E S , § 12), unless,
indeed, we prefer to read nS"li 'p'- All difficulties are obviated,
if we adopt the view of the primitive tradition respecting Israel
advocated in col. 3 2 0 8 ^ , and suppose that the place of sojourn
o f t h e primitive Israelites was in the land of Mizrim, adjoining
the land of Jerahmeel, on the border of the N e g e b (see N E G E C ) .
It ispossible that the legend spoke of a great deliverance ofthe
Israelites in nSiX JD% ^^here I D ' (sometimes corrupted into
p % ' Javan ') represents 'I'NOnT Qerahmeel). Quite early, the
mark of abbreviation in ' o ' may have been lost, and '\ have
become corrupted into nsiD and mQ.
Then, floating mythic
stories may have led to an alteration of the old legend. One
such possible story is referred to elsewhere ( M O S E S , § 10).
Another may now be added. W e know that n H i D (Mizrim? or
Mizraim?) was regarded a s the antitype of the primitive p^n
or ' d r a g o n ' (see DRAGON, § 4). There was also, in the Creationstory, a statement of the production of the dry land by the withdrawal of the water from a part of the ocean's bed (Gen. 19).
This may very well have been regarded as a type of the deliverance of the Israelites, the story of which (so soon as textual
corruption made this possible) was adjusted so as to fit this intuition. On Jon. 1^6 ('sfiptt, was bound about my head'), see
Crit. Bib, On the whole, the closing sentence of § 2 seems to
tbe present writer to be perfectly correct; but a special biblical
scholar ought hardly to rest without trying some fresh avenue
to the truth.
W. M. M., § l / . ; T. K. C., § 3 .

REED. 1. nJi^, kaneh, i K. 14i5 KAAd^MOC (2 K.
I821 Is. 366, etc., Alt. 117 1220, etc.), is a word which
is common to Heb., Syr., Arab., and Ass., and
has passed into Gr. and Lat. as KANNd*—canna,
and into Eng. as ' c a n e . ' T h e name is probably of
Semitic origin (Lag. Uebers. 50 ; Barth, Nominalb. § g ^);
but the nature of its connection with the root njp is
obscure.^ Besides the general meaning ' s t a l k ' (Gen.
4I522) or ' s h a f t ' (Ex. 3717, etc.),- r['^p is used more
specifically of ((2) reedgrass, (^) sweet or aromatic cane(?).
[a] Reedgrass is frequently mentioned, though there
is little to help in determining the particular species
intended.

It was distinct from sz'iph (see F L A G )

and

gome' (see RUSH), but like -these grew by the banks
of rivers [e.g., the Nile, Is. 196) and pools (Is. 357).
It appears to have been somewhat tall (Job 40 21) and
thick (to justify the metaphor in Job 3I22 ; EV
'bone,'AV™&- ' chanel-bone') ; and the jointed nature
of the stalk appears to be indicated in the repeated
references to the broken or bruised reed (2 K. I821,
etc. ).2
Perhaps the most probable identification
is with the tall Arundo Donax, L., which grows
abundantly in S. E u r o p e : though other species may
have been included under the name."* In Ps. 68[3o]3i
njp n^n certainly cannot be rendered ' the company of
spearmen ' (as A V ) ; such a phrase can only be rendered
' the wild beast of the reeds ' (cp AV'"ff-, ' the bciasts of
the reeds '). The animal intended may be the crocodile
1 T h e pp (lance) o f a S. 2116, may be a kindred word, though
the correctness ofthe text is very questionable.
2 So of the beam of a balance (Is. 46 6), and of a measuring
reed or rod (Ezek. -103, etc.), on which last see W E I G H T S AND
MEASURES, § i.

3 With these references cp the Talmudic phrase ' push with a
r e e d ' — o f a feeble arguer (Low, 344).
" T h e evidence of the Syriac lexicographers is somewhat 'm
favour Qi Arundo Pfiragnntes,
L. (T.ow, 341),

REEDS, WILD BEAST OP THE

REHOB

(cp Ps. 74 14, etc.), or the hippopotamus (cp Job402i).
A symbol of Egyptian power seems to be required, and
this the hippopotamus nowhere is. See CROCODILE.

EEGEM-MELECH (ibo-DJ"!; &pBeceep [BNT],
-cep [«'=•''], -cecep [A], -cee [Q], o BACiAeyc; see

[It is not surprising, considering the obscurity of the context,
that opinion should not be quite unanimous. D u h m thinlcs
that the swine is meant (cp SO 13 [14]), .is the symbol o f a Syrian
population.
Cheyne (/'.\.i'-') reads jir'n ']~lp n'n, ' t h e wild
beasts of pointed horns.'

(b) By the kaneh of Cant. -114 Is. 4824 Ezek. 27 19, the
2y,2i ~3^ of Jer. 620, and the c-~2 i^p of E.x. 3023 is
meant some .^iromatic product. It formed an ingredient
in the holy anointing oil, the others being myrrh,
cinnamon, cassia, and olive oil. It came to thc Jews
' from a far country' (Jer. 620, cp Ezek. 2719), and was
costly (Is. 4324).
T h e more general use of kdneh in
other passages suggests that this ' fragrant cane ' was an
aromatic reed or flag, such as .l.y,jrus Calainns, L. .
others, however, prefer to identify the substance as
cassia bark, which is yielded bv ' \'arious species of cinnamomum occurring in the warm countries of .\sia from
India eastward' (Fliick. and Hanb.(-' 527).
^. nny, 'droth {H-XL; IS. 197+), which is in .W
rendered 'paper reeds,' means properl)^ ' b a r e places,'
and (if not corrupt, see Che. SBOT, and Marti, ad loc.)
refers to the uncultivated and treeless meadows along
the banks of the Xile.
3. c'TJ.'i. 'ccgainniini, which generally means pools or
marshes, is in Jer. 5132 (but ® has cTvcTTip-ara [BXA]
or cTvcrrTjpura [B^*bQj though .Aq., S^in. translate ^XT?)
applied to the clumps or beds of reeds (such as grow
on marshy spots), which are said to be ' burned with
fire' (Gratz, however, would read D'JD"INI 'castles').
Cp POOL, I .

4. ^r;,s', 'dhu, is twice in RV text (Gen. 412 18) and
once in RV'"ff- (Job 8 11) rendered ' reed - grass ' • on
this see F L . \ G .

5. iZK, 'ebch. in Job 9 26t [txvos 65oC?) is rightly
rendered ' reed ' in RV"'e-. Cp Ass. abu or apu. T h e
allusion is to the light canoes or skiffs of reed anciently,
and still, in use on the Nile; cp Is. I82 ('vessels of
papyms') and SBOT ad loc[It is not strange that this rendering should be a distinctly
modern one. T h e e.vplanation of ebeh as ' reed ' only goes back
to Hiller (Hierophyticon,
1725) and Schultens (1737). Vg.
(following T g . ) giv^s poina portantes
(cp 2.N'); Symm. crwexiSovo-ai (.\Vm^. ' ships of desire') ; Pesh. a n d over 40 M S S read
~3'.S', '(ships of) h o s t i l i t y ' ; and lastly Olshausen reads mDN,
'(ships uf) ivings.' See OsiREV, ad Jin-, for a new emendation.]
N. M.

below). A citizen of Jerusalem concerned in a deputation sent to the prophet Zechariah, Zech. 72 (see
SHAREZER, 2). Most probably (as Marquart suggests)
he is to be identified with RAAMIAH, one of the twelve (?)
leaders of the Jews (Ezra 2 2 and parallel passages).!
The present writer suspects, however, that both
' Raamiah ' and ' Regem-melech ' are simply corruptions
of 'Jerahmeel.'
The Jew spoken of would be (like so
many others) partly of Jerahmeelite extraction.
It
would thus become unnecess.ary to explain Regem in
Regem-melech by the Aram, on, jactilari.
Marti now (1897) reads, for 'Regem-melech and his men,'
' fourteen men," c't;']N "It^V ."lynlN, a trace of which he finds in
(P's ap/Seo-eep 6 (SafftAeu's. This accounts rather ingeniously for
ap(3eo-eep. But we have no right to eliminate •j'^o c j i . ap^eaecp
may represent TiNmj) (cp l%KlC)~i.e.,
ntJ'K 2-y ( = Asshurite
Arabia). Cp SHAREZER, 2 ; R A B - S H A K E H .
T . K. C.

REHABIAH (Ilin^nn"), ' Yah is ^ wide place,' cp
the use of DITl in Ps. 4 a 18 37 [36] or quite as possibly
an ethnic = *ZirT), ' Rehobite' (Che.); p^ABlA,). b.
Eliezer b. Moses'(i Ch. 2817 242i : ABI& [ L ] ; 2625;
PABIAC [B], pd.tK- [A], 4.B1& [L]).
BITES, REHOBOAM.

Cp M O S E S , R E C H A -

REHOB ( a m , ' broad place ' ; pocoB [BAL]).
1. T h e northern limit of the 'spies,' apparently
Aramaean, and in the direction of Hamath (Nu. ]32i
paa^ [B], poue [F] 2 S. 108 poa/3 [A], ^aiBpaa^ [L]) ;
see BETH-REHOB.
In the context of both passages,
however

(see N E G E B ,

MAMRE,

ZOBAH),

there

are

phenomena which suggest that both ' Rehob' and the
' Beth-rehob ' of 2 S. 106 are incorrectly or imperfectly
written for 'Rehoboth,' and that this ' R e h o b o t h ' is
the place of that name in the Negeb (see REHOBOTH).
' Hamath ' maybe miswritten for Maacath or MAACAH
(q-V-), not improbably the southern Maacah. It may
be added that, from this point of view, ' A r a m ' in the
original narrative which underhes 2 S. 10 meant ' Jerahmeel, ' a still shorter form of which is RAM [q- v.) ; also
that ' b e n Rehob,' the designation of Hadad-ezer in
2 S. 8312, probably means 'native of Rehoboth' (see
ZOBAH).

T. K. C.

2. and 3. T h e name of two unidentified Asherite
cities, the one mentioned between Ebron and Hammon
(Josh. 1928, paa/3 [B]), the other with Accho and Aphek
(ib. 30, paav [B, see U M M A H ] , pacnfi [A] -o/3 [Compl.],
apw/3 [L]). There may well have been several Rehobs;
but the mention of two in the Asherite list seems
REEDS, WILD BEAST OF THE. See above i (a).
due to an error.
It is only the second one which
REELAIAH or rather, Eeeliah (D^^rn ; peeheid.
we know to have existed. It is enumerated (with
[B], peeAi&c [AL]), Ezra 2 2 = Neh. 77, R A A M I A H =
Aphek and Accho) in Judg. 131 (epeoo [B]) among the
lEsd. 58 where it is corruptly REE.SAIAS [AV], R E S A I A S
cities of Asher in which the Canaanites remained ; and
[RV], (pTjcracov [B.A], SepLiou [ L = rr^yT = ,TDin]) ; the again in J o s h . 2 l 3 i (P, paa/3 [B]), i Ch. 675 [60] (om.
form REELIAS [q-v.'], however, appears elsewhere in
L) in d post-exilic list of Levitical cities assigned to
the same verse.
Like ' Raamiah' it may represent
the b'ne Gershon. - A possible connection with rahu\bu f]
'Jerahmeel'; the existence of N. Arabian elements
in an Eg. list, may be mentioned (cp W M M As. u. Eurwithin the Jewish community can hardly be denied
394).
Of more importance, however, is the occurrence
(Che.). Cp R E G E M - M E L E C H .
of the name rahubu (pap. Anast.) between Kiyiui (see
H E B E R , I ) , and Snj'rt-.Sa'-a-rK (perhaps Beth-shean?),3
EEELIUS, RV Reelias (BopoAeiOY [B], peeAioy
which is doubtless the same as the Roob, pocuji of the
[-\]), a duplicate of the name of the fourth in the postOnom., situated near Beth-shean (05P) 1452i 2 8 6 8 2 / ).
exilic list of leaders in i Esd. .'18, which has b y a scribe's
Now this Rehob in O T times must have been included
error been substituted for BAfOI (see v. 14 [A]) or
within
the borders of Issachar. It seems not improbable
BArOY<iil [L], i-e., Bigvai (see Ezra22 Neh.7?).
that the name in Josh. 19 28 (see above) has been
REESAIAS (pHC&iOY [BA]), r Esd. 58 = Ezra22,
accidentally transplanted from the list of cities of
REELAIAH.
Issachar once given by E in vv. 17-23.^ See B E T H REFINER (fl"iyp), Mal. 3 2 / t

See FURNACE,

METALS.

REFUGE, CITIES OF (D'jpSn nB), Josh. 2O2.
See ASYLUM, § 5, and cp § 6, 8 ; L E V I T E S .

REGEM (DJ-J; piyfetA [B], p e . [A], perMA [L]),
a Calebite name, one of the sons of Jahdai ; i Ch. 247.
4025

REHOB.

s. A. c.

1 Cp Ahijah (i S . U 3)=Ahimelech (i S. 22 9-12).
2 T h e criticism of Josh. 19 is difficult.
See J O S H U A ,
§ 6, Addis, Doc. Hex. 1 230 / 2 467 / , and cp Oxf. Hex.
ad loc.
'v
3 W M M As. tl. Eur. 153 ; cp rukaba (So&nk list) together
with Hapurama
(see HAPHARAnM).
•* Of the older document only v. 17a has survived. T h e rest
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REHOBOTH

REHOB
REHOB (3rn).

X. 2 S. 8 3 1 2 ;

B E T H - R E H O B ; HADADEZER.

see R E H O B i. i ;
,

T-

•

C

\

2. .V Le\ite signatory to the covenant (see E Z R A 1., 9 7 ) ;
Neh. 10 II I t 2 U B om., pou/3 [AL], poo/3 [Nca mg]).

REHOBOAM (DU3n"l, as if ' the clan is enlarged.' 1
But i-2ni, R E H A B I A H , favours the view that either ny >s the
divine name -J^mm (cp AM.MI, N A M E S IN], or [Che.] the name
is or represents, one of the current modifications of Jerahmeel.
Possibly the true form was Rehab'el, just as the triie form of
JEROBOAM [q.v-] may have been J e r u b b a ' a l ; the origin of both
names, however, may be suspected to have been Jerahmeel.
Cp, however, Gray HP.Y, 59 ; po^oa^ [B.\L]).

Son of Solomon, and first King of Judah (about 930
B.C. ?). According to 2 Ch. 1213 the queen-mother was
' N a a m a h , an .Ammonitess."
This supposed halfAmmonitish origin of Rehoboam would be important,
were it probable (cp the -am in the name). But we
have no reason to think that Solomon's chief wife v.-as
an Ammonitess. Much more probably he married the
'companion' of David's old age, by an error (it seems)
of Ip, and M T called Abishag. If so, n'r.-J' may be a
corruption of n't;jiE>, Sunammith, and Rehoboam's
mother was probably Naamah the Shunamite (cp Cant.
612 [13]). T h e queen-mother, however, need not have
been an Issacharite ; the Shunem from which she came
was most probably in the .Neijcb (see SHUNAMMITE).
Had it been otherwise, Rehoboam might have counted
on the support of the tribesmen of Issachar. But
Issacharites were certainly not among ' the young men
that had grown up with him and stood before him,' of
whom we are told in i K. 12 8.
The traditional story of the events which led to the disruption
is considered elsewhere (see JEROBOAM, I).
It is necessary,
h'twever, to refer to it again in connection with the article
Si'i.MMON. It would seem that in spite of the compulsory (?)
cession of twenty cities to the king of Missur, Solomon succeeded
in retaining a large part of the Negeb. It also appears that as
late as the time of Amos (see PROI'HET, § 35) Israelites from the
N . frequented the venerable sanctuaries ofthe Negeb—a region
whii.h the second Jeroboam had recovered for Israel. I t is
further probable that the place-name which appears in Genesis
( M l ) as ' Shechem' should rather be Cusham, and that a place
in the Negeb, on the border of the N . .\rabian Cush is intended.
See SHECHEM.
Very possibly it was there that the great
assembly was held, which issued in the rejection of Rehoboam
by the larger part of Israel. That the story given in i K. 12 is
correct, is intrinsically improbable. W e do not know what it
was that actually kindled the spark of disaffection, nor is it
necessary that we should. T h e differences of N . and S. were
reasons enough for a separation ; in race and perhaps even in
matters of cultus there was by no means complete unity among
the federated clans of Israel.
W a s Rehoboam really fortyone years old at his acce.ssion ? W e may doubt it, even without
laying stress on i K. 12 8 ; cp 2 Ch. 13 7. So far as we can see,
he displayed no vigour, even in the feud between himself and
Jeroboam ; the historians ascribe this partly to the intervention
of a prophet named S H E M A I A H . And in spite of the cities in
the S. which Solomon (and, as the Chronicler states, Rehoboam
himself) had fortified, he could not hinder the successful incursion of ' Shishak, king of Egypt,' or rather ' Cushi, king of
Misrim' (see SHISHAK), which resulted in the loss of the
treasures which Solomon had collected for the temple. This is
the one great event recorded of his reign. See ISRAEL, § 28,
and on Rehoboam's wives (2 Ch. 1118 20), M A A C A H , M A H A L A T H .
T. K. C.

REHOBOTH ( n i n ' m ; 6YPYX'»^Pl'^ [ADL]), the
name of one of the wells dug by Isaac (Gen. 2622).
.See GERAR.
Rehoboth was really,
1. Identifica- however, an important place, to which
tion.
great kings and diviners appear to have
traced their origin, and where great prophets took
refuge, and received messages from their God (see
below). It may perhaps be the citv of Riibuta mentioned in the Am. Tab. (18'2i3 183io), and once
called app.arently Hubuti (23947). In lS38-io we read
that the warriors of Gazri, (jimti, and Kilti have taken
the region of Rubuti.
Gimti is Gimti-Kirmil, i.e.,
Gath of JERAH.MEEL (q.v.. § 4 [/;]). KiUi is KeihahThe localities, except Gezer, lie pretty near together.
Presumably the site is that of the mod. Ruhaibeh, 8

hours S\\'. of Beersheba, at the point ' from which the
roads across the desert, after having been all united,
again diverge towards Gaza and Hebron.' Robinson,
who visited the place, hesitated to make this identification, because ' this appears to have been nothing but a
w e i r (BRl^gj).
Rowlands 1 and Palmer saw more
clearly. In the Wady itself there is only one well; but
on the sloping sides of the side-valley, in which the
ruins are situated, are many wells, reservoirs, and
cisterns. ' A little beyond this the W a d y opens out,
and receives the name of Bahr bela mi (' the waterless
sea [lake]'), and on the left comes in a small valley
called Sutnet er-Ruhaibeh, in which names are preserved
both the Sitnah and Rehoboth of the Bible' (Palmer,
Desert of the Exodus, 385). Probably Ruhaibeh also
represents the 'Rehoboth by the River' of Gen. 8637
(iTMi nuinn ; pow^uiB r-ijs irapd irorrap-bv, or TOO n-orap-ov
[AL], om. B ; de fiuvio Rohoboth, or de R. quce juxta
amncm sita est [Vg.]).

See S A U L (2), P E T H O R .

The

appended description distinguished this Rehoboth from
other places of the same name. T h e ' River' is the
River of Misrim (see M I Z R A I M , § 2 * ;

EGYPT, RIVER

OF).
For passages in the accounts of Bela. Balaam,
and Elijah, in which Rehoboth appears under disguises
due to corruption in the text, see B E L A ,
P E T H O R ; also M A R C A B O T H , N E G E B , § 2 C .

CHERITH,

This, however, does not exhaust the list of probable
references to Rehoboth. It may have been displaced
by ' H e b r o n ' in Gen. 232 8627 Judg.
2. F u r t h e r O T j^^.,-^^gg K I R J A T H - A R B A ) ; in this
references. ^^^^^ ^ ^^^ ^^^ Rehoboth, not at Hebron,
that the famous cave of ' the M A C H P E L A H ' (? Jerahmeel,
Gen. 23i7-2.j) was situated. T h e error may have been
a very early one (perhaps in the original P). N o doubt,
too, ' B'ne H e t h ' in Gen. 2 3 3 ^ is miswritten for ' B'ne
Rehoboth' (nn for n[3]n[n]) ; so also ' Hittite' (-nn) in
Gen. :i634 and 862 should be ' Rehobothite' (-nam), and
'daughters of H e t h ' (nn ni:3) hi Gen. 27 46 should be
' daughters of Rehoboth' (nam n m ) ; see JACOB, § 2.
The Book of Ezekiel, too, yields one remarkable
reference to Rehoboth, if in Ezek. 16 3 45, ' t h y mother
was a Hittite,'we should read ' Rehobothite' (|| 'Amorite,'
or rather ' Arammite ' = ' Jerahmeelite '). On the probability that the early population of Jerusalem consisted
of Jerahmeelites or Rehobothites, see ZiON, and cp
Cnl. BibMost probably, too, ' U R I A H the Hittite' should be
' Uriah the Rehobothite,' and ' Haggith' (the name of
Adonijah's mother) in 2 S . 84 should be Rehobith
(•n-Sni). 'Cherethite' ('nna), too, can at last be rightly
r e a d ; it should be 'Rehobothite (•nann). This, in
fact, is a necessary inference from the corruption of
n n m into n-nD in i K . I 7 3 5 (see C H E R I T H , and cp
PELETHITES,

ZAREPHATH).

Thus

David's

faithful

guards were not Philistines, but men of S. Palestine.
That the Rehobothites and Sarephathites, however,
were always friendly to David is more than can be
safely stated. Both tribes or peoples are apparently
referred to as hostile to David in 2 S. 2115-22. ' Philistines ' should be 'Sarephathites,' and ' G a t h ' (nj) and
' G o b ' (z-i) are probably corrupt fragments of ' R e h o both ' (ninm). It will be remembered that the Misrites
were famous for their tall stature ( i C h . I I 2 3 ; cp Is.
4514?), and that the Anakim are connected with
Kirjath-arba. Xow Kirjath-arba (yanx n'np), or perhaps -'arab (any 'p) is at any rate not Hebron, but may
be Rehoboth (cp SODOM). These conjectures favour the
view that Goliath, David's antagonist in the legend,
was of Rehoboth, not of Gath.
In short, it would appear that older a n d very different stories
underlie the narratives in M T and ip of i S. 17 and (especially)
2 S. 21 15.22 23 8-23 : either there has been a confusion between

has been rejected in favour of P's account of the tribal limits :
see .Addis (l,u\ cit.).
1 Cp the play on the name in Ecclus. 47 23 (Heb. text).

1 In Williams. Holy City, I465.
2 ' Canaanites' here should be ' Kenizzites' (as in some other
parts of J u d g . 1 and elsewhere).
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two wars of David—one with the ' PhiUstines ' and one with the
Sarephathites and Rehobothites, or there h a s throughout the
life of David been a great error of the scribes—n'nE^^ej written
for n'nSli: J^nd Q T I I ^ for oTtam- If so, it becomes at once
probable that Sarephath and Rehoboth are also referred to in

[§ 56], but very possibly one of the popular transformations of ' J e r a h m e e l ' ; cp Harim, Rekem, Raamiah,

2 S 517-25 and 61-11 (see

ZAREPHATH,

ZIKLAG).

' OHED-

EDOM ['/."'.] the Gittite' should be ' Anib-edom the Rehobothite.'
Only on this critical conjecture can we explain the
action ascribed to David in 2 S. 6 10 (cp A R K , § 5). This may
be taken together with a less certain but not unimportant conjecture relative to Baal-perasim and Peres-uzza (see PERAZIM,
ZAREPHATH).
T h e royal city of AchisK (i S. 27 5) was not
' G a t h ' but ' R e h o b o t h . '
This would throw a light on the
story of Shimei's journey in i K. 2 3 9 ^ (see S H I M E I ) .
Elsewhere (SISERA) it is suggested that both ' Achish ' and ' Nahash '
probably come from ' A s h h u r ' ( = ' A s s h u r , ' also= ' G e s h u r ' ) so
that 'Sisera' (_ = Asshur) may represent the Nahash, king of
Ammon (rather Jerahmeel), of i S, 111 2 S. 10 2.

Other disguised references to Rehoboth may perhaps
be found in i S . I447 (where (Jl'- presupposes ^rn n'3,
probably a corruption of nzn"i) and in 2 S. 83 12 106 8.
In I S. 14 the conquest of Rehoboth is ascribed to
Saul; in 2 S., more correctly to David.
In . S.
I l l 1226-30 this important event is described; the
phrases * the royal city' and the ' city of waters' are
both the result of textual corruption (read ' the city of
Jerahmeel,' or ' of the Jerahmeelites '). See further Crit.
Bib.,

and cp S A U L , § 3 ; U R I A H .

See also M I Z R A I M ,

where it is argued that Gen. 1014 probably refers to
Rehoboth (not Caphtorim) as the starting-point of the
Pelistim (cp 2 S. 21 \'iff.).
T. K. C.
REHOBOTH-IR (l^r nhh"l; pooiBcoc noAiN
[AD]; pocoBoe n . [-^^i; pocoBooe rr- [EL]) or ' the
* 1 • ^^^^ Rehoboth,' one of the four cities
1. Assynoiogl- j^entjoned in Gen. 10 u f . The name
cal inquiry.
cannot be identified with any of the
cities in the neighbourhood of Nineveh and Calah, with
which it is associated. In the inscriptions of Sargon
and Esarhaddon mention is made of the rihit Nind, as
a. place in which was situated the old city Maganuba,
on the site of which Sargon founded his city of DlirSargon, the modern Khorsabad. Rehoboth-Ir might
represent R^bit-ili, and this might be equivalent to
Rebit-Nina, and be a popular name for DQr-Sargon
(cp Del. Par. 160 f. Calwer Bib.-Lex. j2^b).
The
word rebitu (from ra'batu?) denotes primarily the outskirts of a city, in some cases the fields and plantations
which were part of the city but lay outside its walls,
though possibly within the exterior circumvallation.
Thus it was in the rebit of Diir-ili that Sargon fought
with Humba-nigas king of Elam, at the commencement
of his reign : and it was in the n'bit of Nineveh that
Esarhaddon made his triumphal entry after his capture
of Sidon, KB^izb.
There is evidence that rebit is the
name of the farm or estate in the open country and was
usually followed by the name of its owner ; thus Rebit
Rimani-ilu denotes the estate of Rimlni-ilu (see Assyrian
Doomsday Book, 62). This would suggest that, if a
town-name, Rehoboth 'Ir implies a founder 'Ir, N o
such town name, however, has come down to us.^
The failure of attempts to explain Rehoboth-Ir and
Resen (not to add Accad and Calneh) from Assyriology
o T a , ^ ««i4.j ^ compels biblical critics to look at the
solution
problem from a fresh pomt of view,
suggested by experience of the confusions and misunderstandings of biblical names which
abound in the traditional text. The problem thus viewed
is part of a much larger one which affects the whole of
the Nimrod passage, and indeed the context in which
that passage occurs.
It is far from unlikely that
Nimrod was really a N. Arabian not a Babylonian hero,
and ' Rehoboth-Ir and Calah' should most probably
give place to ' Rehoboth and Jerahmeel.' See N I M R O D ,
REHOBOTH.

C. H . W, J. , § I ; . . .v. ^ . , § 2.

REHUM (D-IITl as if 'beloved,' an Aramaic word
There was a district known as Rabute, near Nineveh (see
Assyrian Deeds and Documents,
Nos. 278, 416); but this was
probably the rabit of the ' magnates,' rabMe, of Nineveh.
4029

and see S H I M S H A I [Che.]).

1. A leader (see EZRAii., §8^) in the great post-exilic
list (EZRA ii., § 9 ) E z r a 2 2 (,peoYM [A], peioyM [L],
B om.) ; probably the same as (4) below. That the
form N E H U M (ninp ; cooi^/i [BNAL]) in Neh. 7? is incorrect is shown by i Esd. 58 (poei/iou [D], pQu.iKi.Qv
[A«]. VQ.QVIX [L], EV RoiMUs).
2. b. Bani, a Levite, in list of wall-builders (see
NEHEMIAH, § ^ / ,

EzRAii., §§ 16 [ i ] 15^:) Neh. 817

[^affovd [B], paov^ [N*A], peov/x [L]).
3. Signatory to the covenant (EzRAi., § 7 ) ; Neh.
IO25 [26] [paovfx [BKA], pe. [L]),
4. A priest in Zerubbabel's band (EZRA ii., § 6 b),
Neh. 123, miswritten for H A R I M of v. 15 (so Guthe in
SBOT; BXA om. ; peou/x [K^-^ms:-sup.L]).
5. T h e name of a high official (D^Q '?J;3) who joined
with Shimshai the scribe and others in making representations against the Jews to Artaxerxes (Ezra48 9i7 23).
EV, following the early Hebrew commentators, who
explain 'recorder,' calls him ' t h e chancellor'; ' t h e
governor' would perhaps more exactly convey the force
of D;yL! ^ya ( ' m a n of commands'), which is either the
translation of an old Persian title [FsMavi framdtdr—so
Andreas in Marti, Aram. Gram.) or may even represent
a. Greek title [e.g., ^irapxos).
T h c latter alternative
assumes that the writer transported the poHtical relations
of the Greek period into the Persian period to which
documents used by him belonged (so Marquart,
Fund. 60). It is desirable, however, that Ezra and
Nehemiah should be re-examined in the light of the
theory that the underlying original narrative related to
the N. Arabian, not to the Persian, rule. This may
affect our conclusions in many minor points.
r. K. c.
T h e versions of Ezra leave the title untranslated (paouA.
PaSarafiev, paovfx ^aaX, paovfx jSoAya/i, paovpL [B], peov/x iSaaAra/x
peou/i. [A], peov/x fiekreefj. [L], beetieem [Vg.]). In i Esd. 2 idjff^.,
R A T H U M U S (padv/xQ-i) called the 'news-writer' (p. 17, 6 [eis] TO.
Trpoo-TTtTTTOi/Ta, E V * the story-writer'), cp J o s . (Ant. ::i.2i)
p. b. irai'Ttt TO. TTpaTTo/Leva ypa.<fjoiv. In other coses his title has
been treated as a proper name BEELTETHAIUS, a scribe's corruption of peekTee/LOi, v. 16 p. Kal peekreO/xOs [B], paOuos Kal
/SaeAre^jLtos [Aa], pa6vp.os Kal ^eekre/xog [L], C. 25 [21] , , ,, pa6v/j.<a
Tta ypa.<f)OPTi TO. Trpoa-TriTTTOVTa Kal fii:ekTe6/j.<^ . . . [B] . . = peekTe/j.iiiB' [A], p. yp. T. np. K. /3e6ATep.a) [L, v. 18], a doublet).

REI (•'rn; pHcei [BA], also a Palm, name [Vogu^,
Syr. Centr. nos. 16, 22], but ©^ [^^|] Q, exAipOl
(NYTOY- ^^''^h reference to Shimei ; cp Jos. A?it. vii. 14:4 ''Shimei David's y>':^/?(/' and see T h . ) , coupled with
S H I M E I [q-v. n.), among those who did not favour
Adonijah {I K l 8 ) . Winckler (G^jirA. 2241) identifies him
with Ira, the Jairite, who was a ' priest to David ' (2 S.
20 26); he argues ingeniously to show that this Ira (or Jair)
was a priest of Bethlehem.
But for rns we should
possibly read rye, ' a high officer' (cp SHEBNA). Ewald
reads n i for 'y-i and identifies (not plausibly) with
David's brother R A D D A I [</.^'.].
REINS. I. (flivS, kHdyoth; N€(t>pOI [ 6 and Rev.
223+] ; renes), properly the kidneys (of animals offered
in sacrifice, except in J o b l 6 i 3 Ps. 139i3 Lam. 813,
where the human kidneys are referred to). ' A not
less important seat of life [than the blood], according to
Semitic ideas, lay in the viscera, especially in the
kidneys and Hver, which in the Semitic dialects are
continually named as the seats of emotion, or more
broadly in the fat of the omentum and the organs that
lie in and near it' [Ret. Sc .(2) 379).
Consequently P
represents these parts as Yahwe's appointed share of the
sacrifices (cp L I V E R ) . W e even find a peculiar symbolism connected with kidney-fat (see FOOD, § I (?, but
note that the text of the passages is doubted ; see M I L K ,
§ 1). It is much more natural to find the ' reins ' (as
EV calls the ' kidneys,* when used metaphorically)
employed as a term for the organ, not only of the
4030

REPHAIAH

REKEM

[CE, Syrr., Memph, Theb. .-Eth.] ; cp p&i4>&N. [AX=] ;
p4.())ANi Just. Dial. 22, ex Amos), occurs, wilh the prefix
' the star of the god ' (so RV with BD, Pesh., etc. and
(5^'.'*), or ' t h e star of your g o d ' (so A\', with .AN'i, E,
Vg., H a r d . , etc.), in .'Vets 7 43, in a quotation from .'imos
526, ® (where BA PAI(})4,N, Q petfiAN. Complut. peAA<^t>.)- 'The same Jablonski who \entured on a Coptic
explanation of BEHEMOTH (q-v-) explained Rempha or
Rompha from the Coptic, as 'king of heaven,' nnllo
plane apice iinmutato ( ' R e m p h a h , ^ g y p t i o r u m Deus,'
2 L:':i^n, hdldsdim, is in Is. 115 rendered ' r e i n s ' b y E V
in Opuscula, ed. T e Water, 2 [i8o5], pp. 1-72). But
?impl\' f.ir want o f a synonym for ' loins.'
'king of heaven' in Egj'ptian \\ould be suten em pet. ^
^. T h e .V\'"iiT- of T.ev. 15 2 '2L*4 for 311, zob, is not literal, and
i^ based on a long.exploded pathology' (cp M E D I C I N E , § 5).
Gloag (CoMOT. 071 .Actsl 249), Lumby (Acts, in Cambridge
Bible, ad loc), and Merx (Schenkel's Bib.-Le.y. l^iy)
REKEM (Dpi), i. Apparently a Benjamite placesuppose Rephan to be the Egyptian name for .Saturn.
name. Josh. I827 (N».K<\N [ B ? ] , peKEM [A], pgKeN
So
(besides Spencer and Kircher) Lepsius the Eg\pto[L]), but most probably a corruption of '^ncm', Jerahlogist, who says that Seb or Saturn is called i-epa-nmeel, and equivalent to nnns, B A H U R I M (another of the
neteru, ' t h e youngest of the gods,' and suggests a
developments of I E R A H H E E L ) . '
possible connection with Rephan (Die Chron. der .Eg.
2. A king of .Midian, Xu. 318 [poKopi. [BAFL]). Cp 93).
On phonetic and other grounds this view is not
more acceptable than Jablonski's, and the simple ex(3)planation is that pecpav should rather be patcjiav—i.e.,
3. One of the ' sons' of Hebron mentioned with
]3n, where 1 is perhaps a corruption of 2, and s (soft) a
T A P I ' U A H and SHE.M.\ [qq.v.'\ in i Ch. 243 ; in 244
phonetic substitute for 1. See CHIU.N.
T. K. C.
[ M I ] he is father of Shammai father of .!A;y«, but in
(P [piKop. [B], poKopc [.\], pinKT]p [L]) it is Shema who is
REPHAEL
(7X31,
as
if
'
God
heals'
;
cp
Aram.
ancestor of Shamm.ai, the intermediate links being
RAH.VM and JOKICF \M [qq-v.'\; Rekem, Raham, JorhuSl.
huay,
NAME,S, § 30 ; pAct)4,HA [ B . A L ] ) , a
keam, and Carmel are all probably corruptions of
Korahite, b . Shemaiah ; i Ch. 267f-

emotions (see Ps. 732i T o b l 6 i 3 1927[not(S but Theod. ])
]>ut nf the moral sentiments (see Jer. 11 20 17 10 20 12
Ps. 7 10 in 7 (?) 202). ' Trier of the reins and the heart'
is the characteristic and title of Yahw4, not only in
the O T , but also in the Hebraistic Book of Revelation
(Rev. 223). In Ps. I671 however, ' yea, my reins instruct
me in the night seasons' can hardly be right. It is
Yah«e, not the ' h e a r t ' or the ' reins,' who trains and
disciplines men (see Che. Bs-P) ad loc.)-

JER.VHMEEL.

C p JOKDE.VM.

4. In pause R.\K:EM (SO EV), a Manassite ; i Ch. 7 16
(li.V om., paKapL [L]). SL-eniingly there was a strong
Jerahmeelite element in the population ofthe Manassite
WrnUiry.
These explanations suggest the true explanation of the phrase
Clp '33 ; see KAST, C H I L D R E N OF, where the reader is referred
tl. the present article for t e \ t u a l criticism of the phrase. One
plausible view of the original form of the story of G I D E O N
(q.7'., § i) rei|uires us, in J u d g . 6 3 33 7 12 to read c p i -^2 (see
Pesh.), i.e., ';i.x;^n'l* ' J 3 . note the gloss '.Amalekites.'
This
should be taken in connection with the Targumic use of • p - | for
Kadesh ; here too cp-i must come from S.X^nT ', the full name of
Kadesh was Kadesh-jerahmeel, barnea' and ' r e k e m ' having
the same origin. See S E L A . I n fact, wherever we meet with
phrases like ' t h e sons' or ' t h e l a n d ' or ' t h e mountams of
Kedein ' we may safely regard Kedem as a corruption of Rekem,
i-e-, Jer,i'imeel, with the doubtful exception of Gen. 1030 (i-e.,
if .TIDD lEY ' t . iw.ird S e p h a r ' ] does not come from n31i;. c p
SEPHARAN).

Cp I.'PHIR.

See Gen. 2."^ 6 tiO I N u . 23 7

1K.59

1430] Is. 11 14 Jer. 49 28 Ezek. 25 4 10 J o b i 3. Similarly in Gen.
10 19 K A D I I O N I I E S must be a corruption of 'Jerahmeelites.'
T. K. C.

RELEASE, YEAR OF.

See JUBILEE, also L A W

AND J U S T I C E , § 15.

REMALIAH (ln;^D-|, § 39 ; poMeAl4.[c]). father
of P E K A H (q-v.), 2 k . l o a s e t c . Is. 7 4 / 86. Probably a corruption of ''.s-DnT, Jerahmeel. Pekah's Gileadites may really have come from the N t g e b (on the
southern i-fii. see Crit. Bib. on Jer. 8=2 226 Am. I3).
Similarly, Jehuw as not improbably an Ishmaelite (see
XiMSHi), and Jo.ab a Misrite (see Z E R U I A H ) . It is easy
to understand that the boldest adventurers might be of
N. Arabian extraction.
T. K. C.
REMEMBRANCE (f'n??), Is. 578. See ^IIEMORIAL.
REMEMBRANCER (2 S. 2O24 etc., . W ^ E ) , EV
'recorder,' RV'"s- 'chronicler.' See RECORDER.
R E M E T H i n o n j . Josh, 1921.

See RAMOTH, 1.

REMMON ( l i o i ) , Josh. 197-\V; RV RIMMOX (ii.,i).
REMMON-METHOAR ( n x h s n I'lQ-)), Josh. 1913.
See RIMMON ii., 3.

R E M P H A N (p6M<{)A.N, Stephens with i, 31 etc.;
cp peMct)«,M [D, Vg. I r e n . ] ; poM<t>ikN [K*] ; pOM(})A
[B], peMtf)*. [61, Arm.]), or (M being intrusive, as in
N O M B A beside NOBA. I ^-21 I ) , as RV, R E P H A N (pecfjAN

Probably ' God heals' is a late popular etymology, devised
after the original name had become corrupted ; that it took hold
of the imagination we see from the R A P H A E L of Tobit and
Enoch. T h e present writer suspects that Rephael, Irpeel, Raphu
[Beth-]rapha, and perhaps even R E P H A I A H (q-v.), all come
ultimately from an ethnic. See P E D A H - Z U R ; R E P H A I M . Hommel
(Exp.T 8[i8gj]p, 563) compares the name of an Arab, temp.
Sargon, in a text transcribed by Winckler, Ya-ra-pa, also the S.
Arabian name Hi-rapa'a.
T . K . C.

REPHAH(nQ"l; pa^cjjH [BA], pAct)&[L]), mentioned
in the list of the B'ne Ephraim i Ch. 725. Both Rephah
and R E S H E P H (q-v-) occur nowhere else and are probably
corrupt.

C p E P H R A I M , § 12.

REPHAIAH (n*Q1, §§ 30, 62, as if 'Yahw4 heals ;
pd,<i>d,\d, [BAL]). On the ultimate origin of the name
see R E P H A E L , and note in confirmation that in Neh. 89
Rephaiah (5) is a ' s o n of H u r ' — i - e . , most probably,
of Jerahmeel. In i Ch. 2 ig H u r is the son of Caleb
and Ephrath. W h o the Calibbites are, we know [see
C A L E B ] ; Ephrath is probably a distorted fragment of
Zarephath. Cp PARADISE, col. 3573, n. 5. See below,
no. 5.
T. K. c.
X. b. Hananiah, mentioned in the genealogy in i Ch.
821 (pacpaX [B]), where, for 'ja ' s o n s of,' ® and Pesh.
four times read 1:1 ' h i s son.' So Kittel; Bertheau
follows MT.
2. .\ Simeonite chieftain who attacked the Amalekites
of Mt. Seir (apparently in Hezekiah's time), i Ch. 4 4 2 /
(pacpacas [L]).

See I S H I , S I M E O N .

3. b. T O L A (q.v.):

i Ch. 72 (patpapa [ B ] ) ; cp

LSSACHAR, § 7.

4. b. BINEA, 1 Ch, 943 (pacpaiav [X], apaxa [L]) =
i C h . 837(asn, R A P H A H ; pacpai [B], apaxa [L]). Cp
B E N J A M I N , § 9 ii. /3.

5. b. H U R (4), the ruler of half ' the district of Jerusalem,' and one of the repairers of the wall (Neh. 89 ;
pacpatas [L]),
[He was of Jerahmeelite origin (see above). According to
TsUyciT (Entst. 119) the Calibbites and Jerahmeelites did not
become universally recognised as real Jews before the time of P .
The study of proper names pursued in a series of articles in the
present work confirms this, but wilh limitations. In Neb.3
Hur, Malchijah, Paseah, Rephaiah, Urijah ; in Ezra 8 Elam,
Michael, Jeliel, Ariel ; in Neh. 11 Mahalaleel, Jeroham, Malchiah, Micha are transparent ' J e r a h m e e l i t e ' names. T h e Jerahmeelites became so prominent that the genealogists had to do
them fuller justice. B u t the same study of names suggests that
Jerahmeelite clans were recognised both in J u d a h and elsewhere
before the exile.—T. K. C ]

5 3 dropped out, and n became p (for the reverse process see
H . P . Smith on I S. S 16).

t From a private letter of D r . Budge.
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REPHAIM (D''Xa-!; P A 4 ) A [ £ ] I N [or - M ] , and [Gen.
14 Jo|h. 12 13, and I ' C h . ] , p i r A N x e c [BAEL] ; Josh.
OT
^''' ® ' * om.), a race of reputed giants,
, '
found by the Israelites in occupation of
territory on both sides of the Jordan.
Before attempting any Hnguistic or historical explanation, we must look into the several passages where the
traditional text recognises the name, viz., Gen. l i s ISao
Dt. 2ii2o{|Oa0apaet;'[Fonce])3iii3 Josh. 124 1'3 u I 7 i 5 .
to which we may add 2 S. '21 i6 i8 20 22, cp 1 Ch.
20 4 6 8 (children of Harapha).
T h e geographical
plirase ' \alley of Rephaim' will be treated only
incidentally here (see next article).
i. Gen. U s .
Chedorlaomer and his allies 'smote
the Rephaim in Ashicroth-karnaim.'
Xo stress can be laid ou this passage. In its present form
("ien. l i is probably later even than the archaeological notices in
Dt. - lof, and the names .^t present found In Gen. 14 5 probably
come from a very late editor who arbitrarily ' corrected ' a very
corrupt text (see SMDOM).

2. Gen. 1520.
T h e list of Canaanite peoples in
Gen. 1519-21 comes apparently from a late redactor, but
has merely suffered from ordinary transcriptional corruption ; the redactor had no historical theory to serve,
and reproduced, though inaccurately, names derived
from earlier sources.
The order of the names is, Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites
(from 'Jerahmeelites "?), Hittites (from ' Rehobothites ' V), Perizzites (Zarephathites"/), Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites, (Jirgashite.s(from 'Girshites ' or 'Geshurites' ?), Jebusites (Ishmaelitt.s'.'').'
We may infer that, according to tradition, a people called
' Rephaim' was to be found in the far S. of Palestine.

3. Dt. 2II 20 3II 13. A ' remnant of the Rephaim,'
under their king Og, survived in Bashan, which was
therefore called ' the land ofthe Rephaim.' But we are
also told that the Emim of Moab and the Anakim (of
Hebron? or of Rehoboth?) were reckoned among the
Rephaim. The passage comes from a late editor (Dg),
and ' Bashan' should certainly be ' Cushan ' (see O G ) . ^
If rt3 (Gath) in 2 S. 21 20 is miswritten for jn^im ( R E H O B O T H ) ,
this statement is confirmed, for the warriors spoken of in that
passage were Rephaites. I t is true, in N u . 13 33 the b'ne 'Anak
are said to belong to the Nephlllm ; but we shall see presently
that the ' Rephaim' and the ' N e p h l l i m ' must have been closely
connected—i.e., ' R e p h a i m ' and ' N e p h i l i m ' may have been
interchanged.

4. Josh. 124 1312 depend on Dt. 2 i i , etc.; but 1 7 1 4 /
has Us own peculiarities. When purified from corrupt
repetitions 17 1 4 / states that the tribe of Joseph (b'ne
Joseph) complained to Joshua that it was too large to
have but one lot and portion. Joshua's reply was, ' If
thou art ^ great people, go up to the forest-land, and
clear away (space) for thyself in the land of the Perizzites
and the Rephaim.' The Josephites objected that access
to this region would be impeded by the Canaanites with
their chariots of iron, and Joshua rejoined that the forestland is not unattainable, and that their strength is equal to
the task of driving out the Canaanites. ^ Here it would
appear that the forest-land spoken of means the hillcountrj' N. of Shechem ; the view that trans-Jordanic
territory is intended is not plausible.^ But room must
be left for the possibility that ' Shechem' should be
' Cusham,' and ' Canaanites ' ' Kenizzites.' There were
probably b'ne Ephraim in the Negeb (see Crit. Bib.).
5. In 2 S. 2122 (cp 20) four champions of the
Philistines are said to have betn ' b o r n (nV;) to the
Rapha (nannS) in G a t h ' [v. 22 ; cp v. 20), while of two of
them it is said that they were ' of the descendants of
the Rapha' (HPSm., n - S r ; cp i Ch. 2O4), or perhaps
rather (cp B in v. 22) ' of the Rephaim.'"*
There is no occasion to reject the second Q'pjyD as a n
erroneous repetition from the preceding clause.
- In V. 16 read 1J?;n K;;^"**'?, and in r . 18 ^'''H'n; "i.l'.'ri '3^ See Steuemagel, ad loc.
^ It is usual to take nBin as an eponym ; but thc art. is
unfavourable to this view. ,-;r-| surely comes from KD"!, which
originally had after it the stroke of abbreviation ('KDIH = a'K^^^)•
In 2 S. 21 22 read D'KBnn rt'lS n*^', *were born to tbe (or, a)
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There is, however, great difficulty in thc text as it now stands,
Surely the Philistines were quite formidable enough without
having to accept the assistance of the remnant of the Rephaim.
Are we to suppose that the references to the Rephaites in 2 S.
2i 1623 are a later appendage to the tradition, suggested by a
r^iininiscence of the tradition respecting O g ? Or is there not
sume explanation arising out of a somewhat more definite view
of the older populations of Canaan made possible by textual
criticism ?

It would
directly or
2 Oriirin
of n a m e

be tedious to sum up here all the evidence
indirectly affecting the subject m hand
P^^v'^"^^^ ^X o^i" textual criticism. Two
P^^^^^S^^p however, are specially important.
In Josh. 1715 it is evident that •'^•-\tn and
D*ND>1 are two competing readings, and that the former
is more probably correct. And in 2 S. 518-20 it is plain
that the spot called D'^fiB-'^ya is in the valley of Rephaim.
It is maintained elsewhere (see P E L E T H I T E S , Z A R E P H A T H )

that the tribe wliose centre on the S. Palestinian border
was at Zarephath ( — Z E P H A T H ) was prominent in early
Israelitish legend, and that its name underwent strange
mutilations and corruptions. Among these transformations may probably be included Zelophehad, Salhad,
names connected with the N . ; and PeHstim ^ and
Letusim, names connected with the S. That ' Perizzi'
and ' Peliiti' are connected is not a violent supposition.
Both are most probably corruptions of .Sarephathi (Zarephathite), and it is hardly less plausible to conjecture
that Repha'Im is a corruption of Perasim, though an
alternative derivation from Jerahme'elim is equally
possible. Thus—to return to the story in 2 S. 618-20
—instead of ' Baal-perazim ' in the ' valley of Rephaim,'
the original tradition probably spoke of ' Baal-sarephathim in the valley of Jerahme'elim (or Sargphathim).'
That such long names were early corrupted, and
that the corruption took different forms in different
parts of Palestine, can easily be understood.
The result to which we are tending, and which it
would lead us into too many digressions to justify fully,
is that the SarSphathim or Jerahme'elim migrated into
many parts both of eastern and of western Palestine.
They started from the S. ; it is not a random statement
of Gen. 106 that P U T (ma from riSls) ^^as the brother
of (the N . Arabian) Cush and Mizraim and the son of
H a m (Jerahmeel?), and of Gen. 253 that LETUSHIM
was the brother of Leummim (Jerahmeelim ?) and the
son of Dedan [i.e., S. Edom). T h e SarSphathim were
in fact probably a branch of the Jerahmeelites, who, as
our textual criticism tends to show, spread over many
parts both of ^^'estern, and even of Eastern, Palestine
(note the Phoenician Zarephath, and cp JERAHMEEL ;
EAST,

CHILDREN

OF).

T h e Jerahmeelites

or

Sare-

phathites, according to the genealogies, became largely
fused with the Israelites, and how nmch truth there
may be in the statement that O G the Rephaite (Sarephathite ? or Jerahmeelite ?) and his people were smitten,
till there were no survivors (Nu. 2I35), it is impossible
to say.
It is hardly worth while to discuss the question
whether the representation of the Rephaim — i.e.,
possibly the Jerahmeelites of Sari5phath—as giants (cp
Am, 29, where ' the Amorite ' is thus described) is purely
mythical. Whether the Edomitish race (to wliich the
Jerahmeehtes belonged) was taller than the later
Israelitish race or not, it is certain that the instinctive
tendency of legend (both in Europe and in Asia) to
picture aboriginal races as of gigantic stature would
h a \ e led to such a representation.
According to
Robertson Smith, ^ ' the giant-legends arose in part
house of the R e p h a i m ' (cp L's TW OLKOJ). [In 2 S. 21, (JiiJ-v has
pa0a and also yiyavT€<; with pa<l>a in 7J. 22 : tpl- yiyavTe'i in Z'V.
16, 18, Ttracos V. 20, yt'yai'Tcr and patpa V. 22, whilst in i Ch. 20
© has -ytyacrcs in vx-. 4, 6, ©BA pa<f>a, 0 L pafj^aiu and also ®
yiyavT^^.]
1 T h e ' P h i l i s t i n e s ' of 2 S. 2115-22 were really the Zarep h a t h i t e s ; ' G a t h ' should be ' R e h o b o t h . ' See P E L E T H I T E S ,
REHOBOTH.

^ Note communicated to Prof. Driver, Deut. 40.
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from the comtemplation of ancient ruins of great works
and supposed gigantic tombs.' This may very well
have been the case, in view of the legends attaching
to huge sarcophagi, like that assigned to Og in Dt., at
the present day. See O G .

REHOBOTH). T h e upland plain referred to seems to
be the Beka'a, which stretches from the SW. side of
Jerusalem southwards as far as Mar Elyas (3 hr. from
Jerusalem), which may indeed be the ' inountain ' referred to in Joshua.

A brief reference to other theories of the origin of the name
Rephaim must suffice. T h e view that i. is connected with Ar.
rafa'a ' to lift up,' and means ' giants,' is not at all plausible;
no cognate of rafa-a can be pointed to in Hebrew, Aramaic, or
Assyrian. Stade ( t 7 / y 1 ii6 120) was the first to connect the
name with the Rephaim or ' shades' (see D E A D and D E A T H ) .
This has been taken up by Schwally (Das Leben naeh dem
Tode, 64, n. I [1892]; ZA TW 18 132 [1898]). From the sense of
'spirits of the d e a d ' arose, it is supposed, that of 'primeval
population.' Schwally confirms this by a legend of the Hovas
tn Madagascar (Z-A TW, l-c.). This is surely most improbable.
The transition is difficult, even if we do not hold, with Stade,
that [;\\£:-i, the word for ' t h e shades,' means ' t h e weak.' It is
most reasonable, therefore, to hold that, like a large proportion
of ethnic names, Rephaim has been worn down from a longer
form, and this form we may venture to trace either in Jerahme'elim or in Sarephathim.

E u s . and Jer. (OS 288 22 147 6) place the ' A'alley of Rephaim '
on the N . of Jerusalem, and Kittel (Gesch. der Hebr. 'J 131)
follows them on grounds derived from the (surely corrupt) text
of 2 S, .5 22j?I Tobler's main objection 1 to the ordinary view is
that 'emek means a 'valley,' not a 'plain.' But 'emek is constantly used of plains shut jn by hills, and this is just what the
Beka'a is, ' shut in on all sides by rocky hill-tops and r i d g e s '
(Porter).
T . K. C.

REPHAN (pe(t)«.N), Acts743 RV, . W R E M P H A N .
REPHIDIM (DH'S"), plain-country, strata'ff'
p&tJxAeiN [BAFL], Ex, 1 7 i 8 192 Nu. 3314/. + ), a
place where the Amalekites attacked the Israelites and
were defeated by Joshua with thc aid of the wonderworking staff of Moses. .As we see from his arrangement of the passages of diverse origin which he has
See also R E P H A I M , V A L L E Y OF, and on J o b 26 3 see D E A D .
brought together, R considers this e\-ent to have ocT. K. C.
curred when, according to P, the Israelites encamped
REPHAIM, VALLEY OF, also \ ' , \ L L E Y OF T H E
at Rgphidim immediately before entering the wilderness
G I A N T S (CXSTppV ; Josh. 15 8 18 16 2 S. 618 22 2313 i Ch. 1115
of .Sinai. He also thinks that the spot (spots?) called
149 Is. 1 7 5 : Is. kv ^apa-pjc (7Tepea 1 [BN.^Q^]; Josh. 15, yrjs
M.issah and Meribah was (were?) in the district of
pa^iafcp [AL], -V [B], Josh. 18 e/jeKpouJneii. [BL], -p- (A), 2 S. 6,
TTjv Koc\aScL TO)!' r[e]i.TdvbiV [BAL], 2 S. 23 T^ «0iA. pacpaftp. [B], Rephidim, which, in this case, must have extended to,
•V [A], Tcrdvcov [L] ; i Ch. TJI Kot\afit TSIV ytyafTui/ [BtXAL] ;
or perhaps even have been equivalent to, Horeb (see
valtis Raphaim
and
gigantum).
Ex.176, ' t h e rock in H o r e b ' ) . On the analysis of
According to the prevalent theory, which supposes
sources, see E.XODUS (BOOK), § 3.
the same locality to be referred to in all the passages,
The existence of a popular tradition of a war waged
1 Prevalpnt *^^ ' ^^^^^7 °f Rephaim ' was an upland
with varying fortunes by the early Israelites against the
theorv
P'^'n near Jerusalem and Bethlehem (cp
1 Form a n d •^™^'^kites may be assumed without
Criticiaed 2.S. 2 3 1 3 / ) where not only corn and
.
r discussion (see A M . M . E K , S 2 : M O S E S .
olive trees fiourished (Is. 1 7 s / ) , but the
c o n t e n t s of c
. „ ;
,
..,, .
, _^. 1
so-called Baca trees (see MLL1!ERRV) grew. At its N.
leeend
S 12). But we have still to ask. Did
end was a. hill over which ran the boundary of Judah
°
'
tradition connect this war, or an
and Benjamin (Josh. 158 1816). The plain was famous
episode of this war, with Rephidim ? Some scholars
as the scene of fights between David and the Philistines,
[O-xf Hex. 107) have doubted this ; according to
(2 .S. 51822 2313; cp I Ch. 149 11 15).
Elsewhere,
them, the connection of the battle described in Ex.
however, has been offered the theory that the enemies
178-i6 with Rephidim is purely editorial.
Textu.al
referred to in 2 S. 5 i8 23 and the related passages were
criticism may contribute something to the decision of
not the Philistines but the Zarephathites (see ZAREthis point. Among the names of the stations of the
PHATH). .and that the place referred to in 2 S. 2314
Israelites there are only tuo which end in -im, viz.,
^^as not Bethlehem but Beth-jerahmeel (thus the whole
Elim and Rephidim. It is difficult not to conjecture
scene becomes historically and geographically more
that both these names are corruptions of ethnics. That
platisible). Elsewhere, too (see R E P H A I M ) we have
Elim probably comes from Jerahmeel or Jerahmeelim has
urged that Rephaim, the name of an early population
been suggested already (MosES, § 12). W e have also
of Canaan, is probably a much worn-down form either
conjectured that Marah (the reported name of the preof Sargphathim (Zarephathites), or perhaps more probceding station) has arisen out of another fragment of
ably of Jerahme'elim.
Jerahmeel, viz., Marah (from Rehem ; cp R E K E M ,
It would seem, then, that in 2 S. 518 22, etc., the
S E L A ) . It may now be added that Rephidim is prob'valley (upland plain) of Rephaim (Jerahme'elim)'
ably a corrupt fragment of Jerahmeelim.
2 David's ' ^ ^ " " ° ' ^ ^ plain near Jerusalem, and
'Rephidim' (D'TSI), we may suppose, comes from ' Rephilim'
vallev of ''^^'' ''''^ "^^ 'Imeli ha-eldh of i S 172 (see
(Dy'Sl), which, through the intermediate stage of ' R e p h a e l l m '
ReDhaim

^^^^-

^'ALLEY

O F ) , it was one of

the

"
' ' valleys or spaces between the low sloping
hills' (Palmer) in the neighbourhood of Ruheibeh
(Rehoboth), possibly indeed the A\'.ady Ruheibeh itself,
though the broad \\'ady el-Milh may also come into
consideration (see X E G E B ) .

In the case of Is. l / s , when we consider the manifest
play on the name Ephraim in the next verse, it is possible
_
to suppose (a) that c-.\'i:T (Rephaim)
3. Two o t h e r , , ,
.u \ ,
, c-' v • 1
L
valleys of ^'^""''^ ^^^^^'^ ^^ ^"P", (Ephraim), and
R e p h a i m ? ' ° identify this 'hnek with a. part of the
Great Plain of Esdraelon. (b) There
are, however, also good critical arguments for identifying
this 'tmeik with that in the story of Da\ id. The question is siibordin.ite to the Large mquiry, Does Is. 17 r - n
predict thc ruin of S\Tia and Ephraim, or of the kingdom
of Jerahmeel? See Crit. Bib. But there is no objection to the view (c) that the 'eiiieik rCph,i'Tm of Josh. 15 8
I s 16 really did derive its name from the Jerahme'elim ;
in fact, the early population of Jerusalem was probably
a combination of .\morites and Jerahmeelites (see

( D ' J ' N S I ) , comes from ' Remaelim' (n'Sx/tn), i-e-, 'Jerahmeelim'
(D vKDmO ; the corruption is easier and not less certain than that
which we meet with sometimes, of Jerahmeel into Ephraim.

Bacon (Ex- 88, note *) has acutely conjectured that
Ex.1526 (a passage usually assigned to Rj,) may be
based on an earlier document which derived the name
Rephidim from rapha (xsi), ' to heal.' T h e name presupposed in the early tradition may have been not
Rephidim but Rephaelim ; SNST naturally suggests the
explanation, 'for I am Yahwe that heals thee.'^ In
short, the closing words of v- 26 may originally have
stood in a context relative to the name Rephaelim.
From this point of view we cannot question the fact
that early tradition connected the battle in Ex. 17 8-16
with Rgphidim, the name of which place (like Meribah)
appears to be a distortion of the ethnic JSrahmgelim.
The truth is that there were traditional stories in circulation respecting tivo fertile spots in the Jerahmeelite
country occupied by the migrating Israelites.' One
appears in a double form in Ex. 1523-25,1, and iu v. 27;
another has also a double representation in Ex.

^ C p i5, I S. 4 8 rHiV BiHiv Tchv arfpeCiv TOUTWI/ ( © L sing.).

J Dritte Wanderung, 202.
= See R A P H A E L , and cp Eth. Enoch,10j,
where Raphael Ls
Icommanded to proclaim that God will heal the earth.
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17 li 2 4-7 (part) and, in a very fragmentary form, in
vv. 3 7 (part). The second certainly refers to the oasis
of 'Ain (3adis (the fountain of the Jerahmeelite Kadesh).
And it is not unreasonable to hold that the Amalekite
attack spoken of in Ex.17 8 was connected in the
original tradition with this fountain, the possession of
which was naturally grudged by the Jerahmeelites
(now become unfriendly?—see MOSES) to the intruding Israelites. (In this case, the ' hill' spoken of in
vv. 9 / . may be one of the earth-covered limestone hills
at the north-eastern sweep of the oasis ; cp Trumbull, Kadesh-barnea, 273.) This, at any rate, is the
view suggested by the text of Ex. 17 in its present
form ; but even if we reject it, there is strong probability in the opinion that the .Amalekites attacked Israel
in Riphidim—i.e., Jjirahmeelim—because we have express evidence (Nu. 1829, cp Gen. 14?) that the Negeb,
including Kadesh, was the region specially occupied by
the Jerahmeelite clans.

position of Horeb or Sinai, which is open to much
question, and indeed appears to some scholars hardly
defensible.
x. K.. C.
EESAIAS (pHCAlOY [BA]), i Esd. 58 RV = E2ra22,

That the story of the Amalekite attack, not less than
that of the smitten rock (v. 6, ' the rock m Horeb'), is
placed too early by R, seems beyond doubt. The
?.loses who stood apart from the fight, holding the ' rod
of Elohim,' but who after a time was in danger of
letting his hand sink, and who committed the military
leadership to Joshua, is clearly an old man ; we are
placed by this story at the beginning of the various
wars which tradition referred to the close of the life of
Moses. See MOSES ; and cp J E H O V . \ H - N I S S I , M A S S A H
AND M E R I B A H , W A N D E R I N G S .

In the above statement we have been compelled to
assume that Horeb or Sinai was not in the so-called
_ P ,.
Sinaitic Peninsula, but in close prox, . , imity to Kadesh, i.e., in the Jebel
geograpmcai y^^^^^^^
o„ ,j,g g ^ r frontier of the
ineones.
j,jegeb (see MOSES, §§ 5,14). If, however, w^e suppose that Sinai is either Jebel Serbal or
Jebel Miisa (see SiN.\i, § 18), we may, with several
modern geographers (Lepsius, Ebers, Ritter, A. P.
Stanley. C. W. Wilson, E. H. Palmer), be tempted to
attach ourselves to the tradition, recorded especially by
Kosmas Indicopleustes (535 A. ly.) and Antoninus
Mart3T [circa 600 .A.D.), which identifies RSphldIm
with Feiran, the ancient Pharan, the ruins of which
stand at the junction of the Wiidy 'Aleyat with the
Wady Feiran, about 4 m. N. of Serbal. Antoninus
Martyr speaks of an ' oratorium,' whose altar is set on
the stones which were put under Moses while he was
praying. Evidently he refers to the Jebel et-Tahuneh,
on the right bank of the Wady Feiran, which is about
720 ft. high, and is covered with remains of Christian
tombs, cells, and chapels. This view was adopted as a
whole by the members of the Sinai Expedition, excepting F. W. Holland (see Ordnance Survey of Renins, of
Sinai, 1 5 3 ^ ) . More plausible, if the connection of
the story of the rock and that of the battle be maintained, is the view of Ebers (Durch Gosen zum Sinai,
212; cp Lepsius, Briefe, 3 4 9 ^ ) that the biblical
Rephidim is to be placed in the dry, north-western
part of the Wady Feiran, where the Amalekites might
be supposed to have gathered to prevent the Israelites
from entering the oasis. Robinson's theory [BR 1 179),
adopted by F. W . Holland [Recovery cf Jerusalem,
HAff-), that Rgphidim is in the narrow gorge of el\\'atiyeh in the great Wady es-Sheikh—the Wady by
which, according to this traveller, the Israelites approached Horeb—is less defensible, for reasons well
summed up by E. H. Palmer [Sinai, 202); cp also
Ritter (Palestine and the Sinaitic Peninsula, 1323).
All these theories depend, as we have seen, on the
correctness of the traditional theory as to the general
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RESEN (lp'1; A&ceM [AZ)L] ; -EN [ E ] ; Resen) is
named in Gen. 1012, as a city lying between Nineveh
1. Assyrio- and Kalah. Alenant therefore considered
loeical
' ' ' ? ^ represented by the ruin-heaps of
inquiry
Selamiye. Bochart and recently Noldeke
^
-'' have connected it with the Larissa of
Xenophon (Anab. iii. 4 7), the site of which, however, is
uncertain, though Frd. Del. (Calwer Bib.-Lex. 731)
suggests identifying it with Nimrud (cp C A L A H ) . , In
the inscriptions, so far published, no city of any importance bears a name like Resen. A city of the name
R^-es-^-ni (Rcs-uni) appears as not far from Nineveh,
in the Bavian description of Sennacherib (KB
2ii6f,
cp Del. Par. 188 261) ; but there is nothing to show that
it was an ancient foundation. There is little hope of
its identification till the district has been properly
explored.
c. w. H. J.
From an exegetical point of view the matter is further
complicated by the words which follow Resen—' the
_ ™ . same is the great city.' Does this refer to
' ... r Resen? No one would have doubted this,
, ..
but for the silence of antiquity as to any
important city near Nineveh with a name
resembling Resen. R^s-^ni—i.e., ' fountain-head, place
of fountains,' is not a probable name at all. T o suppose
a ' tetrapolis' with two such doubtful names as RehobothIr and Resen is -n desperate expedient. If, however,
Nimrod was a N. Arabian, not a Babylonian, hero, a
probable identification of Resen may be made. n^3
(misread Calah) is in the view of the present writer one
of the many corruptions of ^NCm' (Jerahmeel) ; i-\yi
(which was read Nineveh) not improbably comes from
[nan (Hebron); and rhr^in Ty.T Kin is certainly «.
corruption of ^tt.'Dm* Kin (that is, Jerahmeel), a gloss
on n^2- ' Between Hebron and Jerahmeel' appears
to be a suitable description of Beersheba, the name of
which is sometimes corrupted into firy 113 and fK-y.
See N I M R O D .

§ I , ^ . W. H. J. ; § 2, T. K. c.

EESEEVOIR ( m p D , Is. 22 n , RV).

See CONDUITS,

EESHEPH [^f•^ ; c&pd.<t>[B], pAcecf) [A], P A C H *
[L]), a ' s o n ' of Ephraim, i C h . 725 (see EPHRAIM,
§ 12).
The other names include SHEER AH (i.e.,
Ashhur?), Ammihud (i.e. Jerahmeel?) Elishama (i.e.,
Ishmael?). ' Resheph' therefore should perhaps be fjis
(cp <B^), and mean ' Zarephathite' ; cp -si-sn \2, Neh.
831—i.e., a Zarephathite. Clermont-Ganneau, however, suggests that .4rsi/f ( = the ApoUonia of Jos.),
about 7 m. N. of Jaffa, may correspond to an ancient
town Resheph. Resheph (identified with Apollo) was
the Phoenician and N. Syrian fire-god and war-god (cp
CIS 1 n. 10, and Hadad-inscr. from Zenjirli, //. 3, 11),
whose cultus was introduced into Egypt during the
eighteenth and nineteenth dynasties (see list of gods
on altar in Turin Museum, TSBA 3 4^9, 1- 67, and
plate; and cp E. Meyer, ZDMG 3I719 7^8/.).i Close
to Arsiif is an extraordinary holy place — a Hardm,
which, under Moslem forms, possibly continues a primitive cultus (Cl.-Ganneau, Horus et saint Georges, 1 7 ;
cp Baed.i-' 239). See, further, PHa-:NiciA, § 12, end.
T. K. ^-

EESURRECTION.

See ESCHATOLOGY (index).

1 For further references see Maspero, Struggle of Nations,
156, n. I.

4038

RESURRECTION- AND ASCENSION-NARRATIVES

BESURRECTION- AND ASCENSION-NARRATIVES
CONTENTS
GENERAL,

Narratives

examined (§§ 2-16).

L'.inoniccil Gospel.-^ (§ 2_/I).
(lo'^pfcl 'jfthe Hebrews (§ 4).
c;u.p^l of Peter (§ 5).
Coptic account (§ 6).
Extra-canonical details (§ 7).
Conclusion of :\Ik. (§ 8 / ) .
I Cor. 15 I-I I (§§ 10-15).
Accounts of ascension (§ 16),

Deter milt ation

§

±.

of outward

facts

(§§ 1 7 - 2 9 ) N a t u r e of the appearances (§ 17).
N o words of the risen Jesus (§ 18).
Galilee the place (§ ig).
T h e sepulchre (§ 207C).
T h e third day (§ 22).
Number of appearances (§ 23).
Unhistorical elements due to tendency (§§ 24-29).

T h e resurrection of Jesus is held to be the central
fact upon which the Christian church rests. Even at a
„
. date SO early as that of i Cor. Paul
' treats it as such in an elaborate discussion
( i Cor. 151-26).
In particular he rests upon it three
fundamental thoughts of the Christian faith : {i) the belief
that the death of Jesus was not—what in accordance
with Dt. 21 23 (f>al. 3 i 3 ) i t must have seemed to be—
the death of a malefactor, but a divine appointment for
the forgiveness of sins and for the salvation of men
(r Cor. 1517 Rom. 425 6 4-7, etc.); (2) a vindication ofthe
supremacy of the exalted Christ over the Church {i Cor.
1525/. Rom. I 4 2 Cor. 184, e t c . ) ; and {3) a pledge of
the certainty of an ultimate resurrection of all believers
to a life of everlasting blessedness {i Cor. 15i8-2o 614
Rom. 68 811. etc.).
Whilst the second and the third of these points were so held
at all times, that was not quite the ca.se with the first. At a
date as early as that of the speeches of Peter in Acts (see A C T S ,
§ 14) the resurrection of Jesus was not the divine confirmation
of the truth that the death of Jesus laid the foundations of the
salvation of mankind; the death is there represented rather as a
calamity (3 13-15 5 30) even if it was (according to 223 4 28) foreordained of God. ]jut thesignificanceof the resurrection of Jesus
does not become on that account the less; on the contrary it
figures as being itself the act with which the forgiveness of sins
is connected (5 31, cp 3 2'.). Most modern schools of theology in
like manner refrain from regarding the resurrection as an event
with()ut which the theologian would not be able to regard Jesus'
death as a divine arrangement for the salvation of men.

Such theologians also, however, do not on that
account attach to it any the less importance ; rather do
they see in it the divine guarantee for the truth that the
person of Jesus and the cause which he represented
could not remam under the power of death, but must of
necessity at last gain the victory over all enemies in
spite of every apparent momentary triumph.
it seems accordingly in logic inevitable that if at any
time it should come to be recognised that the resurrection
of Jesus never happened, the Christian faith with respect
to all the points just mentioned would necessarily come
to an end.
The shock to which the Christian religion and the Christian
church would be exposed by any such discovery would appear
to be all the heavier when it is reflected that only two other
]iropositions can be named which would place it in equal or
greater danger ; the one, that the death of Jesus did not procure
the salvation of mankind, the other that Jesus never existed at
all. The first of these two theses would leave many schools of
thought within the limits of Christianity comparatively unaffected, for they lind the redeeming work of Jesus in his life,
nut, as Paul and orthodox theologians generally, in his d e a t h ;
on the other hand their faith would be most seriously affected
if they found themselves constrained to recognise that Jesus
remained under the power of death.

I I I . Explanation
of facts (§§ 3 0 - 3 8 ) .
N a t u r e of resurrection body of
Jesus (§ 30).
Resurrection only of the Spirit of
J e s u s (§ 31).
Objective visions (§ 32),
Apparent death, and false rumours
o f t h e resurrection of Jesus (§ 33). Subjective visions (§§ 34-38).
Literature (§ 39).

theologians) Werthurtheile — i.e., judgments which
declare that to be able to believe such and such is for
the religious man a thing of absolute value ; unless such
things can be accepted he can only despair. Thus the
believing man can cherish no more urgent desire than
that the basis upon which these beliefs, which are for
him so priceless, rest should be raised securely above the
reach of doubt.
Vet what is this basis? It consists in an affirmation
regarding a fact in history which is known to us only
through tradition and accordingly is open to historical
criticism just as any other fact is. Indeed, whilst the
very existence of Jesus and the fact of his death on the
cross have been questioned by only a very few,^ and on
the other hand the meaning ofhis death, as soon as the
fact has been admitted, is left an open question to every
one, we find that the resurrection of Jesus—as is not
surprising in view of its supernatural character—is in
very many quarters and with growing distinctness
characterised as unhistorical, and that not merely when
it is conceived of as having been a revivification of the
dead body of Jesus, but also when it is defended in
some spiritualistic form.
The present examination of the subject will not start
from the proposition that * miracles are impossible.'
Such a proposition rests upon a theory of the universe (Weltanschauung), not upon exhaustive examination of all the events
which may be spoken of as miracles. Even should we by any
chance find ourselves in a position to say that every alleged
miraculous occurrence from the beginning of time down to the
present hour had been duly examined and found non-miraculous,
we should not thereby be secured against the possibility of
something occurring to-morrow which we should be compelled
to recognise as a miracle. Empirically, only so much as this
stands fast—and no more—that as regards present-day occurrences the persons who reckon with the possibility of a miracle
(by miracle we here throughout understand an occurrence that
unquestionably is against natural law) are very few, and that
present-day occurrences which are represented as miraculous
are on closer examination invariably found to possess no such
character.

The normal procedure of the historian accordingly
in dealing with the events of the past will be in the first
instance lo try whether i non-miraculous explanation
will serve, and to come lo the other conclusion only on
the strength of quite unexceptionable testimony.
Needless to say, in doing so, he must be free from all
prepossession.
H e must accordingly, where biblical
authors are concerned, in the first instance, look at
their statements in the light of their own presuppositions,
even though in the end he may find himself shut up to
the conclusion that not only the statements but also the
presuppositions are erroneous.

The reason for dreading all these dangers is that
upon the assumption of the resurrection of Jesus (as
also upon that of his atoning death and upon that of
his existence at all) are based propositions which are
fundamental to the Christian faith,—propositions concerning (jori and his relation to men, upon the truth
of which no less an issue depends than the salvation of
mankind.
The question concerns things of priceless
value, and the judgments upon which all interest concentrates are (to use the language of modern German

1 Loman, who in 1881 altogether denied the existence of
Jesus, affirmed it in 1S84 and still more distinctly in 1887
Amongst those who have most recently maintained the negative
may be named Edwin Johnson, the author oi Antioua
Mater
(anonymous; 1887) ^nd The Rise of Christendom (i^^)
and
J o h n M. Robertson. Cliristianity
and Mythology {r^\
Jnd
A Short History qf Christianity
(^<joi).
^^ ^^^^
^""^
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For our most authentic information on the subject of
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the • resurrection of Jesus we naturally look lo the
_
.
Gospels ; these, however, exhibit con..
f tradictions of the most glaring kind.
narratives Ot Rgij^^^s^ whose work wns published
resurrection ^^, i^^^^-^^g ^g Wolfenbntteter
Erag"
• jnente, enumerated ten contradictions ;
but in reality their number is much greater.
(Mk.
169-20 is not taken account of in this place ; see below,
§8.)

[a] Of the watch and seal set upon the sepulchre, and
of the bribing of the soldiers of the \\atch, we read only
in Mt. (2762-6628411-15).
In Mk. and Lk. these
features are not only not mentioned ; they are excluded
by the representation of the women as intending to
anoint the body and (in Mk. at least) as foreseeing
difficulty only in the weight of the stone, not in the
presence of a military guard.
In Mt. the women's
object is simply to see the sepulchre (28 i) ; they have
therefore heard of its being guarded, as in fact they
verv easily could.
(b) According to Lk. (2354 56) the women got ready
the spices before sunset on Friday; according to Mk.
(16 i) they did not buy them till after sunset on Saturday. In Jn. the incident does not occur at all, for
according to 19 38-40 Joseph of .\rimatha3a and
Nicodemus have already embalmed the body before
lanng it in the grave, whilst according to Mk. 1546 =
Mt. 2759 / = L k . 23 53 Joseph alone (without Nicodemus) simply wrapped it in a fine linen cloth.
[L] The persons who come to the sepulchre on the
morning of the resurrection are : according to Mk.
(161), Mary Magdalene, Mary of James (cp M A R Y ,
§§ 26 23), and Salome ; according to Mt. (281) only
the two Marys (the designation ' t h e other M a r y '
is explained by 2756) ; according to Lk. (2410), in
addition to the two Marys, Joanna (cp 83) ' and the
other women with them ' ; according to Jn. (201) only
Mary Magdalene,^ to whom, however, are added Peter
and the beloved disciple. In agreement with this last
we have only the notice in Lk. (2424) that after the
women ' some of those with us ' [nvh rOsv <jhv i]fXLv) had
gone to the sepulchre and had found the report of the
women to be true ; also the notice in 2412 (a verse not
found in the 'western' MSS) according to which Peter
ran, after the visit of the women, to the sepulchre, and
stooping down beheld the linen clothes alone, and
wondering departed. This verse, though we can hardly
suppose it to have come from Jn. 2O3-8, is still open
to the suspicion of being a later interpolation,—all
the more because the mention of Peter alone does
not harmonise with the ' some' (rtc^s) of </. 24, and
' t h e m ' [a{rru}v) of v. 13 connects with v. n , not with

cover the case of its employment in Wt. T h e word ' by night,'
uvKTOs, in 28 13 rilso goes to show that M t. pictured to himself the
journey of the women to the sepulchre and the opening of the
sepulchre of the earthquake (or the angel) as having happened by
night. Furthermore it is conceivable that Mt. should have been
brought to this divergence to the extent of half a day fiom the
account by the other evangelists precisely if he had lolloped
Mk. with strict precision. For ui ijoint of fact Mk. indicates,
lirst (16 1), sunset by the phrase ' when the Sabbath was p a s t '
{5iay>:voii€i'f,v Toi) o-a^fidTov) and, ncxt(l(;2) mentions sunrise ;
lus rtfej-eii.je to sunset Is in connection with the purchase of
the spiLxs, a circumstance which Mt. had no occasion to notice.
I h u s M | . might come tu look upon the second time-determination
as synonymous with the first, inasmuch as the actual words
' very uarly on lliu first day of die week ' (Aioc nptol rfj fiia TCJV
(Ta/S^aTojr'), if ttnj Jewish division of the day is .'issiimed,'does
not absolutely exclude such a view. Cp, further, § 26 a.

[e) According to Mk. (I64). T^k. (24 2). and Jn. (201)
those who came to the sepulchre found that the stone
at the door had alrc'ady been rolled away ; according to
Mt. (282) it was rolled back m the presence of the
women by an ant,''-l who in a great earthquake came
down from heaven.
( / ) In Mk. (I65-7). as in Mt. (282-7), there is only
one angel; in Lk. (244-7) ^"d Jn. (2O12/.) there are
two (in Lk. called ' m e n , ' dvdpes, but 'in dazzling
apparel,' eV iad^iTL daTpaTrrobixy, somewhat as in
Mt. 283 Mk. I65).
[g) According to Mk. this one angel, according to
Jn. the two, sat iri the sepulchre ; according to Mt.
the one angel sits without the sepulchre upon the stone ;
according to Lk. the two come up to the women, to all
appearance not until these have already left the
sepulchre.
[h) As for what was seen in the sepulchre, according
to Mk. (165) it was only the angel, and according to
Lk. (243), at least when the women entered, there was
nothing. According to Mt. (282-5) the women do not
inform themselves as to the condition of the grave.
Similarly Mary Magdalene, according to Jn. 201, at her
first visit. Thereafter the beloved disciple is the first to
look in, when he sees the linen clothes (2O5); next
Peter enters and sees besides the linen clothes the
napkin wrapped up in a place by itself (206y^). Finally,
Mary looks in and sees the two angels.
(i) The explanations given by the angels to the
women contain the one point in the whole narrative in
which there is, at least in the synoptics, complete
agreement [v. 6) : ' h e rose, he is not here ' [ifyepdr}, OVK
'ioTLv (S5e). T o this in Mk. and jMt. there is the preface : ' fear ye not' ; the same two also have the words
' ye seek the crucified one' (similarly in Lk.). In Jn.
the angels say merely (2O13) ; ' W o m a n , why weepest
thou ?'
[k) The discrepancies in the instructions given to the
women are among the most violent in the w hole account:
u. 12.
in Mk. and Mt. there is the injunction to say to his
[d) The time of the visit of the women to the
disciples (Mk. adds : ' a n d to Peter') that Jesus goes
sepulchre is : in Mk. [162\ ' when the sun was risen,' in
before them to Galilee and that there they will see him
Lk. (24 I, ' at early dawn ') and Jn. (201, ' early, when
as he had said to them (in Mt. 287 also perhaps we
it was yet dark ') before sunrise, but in Mt. (28 i) about
ought to read, ' behold, he said to you,' /Sot) eiTrtc ofxlv);
half a day earlier.
in Lk. on the other hand what we read is * remember
' Late on the S a b b a t h ' (6i//e (ra^^'iriav) means unquestionably,
how he spake before of his death and resurrection w hile
according to the Jewish division of the day, the time about sunset,
and the words immediately following— T^ eiTL^nxTKovcn) *i? /xiav h e w a s yet in Galilee.' Here, that is to say, still the
tra^^dTuty, ' as the light shone forth towards the first day of the
word Galilee, but the sense quite opposite.
In Lk.
week' (see W E E K , §7)—-are elucidated by Lk. 2854, where the
strictly there is no injunction at all (cp under r) and in
transition from the Jewish Friday to Saturday (Sabbath)—in
Jn.
we
find
no
words
which
could
even
seem
to
answer
other words the time of sunset—is indicated by the expression
a-dfi^aTov iTre^ia<TKev, ' the Sabbath shone forth.' This expression to the command in Mk. and Mt.
13 usually explained by reference to the custom of kindling the
(/) No less marked are the differences as to the
lights somewhat before the beginning of the Sabbath becaust; on
announcements made by the w^omen to the disciples.
tbe Sabbath It was unlawful to do so. Keim, however (Gescli.
Jesu von Nazara, 3 $32 f; E T 6 303), produces evidence of the
According to Lk. (249) they report their discover} :
same usus loquendi for the other days of the week ; and this will
according to Mt. (28 8) they intend to do so, and v. 16
leaves it to be inferred that they carried out their
intention ; according to Jn. (202 18) Mary Magdalerie
^ It must not be inferred from the plural, ' w e do not k n o w '
(OVK oXhap.ev ; 20 2), that Jn. thought of other women as also
reports, in the first instance to the two disciples, and in
present. T h e inference is excluded by the sing. * comes'
the second to the disciples at large, what she has seen.
(epj^ereii) of v. i. T h e pi. * we know ' (oiSa/xev) therefore can only
On the other hand, according to Mk. 168 the women
be intended to express Mary Magdalene's thought that other
Christians in whom perhaps some knowledge of the facts might
out of fear say nothing to any one.
be presumed did not actually possess it any more than herself—
[m) As regards results of the message, in the last
if it is not an unconscious reminiscence of the ' w o m e n ' of the
Synoptics. In 2013 we find correctly the singular : ' I know not.'
case of course, that in Mk., where the women say
4042
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nothing, there can be no immediate consequence.
According to Mt. (2816) the message issues in
immediate compliance with the command to go to
Galilee ; according to Jn. (2O3-10) Mary's first communication leads to the running of the two disciples to
the sepulchre, whilst her second (2018) is not said to
have produced any effect. In Lk. ( 2 4 n ) the women's
statement produces merely the unbelief of the disciples,
unless we are to regard as genuine v. 12, according
to which Peter alone of the whole number hastens to
the grave (see above, ^r).
[n) An appearance of the risen Jesus at the sepulchre
itself is reported only in Jn. (2014-17), where it is made
to Mary Magdalene ; an appearance on the way back
from the sepulchre to the city only in Mt. [1%^f.),
where it is made to the two Marys. Whilst in this
last case, however, the women embrace Jesus' feet, in
Jn. he does not permit Mary Magdalene to touch him.
[0) The injunction received from Jesus himself is
according to Mt. the same as that given by the angels.
The women are to direct the disciples, here called
' brethren' (d5e\0o^) by Jesus, to go to Galilee ;
according to Jn. Mar}' Magdalene is simply bidden tell
his ' brethren ' (dSeX^of) that he is ascending to heaven
(cp above, k).
[p) An appearance of Jesus on the day of the resurrection on the road to Emmaus is known only to Lk.
(2413-35).

[q) An appearance to Simon Peter before the evening
of the same day is known only to Lk. (2434).
T h e view of Origen (for the passages see in Resch, TU v. 4
423 and X. 3 770-782), that the third evangelist saj's, and rightly,
that Simon was the companion of Cleopas on the walk to
Emmaus, is quite inadmissible. As in Origen the name is constantly used without any addition, it is evident that only Peter
can be intended. I t has to be observed on the other hand,
however, that the announcement of an appearance of the risen
Jesus to Simon is made, and made by the eleven (and their
companions), to the two disciples on their return from E m m a u s .
For this reason, therefore, Resch prefers to read ' s a y i n g ' in the
nominative (keyovTes for keyovra^) with cod. D , according to
which it is the Emmaus disciples who make the announcement.
T o this it bas to be remarked that neither Lk. nor Origen, in
view of 2431 35, can have intended to say that Jesus had
appeared in Emmaus to Peter only and not to Cleopas also.
If, again, by the Simon in Origen's MSS of Lk. we ought to
understand some disciple other than Peter, such a conjecture
would be quite as baseless as that other guess of Church fathers
and Scholiasts (see Tisch. on 2418) that the companion of
Cleopas was Nathanael, or the evangelist Luke, or a certain
Am(m)aon, whose name perhaps comes from the place-name
Emmaus.l

[r) An appearance on the same evening to the eleven
and their companions (Toi'S hSeKa Kal TOUS (TVV aurofs),
at which Jesus asks the disciples to touch his hands and
feet, and eats a piece of a broiled fish, is recorded by
Lk. (243336-51).
The disciples are at this interview
enjoined by Jesus to remain in Jerusalem till Pentecost
(cp above, k). Jn. also(20i9-24) assigns an appearance
before the ' disciples ' to the same evening, and we
must presume, therefore, that here the same interview
is intended as that related by Lk. The circumstances,
however, are very different.
In Jn. Thomas is expressly stated not to have been with the eleven ; and
that the number of the ' disciples ' included others than
the ten apostles as we read in Lk. [ol avv avroU) is not
to be supposed, since Jesus solemnly sends them forth
[wi/nro} vfxas) and imparts to them not only the gift of
the Holy Spirit (which in Lk.i'. 49 he holds forth as a
promise for Pentecost) but also the authority to bestow
or withhold forgiveness of sins (cp MINISTRY, §§4, 34c).

Lk. makes no reference to the circumstance that the
doors were shut when Jesus entered, any more than he
does to the conferring of the authority just mentioned ;
Jn. on the other hand knows nothing of Jesus having
^ The Itala codd. b, e, ffS, Ambrosiaster, Ambrosius (on both
see Souter, Exp. T, 1901-1902, p. 429,/:) in v. 13 looking forward
10 v. iS, add Cleopas to Ammaus [ = Emm?us] presumably
because, reading ovo/xari (so D, it., v.g:) for f/ ot-o/xa, they saw
in ' E m m a u s ' the name not of the village but of one of the two
disciples (so Nestle, Ein/utirung
in das grieck. NI (2) q6, E T
i2iy:).
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eaten. Besides his hands, Jesus shows not his feet but
his side—the piercing of which, indeed, is mentioned
only in Jn. I934 ; but he does not suffer himself to be
touched, yet without expressly forbidding this as he had
done in the case of Mary Magdalene.
[s) Jesus first suffers his hands and his side to be
touched eight days afterwards, by Thomas in presence
of ' his disciples ' ; but this is mentioned only in Jn. (20
26-29) 3-i^d after he has again entered the same house
[•K^\LV 9]aav ^ffoj) through closed doors.
[t) ' After these things' (ytterct raOra), but only
according to Jn. 21, Jesus appears once more by the
lake of Galilee to Peter, Thomas, Nathanael, the sons
of Zebedee, and two other disciples who are not named.
(«) Galilee also, but certainly at an earlier date, was
the scene of the appearance, recorded only in Mt.
(2816-20), to the eleven on the mountain to which
jesus had directed them to go (when and where he
made the appointment is nowhere stated, but seems to
have been recorded in a source that was used at this
point). Jesus here enjoins upon them the mission to
the (Gentiles and baptism in the name of the Trinity.
The missionary precept is in substantial agreement with
Lk. 2449 ^nd also with Jn. 2021 (see above, r).^
That one and the same event should be to some
extent differently described even by eye-witnesses is
3 Extent of ^"'^^^^'S^^l^ enough, as also that some
discrepancies. Particular incident connected vvith it
^
should in later remmiscence be erroneously dissociated from it and attached to some other
similar event.
[a) Thus no serious importance ought, for example,
to be given to the circumstance that the words in which
the disciples are bidden by the angel to betake themselves to Galilee, do not exactly agree in the different
accounts, and that one narrator assign^ the missionary
precept to one appearance, another to another.
To
this, liowever, there are limits.
Whether the sepulchre was guarded or not guarded, how
many women went to the sepulchre, whether or not the disciples
were bidden go to Galilee, whether or not when Jesus appeared
M a r y Magdalene was alone, whether or not Thomas was
present, whether or not Jesus asked for food and then actually
partook of it, whether or not he allowed himself to be touched ;
above all, whether the appearances occurred in Jerusalem or in
Galilee, and whether the women reported what they had seen
at the sepulchre or were silent about it—these and many other
points are matters with regard to which the eye-witnesses or
those who had their information directly from eye-witnesses,
could not possibly have been in the least uncertainty. Yet,
what differences ! Differences, too, of which it is impossible to
say that they are partly explicable by the fact that one narrator
gives one occurrence and another another without wishing
thereby to exclude all the rest. Lk. enumerates a consecutive
series of appearances and brings it to a close (2451) with the
^ T h e harmonistic attempt to dispose of this appearance in
Galilee by maintaining that Galilee here means one ofthe summits
o f t h e Mount of Olives near Jerusalem—whether the summit on
the N . or that called in 2 K. 23 13 the ' m o u n t of corruption'
(see

DESTRUCTION, M O U N T

OF ;

OLIVES, M O U N T OF, §

5),

by which supposition Mt. 28 16 is brought into agreement with
Lk. 24 50 Acts 1 12, has its basis only on assertions of mediseval
pilgrims. T h e matter is not improved by the purely conjectural
assumption of Resch (TU x. 2 381-389 x. 87657:) that in Mt.
28 16 and already in 2632 2 8 7 1 0 = Mk. 14 28 16 7, 'Galilee*
(Vakikaia) is a wrong rendering of the gelild (ilS'Sa) in the
original Hebrew gospel postulated by him, the neighbourhood
of Jerusalem (Trepi'xwpo? Mt. 8 5 Mk. 1 28, etc.) being what was
rea.lly intended.
In Tertullian's (Apol. 21) ' c u m discipulis
quibusdam apud Galilaeam Judsese regionem ad quadraginta dies
e g i t ' Resch even finds Galila;a used as the name of this district
(see, against this, Schurer, TLZ, 1897, p. 187 /.).
That, further,
the Mount of Olives belonged to this district Resch accepts
from the medieval pilgrims; and that it constituted the central
point ofthe district, so that the disciples could at once understand by the ' d i s t r i c t ' to which (according to M k . l G 7 = Mt.
287 10) they were directed the Mount of Olives, as being the
' mountain where Jesus had appointed them ' (TO opo? o{l erafoTO
avTots 6 'iTjeroOs : 2S 1!^.), he derives from his own authority. The
Acta Pilati and the Gesta Pilati, finally, which place the
ascension of Jesus at once in Galilee and on the Mount of Olives
embody no true geographical recollection but only a quite crude
harmonistic attempt (cp the passages in Zahn, Gesch. d fxancn^
2 9 3 7 ; also Thilo, Cod. Apocr. NT 1 617-622).
See also
MATTHIAS.
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express statement that Jesus parted from them ; and all these
occurrences are represented as having happened on one and the
same day. In Jn., on the other hand, the events of the twentieth
chapter alone require eight days. M t . and Mk. know of
appearances to disciples only in Galilee, Lk. and J n . 20 only of
appearances in Jerusalem and its neighbourhood (Emmaus),
neither of the last-named e\ angclists taking any account whatever of any appearances in (.Jalilee—not till J n . 2 1 do we come
upon one of this description ; but this chapter is by another hand
(see J O H N , SON OF Z E B E D E E , § 40).

[b) Refuge is often sought in the reflection that sometimes an event may, after all, have actually happened,
even if the accounts of it are quite discrepant.
A
famous iUustration often quoted in this connection is
the case of Hannibal, who quite certainly did cross the
Alps, although Livy's account of the route taken by him
is entirely different from that of Polybius.
Most assuredly.
T h e fact, however, that, whatever be the
contradictions of chroniclers, he actually did cross the
Alps is a certainty for us, only because we know for
certain that at one date he was to be found on the
Gallic side, and at a subsequent date on the Italian.
If it were just as clearly made out that Jesus, after his
death, came back again to this life, we could, indeed,
in that case, u i t h an easy mind, leave the differences
between the narratives to settle themselves.
Here,
however, the position of matters is that the actuality of
the resurrection of Jesus depends for its establishment
upon these very narratives ; and in such a case unimpeachable witnesses are naturally demanded.
Livy and Polybius lived centuries after the occurrence which
they relate, and they were dependent for their facts upon
written sources which perhaps were wanting in accuracy, a n d ,
moreover, were themselves in turn derived from inadequate
sources.
If any deficiency, even of only an approximately
similar character, has to be admitted in the acquaintance of the
\vriters ofthe gospels with the circumstances of the resurrection
of Jesus, there is little prospect of anyone being induced to
accept it as a fact, on the strength of such testimony, unless he
has from the beginning been predisposed to do so without a n y
testimony. And as a matter of fact we cannot avoid the conclusion from the contradictions between the gospels that the
writers of them were far removed from the event they describe.
If we possessed only one gospel, we might perhaps be inclined
to accept i t ; but how far astray should we be according to the
view of Lk. ifwe relied, let us say, on M t . alone, or, according
to the view of J n . , ifwe pinned our faith to Lk. I n point of fact,
not only do the evangelists each follow different narratives ; they
also each have distinct theories of their own as to Galilee or
Jerusalem being the scene of the appearances, as to whether
Jesus ate and was touched, and so forth (cp § iga, 27 c, d).
Shall we then betake ourselves to extra-canonical
sources ?
Of these, several are often regarded as
4 Gosnel ^^P^'^'o^ ^° ^^^ canonical in antiquity ; so,
"of tive
^^^ example, the Gospel of the Hebrews.
Hebrews ' ^ ^ ' ^ view, however, so far as the extant
fragments at least are concerned, is distinctly not warranted (see GOSPELS, § 155).
[a) For our present discussion the following citation
by Jerome [I'ir. ill. 2) from this gospel comes into
consideration : —
* The Lord after he had given the cloth to the slave of the
priest, went to James and appeared to him ; for James had sworn
that he would not eat bread from that hour in which he had
drunk the cup of the Lord until he should see him rising again
from them that s l e e p ' ; and again after a little : * Bring, says
the Lord, food and bread,' and immediately there is added : ' he
brought bread and blessed and break and gave to James the
Just and said to h i m : M y brother, eat thy bread, because the
son of man has risen again from them that sleep.' ('Dominus
autem cum dedisset sindonem servo sacerdotis, ivit ad Jacobum
et apparuit e i ; juraverat enim Jacobus se non comesurum panem
ab ilia hora qua biberat calicem domini donee videret eum
resurgentemadormientibus'; rursusquepost paululum : 'afferte,
ait dominus, mensam et panem,' statimque a d d i t u r : 'tulit
panem et benedixit ac fregit et dedit Jacobo J u s t o et dixit e i :
frater mi, comede panem tuum, quia resurrexit filius hominis a
dormientibus.'
This Story is, to begin with, untrustworthy, because,
according to the canonical gospels, James was not
present at all at the last supper of Jesus. ^
Lightfoot's conjecture (GaU^} 266 = Dissert. on Apost. Age,
p. 26) t h a t ' dominus' ought to be read for ' domini' seems, indeed,
to be supported by some ecclesiastical writers (see in Handmann,
^ On the simple statement, ' h e appeared to J a m e s , ' [ Cor.
157, see g t i c .
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TU V. 3 79-P2) who reproduce the passage in this sense ; but it is
by no means certain. ' T h e Lord had drunk the c u p ' ( b i b e r a t
cahcem dommus) would then have reference to the death of
Jesus ; such a figurative expresbion, however, is little in keeping
with the simple narrative style of the fragment. Moreover, the
bread which Jesus ' blesses and breaks' clearly answers to the
bread of the eucharist, and this is to the point if James had
eaten nothing since being present at the last supper. Earlier
students may have pt:rcc;i\ed the contradiction between the readi n g ' o f the_ Lord ' (dumini) and the canonical narratives just as
easily as Lightfoot, and on this account have substituted ' the
Lord ' (dominus : in the nom.).
[b) Nor is the Gospel of the Hebrews wanting at other
points in equally bold contradictions to the canonical
gospels.
Jesus is represented as having given his linen
garment to the servant of the high priest.
This (apart
from what wu read in the Gospel of Peter ; see below,
§ 5^) is the only appearance, anywhere recorded, of
Jesus to a non-believer.
W h a t enormous importance
would it not possess, were it only historical !
How
could the evangelists, and Paul, possibly have suffered
it to escape them ? It is, however, only too easily conceivable that they knew nothing at all about it.
In order to reach James it was first necessary for Jesus, according to our fragment, to -walk; but it was not so in the case
of the servant of the high priest, who must, accordingly, be
thought of as having been in the immediate neighbourhood of
the sepulchre. What was he doing thertY T h e most likely
conjecture will be that he was taking part in the watching of
the sepulchre. This, however, means yet another step beyond
the already unhistorical canonical account (below, § 20), in so far
as according to Mt. 27 62 66 the chief priests and Pharisees took
part onl^ in the sealing of the stone at the door of the sepulchre,
and has its parallel in the part taken by the presbyters in the
watching of the sepulchre according to the Gospel of Peter (38),
which, as regards this part of the narrative, goes still another
step farther than the canonical account (see below, § 5 a). It has
further to be remarked that the linen cloth was the only clothing
the body had when i t w a s laid in the tomb(§ 7.b); J n . 19 40 20 5-7,
which speaks of several cloths, is plainly not taken into account
in the gospel of the Hebrews. This being so it would have been
too great an offence against decorum that Jesus should have given
this garment to the servant ofthe high priest. It will therefore
be necessary to suppose that he had already assumed another
form.
In that case also, however, the handing over of the
garment to the servant makes an advance upon the canonical
account. T h e synoptists, in reporting the resurrection, make no
mention of the cloth at all, and in J n . the clothes are all found
lying in the sepulchre, which at all events better accords with
the reserve with which the mystery of the resurrection is treated
than would be the case if we were asked to believe that Jesus
had brought the cloth with him from the sepulchre as a trophy
and deposited it as an ultimate proof of his resurrection. Lastly,
it has to be remembered how violently the gospel of the Hebrews,
although in agreement with Paul (i Cor. 167) as regards an
appearance to James, also conflicts with that apostle in so far
as it makes out this appearance to have been the first; also
how natural it was that precisely in a gospel for Hebrews James,
the head of the church at Jerusalem, should be glorified by means
of some such narrative as this.
[c) In Ignatius [ad Smyrn. S2) we meet with the
following passage : — ' and when he came to those about
Peter he said to them, Take, handle me and see that I
am not a demon without a body.
And straightway
they touched him and believed ' (/cai Sre Trpbs TOOS irepl
IleTpov ijXdev, ^<p7} avTots' XajSeTe i/'iyXa^Tjcrar^ fxe Kal
'bdere HTL QVK el/xi daifxovioy daw/xarop.
Kal evdi/s aOroD
ij^avTo
Kal iTritTTevaay).
Eusebius [HE iii. SQ 11)
confesses that he does not know where Ignatius can
have taken this from.
Jerome [I'ir. ill. 16), on the
other hand, informs us that it comes from the Gospel
of the Hebrews (only he wrongly names the Epistle of
Ignatius to Polycarp, not that to the Smyrnaeans).
Brandt (390-395 ; see below, § 39) plausibly conjectures that the
quotation belongs to the passage, quoted above under a, marked
by Jerome by the words ' again after a little' (' rursus post paulu l u m ' ) : Jesus appeared to James, then went with him to Peter
and his companions, permitted himself to be touched there, and
ordered food to be brought, and so forth. We hear of the invitation to touch him in Lk. 24 39, and that passage, not J n . 20 27,
m u s t b e the one in view since nothing is said about Thomas, and on
the otherhand'bodiless daemon'(5«-'-MO''i-oi'a(r(Oju.aTO»')agrees with
the * spirit' (irvevfia) of Lk. or with the ' appearance' (^dvTa(r/j.a,
V. 37) which is the reading of D and of Marcion,—of Marcion
because in point of fact he really regarded the risen Jesus as a
spirit (iTvev/xa). This second fragment, accordingly;, conveys
nothing new. Lk. may unhesitatingly be regarded as its source.
See, further, below, %ga.
In the fragment of the Gospel of Peter discovered in
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[e) T h e element here that admits of being regarded
as especially old is that the first appearance of Jesus
occurs in Galilee and to Peter.
Hardly, however, to
Peter alone as is stated by Paul (i Cor. 155) and Lk.
(2434). Furthermore, it might seem to be original here
that the first appearance does not occur until more than
eight days after the death of Jesus.
Such, however,
cannot be regarded with certainty as the meaning of the
fragment.
Unquestionably the writer is in error if he thinks that on the
last day of the paschal festival many pilgrims, and also the
apostles, set out for their homes ; for this d a y fell in that year
on a Sabbath, and even if that had not been so, it had the
validity of a Sabbath and thus precluded the possibility of
travelling. Another evidence of ignorance or carelessness in
matters of chronology is seen in v. 27, where, after describing the burial of Jesus, Peter goes on to say : ' we fasted,and sat
mourning and weeping day and night (VUKTO^ Kal rj/xepas) until
the Sabbath,' although the writer, according to v. 30, rightly
dates the death of Jesus on the evening of I'riday. If this be
so, it is not impossible that he may have regarded the paschal
festival as one not of eight days' duration, but of only two.
T h e Sabbath is rightly regarded by him as the first day of the
feast; in X'. 50 he mentions the Sunday (Kvpta«yj) as the day on
which the women visited the .sepulchre ; and immediately after
the words ' t h e women fled full of fear,' he proceeds in 7'. 58 to
add : ' and it was the last of the days of unleavened bread ' (^v
(35-44)oe Tekevraia -r/fxepa TMV d^vp-uiu). Although the possibility is not
During the night the heavens open, two men (youths) come
excluded that these words transplant us to a later date, it still
down in dazzling splendour, the stone rolls away of its own accord, the two youths enter the sepulchre, three men re-emerge,
remains the most natural interpretation of the form of expression
two of them supporting the third, the heads of the two reach to
to suppose the meaning to be : ' but at that time (when the
the sky, that of the third goes beyond it (cp Wisd. l S t 6 ) ; a
women fled) it was the last of the days,' etc. Thus it is imposcross follows them, and to the question heard from heaven
sible at least to l>e quite certain that an interval of more than
' H a s t thou preached to the d e a d ? ' it answers ' Y e a ' ; the
eight days between the resurrection and the first appearance of
heavens open once more, a man comes down and enters the
Jesus is intended. Besides, as we shall afterwards discover (see
sepulchre (this is the angel whom the women see there next
below, g 22 d), it has not the smallest inherent probability.
morning). This, however, is not a l l ; in v. 19 after the cry of
[f) On the whole, then, what we have to say with
Jesus ' M y Strength, my Strength, thou hast abandoned m e '
(•}} Siira/ii? P-OV, -f} Sviia/j.iq ju.ov, Karekei^pd^ /i.e—thus, in all prob- regard to the gospel of Peter must be that, inasmuch as
ability, by way of toning down the expression of God-forsakenthe greater part of its contents is of a legendary charness) we find the words ' a n d when he had spoken he was taken
acter, we cannot rely upon anything we find in it merely
u p ' (KOL elniov auekrftjtdrf), which can hardly be understood otherwise than as meaning a taking up into heaven.2 This last,
because it is found in the gospel of Peter.
If the reader
therefore, is twice related in our fragment; for that Jesus goes
by any chance finds any statements contained in it to
into heaven along with the two angels is made clear by the word
be
credible,
he
does
so
on
grounds
of
inherent
probof the angel to the women (v. 56): ' h e is risen and has gone
thither whence he was s e n t ' (avea-n/ Kal aTrf/kOev e«et 69ev
ability alone, and must ask, almost in astonishment,
aTretTTaAr)).
how by any possibility a statement of such a kind could
have found its way hither.
Moreover, the data which
[e) The account of what Mary Magdalene and ' h e r
come most nearly under this category are already known
friends' found at the sepulchre (50-57) is essentially in
to us from canonical sources :—such as that the resurrecagreement with what we read in Mk.
So, also, the
tion and the ascension were but one and the same act
statement that they flee filled with fear, without our
(§ 16 ^), that the disciples received from the women no
being told that they related to any one what had ocword as to the state of the sepulchre, and that the first
curred.
On the closing day of the paschal festival
appearance o f t h e risen Jesus was in Galilee (Mk. I 6 7 /
' the twelve disciples ' are still weeping and mourning
Mt 2^7 16 f).
T h e sole statement worthy of credence
in Jerusalem ( 5 8 / ! ) .
met \\ith in the gospel of Peter and nowhere else is that
[d) On this closing day the disciples betake themselves
found
in
v.
27
—
t h a t the disciples fasted (cp § 36 c).
each to his home, that is to say, to Galilee. For inf. 60
In Peter, however, we can have no certainty that the
the narrative p r o c e e d s : ' b u t I, Simon Peter, and
author is drawing upon authentic tradition ; he may
Andrew .
. went (to fish) to the sea, and with us
very easily have drawn upon his own imagination for
were Levi the son of Alphseus whom the Lord . . . '
this realistic touch.
(here the fragment breaks off).
Plainly the continua1892 various scholars, and particularly Harnack, have
_
. discerned ci. maximum of really ancient
f P t
matter ( ' a first-class source').^ It is to
01 r e t e r .
^ ^ observed, however, that, [a) as regards
the watch set on the sepulchre, the Peter fragment
goes still further beyond the canonical account than the
Gospel to the Hebrews does (see § 4 b).
N.^t only do the elders of the Jews keep watch along with the
Roman soldiers ; the writer also is able to give the name of the
officer in command of the guard (Petronius) and to inform his
readers that the stone at the door of the sepulchre ^va.s sealed
with seven seals, and that a booth was erected for the use of the
guard. What is still more surprising, the soldiers report the
occurrence of the resurrection not to the chief priests but to
Pilate,—precisely the person from whom, according to Mt. 28 14,
all knowledge of the fact ought if possible to have been withheld,—and it is Pilate who, a t the request of the Jews, enjoins
silence on the soldiers (28-49).
(b) The actual resurrection of Jesus, which in the
canonical accounts is, with noticeable reserve, always only
indicated as having occurred already, never described,
is here represented as having occurred before the very
evts of the Roman and Jewish watchers, and, indeed,
in a way which can only be described as grotesque

tion related an appearance of Jesus by the sea of Galilee,
such as we meet with in Jn. 2 1 . Vet in Jn. it is precisely
Andrew and Levi who are not mentioned.^
1 BnechstUcke des Ez'aits;. u. der Apokalypse des Petrusi^),
1803; ACLW. ( = Cti?'0,zot.)\>,24.
2 Cp A c t s l II M k . l i i i g . Ss also, which in Mk. 15 37 Lk.
2*^46 rightly s a y s ' ( J e s u s ) expired (or, ended),' h a s i n M t . 2 7 5 0
' his spirit went u p ' ; and Origen (Cojnm. in Mt. series [Lat.],
ed. de la Rue, 8928/', § 140) ' statim ut clamavit ad patrem
receptus est."
3 As regards Levi, Resch (TC^x. 8829-832 x. 4 196) tries to
controvert this, maintaining Levi's identity with Matthew (Mk.
2 14 II Mt. 99), whom in turn, on account of the like meaning of
the two names, he identifies with Nathanael who appears in J n .
21 2, Of these two identifications, however, even that of Levi
with Matthew is questioned, and complete identity in the meanings uf two names can never be held to prove the identity of the
bearers.
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attempt may be made, without such identifications of different
names, to maintain the identity of the fact recorded in the
Gospel of Peter with that recorded in J n . ; this may be done by
pointing to the possibility that Andrew and Levi may be intended by the two unnamed disciples in J n . 21 2. It is an
attempt which would to a certain extent be plausible but only if
a fact might really be assumed which both writers wish to
describe. _ But J n . 211-14 is open to the suspicion of being, not
a description of a fact, but rather the clothing of an idea ; and
we may suspect, in particular, that the two unnamed disciples

There remains yet one other extant account of the
resurrection by a writer who in like manner did not feel
fi rnntir* himself bound to follow the canonical
r e s u r r e c t i o n ^*^'^°^'^^s; it occurs in a Coptic book of
.anti-Gnostic tendency, found at Akhmim
in Egypt, and described by Carl Schmidt
[SBA \V, 1895, pp. 705-711) ; the conversation of the
risen Jesus with his disciples contained in it has been
reproduced and discussed by Harnack [Theol. Studien
fiir B. Weiss, 1897, pp. 1-8), who dates it somewhere
between 150 and 180 A . D .
T h e contents are asfollows :—Mary, Martha, and Mary ^lagdalene wish to anoint the body of Jesus, but find the sepulchre
empty. Jesus appears to them and says : ' I am he whom ye
seek,' and bids that one of them go to their brethren and say
'Come, the Master is risen.' Martha does so, but meets with
no credence, and Mary, whom Jesus sends after M a r t h a has
reported her failure, has no better success. Finally Jesus himself goes along with the women, calls the disciples out, and, a s
were added only in order to gain the complete number ' seven '
(below, g 2 g c ; SIMON P E T E R , g 22 0 . Therefore, to identify
with the account in the Gospel of Peter (to which Gospel the
i d e a i n t e n d e d in J n . was presumably quite foreign), tbe identification being based on so slender a foundation, would be verv
imprudent.
'
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they still continue to be in doubt, bids Peter, Thomas, and
Andrew touch his hands, his side, and his feet respectively,
citing also Wisd. IS 17. T h e n they confess their sins, especially
their unbelief.

This narrative contains much that is new, but nothing
that could claim greater credibility than the canonical
gospels. An appearance of Jesus occurs at thesepulchn-,
not, however, to one woman or two, as in Jn. and Mt.
respectively, but to three ; so also the unbelief of the
disciples dwelt on in Lk. 241137(41) reappears in intensified form, and in addition to Thomas two other disciples
are bidden touch the wounds of Jesus.
Other isolated details also, differing from those commonly current, have come down to us from a time, pre. , ,
sumably, in which older traditions still
7. I s o l a t e a
continued to produce after-effects.
extra-canonical ^^^ ^.^^ Bobbiensis (k) has this interdetails.
polation before Mk. I64 (see Old Latin
Biblical Texts, 222) : 'Suddenly, however, at the third
hour, darkness came on by day throughout the whole
world and angels came down from heaven and will rise
(read : and rising) in the brightness of the living God
went up with him, and forthwith it was light' (' subito
autem ad horam tertiam tenebrns dieifactaisunt per totum
orbem terras et descenderunt de ciDelis angeli et surgent
(read: surgentes) in claritate vivi del simul ascenderunt
cum eo et continue lux facta est'). This about the angels
agrees with the Gospel of Peter (see above, § 5 b), except
that there the event occurs during the night, whilst in
cod. k we are bidden think of it as prccLJcd by an eclipse
and therefore as happening by day—at the third hour, in
other words at 9 .T..M.
It is, however, hard to believe that the interpolator actually
supposed that the women took some three hours (from sunrise)
to consider who should roll away the stone (10 2). Perhaps the
time datum is the result of a confusion.
This would be all the
easier because a darkness is elsewhere reported as having occurred at the crucifixion—although, to be sure, in the afternoon
from twelve till three (so also in Gospel of Peter, 15, 22).
If we leave the darkness out of account and understand the
thiid hour according to Roman and modern reckoning as
three o'clock in the morning, then the final clause ' contlnuo lux
facta e s t ' agrees with both texts of the Anaplwra
Pilati (A, 9
= B, 8, in Tischendorfs Evatig. Apocr,^) 440, 447), according
to which at this hour the sun rose, manifestly to mark the time
of the resurrection.! So also agrees Lagarde's reconstruction
of the Didastialia, h 14, which Resch (TUyi. 8 756) quotes from
'Quns^n's Atiatecta A ?itefiice€7ia, 2 3 1 3 : that Jesus slept throughoat tbe Sabbath and for three hours over and above. One h a s
only to reckon the d a y in Roman fashion from midnight to
midnight.

[b] In the Didaskalia (extant in Syriac), which came
into existence in the third century, based upon older
sources, we read (ed. Lagarde, 88 f., according to
Resch, T't/'x. 8761) that 'during the night before the
dawn of the first day of the week Jesus appeared to
Mary Magdalene and Mary the daughter of James, and
in the morning of the first day of the week he entered the
house of Levi, and then he appeared also to us; moreo\er he said to us while he was instructing us : Wherefore do ye fast on my account in these d a y s ? ' and so
on. Mention is made of Levi in the Gospel of Peter
also (above, § 5 d), but in a wholly different connection.
The fasting is also mentioned there (§ 5 [/])• T h e
second Mary is called the daughter (not the mother) of
James in Ss also.
[c] According to K. Syr.'^"'' Syr.'^'*^''os, \^, etc., in
Lk. 2443 Jesus gives what is left from what he ate [i.e.,
according to T R and AV, fish and an honeycomb) to
the disciples.
[d] In Tatian's Diatessaron Capernaum is named in
Mt. 2816 instead of the mountain in Gahlee. In the
scene by the open sepulchre which Tatian gives after
Jn. Mary is named without any addition, and Ephrem
in his commentary understands this of Mary the mother
of Jesus. This is indicated also by the fact that previously she has been entrusted by the crucified' Jesus in
the words of Jn. 1 9 2 6 / to the beloved disciple. Nevertheless there may be a confusion here, as the Diatessaron
1 Apart from this reference we leave the Anaph. Pii. out of
consideration as being a late and highly legendary work.
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elsewhere undoubtedly makes use of the canonical
gospels.
[e) A Christian section of the Aseensio Jesaice (813418 ; see SIMON P E T E R , § 27) presents a variation on

the Gospel of Peter. Upon [the watch of] those who
watched the sepulchre follows ' the descent of the angel
of the church which is in heaven' (815: r/ Kard^aa-is
rov dyy4\ov TTJS eKKXr/aias TT]S ev ovpavQ), and ' t h e
angel of the Holy Spirit [Gabriel?], and Michael the
chief of the holy angels on the third day will open the
sepulchre and the Beloved sitting on their shoulders will
come forth ' ( 3 i 6 / . ; 6 ^.yyCKos rov Trvev/xaros TOO dyiov
Kal 'Slixo-r])^ &PX^^ '^^^ dyyiXujv TLOV dyitov 77? TplTT}
•7](xipq. avTQv dvoi^ovaiv T6 /xvTjfxopeiov Kal 6 dya-jnjrbs
Kadiffas ^wl rovs ^fxovs avrCv i^eXeuaeTai).
( / ) From a still later date we have a recent notice of
an apocryphal work, in a Geoigian translation, belonging
according to Harnack to the tifth or the sixth century;
it relates to Joseph of Arimathoea, and \Ne are told that
its hero is expressly spoken of as the first to whom Jesus
appeared.
He had been thrown into prison by the
Jews for having begged the body of Jesus [SBA IL, 1901,
pp. 920-931, and, more fully, von Dobschiitz in Z.f.
ICirehengesch. 23 1-27 [1902]).
In any event all these notices serve to show how
busily and in how reckless a manner the accounts of the
resurrection of Jesus continued to be handed on.
The shorter conclusion of Mk. (that headed "A^Xws
by W H ) contents itself with simply saying the opposite
TVrt Ifi
°^ ^^ statement (that the women said
9-20. j^Qjj^jj^g ^Q anyone of what they had
seen and heard at the grave) in 1 6 8 ; but the longer
conclusion gives a variety of details.
[a) A brief summary of its most important points has
been given already (see GOSPELS, § 1 3 8 ^ ) ; but it will
be necessary to examine more closely some of the current
views respecting it.
Rohrbach (see below, g 39), in his hypothesis based ujion
certain indications of Harnack, gives his adhesion to the opinion
of Conybeare (Expos. 1893 b, pp. 241-254), that Mk, 16 9-20 is the
work of the presbyter Aristjon. We shall discuss this thesis m
the form in which it has been adopted by Harnack (ACL ii.
\_ = Ctiron.'\ 1 695-700). I n order to displace the genuine conclusion of Mk. (see below, § 9) in favour of another whicb should
be more in agreement with the other three gospels, and at the
same time be the work of an authoritative person, the presbyters
of the Johannine circle in Asia Minor who brought together the
four gospels into a unity took a memorandum by the presbyter
Aristion who, according to Papias, had beer, a personal disciple
of Jesus ( J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E , § 4).

[b) Harnack and Rohrbach, in order to maintain the
literary independence of Aristion, find it necessary to
deny that Mk. 169-20 is a mere excerpt from the canonical
gospels and other writings.
In this, however, they
cannot but fail. T h e borrowing, indeed, is not made
word for word ; in point of fact, however, even the
smallest departure from the sources admits of explanation on grounds that are obvious. Verse 9 is compounded
from Jn. 2O1 11-17 and Lk. 82 ; vv. 1 0 / . from Jn. 20i8
and Lk. 2410/".; v. 12 reproduces Lk 2413-32 and v. i3tz
Lk. 243335. That the eleven did not believe the disciples
from Emmaus [v. 13^) directly contradicts Lk. 24 34 it is
true ; but th's is easily explicable from the view of the
author that unbelief was the invariable effect of the
accounts as to appearances of the risen Jesus—a view
which [v. 14) he expressly puts into the mouth of Jesus
himself. Thus it is by no means necessary to postulate
an independent source ; all that is needed is unity in
the fundamental conception of the matter.
[c) Zahn [Einl § 52 = 2227-240) derives vv. 14-18 from
Aristion, but declines to do so alike in the case of vv.
9-13 and in that of 19 /
In 14-18 he finds not mere
compilation but actual narrative, and that without
dependence on the canonical gospels. In reality, how-ever, V, 14 simply carries further what is found in Lk.
242538 Jn. 2O27; -c. 15 is an adaptation of Mt. 2819 to
Pauline and Catholic phraseology ('world' [^-itr/ios],
' preach the gospel' \K'r\ptj<j<y^ev rh evayy^XiQv\ ' creature'
[KTiaLs]), and if baptism in the name of the Trinity is
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TABULAR VIEW OF LEADING PARTICULARS
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not mentioned that becomes very intelligible after Conybeare's demonstration (ZA'T'It-^, 1901, pp. 275-288 ; cp
Hibb. Journ. i, p. 9 6 ^ ) that even Eusebius down to 325
A.D. read nothing as to this in Mi. (cp M I N I S T R Y , § 5 c).
Verse 16 is the most elaborated dogmatic of the apostolic
and post-apostolic time (Acts 1631 ; M I N I S T R Y , § 26).
The casting-out of devils in v. 17 rests on Mk. G713 Alt.
101 Lk. 9 I 1017, the speaking wilh new tongues [i.e.,
languagesof foreign peoples)on Acts 21-13(cp S P I R I T U A L
OiFT.S, § 1 0 ) ; 'they shall tnkc up serpents' [v. 18) is
borrowed parth- from .Acts 28 3-6 and partly from the
express promise of Jesus in Lk. 1019 ; the gift of healing
of diseases by laying-on of hands from Acts 28 8. Without limitation to the method by imposition of hands such
a gift is already bestowed upon the apostles in Mt. 10 i
Lk. 9 I, and is exercised by them in Mk. 613 Lk. 96.
The drinking of deadly poison with impunity is the only thing
for which we have to look outside of the N T canon ; but here
it is not Aristion that we encounter but the daughters of Philip,
from whom Papias claims to have heard of such a thing in the
case of Justus Barsabas (cp P H I L I P , § 41/). T o say the least,
then, 7T'. i-jf. aie quite as much a mere cataloguing abstract as
zv. 9-13 are. N o r is the situation changed by the addition after
z'. 14 which Jerome quotes in one place from Greek M S S : ' And
they apologised saying: this age of iniquity and unbelief is
under Satan, who by [his] impure spirits does not suffer the
true virtue of God to be apprehended ; wherefore now reveal
thy j u s t i c e ' (et illi satisfaciebant (made amends, here meaning :
apologised] dicentes : saeculum istud inlquitatis et incredulitatis
sub Satana est, qui non sinit per immundos spiritus veram dei
apprehendi virtutem ; idcirco j a m nunc revela justitiam tuam).l
It is very easily e.vplained as being a gloss.^
[d) T h e conclusion of Mk. betrays no acquaintance
with Jn. 21 or the Gospel of Peter ; on the other hand
we cannot say with confidence that the author had
occasion to use them even had he known them.
In the
Gospel of Peter (27) the disciples are spoken of as in
Mk. I610 as ' m o u r n i n g and weeping' [trevdovvTes Kal
K\alovT€s).
But this collocation of words is quite
current (Lk. 625 Jas. 49 Rev. I8111519), and the idea
conveyed was an obvious one both from the situation
itself and also as fulfilment of the prophecy in Jn. 16 20,
and thus is no proof of literary dependence.
[e) There is thus no particular reason why we
should assign to a personal disciple of Jesus such as
Aristion the authorship of so meagre an excerpt as
Mk. I69-20 from which absolutely nothing new is to be
learned.
A marginal gloss—comparatively late it may be—in an O.xford
MS. of Rufinus speaks of the story about J u s t u s Barsabas in
Eus. HE iii. 39 g (see above, c) as a communication frora Aristion
(Expos. 1393, b, p . 246). Should this happen to rest upon older
tradition, it conceivably may have been what furnished the
occasion for attributing to Aristion first the allusion to the same
thing in Mk. Iti 18 and afterwards erroneously the whole passage
zm. 9-20.
CyO Neither Is there much greater probability in the conjecture
of Resch (TUx. 2 450-456) that in Conybeare's Armenian Manuscript by the presbyter Ariston is meant the Jewish Christian
Ariston of Pella in Persea, to whom the Dialogue between Jason
and Papiscus is attributed. There is absolutely nothing specifically Jewish-Christian in the conclusion of Mk. (see above, b, c).
The otber part of Resch's hypothesis—that it was this Ariston
who at the same time gathered together the four gospels into
one whole—is quite inadmissible. Resch is able to make out a
Jewish-Christian character for this grouping only insomuch as
Mt. is assigned the first place.
Even apart, however, from the question about Ariston and
Aristion the attempt to bring into close connection the composition of Mk. 16 9-20 and the grouping of the four gospels as sole
canonical sources for the life of Jesus must be given up.
If, however, there be even merely an element of truth
1 J e r . contr. Pelag. 2 15 ; ed. Vallarsi, 2 758^! Zahn (Gesch.
d. JVTlichen Ka^ions, 2935-938; Einl. § 52, n. 7) defends the
r e a d i n g ' s u b Satana . . . q u i ' given above ; the usual reading
is 'substantia . . , quse.'
- Van Kasteren (Rev. bibl. internal.,
1902, pp. 240-255) seeks
to defend the authenticity of this appendix. H e maintains, besides, that the whole passage (16 9-20) has been used in Hermas,
^ / ; « . ix. 25 2, and even in H e b . 11-4 2 3-5. These arguments
are missing in Burgon, Last Twelve Verses of Mk. (1871), and
rightly. They rest only on vague resemblances which would be
quite as capable of supporting the posteriority as the priority of
Mk. 16 9-20, if they necessarily implied literary acquaintance.
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in the theory that the genuine conclusion of Mk. was
9 Lost
removed on account of its inconsistency
conclusion ^^ '^^^ *^^ ^'"^^"^ gospels, we are led to the
of M k
conjecture that what it stated must h a \ e
*
been all the more original in proportion
as the others are recent.
(</) Harnack and Rohrbach suppose that ,the lost
conclusion was what lay at the foundation of the Gospel
of Peter and Jn. 21.
\ \ ' h a t is said, they think, was to the effect that as the women
said nothing about what had occurred at the sepulchre (168) the
disLiples WL-nt to Galilee—not ^t the command of Jesus but (as
in the Gospel of Peter) of their own motion and in deep depression. Here Jesus appeared to a group of them by the lake as
thej' were fishing (so far the Gospel of Peter) and rehabilitated
Pctur who had been overwhelmed with a sense of his guilt in
denying Jesus (cp J n . 21 15-17). T h e saying of Jesus, on the
other hand, about the beloved disciple (20-24) '^ an addition of
the author of J n . 21. Apart from that saying J n . 21 describes
the first appearance of the risen Jesus, which is given as the
third appearance (21 14) only in order to bring Lk. and J n . into
agreement. Rohrbach seeks to discover in the genuine conclusion of Mk. also an appearance of Jesus to the eleven, and
brings Into connection with this the fragment in Ignatius spoken
of above (§ 4 r ) which Rohrbach would fain detach from the
Gospel of the Hebrews and claim for the genuine conclusion of
Mk.
[b) Of such hypotheses we may admit everything that
can be based upon Mk. I67.
Even if the women, as
we read in v. 8, kept silence as to the injunction of the
angel, it still remains the fact that, according to the view
of the author, it was the di\'ine will that ' the disciples
and Peter' should go to Galilee and there see the risen
Jesus.
That the disciples should have fulfilled this injunction without being acquainted with it is explained
in the Gospel of Peter by the fact that the festival
had come to an end ; according to G O S P E L S , § 138 a,
there is a quite different explanation.
In any case it
is clear that it cannot have been Mk.'s intention to
close his gospel at 168 ; he must have treated also the
Galilsean events for which he had prepared his readers.
From the remarkable order ' his disciples and Peter '
we must not conchide that an appearance to the disciples
was first related and then one to Peter ; for it is not
said that his disciples and Peter will see him, but ' Tell
his disciples and Peter.'
All we can conjecture w ith
any confidence is that Peter in some way or other played
a special part in the lost narrative.
[c) W h a t we find in Harnack and Rohrbach going
beyond this is quite untenable.
T h a t the Gospel of
Peter and Jn. 21 have no common source, results at the
outset from the fact that the names of the apostles on
the shore of the lake are not the same (cp § 54/, 7^.)
T h a t Jn. 21 originally was a description of the first
appearance of the risen Jesus, is in itself not impossible ;
but there is nothing that directly indicates it.
T h e reserve of the disciples, in particular (21 12), in virtue of
which none of them durst ask the Lord who he was, would be
appropriate, not only at the first, but at any appearance. In
the consummately delicate manner in which it is referred to in
•vv. 15-17, Peter's denial could have been alluded to at any other
appearance besides the first, if the situation presented occasion
for i t ; and a rehabilitation of Peter which one cannot help
expecting at the first appearance, need not have carried with it,
in the first instance, more than his restoration to grace, not his
investiture with the ofiice of leader of the church (cp § 37c).
This installation of Peter, however, is explained much more
readily by reference to a later ecclesiastical situation. T h e
Fourth Gospel at its first publication had met with opposition,
and in the circles in which it had arisen It was perceived that it
would fail to meet with ecclesiastical recognition if the great
prominence given to the beloved disciple and the comparative
depreciation of Peter, which run through the entire book (see
SIMON P E T E R , § 22), were to be continued. It was determined,
therefore, to recognise in an appendix the authority of Peter to
some extent ( M I N I S T R Y , § 36«).
If this be so, however, the
words about the abiding importance of the beloved disciple
(2120-24), as also about the death of Peter (21 i8_/:), which would
certainly be inappropriate at a first appearance, will be integral
parts, not merely inorganically attached additions. Yet once
more, the thought that Je.sus instituted a substitute for the
Last Supper (in 21 13 the reminiscence of this is quite manifest)
is not appropriate to a first appearance of Jesus, but must be
regarded as the result of after reflection (see § 29 c).
((/) Harnack and Rohrbach become very specially
involved in obscurities when they maintain that the
4054

RESURRECTION- AND ASCENSION-NARRATIVES
genuine conclusion of Mk. with its first appearance of
Jesus was at the same time in agreement with the
account in i Cor. 155, and with that in Lk. 2434,
according to which Jesus appeared to Peter.
The
expression of Paul, and in like manner that of Lk.,
unquestionably mean : to Peter alone. That, however,
is exactly what Jn. 21 does not say, nor yet in all
probability did the Gospel of Peter.
In J n . 21 7 not only is Peter not the only one to recognise
Jesus ; he is not even the first; the first is the beloved disci[)le.
Rohrbach has recourse to the conjecture that, in the genuine
conclusion of Mk., a t the decisive scene, the recognition of Jesus
and the word of restitution, the other disciples apart from Peter
were either, like the disciples at Emmaus whose *eyes were
holden ' (Lk. 2416), prevented by divine arrangement from recognising Jesus, or were not present at all, a n d that this scene was
followed by another separate appearance to the eleven (above,
a). Harnack, to judge by his silence, does not accept this, b u t
in doing so leaves it all the more unclear how far the appearance to several disciples is to be held the same as an appearance
to Peter (alone).
{e) If such an appearance cannot be assumed to have
been contained in the lost conclusion of Mk. with certainty, the attempt must also be abandoned to invest
the passage with the nimbus which would attach to it if
it had really contained the full narrative of what Paul
and Lk. (2434) dismiss with a single word as the earliest
of the occurrences after the resurrection of Jesus.
The
lost conclusion in question may have been relatively
more original than the canonical and extra-canonical
accounts which have come down to us ; but we cannot
safely venture to regard it as having been absolutely the
first.
If now it has been made out that the extra-canonical
accounts contain nothing of any consequence which
•m^ ., rt
1 egoes beyond the canonical—except
1 0 . 1 Cor. i D l - l l f ,,.
.^ , * .1.
•*
r
• ..
1
. ji-flif
(ultimately) the existence of an interval
considered
°^ "^°^^ ^^^^ ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^^^^^ between the
resurrection of Jesus and his first
appearance (§ ^e)—and
that the canonical gospels
are at irreconcilable variance with each oth^r, we have
finally to t u m to the narrative of Paul.
It has fared
badly.
Reimarus and Lessing completely ignored it.
T h e entire body of conservative theology denies it kny
decisive importance, and the most advanced critical
theology in rejecting all the Pauline epistles of course
rejects this also. It is very striking to observe, however, how slight are the objections that can be brought
against it.
Let us take, in the first place, those which
are urged against the account in itself considered.
(a) Steck (Galater-br.,
1888, p p . 180-191) finds at the very
outset that the word ' m a k e k n o w n ' (yvtopi^to'. |t Cor. 151)
shows the writer to have been aware that he was making a
statement which, at the time of his making it (according to
Steck, in the 2nd cent.), was new. T h e answer is simple; a
writer can surely quite easily say of a thing already known
' I make known unto you,' if he wishes to call attention to it as
something very weighty, or desires gently to reproach or rebuke
his readers for not having kept it m mind. T h e remark holds
good here as well as in 12 3 Gal. 1 1 1 .
(*) According to 1511 what precedes is given out alike b y
Paul and b y the original apostles.
Steck holds it to be
artiBcially composed to suit such a purpose ; the twelve would
represent the narrower circle of disciples destined for the
mission to the J e w s ; the 500 that wider circle, Wnted at in
Lk. 101, for the mission to the Gentiles. In this case, however,
we are constrained to ask why the author, who according to
Steck had full scope for his fancy, should have chosen the
number 500, not 70? And why does he cite James (surely a
Jewish Christian !) after, not before, the alleged representatives
of the Gentile mission, and afterwards, over and above, * all the
apostles,' whom DO one can assert to have belonged distinctly
to the Jewish-Christian or to the Gentile-Christian circle?
(c) Whether the original apostles included in their preaching
al-so this, t h a t j e s u s had appeared to Paul, may be regarded as
questionable in view of their strained relations with Paul. At
an earlier date, however, when the churches of Judaea glorified
God in Paul (Gal. 1 23^:) they certainly proclaimed it, since the
conversion of this most zealous opponent of Christianity cannot
but have seemed to them to be the greatest triumph of the new
religion. Accordingly, Paul might ver>- well assume that they
were still doi'ng so. Yet it must not by any means be positively
affirmed that he says s o ; for from i Cor. 156 onwards the
verbs no longer depend, as in w. 3-5, on ' h o w t h a t ' (oTt); the
sentences are all independent propositions. Otherwise w e
should be compelled to go so far as to say that Paul describes
the contents of v. 8 also—that Ls, the appearance of Jesus t o
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himself—as something which according to v. 3 he h a s received
(TTopeXa/Soi'). Steck does not shrink from drawing this inference. In doing so, however, he does the writer a n injustice.
For when *flie writer wrote v. 3, his intention was to set forth
* what he had received ; but h e was surely not thereby precluded
from adding something of the same kind with regard to himself,
of which the readers would be able to see for themselves that he
had not ' received' it. In like manner also he must not be
debarred from .saying in T'. 11, by way of resvmi, that he and
the original apostles preach in the manner stated in the preceding context, although certainly v. gf., _ perhaps also v. 8,
do not form part o f t h e preaching o f t h e original apostles.
( ^ Van Ma.nen (Paulus, 3, i8c)6, pp. 67-71) finds 1 5 i - i i out
of agreement with w. 12-58 ; for in the former passage the hope
o f a future resurrection o f t h e body is made to depend upon t h e
fact of the resurrection of Jesus, whilst in the latter it is heW.
upon quite different grounds into which this fact does not enter.
I t must be noted, however, that if a thing rests upon more
grounds than one, it is quite fitting that these should be set
forth separately. Besides, in point of fact, the resurrection of
Jesus is returned t o in v. 20 a s having a bearing upon the
argument.
(e) Another point made by Van Manen is that ' was seen'
(b}(f)dfi) is repeated in v. 6, but not in v. 5 b. That, however, really
proves nothing against either the genuineness or t h e unity of
the section. T h e addition in 7/. 6 ' of whom the greater part
remain until now, b u t some are fallen asleep' is found by Van
Manen too copious in style after the curt expressions in i'v. 3-5 ;
and, moreover, he considers it to be brought in too late, since, if
such an observation were to be made with reference t o the 500,
it ought also to have been mentioned with regard to the 12,
whether they were still alive or not. B u t here again it may b e
replied that the Corinthians either knew or could have informed
themselves as to the twelve, whilst the case was different with
the 500. As for *all the apo.stles' (rot? oirotrToAoiff iratriv) in
V. 7, to which Van Manen takes particular exception on the
ground that they are identical with the ' Peter and the twelve'
in V. 5, our reply must simply be that this is not the case; see
M I N I S T R Y , § 17.

( / ) Paul's designation of himself (15 g) as the least of t h e
apostles, is regarded by Van Manen as not in agreement with
his claim to apostolic rank and a u t h o r i t y ( 1 1 416 9 if. 1116). Yet
a solution of the apparent contradiction can be found in 1510 :
' n o t I , b u t the grace of God.' Besides, the slight against Paul
would be unintelligible on the part of an admirer o f h i s in t h e
second c e n t u r y ; it is intelligible only in the mouth of Paul
himself, who elsewhere also shows himself as ready t o humble
himself in the sight of God as h e is disinclined to do so before
men.
(£") A further argument of V a n Manen (p. 126) is that in
15 8-10 t h e life of the apostle is looked back upon as already
completed. Yet Paul might also look back upon his life so far
as completed and say quite fairly, as he does say : ' I laboured
more abundantly than they all.'
[h) In particular, no diflSculty ought to be caused by
the words : * last of all he appeared to me also.' Paul
could quite well have been aware that since the appearance of Jesus made to himself, no other had beea
reported.
But of those which he himself, according
to 2 Cor. 121-4 46, afterwards lived to experience, none
approached to that of Damascus in fundamental importance ; thus he had all the more occasion to close his
series with it, because his first vision of the risen Jesus
may itself have occurred a considerable time after the
other appearances (§ 36 [ / ] ) , a n d importance attached
to the number of distinct persons who h a d seen visions,
rather than to the number of visions such personsh a d had.
For t h e rest, Brandt (414. f.) gives u p as un-Panline only one
expression ; ' a s unto the one b o m out of d u e season ' (bxrirepel
T(3 eKTpiofxaTt), which h e considers to have been borrowed by a
glos.';ator from the Valentinian gnosis (cp Straatman, A'rii. Stud.
over I Cor.yVo\. 2, Groningen, iB6$,-p^. 196-204). Yet no stringent:
necessity for this is apparent. I t is true that t h e expression
(exTpfti^a) does not Uterally fit P a u l , for it denotes an early birth,
whereas he could more appropriately have been called a late
birth. There is some difficulty, therefore, in supposing that
Paul himself can have actually chosen this expression. 'To
meet this difficulty we may perhaps suppose that Paul is taking
u p a phrase which had been used against him by way of
reproach, because after all it h a s some applicability to his case.
T h i s theory would also best explain the definite article (before
eKTptitfxari), which is reproduced neither in A V nor in R V (' one
born').
T h a t I Cor. 1 5 i - i i is dependent on the Gospels has
been pronounced impossible even by Steck, since it
11 I C o r 1 5 i - i i ^°"*^^°s appearances of Jesus which
Older t h a n
^ ^ " o t found there.
It is only the
t h e Gospels.
'^

^^'^"^
^^^
putes.

"^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - ^^at Steck dis-

[a) Steck regards it as certainly historical that the
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first news of the resurrection of Jesus was brought by
the women. In the omission of this point from i Cor.
he finds an artificial touch ; the more naive representation is that of the Gospels.
Even if it be granted for the moment that the narrative about
the women at the sepulchre Is historical, the attitude of conservative theolog>' itself shows that the priority of the gospels
by no means follows, fur that theology attributes to the
historical Paul, who wrote his epistles before the gospels were
composed, a deliberate silence about the women. If, however,
the genuineness of the Pauline epistles cannot be effectively
disputed from this point of view, the question whether Paul did
not wish to say anything about the women, or whether he did
not know about them, remains quite open (cp g 15).

[b) Stuck conjectures fm'ther that matters in which
I Cor. partially agrees >\ith the Gospels, had been
drawn by both from «. common source. Thus the
appearance to the 500 is perhaps a modification of the
original account of what happened at Pentecost. The
two accounts are, however, totally different.
Steck
resorts to his conjecture, only because he finds the
application of the vision-hypothesis to the case of
500 men at once too difficult. As to this see, however,
§ 30^(<•) The appearance to James in i Cor. is considered
by Steck to be derived from the source of the Gospel
to the Hebrews, or from that Gospel itself
Here,
however, the question arises : W'hich is the more
original? The bare statement ' he appeared to James,'
or the incredible fable discussed above (§ 413, b)? In
fact the question comes up in a still more general form :
Which is the more original—the bare narrative of Paul
as a whole, or that of the Gospels ? In itself considered,
a narrative so brief as that given in i Cor. 15 could,
doubtless, be regarded as a later excerpt, as we have
shown to be the case with Mk. I69-20 (§ Sb, c). But
the distinction in the Mk. appendix is just this, that the
excerpt is characterised, not by its bareness, but by its
embodying the most legendary features. Its freedom
from such features will always speak in favour of the
priority of i Cor. 15, so long as the spuriousness of the
entire epistle remains unproven. As to this last cp
GALATIAXS, §§ 1-9. Indeed, were one compelled to
give up the genuineness of the epistle as a whole, it
would still be necessary to affirm with Brandt (415)
that the high antiquity of 1 5 i - i i (before the Gospels
had arisen) stands fast quite apart from the question of
its belonging to i Cor. Nor is the question why the
Gospels, if they are later, have passed over so much
that is given in i Cor. 15 unanswerable (see § 23 e).
If we may venture to assume the priority of the
Pauline account to that of the Gospels, the main
12. Completeness ''"^.=''°" " " ' ^"^ whether or no Paul
^r , n
T'
omitted any accounts of the resurrec0 1 1 Cor. 1,01-11. , .

r T

u- u

1

tion of Jesus which were known to
him. Did we not possess the Gospels, the idea that he
has done so would never have occurred to any one.
For Paul nothing less than the truth of Christianity
rested upon the actuality of the resurrection of Jesus
(i Cor. 15x4/! 17-19). Paul himself had once found it
impossible to beheve ; he knew, therefore, how strong
was the inclination to disbelief. All the more carefully,
therefore, must he have sought to inform himself of
everything that could be said in its support. During
his fifteen days'visit to Peter and James (Gal. 1 1 8 / ) ,
he had the best opportunity to perfect his knowledge on
the subject in the most authentic manner. In Corinth
the future resurrection and, along with it, as a logical
consequence according to the argument of Paul (i Cor.
15i2i6), also the resurrection of Jesus was disputed, and
the entire basis of the Christian church called in
question.
In 1512-58 Paul presents every possible
argument wherewith to confute the deniers of the resurrection ; is it in these circumstances conceivable that he
could have passed over any proofs of the resurrection of
Jesus, whilst yet holding that resurrection to be the
first and most important fact wherewith to silence his
opponents? But indeed his very manner of expressing
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himself excludes this in the most decisive manner. By
his careful enumeration with ' then
next
next
then
lastly' [dra .
. ^weira . . .
^TTttra
.
elra .
^<Tx<f-TQv ; 155-8) he guarantees
not only chronological order but also completeness.
The only point which one can venture along with
Brandt (415) to leave open, is whether Paul here is only
13 1 Cor 15 * ^^P^^^'"^^ ^ ^^G*^ number of appearances
number of ' ^'^^^^ according to I f m he was in the
appearances. ^^^^^'^ °^ bringing forward everywhere, in
agreeinuiu with the original apostles, in
his preaching ofthe resurrection of Jesus,
Now It is not inconceivable that from such an enumeration
this or that appearance to inconspicuous persons, which seemed
not to be attested with absolute certainty, or not tu be of
sufficient importance, may have been excluded, just as we find
that of those received by Paul himself, only thefirst is related
(§ loh).
This concession, however, in no way alters the significance for (.luspel criticism of the Pauline account; for to this
category of accounts which Paul might conceivably in certain
circumstances very well have omitted, tbat to the two disciples
at Emmaus—a singularly characteristic narrative—assuredly
does not belong; and still less do the other gospel narratives
which all of them speak of appearances of Jesus to the most
prominent persons known to ancient Christianity, and in circumstances ofthe most significant kind.

It is not to be denied that Paul only enumerates the
appearances of Jesus ; he does not describe them. It
14 1 P n r l R * ^^^^ therefore be illegitimate to argue
•r'„„ „ ! • « - from his silence that he rejects or knows
, , . ° nothing of any special circumstances
,
T. 1 „ which may have been connected with
touched? ^..
^, -\
c»n u J
this or that appearance. Still, it does
not by any means follow that we are at liberty to regard
such important facts as that Jesus ate, or permitted
himself to be touched, as matters which Paul knew but
passed over. They are of such fundamental importance, and go so far beyond the mere fact of his having
been seen, that Paul, hdd he known them, could not
but have mentioned them, unless he deliberately chose
to let slip the most important proofs for his contention.
It is a great mistake to reply that Paul knew that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, but passed over both as being inconsistent with his doctrine that flesh and blood cannot inherit the
kingdom of God (i Cor. 15 50). When this is said, it is rightly
presupposed indeed that Paul regarded the risen Christ as
being already exalted to heaven (cp § i6e).
This doctrine,
however, is one which Paul first elaborated for himself as a
Christian ; as a J e w he knew no other conception of the resurrection than that which thought of all forms of life in the future
world as exactly reproducing those of the present (cp | 17 c).
If, accordingly, he had heard from eyewitnesses that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, this would have fitted in most e.vcellently with the idea of the resurrection which he entertained
at the time of his conversion, and he would have had no
occasion to construct another In an opposite sense, i Cor. 15 50
accordingly does not prove that Paul knew that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, but was silent because he did not like
to think this true ; it shows, on the contrary, that he had never
heard anything of the kind.

That Paul knew of the empty sepulchre, also, can be
maintained only in conjunction with the assumption
1E 1 ri
IK ^^^^ ^°^' particular reasons he kept
15 1 Cor. 15 g.j^^^^ regarding it.i
and the empty
^^j ^ j ^ ^ ^ perverse of all would it be
sepui
. ^Q see\ii for such reasons in i Cor. 14 34.
Even on the assumpdon that vv. 33<5-35 are genuine
(which, in view of the inconsistency with 115 13 and the
introduction of I 4 3 4 / after I440 in DEFG, etc., is very
questionable) the words are directed only against the
intervention of women in the meeting of the congregation and merely on grounds of decorum ; by no
means against the testimony of women as to a matter
• I t i s Iquite illegitimate to find a testimony to the empty
in I'aul's ' t h a t he hath been raised' (on eyi7'yepTat
eyiiyeprat :
sepulchre: in
I Cur. 15 4) on the special ground that he connects the ' that he
was seen' ( o n ia^Orf) by means of ' and ' (Kat) and thereby seems
to indicate that he knows of an independent evidence of the
resurrection of Jesus apart from the fact of his having been seen.
If he really knew of any such evidence it was his interest to
mention it. If, however, the only evidence he had was the fact
that Jesus had been seen he still was under necessity, from his
own point of view, to regard the being raised up as a separate
fact. H e would have said less than he believed himself entitled
to say had he omitted this.
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of fact, least of all a fact of such importance and one
with regard to which they alone were in a, position to
give evidence.
[b) Xot less wide of the mark is the other explanation .
of Paul's silence upon the empty sepulchre, that the
idea of a reaiiimation of the dead body did not fit in
with his theology. If it were indeed the fact that his
theology was opposed to this, it is nevertheless true
that this theology of his came into being only after his
conversion to Christianity. When he first came to
know of Jesus as risen he was still a Jew and therefore
conceived of resurrection at all in no other way than
as reanimation of the body (§ 17 e). Since, as soon as
he had become a believer, he certainly held what had
been imparted to him about Jesus to be a divine
arrangement, he had no occasion whatever to alter his
conception. Thus nothing then prevented him from
believing that the grave was found empty—on the supposition that this was reported to him. And even in
the wording of i Cor. there was no hindrance to his so
believing.
T h a t Jesus was buried and that ' h e has been raised' (i Cor.
104) cannot be affirmed by any one who has not the reanimation
of the body in mind. It is correct to say that Paul has abandoned the Jewish conception in so far as he figures to himself the
body of Je^us as being like the dead at the Last Day, who 'shall
be raised incorruptible,' and like the bodies of those who shall
then be alive and who ' shall be changed ' (i Cor. 15 42-52). T h e
risen Jesus therefore was incapable of eating or of being touched
(see §§ 14, 17 ^ ) ; on the other hand, if he was to rise from the
dea<l his body must needs come forth from the grave, otherwise
the idea of resurrection would be abandoned. This is the case
in 2 Cor. 5 1-8, according to which every individual immediately
on his death passes into a state of glory with Christ ; but it is
not yet so in i Cor.

[e) Relatively the most reasonable suggestion is that
Paul is silent regarding the empty sepulchre (though
acquainted with the fact) because he fears that an
appeal to the testimony of women will produce an
unfavourable impression.
This, howe\'er, is to misjudge Paul. If he knew and believed what was reported
about the empty grave he must of course have regnrded
the participation of the women as a divine appointment ;
and just as he refused to be ashamed of the gospel
although aware that in so many quarters it was regarded
as mere foolishness (Rom. I16 i C o r . I23) so also he
would have refused to be ashamed of an appointment
of God whereby women were made the chief witnesses
to the truth of the resurrection.
Before proceeding to draw our final conclusions,
however, from i Cor. 15, it will be convenient that we
16. Ascension. ''"'^^^. ^^^"^^"^^ ^^e accounts of the
ascension.
(a) The view which is found in all books of doctrine
and which underlies the observance of the ecclesiastical
feast of the ascension, that Jesus was taken up into
heaven forty days after his resurrection, rests solely
upon .\cts I 3 9 (1331 is not so exact), and thus on a
datum which did not become known to the compiler of
.\cts till late in life.
We conjecture it to have been first made plain to the writer
of Acts by the consideration that the disciples seemed still to be
in need of much instruction at the hands of Jesus. T h e sug.
gestion that the number forty is not to be taken literally
becomes all the more natural in proportion to the lateness of
it^ appearing. Moses passes forty days on Mount Sinai with
f.„d when receivmg the law ( E x . S 4 j 8 ) ; according to 4 Esd.
U 2 3 3642-49 Ezra spends forty days in dictating afresh the O T
(which had been lost in the destruction of Jerusalem in 586) and
seventy books of prophecy, and is thereafter taken up into
heaven.!

is right we may suppose Lk. thought of the ascension as having
occurred some hours earlier. T h e words ' and was carried up
into heaven ' (Kai ii/e.^epero ets roc oiipcLvov : v. 51) are wanting,
it is true, in o^D and some Old Latin M S S . But even if the
shorter form should be the more original, the words he parted
from t h e m ' (SieVn; iw' airitp), which all authorities have
(D iireVnj), would convey the same sense. Without some definite
departure of Jesus it would be incomprehensible how the
disciples should have been limited, as we read in v. 1-2 f , to prais-

at a very early period by a reader who wished to remove the
discrepancy with Acts 1 3-9.1

(c) In any case the dating of the ascension as having
happened late on the day of the resurrection is confirmed by Barn. 1 5 9 : ' W e keep holy the eighth day
[i.e., Sunday) .
in which also Jesus rose from the
dead and, after appearing, went up to heaven' (iS-yo/iei'
Tjpt T\p.ipav Tr]v o-ySdriv . - . 4v y Kal 6 'l7}ffous av^cST-r)
iK vcKpujv Kai (pavepoiBeis dvi^-q €cs oiipavobs), as also by
Mk. 16 9-20, where the order of the events in Lk. clearly
lies at the foundation ; in all probability also by Jn.
201722, according to which on the morning of the resurrection Jesus is not yet ascended and in the evening
already imparts the Holy Spirit to the disciples.
According to 7 39 the Holy Spirit first comes into being after
Jesus has been glorified, in other words after his exaltation to
heaven where he is encompassed hy glory (fio^a). T h a t Jesus
does not suffer himself to be touched in 2017 is not formally
contradicted by what is said of the evening of the same day
(in 20 20 he only shows the disciples his wounds); the con.
tradiction does not emerge till eight days afterwards (20 27).
On the other hand it perfectly fits in with the theory of 7 39
that the Holy Spirit is called (EV) another comforter (aAAos
Tra/)o«AT)Tos : 1416) who cannot come until after Jesus has gone
away (Jesus must thus be thought of as the first TrapaKXvjTos and
in point of fact is called iraptiicXTjTos in i J n . 2 i, although there
he is thought of as exaltetl) and that Jesus will send him forth
from the father, that is, from heaven (15 26) ; cp further 16 7.

(d) The Fourth Gospel is distingtiished from Lk.,
Barn., and Mk. 16 9-20 by this, that it represents Jesus as
still continuing to appear on earth after he has ascended.
When Jesus foretells his coming again in J n . 14 18 it is clear
from the connection with z-v. i6f- that he means the coming of
the Holy Spirit, with whom, in fact, according to 739, 2 Cor.
3 17 he is identical. On the other hand, the manner in which
the same thought is expressed in lli 16 19 (' a little while . . . and
ye shall see me') speaks strongly for the view that the appearances of the risen Jesus are intended ; so also perhaps in 14 19 21,
whilst 1428 16 22 admit both interpretations and perhaps ought
to recel\'e both.

(e) The original conception of the ascension has been
preserved in this, that the appearances of the risen
Jesus occur after he has been received up into heaven ;
resurrection and ascension are .1 single act, Jesus is
taken up directly from the grave, or from the underworld, into heaven.^ .\ny direct proof for this, it is true,
can hardly be adduced apart from the Gospel of Peter
(above, § S i5) ; the proof lies in the silence of the NT
writers as to a special act of ascension. In particular,
it ought (if known) to have been definitely mentioned
in I Cor. 154-8, since, in point of fact, according to
Lk., the appearances to Peter and the apostles, etc.
were made before the ascension, whilst those to Paul on
the other hand undoubtedly occurred after that event;
and yet Paul uses with reference to them all the same
word ' was seen ' (&cp9-q, on which see below, § 17 a).

Brandt (375-377) thinks Lk. cannot really have intended to
represent Jesus as having ascended at night and therefore
supposes the scene with the disciples at Emmaus not to have
been mtroduced by the author until after 24 36.53 (appearance
to the disciples, and ascension) had been written. If Brandt

1 On the apologetic side there is often an inclination to make
use uf the well-known fact that the ancients were in the habit
of employing for their literary work ready-made papyrus rolls
of a fixed length, within the limits of which they were wont to
confine themselves. It is suggested that Lk., through failure
of his .space, may have found himself compelled to report the
asceiision so very briefly and inexactly, that it was possible for
the impression to arise that he meant to assign it to the
resurrection day, whereas in reality he meant to place it forty
diiys later, and already had the intention of setting this forth
more precisely in his later work. It may suffice, in answer to
this, to say that Lk. must have perceived that the paper was
coming to an end long before the last moment, and cannot have
been forced, by any such discovery, into giving an account of
the events which was not in accordance with his knowledge

1 .'According to the Valentinians and Ophites (ap. Iren. i. 1 5
[3 2)'JS7 [30 14]) Je^us remained on earth for eighteen months
after his resurrection ; so ,ilso Asc- Isa. 9 16 ih the Ethiopic
text (545 days) ; according to Pistis Sophia, 1, eleven years.

- T h e descent into the underworld is originally merely
another expression for his death and burial. Whether a preaching of Jesus in the underworld is connected with this (so
MINISTRY, § 26) is for our present purpose indifferent.
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(b) In his gospel the author of Acts has assigned the
ascension to a time late in the evening of the day of the
resurrection (Lk. 2413 29 33 36 5 0 / ) .
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So, also, Rom. 8 34, E p h . 120 (and with reference to the
followers of Jesus E p h . 2 ^f.) place the sitting at the right hand
of God immediately after the resurrection, H e b . 1 3 10 12 I'J 2
immediately after the death of J e s u s ; E p h . 4 9 y i places over
against the descent («aTo^TJ»'at) into Hades only the ascent
(ava^i\vai) that raises Jesus above all heavens. So also the
'who brought u p ' (ifaya-yiii') of H e b . 1320 means direct
translation from Hades to Heaven if at least by ev a'i/j.aTi we
are to understand ' with blood,' which according to 4 14 6 20 8 2
912 Jesus must offer in the heavenly sanctuary, i Pet. 8 1922
too, and indeed also Acta 2 32-35 Rev. 1 18, admit this .sen-se
without violence, and equally little is the reader compelled by
the expression 'goes before you into Galilee' (rrpoayet v/xa<i ct?
•riji' Vakikaiav), Mk. 107 = ^It. '2v'^ 7, to assume tliat Jesus made
the journey from the sepulchre to tialilcc by way of earth ; the
purpose ofthe expression is simply to convey that Jesus expects
his disciples in Galilee in order that he maj- appear to them
there, and this he can \'t;ry well have done from heaven. For
Mt. this interpretation is directly indicated by the writer's
clo>ins his book without any ascension ; he must have thought
of it as in.separabl\- connected with the resurrection. Another
consideration pointing in the same direction rests on the fact
that in -S iS Jesus is already able to say that all authority has
been given him in heaven and on earth. As regards Mk. we can
say nothing positive with reference to this p o i n t ; there is, however, not the least probability that his lost conclusion differed
from Mt. in this respect. In Clem. Rom., Hermas, Polycarp,
Ignatius we still find no mention of an ascension, nor yet is it
spoken of in the Didactic ('ih\s\2iS,t, it ought to be added, indeed,
does not even mention the resurrection). Justin, Irenaeus, and
Tertullian continue to regard both events as two parts of one
act (see Von Schubert, Comp. des pseudopetrin.
Evangelienfragmenis, 1893, 136-138): the Apology of Aristides (Syriac in
Robinson, Texts and Studies, i. 1 4 /. T f.\ Greek, ibid. 110 /. -zof.
[chap. 15], German in Raabe, TU ix. 1 3, § 2, end) says similarly
that after three days he rose again and was taken up into
heaven. 1
II.—DETERMINATION OF OUTWARD FACTS.

The original conception of the ascension as set forth
in the preceding section will supply us directly with
P .
some guidance when we proceed to
, •
- .,
the taslc of disentangling the real
nature 01 ijiiB 1 • ,^ - 1 /• ^
.•
.i.
historical facts regarding the resurrec^^
* tion from the multitude of the accounts
which have come down to us.
[a) As we do so we must in the first instance take
Paul's account as our guide. That account is fitted to
throw light upon the nature of the appearances made
not only to Paul himself but also to others, for he would
not have employed the same word ' was seen ' [&(pdTj) if
anything had been known to him by which the appearance made to himself was distinguished from those
which others had received.
[b) .\ppearances of the risen Jesus did actually occur ;
that is to say, the followers of Jesus really had the impression of having seen him. T h e historian who will
have it that the alleged appearances are due merely to
legend or to invention must deny not only the genuineness of the Pauline Epistles but also the historicity of
Jesus altogether. T h e great difference between the
attestation of the nativity narrati\es and that of those
of the resurrection lies in the fact that the earliest accounts
of the resurrection arose simultaneously ^>.'ith the occurrences to which they relate.
[c) The idea held regarding the occurrences was that
Jesus made his appearances from heaven (§ 16, e). H e
thus had the nature of a heavenly being. Broadly
speaking, the angels were the most familiar type of this
order of being — the angels who can show themselves
anywhere and again disappear.
[d) It was thought, as matter of course, that after
each appearance Jesus returned into heaven. So
regarded, each appearance ended with an ascension.

Precisely for this reason, however, it is not permissible
to suppose that any single ascension once and for all
was e\er observed ; on such a supposition Jesus would
still have remained a denizen of earth after the appearances preceding the final one.
[e) That the risen Jesus ate or was touched was never
observed.
Not only does Paul say nothing of any
such occurrence ; the thing would also be contrary to
the nature of a being appearing from heaven. Flesh
and bones, which are attributed to Jesus in Lk. 2439,
assuredly he had not ; he really made his appearances,
although it is expressly denied in the verse just cited,
as spirit (Trj/eO^a) in the sense in which the angels are
spirits [-Trvebfxara : Heb. 114). On this point the Jewish
Christians most certainly agreed with Paul (§ 15^)50
far as the person of Jesus was concerned.
It is indeed the case that in Jewish-Christian circles there was
current a conception of a resurrection with a new earthly body,
in accordance with which Jesus was taken to be the risen Baptist,
or Elijah (Mk. 0 14-it)). This, however, was not the only conception by which Christians were influenced. On the contrary,
from Jesus himself they had received the idea that in the resurrection men shall be as the angels of God (Mk.1225 and ||). And if
there was a n y case in which more than in another they had
occasion to apply this exalted conception, it would be in that of
the body of their risen Lord. They knew indeed his prediction
that one day he would come again on the clouds of heaven
(GOSPELS, § 145 [/"]). For them also, as for Paul (i Cor. 1620),
Jesus was the first-fruits of them that sleep ; with his resurrection,
accordingly, a new era began. N o t only s o ; it is extremely
probable that the ' similitudes' of the Book of Enoch (chaps.
37-71 ; cp APOCALVPTIC, § 30) are pre-Christian : and there an
existence in heaven is attributed to the Messiah and Dan. 7 13
explained as referring to him.l T h e original apostles may very
well have had knowledge of this, even without having ever read
the book. There is, therefore, not the slightest difficulty in
attributing to them the conception of thc resurrection body of
Jesus which Paul himself had and imputed to them. It is only
with regard to the future resurrection of all mankind that Paul
parts company with them, in so far as he thinks of the resurrection body of believers as being as heavenly and free from flesh
and blood as was the resurrection body of Jesus (i Cor. 15 44-53),
a consequence drawn neither by the Jewish Christians nor yet
by the later Gentile Christians who taught the resurrection of
the flesh (symbolum Romanum,
see MINISTRY, § 27, n., and,
later, syynbotum apostolicutn ; Hermas, Sim. v. 7 2 ; Justin, Diat.
80, end ; 2 Clem. Rom. 9 i 145, etc., and already i Clem. 20 3).
T h a t the Pharisaic, and accordingly also the primitive Christian,
expectation looked for a reanimation of the body appears in such.
passages as 2 Macc. 7 i o y : 14 46 Mt. 27 52 Acts 2 31 Rev. 2013.
Josephus also states this correctly in Ant. xviii. I 3 , § 14, ^ / i i i 8 5J § 374 '-, it is only in BJ ii. S 14, § 163, that by the expression
'remove into another body' (nera^aCveLv ei? erepov crw/xa) he has
Hellenised the conception and thereby misled his readers.

( / ) On the other hand, it is fully to be believed that
men had the impression that they saw in full reality
(below, § 34 b, c, d) the wounds which Jesus had received
on the cross, or perhaps even perceived that he showed
them. The form which men beheld must of course show
the most complete resemblance to that which Jesus bore
upon earth, and to this, after the crucifixion, the wounds
(not, however, the wound in the side, the spear-thrust
being unhistorical, see J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E , § 23 d)

necessarily belonged. As the form of the risen Jesus
at the same time appeared in heavenly splendour and
created the certainty that Jesus had vanquished death
and laid aside everything that was earthly, there remains
a possibility that in the case of many to whom he appeared
attention was not fixed upon his wounds. It is particularly easy to suppose this in the case of Paul.
[g) From the nature of the appearances as described,
it is further quite possible that they occurred even when
the witnesses found themselves, as in Jn,20i926, shut
in with closed doors, or that, as we read in Mk. 1614 19,
Jesus was taken up into heaven direct from the apart^ T h e order in i Tim. 3 16 where ' wa.s received u p in glory'
Even if one entertains doubts as to whether the
ia.vek^<{>BTj ev So^rf) comes after ' was preached to the nations, ment.
was believed on in the world' (eK-np-uxOr/ ev e6ve<ji.v, e-ma-TevO-q evauthors cited had enough certain information to enable
Koff/Aw), accords with no known or conceivable position of the
them to say that this actually was so in the cases which
ascension.
M a y we hazard the conjecture that the author
they give, it still has to be acknowledged that the stateperhaps placed it at the close of his enumeration simply in
ment is not inconsistent with the nature of the appearorder to close with a concrete fact rather than a somewhat
vague and indeterminate proposition, and so make a better
ances.
ending for his poetical piece, and that in doing so he followed
On the other hand, there is to be drawn from the
perhaps some such train of ideas as that in Mk. 16 157^ 19, only
giving it a somewhat different turn : the command of Jesus that
his disciples should preach him and believe in him was fulfilled
and he was raised u p to heaven?
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1 Muirhead, Times of Christ (i8gB), pp. 140-150; Schmiedel,
Prot. Mo7iatshefte, 1898, pp. 255-257 ; 1901, p. 339/*
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various accounts one deduction which goes very deep :
Ifl w
H " ° words were heard from the risen
h ^^
Jesus, [a) At first sight the hearing of
words might appear not to be excluded

may be laid on the fact that there is no gospel in which
appearances to men (not women) are reported as having
been made both in Galilee and in Jerusalem ; for Jn. 21
is an appendix by another hand.

by the simple ' was seen ' [UJC/IBT}) of Paul.

It is only Mt. that, besides the appearance to the disciples in
Galilee, knows of that made to the women on the return from
the sepulchre (28 9 / : ) ; this, however, will be regarded by very
many as unhistorical, being absent from Mk. (which nevertheless IS in this section so closely followed by I\lt.) and containing
nothing more than a repetition of the injunction already given
by the angel to the women, to bid the disciples repair to Galilee.
In any case the appearance comes from a separate source. If
we leave Mt. 28 9 / ! out of account it becomes perfectly clear that
no one gospel from the first reported appearances of the risen
Je-ius in Galilee as well as in Jerusalem. T h e gospels in fact
fall exactly into two classes : Mk., Mt. and the Gospel of Peter
are for Galilee; Lk., J n . , and Mk. 169-20 for Jerusalem, and
the Gospel of the Hebrews also does not indicate in any way
that it looks for James and Peter and Peter's companions elsewhere than in the place where it finds the servant of the high
priest (see above, % 4a, b), viz., in Jerusalem. It is only afterwards that the writer of J n . 21 sees fit to change this 'either, or'
into a ' both, and ' ; so also Mt., but without admitting an appearance to any male disciples in Jerusalem.

It is to be

noted, however, that where Paul speaks of having
received messages from heaven, he exprcssl}' specifies
'revelations' (dTro/caXui/'etj) as well as ' \isions' [dirTaaiaL:
2 Cor. 12 r-4), and where the distinction is employed it
is clear that spoken words come under the former not
the latter category.
[b) AS against this, appeal will doubtless be made to
the reports in Acts as to the appearances of Jesus to
Paul on the journey to Damascus. Not successfully,
however; they contradict one another so violently
(see .Arx.s, § 2) that it is difficult to imagine how it
could ever have been possible for an author to take them
up into his book in their present forms, not to speak of
the impossibility of accepting them in points where they
are unsupported by the epistles of Paul.
In these
epistles, there is not the slightest countenance for the
belief that Paul heard words, although he had the
strongest motives for referring to them had he been
in a position to do so. It is on the appearance on the
journey to Damascus that he bases his claim to have
been called to the apostolate by Jesus himself. T h e
claim was hotly denied by his opponents : it was to his
interest, therefore, to bring forw ard everything that could
validly be adduced in its support. In pressing it ( i Cor,
9 i , ' A m I not an apostle?') he assuredly would not
have stopped short at the question, ' Have I not seen
Jesus our Lord ?' had he been in a position to go on
and ask, ' Has he not himself named me his apostle?'
with such words engraven on his memory as those we
read in Acts 96 22 lo or (above all) 2616-18.
The
analogy of the angelic appearances cited above (§ 17 c)
thus no longer holds good, ^^'ords are heard from
angels ; no words were heard from Jesus.
[c) What holds good of the appearance to Paul is true
also (see § 17 a) of the others of which we read. If, too,
we apply ? searching examination to the words which
have been reported, it is precisely the most characteristic
of them that we shall find ourselves most irresistibly constrained to abandon. The request for food and the
invitation to touch the wounds of the crucified Jesus
(Lk. 243941 Jn. 2O27) are, as we have seen in § ije,
inadmissible. So also, as has been seen in § 16.?, the
saying, I am not yet ascended unto the Father (2017).
The power to forgive sins or to declare them unforgiven
(2023) belongs to God alone, and cannot be handed
over by Jesus to his disciples (see MINISTRY, § 4).

The

doctrine that the passion of Jesus was necessary in virtue
of a divine appointment is invariably brought forward
by Paul as the gospel that had been made manifest to
himself alone and must be laboriously maintained in the
face of its gainsayers ; how triumphantly would he not
have been able to meet them had he only heard the least
suggestion that the men of the primitive church had
heard the same doctrine from the mouth of Jesus himself
in the manner recorded in Lk. 2425-27 44-46! Once
more, how could the original apostles have been able to
call themsehes disciples of Jesus if, after having been
sent out by him as missionaries to the Gentiles (Lk.
2 2 4 7 / Mk. I616 and the canonical text of Mt. 2S19),
they actually made it a stipulation at the council of
Jerusalem (Gal. 29) that their activity was to be confined
within the limits of Israel ? As for the text of Mt. 2819
on baptism and the trinitarian formula, see M I N I S T R Y ,

§ 5^, cp Hibb. Journ., Oct. 1902, pp. 102-108 ; and
on Jn. 2115-22 see above, ^^c.
19 Galilee
'^" equally important point is that
t h e scene of J^he first appearances happened in
t h e firqt Galilee. I h e most convincing reasons
acDearances ^^^ ^^'^ conclusion ha\e already been
^^

' summarised under GOSPELS (§ 138(2).

(a) In addition to what is said there special emphasis
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If, however, Galilee and Jerusalem w^ere at first
mutually exclusive, both cannot rest upon equally valid
tradition ; there must have been some reason why the
one locality was changed for the other.
[b) Such a reason for transferring the appearances
from Galilee to Jerusalem has been indicated in GOSPELS
(§ 138 a). Its force becomes all the greater when it is
realised how small has been the success of even the most
distinguished critics in attempting to make out the
opposite.
All that Loofs (see below, § 39) has to say is (p. 25), ' Those
narrators who represent the whole life of Jesus, with the exception o f t h e last eight days, as having been passed in Galilee,
may have transferred to Galilee also the appearances of the risen
Jesus, with regard to which they were \tTy defectively informed ;
they may have done so all the more easily because the first
persons of whom they had occasion to speak in connection with
tbe resurrection were women from Galilee.' T h e question at
once presents itself: What has the circumstance that they belonged to Galilee to do with the present matter? They were in
point of fact in Jerusalem. What is the relevancy of the observation that the activity of Jesus, apart from the last eight days,
had been wholly in Galilee? His grave at any rate was in
Jerusalem, and his disciples were also there, according to the
testimony of Mk., Mt., and the Gospel of Peter, at least. That
the present writer holds the statement as to the presence of the
disciples at Jerusalem to be unhistorical does not affect the argument ; for the point is that Loofs regards precisely that statement as historical. It is all the more necessary to ask: How
di.ici Loofs know that Mk. and Mt. were very defectively informed
with regard to the appearances o f t h e risen Jesus?

If this was indeed so, if Mk. and Mt. had to fall back
on their own powers of conjecture, where else were they
to look for appearances if not in Jerusalem where the
grave, the women, and the disciples were? Thus the
tradition which induced them to place the appearances
in Galilee must have been one of very great stability.
B. Weiss (to pass over other names), in the interests of the
Jerusalem tradition, doubts the historicity of the statement that
the women received from the angel the injunction to bid the
disciples proceed to Galilee, especially as this injunction is
merely a reminiscence of Jesus words in Gethsemane, that after
he rose from the dead he would go before the disciples to Galilee
(Mk. 1428). So Leben Jesu^^) 2 590 ( E T 3 393). On p. 596 ( E T
399y^)t however, Weiss says that that command ofthe angel to the
women (to direct the disciples to go to Galilee) is only a reminiscence of the command of the same character which the risen
Jesus himself lays upon Mary Magdalene, according to Mt. 2 8 9 /
(where, according to Weis^. only the second Mary is erroneously conjoined with Mary Magdalene riuchtly mentioned by the
eye-witness John [ 2 0 i / I 11-18]). Thu~. what Weiss holds to be
an error (the command to bid the disciples go to Galilee) must
be held (if the Jerusalem tradition is i<j b': maintained) to have
got Itself clothed In a very remarkable form : not only as an
angelic word (Mt. 2S7 Mk. I67) but also as a word of the risen
Lord himself (Mt. 2« 10), in the account of an appearance that
is guaranteed by an eye-witness.

[c) In reality the error lies in quite another direction :
in making Jesus appear at the sepulchre to the women,
or Mary TMagdalene, as the case ma^' be. On the
account in Mt. see above [a). That of Jn., however,
is open to just as serious objections, for its chief saying,
' I am not yet ascended unto the Father,' rests on a
theory of the nature of the Holy Ghost that is peculiar
to the Fourth Gospel (§ 16,'^).
If, however, Jn.'s
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account can lay no claim to authenticit}' we may be all
the surer that it is a transformation of the account of
Mt. Of its being so there are, moreover, several
indications. In Jn., as in Mt., one of Jesus' sayings is
only (I repetition of a word of the angels: ' \\'ornan,
whv weepest t h o u ? ' A reminiscence of the fact that
when the women met Jesus they had in Mt, already
retired from the sepulchre may perhaps be recognised in
' she turned herself back ' (eorpd^T? ei's rd diriau}) in Jn.
2014. Only one woman appearing at the grave in Jn.
is perhaps to be explained by the observation that the
recognition-scene becomes more dramatic when Jesus
has no need to utter more than a single word : ' Mary.'
Cp, further, § 25, e.
[d) In I Cor. 15 Paul mentions no place.
The
enumeration he gives N\ould not preclude the reader from
supposing that the various appearances had occurred
in quite different places—for example, most of them in
GaUlee, even if that to James were to be thought of as
having been made in Jerusalem. It is, howeser, quite
improbable that James was in Jerusalem again so soon
(see MINISTRY, ?; 21 (/), or that he should have experienced the appearance of the risen Jesus at so late
a time that it might nevertheless be supposed that
Tames had already removed to Jerusalem (see below,
§ 36 [/])•
The sealing and watching of the sepulchre (Mt. 27 62-66
2S411-15) is now very generally given up even by those
TTT J. i. J. scholars who still hold by the resurrec20. Watch at •
1 1
/ \ A
^T"
tion narratives as a whole.
[a) As
, ? , . . already pointed out above (§ 2 a), in
unmstoncal. ^^^ .^ j ^ ^^^ ^^^^^ ^ .^ ^k. and Jn.,
absent; it is absolutely excluded by the women's
question : they have no apprehensions about the
watch, only about the stone.
[b) Again, it is exceedingly improbable that the Jews remembered any
prophecy of Jesus that he was to rise again in three
davs (Mc. 2763). According to the Gospels Jesus made
prophecies of the kind only to the innermost circle of
his disciples (Mk. 82731 9 3 0 / . IO32-34 and ||). Indeed
in Mk. and Lk. not even the women remember the
prophecy, otherwise they would not have set out to
anoint the body, [e) Again, the explanation which the
high priests and elders suggest, according to Mt. 2813,
is untenable ; for if the soldiers were asleep at the time
they could not testify that the disciples stole the body.
[d) Xot less unlikely is the supposition that the Jewish
authorities actually believed the account of the soldiers
regarding the fact of the resurrection of Jesus. Surely
the consequence must have been, as with Paul at a later
date, their conversion to the faith of Jesus. If, on the
other hand, they remained unmoved, they must also
have believed that, however perplexing it might at first
sight appear, the affair was capable of explanation otherwise than by the resurrection of Jesus, and must have
moved Pilate to institute a strict inquiry into the conduct
of the soldiers, rather than have sought to bribe the
soldiers, [e) Above all, the soldiers could not have
accepted a bribe, least of all if they had nothing better to
say by way of ostensible defence than that they had fallen
asleep. For this the penalty was death. According to
Acts 1219 weactually find Agrippa I. putting to death the
soldiers who had allowed Peter to escape from prison,
and this is conclusive as to the nature of military responsibilities, even if in point of fact the liberation of Peter was
brought about through no fault of his keepers (cp SIMON
PETER, § 3, e). Roman soldiers knew only too well the
strictness with which discipline was administered, and
the promise of the Jewish authorities to obtain immunity
for them frora Pilate, if needful (Mt. 2814), would have
made no impression on them. [J) The best criticism
on this whole feature of the narrative is the simple fact
that the Gospel of Peter, which unquestionabh' is later
than Mt., avoids it altogether and concludes quite differently (above, § 5(7).
That Jesus was buried in a usual way, not—as is con4065

jectured by Volkmar [Retii^ionjesu, 7 7 / 257-259 [1857],
21 Emptv
•^''•' ^'"'"''l^'^'^'' \\%76\=^Marcus u.
sepulchre
unhistorical.

' ' ' ^ T ' ^ - ' ^ T O O ^ ' / ^ O ^ I ^ ° ^ l ""^ ' ^ % ^ ^ ' ^ '
^ ^.''?^9 22i6-r8 Rev. 1 1 8 / - l e f t unburied, or at most cast into a hole and
covered with some earth, is established by i Cor. l.'j4 (cp
Keim, Gesch. Jesu von Nazara, 8525-527, E T 6271-274).
But the accounts of the empty sepulchre are none of
them admissible. As to this the leading points have
already been summarised in GOSPEL.S (§ 138 e ^). Some
further considerations may be added.
[a) The three points from which wc have to start are
the silence of Paul (as of the entire N T apart from
the Gospels; see, especially. Acts 229-32) — a silence
^v•hich would be wholly inexplicable were the story true
(§ 15) ; next, the statement in Mk, IfJB that the women
said nothing of their experiences at the sepulchre—a
statement which has to be understood m the sense that
Mk. was the first to be in a position to publish the facts ;
in other words, that the whole story is a very late production ; lastly, if (as we have seen) the first appearances
of Jesus were in Galilee, the tidings of them must have
arrived at Jerusalem much too late to allow of examination of the sepulchre with any satisfactory results. If a
body had been found it would have been too far advanced
in decay to allow of identification ; if there were none,
this could be accounted for very easily without postulating a resurrection.
[b) The attempt to explain the evangelical reports
without assuming a resurrection is, however, the line
taken by very many theologians also who hold by what
is said as to the empty sepulchre and yet assume no
miracle. In the first place they postulate a removal of
the body by persons whose action had no connection
with the question of a resurrection.
On account of the approach of the Sabbath (they hold) the
body had in any case to be laid in some grave or other, even
perhaps without leave asked of the owner. It was, therefore,
necessary that it should be removed afterwards to a more suitable place ; or the owner himself may have removed it. A
reminiscence of this is even discovered in Jn, 20 15. Or, if the
sepulchre belonged to Joseph of Arimathea, even he may not
have desired to have the body of a stranger permanently occupying a place in the sepulchre ofhis family. On all these assnmptlons what strikes one is the promptitude with which the
transference must have been made. To do so on the Sabbath
before sundown was unlawful ; yet very early next morning the
transference had already been effected (according to Mt. even
immediately after the sundown which marked the close of the
S a b b a t h ; see, however, g -zd).

[c) Others suggest that the enemies of the Christians
had removed the body of Jesus in order that it might
not receive the veneration of his followers. The surprising thing in this would be, not so much that such a
policy would have given the greatest possible, though
unintentional, impetus to such veneration, as rather this,
that such action would presuppose a disposition to
worship the dead body for which it would be difficult to
find a precedent among the Jews, for whom any contact
with a corpse meant defilement.
[d) For a long time the favourite view was that the
disciples themselves actually had done what, according
to Mt. 2764, the Jewish authorities vvere apprehensive
they might do, and, according to 2ri 13 15. imputed to
them falsely, namely, that they had stolen the body in
order that they might afterwards proclaim that Jesus
had risen.
Renan (Apdtres, 4 2 / , E T 6 9 / ) , without expressly stating
tbis purpose of the disciples, is Inclined to attribute a share m the
removal ofthe body to ]\lary Magdalene (whose predisposition
to mental malady [Lk. 8 2] he accentuates), because only a
woman's hand would have left the clothes in such order as is
described in Jn. 20 7. That a theft of this kind would have had
the effect of convincing gainsayers of the resurrection of Jesus
is not very easy to believe. On the other hand, it could in
certain circumstances have made some impression on followers
of Jesus.

The question forces itself, however : ^^'ho was there
to set the plan on foot? The disciples were utterly
cast down ; to all probable seeming; in fact, they were
not even in Jerusalem at all (GOSPELS, § 138 a). The
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theory thus breaks down at the outset, and it seems
superfluous to ask whether the disciples would lia\e
ventured to act in u sense contrary to the ordinance of
God who had suffered their master to die.
[e) W'e mention, lastly, yet another theory, which is
most clf.irly a mere refuge of despair—the theory,
naiin-ly, that the earthquake (mentioned only in Mt.
282) (i|iened a chasm immediately under the sepulchre,
into whith the body of Jesus disappeared.
Not only this, ho\\e\'er, but also all the other hypotheses mentioned in the foregoing paragraphs, become
superfluous on the adoption of the view that the statements about the empty sepulchre are unhistorical.
As soon as his approaching death came to be foreseen
by Jesus, he must have looked forward also to its annulment, unless, indeed, he at the same
22. The third time had abandoned the belief that he
day.
was the Messiah ordained by God to
establish the divine kingdom upon earth.
[a) As is
said elsewhere (GOSPELS, § 145 [/]), it is not probable
that Jesus foretold simply his resurrection ; that took
him into heaven, whereas the work of the Messiah lay
upon earth. The most important prediction accordingly was that of his coming again from heaven. The
time fixed by him is variously stated in the Gospels as
being at the end of the then living generation (Mt.
I 6 2 7 / ) , after a probably shorter interval (IO23), and
in the immediate fnture [dir' &pTi, Mt. 2664).
The
most certain conclusion that can be deduced from this
variation clearly is that Jesus ne\er gave any precise
date, and this for the reason that he himself (see Mk.
1332 = Mt, 2436) did not know i t ; yet it is also very
possible that he used the expression ' in' or ' after'
' three d a y s ' as a conventional designation for a very
short interval (Lk. I332 Mk. 1-158 1029 and parallels, on
which cp M I N I S T R Y , § 2 a).

[b) As soon as the question came to be one not of his
coming again from heaven, but of his rising again from
the dead, the expression 'after three days,' in itself a
very indefinite one, came to have a more exact meaning.
The Jewish belief was that the soul lingered for three
days only, near the body it had left, in the hope of
returning to it ; after that the body became so changed
that a reanimation was no longer possible (see JOHN,
Sox (.)[-• ZEBEDEE, § 20 a ; and Edersheim, Life and
Times of Jesus, 2324/.). It was only natural that in
thinking of the resurrection of Jesus this limit should be
kept in mind (Mk. S31 931 IO34 and |t; Lk. 2472146).
If it is somewhat difificult to believe that Jesus uttered
these prophecies so early (especially in connection with
Peter's confession at Ccesarea Philippi ; see GOSPELS,
§ 145*?). and with such exactitude of detail, it must
nevertheless be recognised that he may very well, at
one time or another, have expressed himself in some
such sense.
[c) The O T texts that have special relevance in this
connection are 2 K. 2O5 and Hos. C12 (in both of whieh
the inter\al of three days is brought into connection
with a revivification, if not after death, at least after a
sickness or time of weakness) ; and Jonah 21 [117] also
—the three days' sojourn of the prophet in the belly of
the whale—is in Mt. I240, albeit in a very inappropriate
and interrupting way (see GOSPELS, § 140a), interpreted with reference to the period during which Jesus
was to remain in the grave. Paul expressly refers to
the Scriptures in i Cor. 15 4. A forsaking ' for a small
moment' is spoken of also in Is. 54 7.
[d) In this way it became possible for the resiurection
of Jesus, if expected at all, to be expected exactly after
three days. The expectation, however, would hardly
have had any result if those who had expected had not
also had the consciousness of having seen him. In
itself considered it was not absolutely imperative that
the first appearances should coincide with the precise
time of the expected resurrection. But if they had
occurred much later the belief that the resurrection
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actually had happened jjieeisely three days after death
could hardly h a \ e been held \ery firmly. As, however,
we find it in point of fact held with equal firmness by
Paul (i Cor. 154) and by the evangehsts, the balance of
probabilities favours the view that the first appearances
happened on the same day or only a little later.
With this it fits in very well if we suppose that the
disciples shortly after the arrest of Jesus, and Peter
shortly after his denial, had already set out for Galilee,
so that they might arrive there on the third day (cp Jos.
Vii. 52, § 269). This IS, moreover, the reason why the
Gospel of Peter, in spite of all appearance, has no probability in its favour if it really means to convey that the
disciples did not set out on their return journey to
Galilee until the eighth or rather the ninth day after the
death of Jesus, and that thus at least eleven days
elapsed before the first appearance of the risen Jesus
was experienced (see above, § 5 e).
[e) According to the Gospels Jesus remained under
the power of death not for about seventy-two hours but
only for somewhere between twenty-six and thirty-six
hours. These, however, in fact, according to Jewish
reckoning, are distributed between Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday. In two of the O T passages referred to
above—2 K. 205 and Hos 62—we read not ' after three
days,' but ' o n the third day.' Thus the Gospel tradition literally satisfies the expression.
It must have appeared fitting that the rising of Jesus should
occur at as early a moment as possible after the third day had
begun. From the same sense of fitness the visit of the women,
once it was accepted as a fact, was naturally assigned to the
early morning hours. Where Mk. has 'after three d a y s ' (ixerd
Tpei? ^/xepa?; 831 931 10 34), the parallel passages consistently
have ' o n the third d a y ' (rfj TpirQ rj/JLepa: Mt. 16 21 17 23 20 19
Lk. 9 22 18 ^3 as also 24 7 46, cp also 24 21 Acts 10 40). T h e latter
expression in ;\It. and Lk. may possibly be dependent on the
account of the course of events as given by themselves, and thus
Mk. 's phrase might seem to have been the original one. Yet we
must not imagine that the two phrases were for the evanselists
really incompatible. Matthew himself says in one place (27 63yl)
that Jesus foretold his resurrection 'after three d a y s ' (/jLera
rpets T7|Lte'pa?) and represents the Jews as basing upon this their
petition to Pilate that the sepulchre may be guarded 'till the
third d a y ' (ew? Trjs Tpinj? r/p-epai;). Were this to be taken
literally it would have no sense, for in that case no watch would
have been asked for precisely the fourth day, which was the
critical one. From this it follows also that we are not compelled
to regard Mt. 12 40 (see above, c) as genuine for the reason that,
according to the report in the Gospels, the time of the fulfilment
was shorter than that appointed in Jesus' prophecy. ]n. '119-21
says : kv rpLclv T/ixepaiti.

As for the number of the appearances, Paul knows of
more than we find in any one Gospel—viz., five, over
and abo\'e that made to himself.
[a) It is not possible, however, to identify each of
even the few Gospel accounts with one of Paul's.
Let one example suffice in illustration of the kind of violence
in dealing with texts required in order to effect identifications.
„
,
- Resch (7'6^v. 4421-426, X. 2381-389, X.376823. N u m b e r o f 782 790-814 P24-827) identifies the appearance
a p p e a r a n c e s , to Peter with that to the unnamed disciple
at Emmaus (see above, § 217), that to the
Twelve with Lk. 2436-49 and Jn. 20 19-24 (above, § 27-), that to
the Five Hundred with Lk. 24 50^?, where, nevertheless, ' t h e m '
(avTov<;) denotes precisely the same persons as we find in 2433 36.
T h a t to James he identifies with that to Thomas and the other
dLsciples in J n . 20 26-29. Lhis James he holds to be identical with
James the son of Alphasus, who may (Resch says) have been
named Thomas—/.£•., twin—because his brother J u d a s of James
is called Twin in Syriac tradition (Lips. Apotsr.
Ap.-Gesctt.
\. 20 227, ii. 2 1 5 4 1 7 3 / : ) . Finally, the appearance to 'all the
apostles' IS, according to Resch, that mentioned in Mt. 28 16-20
and Actsl4-12.

[b) If one addresses oneself to the problems without harmonistic prepossessions, the safest criteria for
identifying an event of which there are two accounts
will be the presence of characteristic details and (next
in importance) exact time-data. Unfortunately Paul
supplies us with no details, and dates are gained only
indirectly, so far as they can be deduced from the order
in which he mentions the events. The number of persons
said to have been involved in ^ historical event is a
secure criterion of its identity only if the number is
small. As soon as it becomes considerable, an error
within moderate limits is not wholly inconceivable.
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[c) On these principles the only identification that
alongside of the others would be too devoid of
admits of being made without question is that of the
colour.
appearance to Peter in i Cor. 15 5 with the appearance
T o this want of interest in mere visual appearances
mentioned in Lk. 2434. Next in Paul's account comes
of the risen Jesus we can add, however, in the case of the
an appearance to the Twelve. .\ similar appearance is
24 Influence ^^'^"S*^''^'^^ ^ positive interest, that of
recorded by Mt. as the only one he knows. In Lk. the
of tendency ^^'"''''"S definite purposes by their narraonly appearance to the Eleven (with others) is in 2433
on Gospels. T ' /
(^) J t makes for confirmation
36-51; Jn. 2019-24 contains the first appearance to ten
^
ot what has been laid down in preceding
apostles ; but w^e must identify the two on account of
sections (§§ 17-22) as to theelements in the accounts of
their exactly similar date (§ 2 r). C p also the almost
the resurrection which alone can be recognised as historiidentical words in Lk. 2436, 'stood in the midst uf
cal, if we are in a position to show that everything in the
them ' [^(TTT} iv /x^ui/) avriov) and Jn. 20 19, ' stood in the accounts which goes beyond such indubitably historical
midst' [^(TTT) ei's rb fx^crov). T h e diversity of the special elements is a product of tendencies which by an inherent
features mentioned by Lk. and Jn. may be ignored all
necessity could not fail to lead to a shaping of the
the more readily if we find ourselves able to regard them
accounts in the form in which they now lie before us,
merely as unhistorical embellishments.
Both date
even where there is no substratum of actual fact. In so
(evening of the resm'rection day), however, and place
far as these tendencies give us the right to pronounce
(Jerusalem) are quite irreconcilable with those in Mt.
unhistorical everything that can be explained by
Nevertheless it will remain open to us to recognise as
their means, in the absence of sufficient testimony to
kernel common to all three accounts that after the
historical fact, they may be appropriately considered
appearance to Peter there was another to the Eleven.
now in the course of the investigation as to objective
Here also belongs the second fragment of the Gospel
facts in the resurrection-narratives on which we are at
of the Hebrews (above, § 4 c). This, however, is the
present engaged. It will appear that at all points the
only one of Resch's identifications that can stand
reference to tendencies supplies an adequate explanation
scrutiny, and even so Mt. must be left out.
of all the statements which we have been unable to
[d) The appearance to the 500 has no parallels (the accept as historical.
proposed parallel referred to in § 1 1 ^ cannot be
[b) As regards the nature of these tendencies :—some
accepted), that to James only in the Gospel of the
are directly apologetical, having for their object to
Hebrews (above, § 4*7, b). As parallel to that to ' all
preclude the possibility of certain definite objections
the apostles' on the other hand we must not adduce
against the actuality of the resurrection.
Others are
Actsl4-12. The event related there is, in the intention
apologetical indirectly, their aim being to round off the
ofthe author, not the sequel to the only appearance in
picture by supplying gaps so that no questions may
the Third Gospel (243336-51) to about the same number
remain open. Lastly, some have in view the needs of
of persons; it aims at correcting that part (2444-51) of
the church itself, tracing back, as they do, to the risen
the earlier narrative which ends with the Ascension.
Jesus certain instructions which were not found in the
Jn. 20 26-29 admits of being cited in this connection
reports of the period of his earthly ministry (§ 28), or
merely as being the only repetition to be met with in
seeking to compensate for the want of that direct assurany gospel, of an appearance to a company of disciples
ance of the continued life of Jesus which later generaapproximating this number. Since, however, this comtions were no longer able to command (§ 29).
pany is in Jn. supplemented only by Thomas and in
[c) That the evangelical narratives as a whole are in
Paul by quite different persons, we have no assurance
many ways influenced by tendency has been shown in
that even so much as a reminiscence of one and the
G O S P E L S , §§ i o 8 - i i 4 a n d J O H N , SON OF Z E B E D E E , §§
same occurrence underlies the two accounts. On the
17, 20 c, 23, 35 h, and elsewhere. How close at hand
other hand, in Paul the appearance of the risen Jesus
apologetic interests were where the story of the resurrecat the sepulchre to the two Marys (Mt.), or to Mary
tion was concerned is seen even in the fact that the
Magdalene alone (Jn.), is unmentioned, as also that to
entire statement of Paul is made with an apologetic
the two disciples at Emmaus and that reported in Jn. 21.
view—only, in his case there is no justification for the
which has some resemblance to what we find in the
conjecture that the contents of his statement were
Gospel of Peter (above, § 5 d).
altered by this consideration (§§ 1 0 / . ) . In the Gospels,
on the other hand, we have at least one point in which
[e) It has already been shown at some length (§§
this is particularly clear, and recognised even by very
15, iHc) that Paul would certainly not have omitted
conservative theologians.
to mention at least the appearances at the sepulchre
In Mt. 2815 It is expressly said that the report of the theft of
and at Emmaus had he been aware of them. T o meet
the body by the disciples was current among the Jews in the
this difficulty, and establish the priority of the Gospel
writer's time. T h e writer traces it back to the false testimony
narratives to Paul, the counter question has been asked :
of the guard at the sepulchre procured by bribery on the part of
the Jewish authorities. If we find ourselves unable to regard
How could the evangelists possibly have allowed so
this bribery, or indeed any part of the story as to the watch set
much that is found in Paul to escape them, if they had
over the sepulchre, as historical, we are shut up to supposing
been acquainted with his narrative or even with the
that the allegations arose from the desire (or tendency) to make
the story of the theft of the body by the disciples seem untenable.
tradition which underlies it? This question, however,
is easily answered. For a writer who could report an
[d) It must at the same time be expressly emphasised
instance in which Jesus had partaken of food (Lk.), or
that we are by no means compelled to think of this
in which his wounds had been touched (Lk., Jn.), or
tendency as operative in such a manner that an author
who could speak of the empty sepulchre as all four
would produce from his own brain a quite new narrative
evangelists do, or of appearances of the risen Jesus close
in the apologetic direction.
Precisely the same result
to the sepulchre (Mt., Jn.)—for such a writer and for —namely, the complete unhistoricity and the ' tendency'
his readers an accumulation of instances in which Jesus
character of a narrative—emerges if we assume that the
had merely been seen no longer possessed any very
narrative has grown up only bit by bit, by the cogreat interest; and a case even in which he had
operation of several, and has reached its present form
appeared to five hundred brethren at once would, at
under the influence of naive and artless presuppositions
the time when the Gospels were written, hardly have
and pardonable misunderstandings, in some such manner
been considered so important as an appearance to the as we have sought to render probable elsewhere for
apostles, whose place in the reverence of the faithful
a series of narratives found in the Fourth Gospel (see
had already come to be very exalted (see MINISTRY,
J O H N , S O N O F Z E B E D E E , § 35, a-f).
A special reason
§ 34). Even the instance in which Jesus had been
for making the same attempt in the case of the resurrecmerely seen (though) by Peter is only touched on by
tion is found in the character of the accounts themselves.
Lk, (2434), not described, plainly because the narrative
If they were pure inventions it would be very difficult to
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understand why, for example, of the disciples at
Emmaus one is nameless, and of those in Jn. 21 two
are unnamed, or why the appearances to Peter as being
the first, or that to the 500 as being the most imposing,
should not have received detailed adornment.
Cp,
further, §§ 19c, 25*:.
[e) To help us to realise how such a narrative could
come into existence by successive steps, let us take the
example referred to above—that of the watch set on
the sepulchre.

•
|
j
j
|
|
1

be hard to say why he does not assign the appearance of
Jesus at the sepulchre to Peter and the beloved disciple,
both of whom nevertheless he represents as examining
the sepulchre. Since he names only a woman as receiving the appearance he shows himself bound by the
representation which we now find in Mt., in spite of all
the comparative freedom with which he departs from it.
So also the Coptic account, and the Didaskalia (above,
§§6. 7 b).
{d) In all the reports hitherto mentioned, however,
Jesus was seen onl}'' after, not during, his resurrection.
The possibihty of filling up this blank was offered by
the story of the guard at the sepulchre, which on its
own merits has already been discussed (above, § 24 e).
It could in point of fact fill the blank in an (apologetically) extremely effective way. inasmuch as it was by
unbelievers that the actual fact of the resurrection was
observed.

A Christian who found himself confronted for the first time
with the assertion that the disciples had stolen the body of
Jesus naturally opposed it to the utmost. As, however, at the
same time (as we must suppose, if we believe the narrative of
Mt. to be unhistorical) he found himself unable to adduce any
counter-evidence, he would be constrained to have recourse to
conjectures, and to say something like this : ' T h e Jews, we may
be quite certain, saw to the watching of the sepulchre ; they
could vury well have known tbat Jesus had predicted his rising
again for the third day.' A somewhat careless Christian byT h e timidity which restrained the other writers from touching
stander received the impression tbat in these suggestions what
upon this incident continued to be still operative with Mt. in so
he was listening to was not mere conjecture but statement of
far
that he does not say that the person of Jesus w.is actually
fact, and circulated it among his friends as such ; that it was
seen, and adds that the watchers became as dead men (2S4),
unhesitatingly believed by Christians is not astonishing. Next,
T
h
e
Gospel of Peter has completely overcome this timidity ; the
let us suppose, another propounded the question ; Did then the
watchers observe accurately each o f t h e successive phases ofthe
men of the guard actually see what happened at the resurrection
resurrection
and see Jesus himself as he emerges from the tomb.
of Jesus ? Again the answer could only be a conjecture ; but |
just as certainly it must have run as follows : ' Unquestionably ; I T h e codex Bobbiensis (above, % 7 a) relates this simply as a fact
without
mention
o f t h e witnesses. The statement of the Gospel
for they were continuously at the sepulchre, and Roman soldiers 1
of the Hebrews—that Jesus gave the linen .shroud to the servant
never sleep on guard.' As, further, at the time we are at
of
the
high-priest—stands
upon the same plane.
present supposing, the statement that the women had found the
As long as there was still current knowledge that the
stone rolled away had long been current, conjecture as to what
the guards had observed before the arrival of the women could
first appearances of the risen Jesus were in Galilee, the
hardly have been other than to the effect that there had been an
Ih\ n
fact could be reconciled with the presence
earthquake and that an angel had come down from heaven and
' ^ '
of the disciples in Jerusalem on the
rolled away the stone. T h a t this conjecture also should have
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
:
been taken up as a statement of fact is easy to suppose.
morning of the resurrection only [a) on
GaUlee
or
Lastly, a listener perhaps would ask : ' W h y then did not the
wrt-mcc uj. ^i^g assumption that they were then
soldiers tell what had happened, and why have we been left in
J e r u s a l e m , ^^^.g^^^^^ ^Q ^^ to Galilee. The natural
ignorance of this until now? ' Once more the answer—a conjecmedia for conveying such a communication must have
ture merely, >ct ready to be accepted as a fact—was at band :
T h e Jewish authorities will doubtless have bribed them to
seemed to be the angels at the sepulchre in the first
suppress the truth and to spread Instead of it the rumour that
instance, and after them the women.
So r^Ik. and
the disciples had stolen the body.

Without pursuing this fine of explanation further in
details, let us now endeavour to see what were the
ner Tiir A £ conscious or unconscious apologetic
25. Effect of ^ J
^
,
,. ,
,, r
.
,
. , , tendencies at work which could have
4. e given rise to the unhistorical elements
on a c c o i m t s of - ».
,
,•
/ v rr r
sepulchre
^" the gospel narratives, [a) If Jesus
^
' was risen, his grave must have been
empty. If this was disputed, the Christians asserted
it as a fact, and that with the \ery best intention of
affirming what was true. Therefore, no hesitation was
felt in further declaring that (according to all reasonable
conjecture) the women who had witnessed Jesus' death
had wished to anoint his body and thus had, come to
know of the emptiness of the grave. In the fact that
according to Mk. and Mt. this was not alleged regarding the male disciples we can see still a true recollection
that tho.se disciples were by that time no longer in
Jerusalem (see GOSPELS, g 138 a); this feature was
not first added by our canonical evangelists Mk. and
Mt., for they already presuppose the presence of the
disciples in Jerusalem.
[b) Why then should not these disciples themselves
have gone to the sepulchre ? In an earlier phase of the
narratives it was, no doubt, borne in mind that these
disciples, if in Jerusalem at all, had to remain in concealment, and even a writing so late as the Gospel of
Peter (26) knew that very well. Lk., however (2424),
ignores it. His statement that 'certain ' [TLV4S) disciples
went to the sepulchre is still very vague.
But Jn.
forthwith lays hold of it and definitely names Peter and
the beloved disciple, and reports upon their rivalry in a
manner that betrays a conscious tendency much more
strongly than most of the other narratives (cp SIMON
P E T E R . § 22^).

[c) The most obvious conjecture must necessarily
have been that Jesus was seen immediately at the
sepulchre itself. Here also may be distinguished two
stages. The earher is the account of Mt. ; Jn. recasts
it (§ 19^). If Jn. had been « free inventor it would
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Mt. So far as Mt. is concerned this direction to be
given to the disciples was perhaps the reason, or a
reason in addition to that suggested in § 2 d, why the
women should be made to go to the grave so early as
on the evening ending the Sabbath, so that the disciples
might still in the course of the night have time to set
out and if possible obtain a sight of Jesus within three
days after his crucifixion.
{b) Yet such a combination as this was altogether
too strange.
Why should Jesus not have appeared
forthw^ith in Jerusalem to the disciples? Accordingly
Lk. and Jn. simply suppressed the direction to go to
Galilee, finding themselves unable to accept it, and
transferred the appearances to Jerusalem. Or, it was
not our canonical evangelists who did both things at
one and the same time, but there had sprung up,
irrespective of Mk. and Mt., the feeling that Jesus
must in any case have already appeared to the disciples
in Jerusalem ; it presented itself to Lk. and Jn. with a
certain degree of authority, and these writers had not
now any occasion to invent but simply to choose what
seemed to them the more probable representation, and
then, when in the preparation of their respective books
they reached the order to go to Galilee, merely to pass
over it or get round it (§ 2 k), as no longer compatible
w ith the new view.
As against all assurances that the risen Jesus had
been seen, it was always possible to raise the objec27 (c) On ^^^^ ^^^^ what was seen had been merely
sensible
' ^ vision ' {(pavraafxa).
One good way
r e a l i t v of
°^ meeting this objection was (a) the
a p p e a r a n c e s . '"'^'"'^^^^ ^^^\ ^^e eye-witnesses had
assured themselves of the contrary with
all the more care and circumspection because they themselves had at first shared this doubt. It is thus that
we are to explain the care with which the disbelief of
the disciples is accentuated.
So in Mt. 2S 17 ( ' b u t some doubted,' oi Bk e&ia-Taa-av)^ Lk.
1 Should Brandt (355-357) be right in his conjecture that these
three words are a gloss, because, in the words immediately
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24 11 37 41—in zf. 37 41 we have a doubt that is hardly intelligible in the present connection, since all those present have
already in 7: 34 confessed their faith in the resurrection of Jesus
(an unevenness that would be removed by the hypothesis of
Brandt spoken of in § 16 i^)—also with special emphasis in Jn,
•2U25 Mk. 16 II i3y^ and in the Coptic account. T h e counterpart, a specially strong faith, is shown by James, in the Gospel
ofthe Hebrew.s, in his oath that he would fast until Jusus had
risen again.

[b) If then it was held important to be able to over•come doubts, it was always possible to produce some impression if assurance could be given that Jesus had been
not only seen but also heard. As to the substance of
what he said something w ill be found in the next section
(§ 28) ; for the present, all that comes into consideration
is the simple fact of speech.
For narrators who had
never themselves witnessed an appearance of Jesus it
was an exceedingly natural thing to assume that Jesus
had been not only seen but also heard, and it was
equally easy for their hearers to take their conjecture
for fact. -At the same time, since it was not impossible
also to hear words, as Paul reports himself to ha\'e done
(2 Cor. 124), without the experience being more than an
ecstasy, some yet stronger proof of objectivity still remained necessary.
[c) In § 17 [/"] stress has already been laid on the
fact that in the b^ idily figure of Jesus which was seen the
marks of the wounds were also included ; nay more,
that spectators even perhaps believed themselves to see
that he was showing them. Still, a real guarantee of
the actuality of his return to this earth had not been
received until the wounds had been touched.
Whilst, however, there is between such an ' a c t u a l ' seeing and
actual touching a distinction so great that it can hardly be exaggerated, it is one which is capable of being almost entirely overlooked by people who neither themselves had witnessed an
appearance of Jesus nor were familiar with the principles of
psychology-; and thus it would not be impossible for them,
without any consciousness of inaccuracy, still less of deliberate
perversion of the truth, to change the statement which eyewitnesses had actually made as to having seen the wounds into
the different statement that Jesus had invited the disciples to
touch them. So Lk. 24 39 J n . 20 27 ; also the Coptic account and
the second fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrews (§ 4 c), in the
last-cited case with the express addition that the disciples availed
themselves of the invitation. I n a naive way a touching of
Jesus by the women is mentioned in Mt. 28 g.

[d) Lk. goes yet another step further in his statement
12442^^) that Jesus asked for food, and partook of it in
the presence of the disciples. This is in v. 41 expressly
characterised as a still stronger proof of the reality of
his resurrection than the fact that he had been touched.
Here, accordingly, the popular conceptions as to the
nature of the resurrection body underlying Mk. 614-16,
which in the earliest period were not applied to Jesus
{§ 17 ^). gain influence. Jn. does not follow Lk. in
this ; he declines to represent the risen Jesus in so
strongly and frankly sensuous a manner,^ Yet even
Lk.'s representation is surpassed b)^ the extra-canonical
addition to Lk. 2443 (§ 7 c) that Jesus gave to his
disciples the remainder of the food of which he had been
partaking. An eating in their presence here becomes an
eating with them, which according to Acts 1041 was, in
fact, continually happening.^
[e) It becomes now quite easy to understand how,
once narrators had ceased to shrink from such representations, the reporter passed over that particular touch
in the accounts actually proceeding from eye-witnesses
according to which Jesus had vanished after each
appearance, and how instead of this it was unsuspectingly
following, Jesus passes over the doubt of these disciples without
remark, the insertion would still show that a reader of the
oldest period found it fitting to presuppose doubts on the part of
some ofthe disciples.
^ The question in J n . 215, quite on a level with Lk. 2441
Caught to eat?'}, has a quite different significance; In Jn.
Jesus does not intend to eat, but to sive them to eat. Neither
also does Lk. 24 3o_X (the scene at Emmaus) imply a representation of Jesus as eating. See § 29, b.
- The rendering of <TvvakL^6/xei'os In EV"»g:- of Acts 1 4 ' eating with them ' is, however, very doubtful (E V ' being assembled
together with them').
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taken for granted that Jesus had still remained upon
earth and had dealings with his disciples in every respect
as a man. In the earliest stage of this way of representing matters, such a condition of things was held to have
lasted for only one day; but afterwards the time was
extended to forty days (§ 16 a. b).
T h a t this second view was not met with in tradition from the
beg;innin^, but owes its existence to a transformation of the
earlier view, is absolutely certain unless w<; assign Acts to
another than the author ot the Third Gospel. The cause of the
transformation is very apparent ; the disciples were, during all
the lifetime of j e s u s , vury weakly, and at the end still needed
much instruction 'concerning the kingdom of G o d ' (rrepl T^S
^ao-cAet'as Toi) ®eov '. A c t s 1 3).

(/) The idea of a continuous presence of Jesus upon
earlh, if only for a single day, necessarily carried with
it the consequence that this condition terminated in an
ascension.
_No one needed to invent the idea; every account of eyewitnesses had closed with the more or le.ss definite statement
that Jesus had again disappeared, and disappeared iiito heaven
(§ 17 it). At the same time the tendency Lu adorn a plain story
shows itself at work with .sufficient clearness if we compare the
simple ' h e parted from them and was carried up into heaven'
(Siea-nj txTr' aifToif Kal dve^epero eig TOI/ ovpavoi') of Lk. 24 51, or
even Mk. 16 19, with the circumstantial account given in Acts
I9-11.
The original limitation of the period during which
appearances of jesus occurred to a single day will have cooperated along with the other causes mentioned in § 23 £ to bring
about the exclu-slon by Lk. ofthe appearance to the 500, that to
James, and that to ' all the apostles.'

The belief once created that Jesus in his various
appearances had also spoken, the door lay wide open
28 (ff) On
^°^ ^^^ kinds of conjecture as to what
- •^ '
- he had said. [a) In this region the
•words reported.
most obvious conjecture was that Jesus
uttered words leading up to, or explaining, the alleged
facts which we have already considered.
Thus it fits the situation equally that in Mt. 28 10 Jesus repeats to the women the injunction of the angels to bid the
disciples repair to < lalilee, and that in Lk. 2449 ^"^ A c t s l 4,
on the other hand, he bids them remain in Jerusalem, whilst in
Jn. 20 17 he merely sends them word that he is ascending to
heaven, and for this reason does not suffer Mary Magdalene to
touch him. It i.s still in accordance with the same principle
that he is represented as at a later date making the request that
his disciples should touch him, and asking the disciples whether
they have anything to eat (§ 27 c, d).

[b) Other words of Jesus apply to situations which we
have not 3'et discussed. Thus, in Lk. 2438 and in the
Didaskalia (§ 7 b). as well as in the speech to James
in the Gospel of the Hebrews, the purpose is to prepare
the way for a joyful frame of heart and mind. The
words in Jn. 2O19 26, ' Peace be unto you,' as also those
to Saul, 'Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou m e ? ' (Acts
94, etc.), are singularly well chosen.
[e) What must have presented itself as the main
object must have been that of instructing the disciples,
before the final departure of Jesus, in everything which
was still necessary for their future tasks.
To this category (.'f iuRtruction belongs the repeated Insistence
upon the uncertainty of the time of the end of the world (Acts
1 7 ; cp Mk. 13 32), but very specially, as new matter, the proof
that the passion of Jesus had been appointed by God and foretold by the prophets (Lk. 24 25-27 44-46). If Jesus in this
manner established a correct understanding of events that were
past, it was natural. Indeed inevitable, to think that, over and
above this, he had given all the new directions for the future
which were In point of fact followed in the church and therefore
could not but have proceeded from its founder. Thus (it was
held) it must necessarily have been Jesus who told the disciples
that 'all authoiity had been given unto bim in heaven and on
earth,' and that he was with them alway, even unto the end of
the world (Mt. 2S 18 20); he it was who must ba\'e instituted
the mission to the Gentiles (Mt. 28 i g y : Lk. 2447 Mk. 16 15), as
also baptism (Mk. I1I16, and the canonical text of Mt. 28 19;
but cp § 8 c), and he too it must have been who promised the
power of performing miracles (Mk. 16 17^0. > et also demanded
a faith that believed without having sutn (Jn. 1^029),—this in
view of the fact that he knew of, and was able to foretell, the
outpouring of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost (Lk. 2449 Acts
1 4)^. 8), if he did not himself Impart the Spirit as in Jn. 20 22.

[d) This leads us to the significance which the words
of the risen Jesus have, especially for the apostles ; for
it is only to them that in Jn. the Spirit is imparted, as
also the power to forgive or to retain sins (20 23) or,
indeed, a formal mission of any kind (2O21). We find,
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further, that in the missionary precept the disciples
come first into account, just as in Acts (especially
20 16-18) it is Paul who does so. Jn. 2115-23 has to do
entirely with fixing the relative rank in the regard of the
church between Peter on the one hand and the beloved
disciple on the other (§ 9 £•); similarly 203-10 (cp SIMON
P E T E R , §22^^). The gospel tradition has therefore made
use of its accounts of the resurrection of Jesus in a very
decided manner for the purpose of carrying back to
Jesus the high esteem in which the apostles were held
at a later time.
With other reasons (§§ 23 e 27 [^]) the purpose just referred
to may have co-operated to bring it about that the evangelists
recorded almost exclusively only appearances to apostles and
pass over in silence those to the 500 and to James,—indeed, that
Mt. contents himself with recording no more than one appearance altogether, an appearance in which B. Weiss even discerns
a free fusion of all that Mt. knew by tradition regarding the
appearances of Jesus.

At last, however, the emphasis that had been laid on
the literal historical fact of the resurrection of Jesus
9Q M n
%^^^ place to something different. (^7)
'.^ '.
However firmly established the resurrecSUDBUtUTie ^JQj^ might seem to be historically, however
tor vision ol ^^^j^ ^p^^ ^^ ^^^ shadow of doubt in the
risen Jesus. ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^ faithful, its value for them
was nevertheless small : it was nothing more than
an event of past time. W h a t faith demands is something present, something now and always capable
of being experienced afresh. The demand for a faith
that could believe without having seen (Jn. 20 27 29
I Pet. 1 8) was hard to satisfy. Thus there came to be
felt a need for such a turn being given to the resurrectionnarrative as should make the continued life of Jesus
capable of being experienced anew at all times (Mt. 28 20:
' I am with you alway'), and thus the historical statements as to his long-past appearances—accounts which
had been elaborated with such care—in great measure
lost their importance.
[b) Towards this result Paul had already contributed.
The risen Christ is for him identical with the Holy
Spirit (2Cor. 3i7 Rom. 89-11, and often). The fourth
evangelist followed him in this (§ i(ic; JOHN, SON O F
ZEBEDEE, § 26 c). Therefore in the Fourth Gospel the
risen Jesus having ascended to heaven bestows the Holy
Spirit already on the \ery day of the resurrection.
Only to the disciples, indeed, in 2O22, but according to
738/! expressly to all believers ; and therefore it is not
open to doubt that I67 13-15 14i8 28 1626, etc., are also
to be interpreted in the latter sense. As Holy Spirit
Jesus is always present.
[c) A somewhat more sensible substitute for vision of
the risen Jesus is the observance of the ordinance of the
Supper. This is the true meaning of the deeply significant narrative of the disciples at Emmaus (cp CLEOPAS).
T h e wish of Christianity—' abide with us'—did not admit of
being fulfilled in a literal sense ; but in every act of communion
* he went in to abide with t h e m ' (Lk. 24 29). Not with flesh and
bones as in the case of the primitive disciples (24 39), but ' in
another form ' (ev ereptf pLop^fj: Mk. 16 12); and whilst the result
of all that could be told about the empty grave was ' h i m they
saw not,' he is now presently recognised ' in the breaking of the
b r e a d ' (Lk. 24 24 30^^ 34).
It is plain that the knowledge
ascribed to the two disciples, so skilfully embodied in this narrative, could not have been drawn by them from the events described by Lk. even if they had literally happened to them on the
resurrection day ; It is naturally the product of a long growth,
and that too in Gentile-Christian circles in which the corporeal
element in Jesus was neither so familiar nor so important as in
the primitive-apostolical.
It Is clearly a reminiscence of a
celebration of the Lord's Supper that we have also In Jn. 21 13
and in the giving of the bread to James in the Gospel of the
H e b r e w s ; only, in J n . it has its prototype in the feeding of the
ri\o thousand with loaves and fishes (69 r i = 21 9), which, however, in turn bears the most express marks of being but a clothing
of the

Supper (see

J ' > H N , S O N OF Z E B E D E E ,

§§ 20c,

23^).

T h e number ' seven' as applied to the disciples corresponds to
the number of baskets which in the second ' feeding ' In the
S\noptIsts (Mk. 8 8= Mt. 15 37) were filled with the fragments
that remained o\er ; whilst in Jn. 1113, in agreement with the
lirst ' feeding ' in the. Synoptists (Mk. 6 43 = Mt. 1 4 2 o = L k . 9 17),
twcUe baskets are filled, corresponding to the number ' twelve '
as applied to the disciples. The mysterious character of the
presence of the risen Jesus at the Supper appears at E m m a u s
407s

in his disappearance when the two disciples recognised him
(Lk. 2431), at the Sea of Galilee in no one's asking him who he
was (Jn. 2112).
III.

EXPLANATION OF T H E FACTS.

The last problem still demanding solution, is how to
explain the only fact that has emerged in the course of
o« »T J.
£ our examination—the fact that Jesus
30. Nature of
j •
r- 1 c ^
J e s u s resur- ,
,
i
.•
t
h H
^^ attempted explanation presupposes
rection- o y. ^^ insight into subjective experience
that perhaps can never be completely attained.
It
demands, therefore, the greatest caution.
It cannot,
however, be left unattempted.
[a) The investigator who holds himself bound to
accept and make intelligible as literal fact everything
recorded in the resurrection narratives, even of the
canonical gospels merely, cannot fulfil his task on any
other condition than that he assumes a revivification of
the buried body of Jesus to a new period of earthly life,
hardly less earthly than when Jesus was taken for Elijah
or the Baptist risen from the dead (Mk. 614-16 828 and j|,
cp 911-13 Mt. II14). It only remains to be stipulated
that he who does so shall fully realise that what he is
assuming is a miracle in the fullest sense of the word.
Many theologians are strangely wanting in clearness as
to this. Even, however, after one has clearly understood what he is accepting, it is impossible to stop here ;
for such Cl view does justice only to one side—the
physical and sensuous—of the resurrection-narratives ;
not to the other, according to which Jesus was nevertheless exalted to heaven, «, thing impossible for flesh and
blood ( i Cor. 1550).
[b) In order to do justice to this second side also,
recourse is often had to the theory of a gradual sublimation or spiritualisation of the resurrection-body of Jesus
—at first wholly material—whereby it was gradually
made fit for its ascension. Again, what has to be
insisted on is that the miracle is not hereby diminished ;
on the contrary, to the original miracle of the revivification of the material body is added a second—that of
the spiritualisation of the material body. The thing,
however, is also quite inconceivable; how is one to
represent to oneself the stages of the transition ?
A body which is already capable of making its way through
closed doors must surely have ceased to be tangible (Jn. 20 26f.).
Moreover, such a view is in direct contradiction to what we find
in N T , not only in i Cor. 1650-53 but also in the gospels ; for
the touching there referred to and (in Lk. 24 39-43) the eating
happen precisely at the last appearance of Jesus which is
immediately followed by the ascension ; and the precept not to
touch is placed in J n . (20 17) at an earlier point. So, also, we
read that Jesus is immediately recognised in his later appearances, but precisely in the earlier ones not (Lk. 24 16 J n . 20 14).

[c) If we decide to confine ourselves to the task of
explaining what we take to be the simple fact according
to I Cor. 15, we must not suffer ourselves to forget that
Paul thinks of the future resurrection-body of man—
which he regards as heavenly and pneumatic—as conformed to the pattern of the resurrection-body of Jesus
(so I Cor. 1545-49).^ Jesus' body also. then, in his view
nmst have been heavenly and pneumatic ; and as Paul
in I Cor. has not yet given up the revivification of
the buried body (§ 15^), he must have thought of the
pneumatic attributes possessed by it as having arisen
through metamorphosis, such as, according to i Cor.
1551-53, is to happen also to the bodies of those men
and women who shall still be alive at the last day.
According to what we have seen in § 17^ the original
apostles also agree in this. Thus the explanation of the
facts which proceeds on the belief of the apostles that a
body of Jesus was really seen must think of that body as
heavenly and pneumatic; not, however, in such a sense
that it was given to Jesus at his resurrection as a new
' In ?'. 49 the future—'we shall b e a r ' (•^opeVo/Aei')—is to be
read. An exhortation, ' l e t us b e a r ' (<t>ope<T(/}/j.ev ; so T i . W H )
is meaningless, for the resurrection-body is obtained without
our co-operation. T h e confusion of o and to with copyists is
very common ; see Gal. 6 10 12 i J n . 5 20 Rom. 5 i 14 Q^ etc.
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body whilst the old body remained in the grave, but in
the sense that it came into existence through a change
wrought on the buried body. On this explanation the
resurrection has as much an entirely miraculous character as it has on either of the other two theories already
considered.
In order to escape so far as may be from miracle
of the character described in the preceding section,
_
and, generallv, to be rid of the question
+•' ^®^-^®^" of the corporeity of the risen Jesus,
tion of the recourse is often hatl to the view that
Spirit only. it was only the spirit of Jesus that rose
and appeared to his followers. Here opinion is divided
as to whether such a thing is possible without a mitaele
or not. Any one who holds appearances of the spirits of
the departed to be possible in the natural order will be
able to dispense with assuming - miracle here. T h e
majority, houever, maintain the negati\e. Moreover,
such persons declare that the appearances of Jesus to
his disciples difter considerably from the manner in
which the spiritualism of the present day holds appearances of spirits to occur. They find themselves compelled accordingly, if it was merely the spirit of Jesus
that was alive and manifested itself, to postulate «,
miracle whereby it was made visible.
It is to be observed, moreover, that this view—that
only the spirit lives on—is in no respect different from
the doctrine of the immortality of the soul except in this,
that in the particular case in question the continuance
of the life of the spirit begins only on the third day
after death. This, however, is a collocation of quite
heterogeneous ideas. T h e essence of the doctrine of
immortality lies in this, that the life of the soul is never
interrupted, and thus there can be no thought at all of
revivification after remaining for a time in a state of
death. Revivification can occur only in the case of "
subject that is capable of dying—in other words, in a
body. This is a Jewish idea, that of immortality is
Greek. The latter is adopted in the Book of Wisdom,
and Paul comes near it in 2 Cor. 5 1-8 (§ 15 ^) ; for the
original apostles it is from the outset excluded (§ 171?).
It is discovered to be necessary, accordingly, to go a
step farther. The belief that the risen Jesus actually
^2 Obieptivfl "^'"^ appear is frankly given up.
6Z. ypjective
, , ^ j ^ ^ disciples, we are told, saw
visions
r '
nothing real: neither the body of Jesus,
clothed with earthly or heavenly attributes, nor the spirit
of Jesus whether in true spirit form or in some kind of
acquired visibility. What they believed they saw was
in reality only a visionary image, without any real
appearance of Jesus ; but this visionary image was
produced in their souls immediately by God in order
that they might be assured that Jesus was risen. For
this reason the vision is called objective.
[b) The belief is entertained that by this method of
regarding the matter the assumption of a miracle is
made superfluous ; all that is postulated is merely a
Divine act of revelation. Keim has imented for this
view, which he also supports, the phrase: telegram
from heaven. This act of revelation itself, however, is
nothing less than a miracle. Were it not miraculous
the visionary image of the risen Jesus in the minds of
the disciples could only have its origin in their own
subjective condition. This is exactly what is denied
and must be denied ; otherwise the disciples must be
taken to have had their faith in the resurrection within
themselves and needed no divine revelation of it. T h e
subjective condition of the disciples must on this view
be represented as one of the greatest prostration, which
could be changed into its opposite only by a revelation
really coming from God.
(c) It has to be remarked, further, that according to
this view Jesus' continued existence must be regarded
as miraculous in the full sense. If the presupposition
were that his soul was immortal like the soul of any
other man, his continued life would be a matter of
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course and did not require to be made known by a
special revelation. But what is aimed at in putting
forward this view is much rather to establish the
complete difference between Jesus and all other men
which has been from the first claimed for him by the
assertion of his resurrection, but yet to be able to
dispense with miracle. This can never succeed.
If a really non-miraculous explanation is desired, then
apart from subjective visions (of which more hereafter)
33 Non- ^^'^^ possibilities present themselves.
miraculous
^^'^ ^^^ h}'pothesis that Jesus was only
explanations''PPf^"^^^ "^^^"^ ^^^^'"^ "^^"^ supporters
(excluding ^"
^^^
rationalism, and it has
visions)
^^^° ^^^^ espoused by a writer so modern
'* as Hase (Gesch. Jesu, 1876, § 112).
T h a t crucified persons taken down from the cross while still
in life have been able to recover is testified by Herodotus (7194)
and Josephus (/V/. 75 end, § 420/;). In a case of seeming
death Indeed it is hardly credible, and to call to one's aid the
wonderful power of healing which Jesus exercised on behalf of
other persons Is in this connection quite fantastic. More than
this : had Jesus presented himself merely as one who had all
but died on the cross his appearance would have produced the
impression of weakness and helplessness, not that ofa conqueror
of death and the grave, which nevertheless was the character he
required to present if he was to inspire his followers to a worldconquering faith. Finally, what could they say, if he nevertheless in the end died after all? T o escape the force of this
question the assumption was that he had withdrawn himself
into solitude, perhaps into some cave in order that his death
might not become known. It is obvious that the theory of a
seeming death is not enough ; it is necessary to assume also
various machinations, whether on the part of Jesus himself or on
the part of his disciples, whether at the time of his leaving the
sepulchre or with a view to covering the worst signs of weakness before he presented himself to larger circles of his followers.
In this aspect the present hypothesis approximates—

[b) The hypothesis that, although Jesus did not
recover, the disciples spread abroad, and found credence
for, the rumour that he was alive. Apart from all
other difficulties, such a. hypothesis is from the outset
untenable for two reasons : not only would the disciples
immediately after the death have been unable to
summon courage for so gigantic a task as the theory
implies, but also at a later date they would not have
had courage in persecution to surrender their lives for
such a faith.
Thus subjective visions are all that remain now to
_. „ ,
be dealt with. Let us endeavour first of
J . .
all to determine their nature in general bo
01 subiec,.
.*'.
far as this is practicable, without a too
' minute discussion ofthe conditions imphed
in the N T narratives and statements.
[a) In contradistinction from the so-called objective
vision (see § 32^2), the image that is seen in the subjective vision is a product of the mental condition of
the seer. The presupposition is, accordingly, that he
is not only in a high degree of psychical excitement
which is capable of producing in him the belief that he
is seeing something which in point of fact has no
objective existence, but also that all the elements which
are requisite for the formation of a visionary image,
whether it be views or ideas, are previously present in
his mind and have engaged its activities. That in these
circumstances the seer should behold an image for
which there is no corresponding reality, can be spoken
of as something abnormal only in so far as the occurrence
is on the whole a rare one ; as soon as a high degree of
mental excitement is given, the existence of visions is by
the laws of psychology just as intelligible and natural
as, in a lower degree of mental excitement, is the
occurrence of minor disturbances of sense perceptions,
such as the hearing of noises and the like.
[b) T h e view that a subjective vision could never
have led the disciples to the belief that Jesus was alive
because they were able to distinguish a \'ision from a
real experience is quite ^L mistake.^ It is not in the
least necessary that we should raise the question whether
they were always able to do so ; let it be at once
1 On this point Beyschlag (Leben
ticularly instructive.
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assumed that they could. The distinction is not unknown in the N I ' ; see, for example, A c t s l 2 9 ; indeed
we may lay it down that 'was seen' [ibipdi)) with the
single exception of Acts 7 26 always stands for another
kind of seeing than that of ordinary sense-perception
[e.g., L k . l n 931 2243 Acts23 723035 9i7 1831 I 6 9
2616 [ i Tim. 3r6?] Rev. 1119 121 3). Nay, this is our
warrant for calling in visions to our aid in explaining
the appearances of Jesus. All that we have gained by
this concession, however, is merely that tlje seers distinguished once and again the condition in which they
were : whether ecstatic or normal; it by no means
follows as matter of course that they held the thing seen
in vision to be unreal, and only what they saw when
in their ordinary condition to be real.
How otherwise
could the very conception of such a thing as an objective vision be possible?
[t] On the contrary, it pertains precisely to the
subjective vision that the seer, if he is not a person
thoroughly instructed in psychology and the natural
sciences, is compelled to hold what he sees in his vision
for real as long as it does not bring before him something which to his conception is impossible. W'herein
otherwise would consist the delusion, which nevertheless
every one knows to be connected with subjective vision,
if not in this, that the visionary seeks for the cause of
what he has seen in the external world, not in his own
mental condition ? And indeed the visionaries of the
Bible had more extended powers than modern visionaries
have for taking a visionary image as an objective
reality; for, if they were unable to attribute to the
image they saw any ordinary mundane reality because
it was contrary to their ideas of mundane things, they
could always attribute to it a heavenly reality, and it
was only if it was contrary to their conception of things
heavenly that they came to recognise it as a product of
their own fantasy.
(d) We have therefore to distinguish between three
experiences which were regarded as possible by the
disciples and their contemporaries : (i) the seeing of an
earthly person by the use of the ordinary organs of
sig^ht: (2) the seeing of a person in a real yet heavenly
corporeity, not by the bodily eyes but in a vision
(^Trratr/a : Lk. I22 2423 Acts26i9 2 C o r . 1 2 i ; or
bpajis '. Acts 217 Rev. 917 ; or 8pa/xa : Acts 910 12
IO31719 I I 5 16gf. I89), in a state of ecstasy (^Ktrratrts:
Aets lOio I I 5 2217), or, it may be, outside ofthe seer's
own body (2 Cor. 1 2 2 / ! ) ; (3) the production of a false
image on the mind without any corresponding outward
reality. The first of these possibilities (ordinary seeing)
is contemplated only by those evangelists who speak
of Jesus as eating and as being touched, and who never
themselves had been present at appearances of the
risen Jesus. The second possibility (visionary seeing of
<* heavenly corporeity) is what the witnesses of such
appearances intended and what Paul indicates by the
word 'was seen' [(^(pd-q). With the third possibility
(false image) it has this in common that in both the
condition of the participants is visionary ; with the first
(ordinary seeing), that the participants hold what they
see to be absolutely real and to have an existence
external to themselves (but not with a mundane reality).
[e) It was the mistake of many critics to assume that
by the use of 'was seen' [wcpdr]) the purely subjective
origin of what had been seen was conceded by Paul
himself.
The same error, however, is almost entirely
shared also by apologists such as Beyschlag when they
suppose that the participants, if they had held their
condition to be that of visionaries, would at the same
time have perceived the unreality of what they saw. This
hypothetically enunciated statement of the apologists
is distinguished from the categorical assertion of the
critics in only one point: the apologists will have it
that the participant need not necessarily attribute the
origin of what he sees to the state of his own mind, but
can attribute it to God—yet without the result that, in
4079

the latter case, in his view the thing seen becomes
invested with reality.
T h u s Beyschlag (as above, 432-435) is of opinion that Acts
16 9 does not make Paul believe that in reality a man of
Macedonia stood before him, nor 1010-16 make Peter think that
in reality a sheet containing real animals was let down frum
heaven—not only not in mundane actuality but also not even in
heavenly actuality; on the contrary. In each case neither had
taken in more than this, that God was seeking to give them to
understand something by means of sensible images. This way
of looking at matters is utterly inconsistent with the beliefs of
that time. If it is God who sends the Macedonian or the sheet
containing the beasts, as a matter of course it is believed that
these things are sent really (possessing of course not mundane
but heavenly actuality); for where it is presupposed that God
can if he chooses send them really, it would be quite unaccountable to believe that he has nevertheless not done so. That the
sending is not done for its own sake merely, but lias for its
purpose to incite Paul or Peter to a particular course of action,
IS indeed true ; but this does not by any means divest the thing
which God has sent of its reality. Beyschlag makes it seem as
if this were so merely by a reference to Acts 12 9 : * he knew not
that it was true which was done by the angel, but thought he
saw a vision.' It is correct to say that the same word (6pap.a)
is employed here as is used in 16 gf. 10 17 19 11 5, and that Peter
regards this vision (6pa/xa) as something unreal. H e r e however
the distinction drawn in a preceding paragraph (above, c) falls
to be applied : that a Macedonian or a sheet containing beasts
endowed with a heavenly corporeality could be sent by God
was regarded by Paul and by Peter respectively as thoroughly
possible; on the other hand, in 129 it is presupposed that the
liberation of Peter when it was ' not true but a vision' would
have been regarded by him as impossible. In like manner, if
'vision' (opauig) in Tobit 1219 means something opposed to
reality, a mere appearance (tfiavTaap-a), that meaning is secured
only by the antithesis in the sentence. T h e angel Raphael,
who has accompanied Tobias, says here by way of aftere.xplanation of what his real nature was : ' I have neither eaten
nor drunken, but ye saw only an appearance.' T h e Identity
of the word (opa/ia or opacris) thus by no means proves Identity
of judgment upon the matter here in question, namely the reality
or unreality of what has been .seen.

( / ) Equally mistaken would it be to maintain that
visions are throughout the whole O T and' X T regarded as
an inferior form of divine revelation. Beyschlag deduces
this from a single text (Nu. 126-8): to a prophet I
reveal myself by visions or dreams, but with Mose.s I
speak face to face. Not only is the dream placed upon
a level with the vision, an equality of which there can
be no thought in connection with the appearances of
the risen Jesus, but also in antithesis to both is placed
God's direct speaking, which undoubtedly makes known
the will of God more plainly than a visual image
can, the interpretation of which rests with the seer. In
the case of the resurrection of Jesus, however, the
situation is exactly reversed. If God had announced to
the disciples by spoken words that Jesus was alive, c\en
if they fully believed these words to have been received
immediately from God, the announcement would not
have been for them so clear and impressive as when
they were themselves permitted to look upon the form
of Jesus as of one who was alive,
[g) After what has been said in three preceding
paragraphs [c, d, e) the decisive question comes to be :
what sort of appearances of a person risen from the dead
were regarded by the disciples as possible?
T o this the answer must at once b e : Not incorporeal appearances ; for the idea of the immortality of the soul alone was
utterly strange to them (§ i?^'). Next, we must s a y : they
looked for a general resurrection of the terrestrial body to a
terrestrial life on the last d a y ; but in exceptional ca'^es they
regarded it as happening even In the present (Mk. tl 14-16 ; cp
§ 17^). And as they would have felt no difficulty in regarding
Jesus as an exceptional instance of this last description, they
would have regarded an appearance of Jesus in this form (with
a terrestrial body) as a real one. Tbis case, however, does not
come into consideration ; for such an appearance of Jesus does
not come within the range of what is historically authenticated.

What is alone authenticated is the appearance of
Jesus in heavenlv corporeality ; but of that it has been
shown in § 17fithat it corresponded with the conceptions
of Paul and likewise with those of the original apostles.
[h) The resultant conclusion then must be that when
the disciples experienced an appearance of Jesus in
heavenly corporeality they were under compulsion to
regard it as objectively real, and therefore to believe
that Jesus was risen because they had actually seen him.
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Consequently, this
what they saw was
have been merely
mental condition.
Having now, we
possibility that the

belief of theirs does not prove that
objectively real ; it can equally well
an image begotten of their own
belie\e, shown in a general way the
things related concerning the risrii

35. S i t u a t i o n ^T'f ™''^ ' " ' " "P°"/"t'J'=<^t'^':^ ^i^.i^S'
nf Paul
" l>;it iie.Kt remftms for us to mquire is
whether such visions h.i\e any probability in view of the known situation of the disciples.
This question admits of an affirmative answer, very
particularly in the case of Paul.
It will ever remain the lasting^ merit of Holsten th.it he hns
carried out this research on all sides with the most penetrating
analysis. The view he arri\ed at holds its ground alike in
presence of conservative theclogy and in presence ofthe deniers
of the genuineness of all the Pauline epistles, who lind lh,;
ch.ange from P h a r i s e e t o apostle of Jesus freed from the law too
sudden. .\n energetic nature could only pass from the one
extreme to the other, and could not possibly hold a mediating
position.1

(a) Paul persecuted the Christians as blasphemers,
because they proclaimed as the Messiah one who by the
judgment of God (Dt. 2123, cp Gal. 813) had been
plainly marked as a criminal, (b) If, in defending
their position, they quoted passages of the O T which in
their view treated of the Messiah, Paul could not gainsay
this application in .. general way ; all that he denied
was the applicability of the passages to one who had been
crucified, (c) From their appeals to the appearances of
Jesus, Paul certainly had come to know quite well the
form in which they would have it that they had seen
him. (d) .\pai-t from this blasphemy of theirs Paul
cannot but have recognised their honesty, seriousness,
and blamelessness of moral character, ^\'hat if they
should be in the right ? W e may be certain that, when
he entered their houses and haled them before the
judgment-seat, there were not wanting heart-rending
scenes, whieh in the case of a man not wholly hardened
could not fail to raise ever anew the recurring question
whether it was really at the behest of God that he had
to show all this cruelty. He repressed his scruples ;
yet the goad had entered his soul.
(e) In his own inner life he had no satisfaction. Whatever may have been the zeal with which he followed the
precepts of the fathers (Gal. 114), unlike the great mass
of morally laxer Pharisees his contemporaries, he perceived the impossibility of fulfilling the whole of the law's
requirements. And, not being able to fulfil them, he
was accursed (Gal. 310), and all men were in the same
condemnation with himself.
In Rom. 7 7-25 he has
impressively described this condition.
( / ) And yet
God in the O T had promised i time of salvation, and
it was inconceivable that he should not hold to his
word. But how could he, if the universal fulfilment of
the law—which was so clearly impossible—were held to
be the indispensable condition ?
(g) Here of necessity must have come about in the
mind of Paul a combination of these two lines of
thought which had hitherto remained apart. What if
the Christians were right in their assertion that the
Crucified One really was the Messiah, through whom it
was God's will to bring salvation to the world without
insisting on the fulfilment of the entire law ? In that
case the persecution of the Christians was indeed a
crime; but Paul, and with him all mankind, was
nevertheless delivered from the anguish of soul caused
by daily transgression of the law ; mercy, no longer
wrath, \vas what he might e.xpect from God. (h) .\n(l
indeed, this being so, it could only have been through
the death of Jesus that God had willed to procure

salvation for men. For Saul, the Pharisee, could never
g:et away from the thought that some kind of propitiation had to be made for the sins of men, before God
could bring in his grace. Perhaps the Christians had
even already begun to quote in support of their view
Is. 53, ivhich Paul in all probability has in his mind
when, in i Cor. I.53, he .says that he has received by
tradition thc doctrine that Christ, according to the
Scriptures, had been delivered as 1 propitiation for
our sins.
[i) Whether, however, all this, which in one respect
promised blcbieilness, but in another threatened him
with divine punishment as a persecutor of the Christians,
\vab really true or not, turned for Paul upon the answer
to the question, whether in actuality Jesus was risen.
For, in addition to the doctrine of propitiation, Saul the
Pharisee was indissolubly wedded to the thought that
'every one that hangeth on a tree' is accursed, unless
God himself has unmistakably pronounced otherwise
viz. that this proposition has no application to Jesus,
who did not die the death of a criminal, but the death
of a divine offering for sin. Such a divine declaration
was involved, according to the Christians, in the resurrection of Jesus.
(k) It will not be necessary to dwell upon the deeply
agitating effect which such doubts must have produced
in Paul's inmost soul ; the vividness with which
the living figure so often described to him by Christians must, time and again, have stood before him,
only to be banished as often by the opposition of his
intellect; until finally, only too easily, there came a
time when the image of fancy refused any longer to
yield to the effort of thought. All that need be pointed
out further is that on his own testimony, as well as on
that of Acts, Paul was very prone to visions and other
ecstatic conditions ( 2 C o r . l 2 i - 4 i C o r . 14i8 Acts9i2
I 6 9 I89 22i7 2723). That he does not place what he
had experienced at Damascus on i level with those
visions of his, but speaks of it as the last appearance of
the risen Jesus ( i Cor. 158), is intelligible enough if he
was not aware of any further appearances having been
made to other persons (see § 10 h); but it in no way
shows that in the journey to Damascus what befell was
not a vision, but an actual meeting with the risen Jesus.
The possibility, indeed the probability, of a vision here
has been pointed out ; it is for each reader to choose
between this and a miracle.
(1) Let it be clearly understood, however, that we do not here
employ the word ' was seen' (Sic^&r)) as evidence that Paul
himself concedes the subjective origin of the image which he
saw. (To the contrary, see § 34^, cl) Neither do we make use
of the e.vpression in Gal. 116, where Paul speaks of God as
having revealed his son ' in m e ' (ev epoC), to prove that Paul
regarded the occurrence at Damascus as one that had taken
place solely within himself. The words * I have seen ' (eopaKa)
and ' was seen * (u^drj) in i Cor. 9 i 15 8 are decisive against this,
for by them the apostle means to say that he has really seen
(although not in earthly but in heavenly corporeality) the risen
j e s u s as appearing to him ab exti-a.
Yet so far as Gal.li5_/I
IS concerned, neither is it probable that ' to reveal' (airoKoAvi^at)
denotes a subsequent inward illumination of Paul, since ' b u t
w h e n ' (ore 5e') and ' straightway' (evSe'ws) mark the time
which followed immediately upon that of ' t h e Jews' religion'
('louSai'tr^os) (1 i^f-)' In me ' (ef '^po'c), in spite of the reference of ' to reveal' (aTro/caAvi/>at) to the event on the road to
Damascus, may mean 'within me,' in so far as the appearance
produced efTects upon the spiritual life of the apostle ; but it can
easily mean also upon m e ' — i-e-, by changing the persecutor
into a believer (not, houever, 'through the success of my missionary labours,' which did not occur til] later).

^ Holsten, ZWT, 1861, pp. 223-284 ; Zum Evang. des Paulus
n- des Petrus, 1-237 (1868); Pfleiderer, Patitinisiiiiis,
1873, fi)
1850, Einl. On the other s i d e ; Beyschlag, St. Kr., 1864, pp.
197-264 ; 1870, pp. 7-50, 189-263. Specially interesting is Scholz
(Deiitsch-Evangel. Bldtter,
1881, pp. 816-841), who recognises
the whole psychological preparation for the conversion, and
then brings in the supernatural fact of the risen Jesus, which
his previous representation has enabled him to dispense with.

The situation of the earliest disciples very readily
suggests the same explanation of the facts, (a) The
%R Of pnt-lioat mental struggle between despair and
db. y i e a r i i e s i i j^^pg_jj^g disaster involved in the
disciples.
j^^jj^ ^ j jg^^^^ ^j^j jj^g i^^pg jjjgy gjjjj
somehow clung to, that the kingdom of God might still
be established by Jesus — can hardly have been less
than had been the struggle in the mind of Paul.
Perhaps there was in their case the additional circumstance that they were fasting, a condition highly favourable to the seeing of visions. Yet such a conjecture
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is by no means indispensable, and we need not lay
stress on the indication as to this given in the Gospel of
Plater and in the Didaskalia (above, §§ 5 [ / ] , 7b). All
these psychological elements, however, will be more fully
considered later (^ 37).
[b) On the other hand, we are unable to attach
weight to the view that the disciples were gradually led
by a study of the O T to a conviction that Jesus was
alive, and that thus in the end they came to have
visions in which they beheld his form.
Vii^ions do not arise by processes so gradual or so placid. It
is certainly correct to suppose that certain passages of the O T
must have had an influence on the thoughts of the disciples in
those critical days ; but not that they were then discovered for
the first time as a result of study. Rather must they have been
long familiar, when suddenly, under the impression made by the
death of Jesus, they acquire a new and decisive significance as
convincing the bereaved ones that the continued life of Jesus
was made assured by the word of God.
(c) From, our list of such passages must be e.\cluded many
which are frequently quoted as belonging to i t ; for example.
Is. 2.!i 8 P^. ];:5yi3 Ezek. IS 5-9, P.s. ^ 7 (although it appears to
be cited in A'.ts 13 33 in this sense), and, in particular, Ps. 16 10,
although this is cited in Acts 2 27 31 1835. What is said in the
Hebrew tt.xt is that God will not suffer his pious worshipper to
die (cp V. 9). When (p by a false etymology (nnt? = * to destroy,'
instead of n"[;' = ' t o sink') renders sdtjatli, which, as the
parallelism conclusively shows, means ' g r a v e , ' by 'destruction'
(Sttu^^opa), the mistranslation is innticumi'^ as long as this word
is taken to mean ' d e a t h , ' as the tratislators certainly took it ; it
becomes misleading only on the Christicm interpretation which
understands the bodily corruption that follows death.
Passages
of the O T from which the disciples could really have drawn
their conviction as tu the resurrection of Jesus are E x . 3 6 (see
its employment by Jesus himself in Mk. 12 26^/") Is. SSpyT
H o s . 6 2 2 K . 2 O 5 , perhaps also P s . l l S i y Job 19 25-27, but
very specially Ps. 86 13 1101 (cp IJrandt, 498-504). It must
always be borne in mind, it is hardly necessary to say, that
they did not interpret such passages m a critical manner and
with reference to the context, but simply as they seemed to
present to them a consoling thought.
(f^) N o weight can be given to the objection that the image of
the risen Jesus which presented itself to the disciples cannot
have been subjective because at first they did not recognise
it. _ T h a t they failed to do so is stated only in passages
which must be regarded as unhistorical (Lk. 2416 Jn. 2O14);
in Lk. 24 37 41 it is not even said, that he was not recognised.

(1?) Another objection, that though perhaps the subjective explanation might be admissible in the case of a
single individual, it wholly fails in the case of appearances to several, not to speak of the case of 500 at
once, appears at first sight to have great weight. As
against this it is worth mentioning that one of the most
recent upholders of an objective resurrection of Jesus,
Steude [St. Kr. 1SB7, pp. 273-275), quite gives up this
argument. In point of fact there is ample evidence to
prove that visions have been seen by many, in the
cases of Thomas of Canterbury, Savonarola, the
Spanish general Pacchi, several crusaders—days and
even months after their death—and similar occurrences
also in the cases of 800 French soldiers, the Camisards
in 1686-1707, the followers of the Roman Catholic
priest Poschl in Upper Austria in 1812-1818, the
• Preaching-sickness ' and ' Reading-sickness ' in Sweden
in 1841-1854, and so forth.^ That in circumstances
of general excitement and highly strung expectation
visions are contagious, and that others easily perceive
that which at first had been seen by only one, is, in
* E. A. Abbott, St. Thomas 0/ Caftterbury,
1898; Hase,
Gjsck.Jesu, i^7€>,W. S9Sf,^n^^eue
Proptieten, 333 = (2) 2 ggyi;
Reuter, Alexander
der Dritte,
3 i i o - i i 2 , 772-774 (1864);
Scholten, Evang. nach Joh. (Germ.), 3 2 9 / (1867); Renan,
Apdtres, 1 6 / 22 ( E T s i y : 55); Keim, Gesch Jesu -von Nazara,
3589-592 (1872), E T 6, 3 4 8 ^ ) ; Perty, Mystisdie
ErscJtei«««^(^M(2) 1130-133 (1872); E. Stein, Psydiisclie
Contagion,
21/. (Erlangen, 1S77); Hohnbaum, Psyckisctte
Gesundheit,
38-41 (1845); Leubuscher, Walmsinn in den 4 letzten
Jatirhunderten, 222-249(1848); Ideler, Ttte orie des religiosen
IValinsinns (1848-1850); Emminghaus, Allgem.
Psyctiopatfwtogie,
Sft izf' nf- 96. " 3 . 186 (1878), with the literature there referred
t o ; Allgem. Ztsclir.fiir
Psyctiiatrie,
1849, pp. 253-261; 1854,
pp. 115-125 ; 1856, pp. 546-604 ; i860, pp. 565-719 ; Wiedemann,
Die relig. Bewegung
in Oberoesterreich
u. Salzburg
beim
r-arinn des ip Jahrh. (1890); Die Secte der Pdschtianer
in
Ot'crJstrcich in dem Jatire 1817 (no place on title-page, 1819);
Misson, Tlu'atre Sacr^ des Cevennes, London, 1707; Blanc
Inspiration
des Camisards,
Paris, 1859.
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view of the accumulated evidence, a fact not to be
denied.
{/) The attempt has been made to argue from this,
on the contrary, that subjective visions cannot be
thought of as explaining the recorded facts of the
resurrection, inasmuch as in that case we should be
entitled to expect very many more recorded visions
than are enumerated by Paul. That, however, would
depend on the amount of predisposition to visions. It
is very easily conceivable that this may very rapidly
have diminished when, by means of a moderate number
of reported appearances, the conviction had become
established that Jesus had risen. On this account it is
also best to presume that the first five appearances
followed one another very quickly.
All the more
confidently in that case could Paul speak of that which
he had himself received as being the last of all (§ 10 h).
The consideration \shich above all others causes the
most serious misgivings, is the state of deep depression
Q., ..
in which the disciples were left by the
f P t
^^^^^ °^ J^^^^' ^^ ^^ conceivable that
in such circumstances subjective visions
should have come to them ?
[a] This question, however, is essentially simplified
by what has been pointed out above (§ 36 e), if we
suppose in addition that it was Peter alone who received the first vision. Could he but once find himself
able to say that he had seen Jesus, the others no
longer needed to be able to raise themselves out of
their state of prostration by their own strength ; what
had happened to Peter supplied what was wanting in
this respect. The question thus narrows itself to this :
Is the possibility of a subjective vision excluded in the
case even of Peter ?
[b) Undoubtedly an unusually strong faith was
needed, if in Peter the thought that Jesus, notwithstanding his death, was still alive, was to become so
powerful that at last it could take the form of a vision.
All the requisite conditions, however, were present.
W e do not at all lay weight upon the consideration,
that with the return to Galilee the reminiscences of
Jesus associated with those localities would again take
the upper hand over the impression which his death
had made ; for indeed this impression was indelible.
But alongside of this impression there would also be
recollections of the predictions of Jesus. W e do not
refer here primarily to the predictions of his resurrection
(see § 22 rt) ; those referring to his coming again from
heaven to set up the kingdom of God upon earth—
predictions which are certainly quite historical (see
GOSPELS, § 145 [ / ] ) — are much more important.
They also, it is true, might seem to have been decisively
falsified by the death of Jesus ; for with Peter also it
was an infallible word of God, that every one that
hangs on a tree is cursed (Dt. 2123 ; cp Gal. 813).
Precisely here, however, there is a difference between
the cases of the two apostles : Paul could apply this
thesis to Jesus in cold blood, because he had never
personally known him (2 Cor. 516, when rightly interpreted); Peter could not—he owed too much to him.
T o speak more exactly, the reason why Peter, even after
the crucifixion, did not cease wholly to have faith in the
prediction of Jesus, lay partly in the deep impression of
his utter trustworthiness which he had left upon his
disciple, and partly also in the religious inheritance which
Peter felt he owed him, in the ineradicable conviction of
the truth of his cause. From this conviction of the
truth of Jesus' cause the conviction of his continued
personal life was inseparable in the thought of that
age. In this sense Renan's saying [ApStres, 44, E T
70) is true : ' ce qui a resuscit^ J^sus, c'est l"amour.'
[e) There is yet another point, which for the most
part is utterly overlooked in this connection. W e do
not mean the lively temperament of Peter ; for whether
that made him specially susceptible to visions cannot be
said. We refer to the fact that Peter had denied his
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Lord. Even if the circumstance, mentioned only in
Lk. (226i), that after his denial his eye met that ofhis
master, be hardly historical (cp SIMON P E T E R , § 19(f),
there still remains a delicate suggestion of what must
most infallibly have happened ; the form of him whom
Peter had denied mtist have come up before him with
ever renewed vividness, however he may have struggled
to escape it. Though at first he may have said to himself that this was a mere creation of his fancy, it is
certainly not too bold a conjecture that a moment came
when he believed he saw his Lord bodily present before
him, whether it was that the eye was turned upon him
with reproach and rebuke, or whether it was that it
already assured him of that forgiveness, for which
beyond all doubt he had been praying with all the
energ}' of his soul.
[d) If this be sound, we shall find in the denial of
Peter an occasion for the occurrence of a vision as direct
as we have found the persecution of the Christians by
Paul to have been. If we will, we shall be able to
discern in these acts of hostility against Jesus or his
followers an arrangement in the providence of God,
whereby chosen \essels were prepared for the furtherance of Christianity. In any case this deed of Peter,
that he held fast his faith in the imperishability of the
cause of Jesus and therefore also of the person of Jesus,
will remain the greatest of his life, greater still than his
confession at Ca-sarea Philippi (Mk. 829 and ||), and
would make to be true those two words even though in
the mouth of Jesus they be not historical : ' thou art
Peter [i.e.. a rock) and upon this rock will I build my
church' (Mt. 1618, cp MINISTRY, § 4 / ) , and ' Do thou,
when once thou hast turned again, stablish thy brethren '
( L k . ' 2 2 33, c p S I M O N P E T E R , § 15 <5).

For all that has been said in the foregoing paragraphs
the most that can be claimed is that it proves the
38 Conclusion Possibility—the probability if you will
. .
—of the explanation from subjective
on visionT^
.u
.
r *u
,
., .
visions. From the very nature of the
""
• case it would not be possible to prove
more, for the visionary character of the appearances
could not be established for us by the visionaries themselves—on the contrary, everything constrained them
to regard what they had seen as objective and real—nor
yet by the reporters, who simply repeated what the
visionaries had related to them.
Only scientifically
trained reporters could have assured us on the point,
and such reporters did not then exist. Let it be
expressly observed, however, that in the vision-hypothesis it is only the judgment of the visionaries as to the
objective reality of what they had seen that is set aside ;
every other biblical statement of fact, unless we have
been compelled to set it aside as inconsistent with some
other biblical statement, remains unaffected.
The
hypothesis, furthermore, attributes no want of uprightness either to the visionary or to the reporter. The
error which it points out affects merely the husk—
namely that the risen Jesus was seen in objective
reality, but not the kernel of the matter, that Jesus
lives in the spiritual sense ; thus it is an error, only in
the same relative sense as is the dogma that the Bible is
inspired in every letter (a dogma without the temporary
ascendancy of which the church of to-day would hardly
have existed), or in the same sense in which the anthropomorphic view of God's being and his relation to
nature which possesses every child is an error—an error
but for which the number of grown-up persons of
unshaken religious conviction would indeed be small.
Reverting now once more to § i and the ideas on
account of which it is held that the belief in a literal
resurrection cannot be given up, we remark that the
doctrine of the government of the church by Christ is
one that can give place without any religious loss to
that of the leading of the church by the spirit of Christ,
or, if it is desired to put it in a more personal fonn,
that of the government of the church by God. That
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the cause of Jesus did not die with him on the cross we
are assured by history, even if his resurrection did not
occur as a literal fact. It is undeniable that the church
was founded, not directly upon the fact of the resurrection of Jesus, but upon the belief in his resurrection ;
and this faith worked with equal power whether the
resurrection was an actual fact or not. The view of
Paul that, apart from the literal truth of the resurrection
of Jesus, there is no forgiveness of sins, has as its
necessary presupposition the dogma, not of Paul the
Christian but of Paul the Pharisee, that every crucified
person without exception is accursed of God ; as soon
as the possibility o f a miscarriage of justice either in the
synedrium or at Pilate's judgment seat is conceded, this
view eo ipso falls to the ground.
Finally, the view
that unless Jesus actually rose again the hope of the
final resurrection of the dead is vain would be a sound
one if this hope had consisted in the expectation that all
men were to rise three days after their respective deaths.
In its actual form, as hope of the resurrection at the last
day, it would come to be denied, in so far as an
event happening in the case of Jesus is concerned, only
if Jesus himself were to continue in the state of death at
the last day. In so far, however, as the idea of the
immortality of the soul takes the place of the hope of a
final resurrection—as in modern times is very extensively
the case—it ceases to be a matter of fundamental
importance whether Jesus rose again on the third day,
or not ; for immortality consists only in a continued
existence of the soul, and that from the moment of the
death of the body onwards, and is just as incapable of
being confirmed or made known by a resurrection of the
body as of being called in question by the absence of a
resurrection. Ilf immortality could thus be confirmed or
made known, that must have been possible on the first
and the second day after death, for immortality was then
present. For that time, however, resurrection is excluded by presupposition.
Prins, De realiteit
van's
Heeren opstanding,
1861, and
(against Prins) Straatman, De realiteit van's Heeren
opstanding
. . . en hare verdedigers, 1862', VcLul, Zll^T,

39. Literature. 1863, 182-209, 279-3"; 1864, 82-95, 396-408

and (against Paul) Strauss, ibid. 1863, 386400; Gebhardt, Die Auferstehung
Ctiristi und Hire neuesten
Gegner, 1864; Steude, Die Auferstetiung
Jesu, 1888, and with
more scientific thoroughness in St. Kr., 1887, 203-295 (see above,
§ 36 e) ; Rohrbach, Der Schluss des Maixusevangeliums,
1894,
and Die Bericttte uber die Auferstehung
Jesu, 1898 ; Eck,
' Bedeutung der Auferstehung Jesu fiir die tjrgemeinde u. fur
u n s ' in Hefte zur Christlichen
IVelt, No. 32, 1898; Loofs,
' D i e Auferstehungsberichte u. ihr Werth,'z-^/t/. No. 33, 1898;
Bruckner, ' Die Berichte iiber die Auferstehung J e s u ' in Prot.
Monatshefte,
1899, 41-47, 96-iTo, 153-160. Amongst the writings
on the life of Jesus see Strauss, Keim, Weiss, Beyschlag (vol. 1.)
and, quite specially, Brandt, Evang. Gescli., 1893, 305-446,
490-517.
[The bulk of English work upon this subject (of which the
more useful or significant portions are indicated in the subjoined paragraphs by an asterisk) falls into one or other of two
classes : (a) one dealing primarily with historical and theological appreciations of the fact or truth in question ; (b) the
other sensitive, in the first instance, to the features ofthe record
and the historical evidence. Owing to the backwardness and
inefficiency of English criticism upon the synoptic question,
and the consequent paucity of scientific work upon J\It. and Lk.
especially (upon Lk. 24 note the strangely parallel story in
Plutarch : l^it. Rom. 28), the latter class of writings is as yet inadequately represented, being conspicuous for open-mindedness
(in its better representatives) rather than for thoroughness, and
more successful in criticising the weak points of opposing
theories than in constructing a satisfactory and tenable hypothesis which might do justice to the complex of facts under
review. Cp Froude's Short Studies, 1 229/!
(a) T h e conservative side is represented by a long series of
writings, whose weakness consists mainly in the preponderance
o f t h e dogmatic over the historical element or in literalism. Of
these the following are the more salient :—F. D. Maurice's
Ttieol. Essays (8); Westcott's Introd. to Study of Gospels
((6) 1881), 333-341; The Gosp. ofthe Resurr.,
The
Historic
Faitli (chap. H), and The Revelation
of ttte Risen
Lord;
*.Mllligan's exhaustive and theological The Resurr. of our
LordXm 1894), and TIic Asceiision and Heavenly
Priesthood
0/ our Lord, 1892; *M'Cheyne Edgar's vigorous Gosp. of ttte
Riseji Saviour, 1892, pp. 21-135; C. A. Row's The Jesus of
the Evangelists,
1868, pp. 262 f. (critique of mythical theories);
J. Kennedy's survey in The Resurr. of our Lord an
historical
fact,
witti examination
of naturalistic
tiyPotlieses, 1881 ;
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Latham's curious volume Ttie Risen Master, 1900; and Orr's
Christian
View of God and ttie IVorld, 1893, Lect. 6, n. C.
Similarly, but with special bearing upon the narratives as part
of the biography of Jesus :—"Fairbairn's Studies in ttie Life of
Ctirist, 1881, chap. I S ; G. H . GiVaerxis Students' Life of Jesus,
1898, pp. 385-405 ; besides the Lives of Christ by Farrar, Edersheim, and S. J. Andrews (ed. 1892, pp. 589^^)- T h e subject is
competently handled also, though from a more strictly philosophical and doctrinal standpoint, by *Newnian Smyth (Old
Faiths in Ncw Ligitt, chap. 8 ) ; *D. W . Forrest (The Christ
of Hist, and Experience,
1897, Lect. 4 critique of visionhypothesi.s); R. H . Hutton (Tticol. Essays,\^
1888, pp.
131 f)\
E . Griffith-Jones (Ttie .-iscent tlirough
Ctirist,{'^)
1900, pp. 337-359); H . G. Weston (Bibliottt. Sacra, 1900,
pp. 356-302) and L. S. Potwin (ibid. 1890, pp. 177-190); also
by *Denney (Tlie Death of Christ, 1902, pp. 66 JC 76 yl 121123).
At the opposite pole of radical criticism, the most noteworthy
woik^ along this line are *R. W . Macan's Tlie Resurrection
of
Jesus Christ, the contributions of Dr. E. A. Abbott (cp P/iilochristus, Onesimus,
and TlirougJi Nature
to Christ, 1877,
chap. '21), and Martineau's Seat of Authority
in Religion
(1^1, 1890), 3637^, 48\f, tyzf
besides the writings to be cited
belou-.
(A) Examinations of early Christian evidence, and particularly
of the gospel narratives (with that of the ascension, Acts 1 i - i i ) ,
from a fairly free but reverent standpoint may be found in
A. B. Bruce's Expos. Gk. Test. vol. i. ((2), 1901), 330/I, 643,/^;
G. L. Gary's scholarly Synoptic Gosp. ( I n t e m a t . Handbks. to
N T , vol. i., 1900), i s 19S-202; J . EstUn Carpenter's First
Tliree Gosp. ((2), iSgo), 3 1 9 / , 2 6 8 / ; A. C. McGiffert's Apost.
Age, 1897, pp. 36-44, 557'^ and J . V. Harriet's Apost. Age,
1900, p p . I - I Q ; see, further, Blair's Apost. Gosp. (372-385) on
the conclusion of Mk., with the editions by Swete and Allan
Menzies, Motfatt's Hist. Xcio Testament ('-', 1901), pp. 550-533
(on I\Ik. 169-20), 647-649 (on Mt. and Lk.), 694-696 (on J n . 20-21),
and A. R^ville's article in Nczv IVorld, 1894, pp. 498-527. T h e
distinctive aim of such contributions is to investigate not simply
the verbal contents of the narratives in question, but also their
mental and religious presuppositions ; to get behind the stories
into the world of their first hearers, with their beliefs and hopes.
Extri;me furms of this critical hypothesis are variously represented in such works as *W. Mackintosh's Nat. Hist, of ttie
Christian Religion, 1894, pp. 257-328 (mythical theor)'), *Supernaturat Religion, 3, 1877, p. 398/T (in which, as in the following liook, the problem is handled drastically, but uncritically
is.>htei.l). The Four Gosp. as Historical
Records, 1895, pp. 451,
and O. Cone, The Gosp. atui its Earliest Interpretations,
1893,
pp. 12 (.y;, 200 f , none of which, nowever, can be pronounced
entirely satisfactory, cither in method or in results. See
further S. Davidson's jVTIntrod.'-^' (i8g4)2 J67 f. T h e opposite
side; is pleasantly but ineffectively advocated by writers like
Purves (Cliristianity
in Apostolic At.'-c, 1900, 9-15) and Sanday
(.hf.-i-iings' ZJ5 "2638-643), while it is defended with a really
critical grasp of the problem and its bearings bj' *Swete
(.Apostles' Crctd, 1: q4, p. 64f),
"^A. B. Bruce
(Apologetics,
i3 |2, pp. 383-397), Schaff(///.s-^ of Church, 1172-186). *Denney
(art. 'Ascension' in Hastings' DB \i6\-\'-,2),
and *Prof. S.
MijComlj (j:xpos.{*'' 4350-363, a critique of E T of Harnack's
U'cscn); see also *Knowling : Tlie IVitncss ofthe
Epistles,
1892, pp. 365-396, 397-4i4(ascension) ; A. iiove-y (Amer.
Jourtt.
TheoL, igi>D, pp. 536-554, a critique of Stapfer); W. F. Adeney
(Expos.{^^ S 137-141',, a critique of Weizsacker); N . J. D . White
('Appearances of Risen Lord to Individuals,'j£^^/<?5.(B) 1066-74),
and E . R. Bernard ( ' T h e Value of the Ascension,'
Exp.T,
igoo-1901, pp. 152-155, and in Hastings' ^ ' . 5 4 2 3 4 ) . Despite
exaggerated statements upon both sides, recent English discussions display a growing sense that there is a serious problem
to be faced in the condition of the historical record.s, and that
exegesis has a vivid if subsidiary part to play in its solution.
This is a sign of health, if only that the demands of the public
are becoming more exigent; but no advance can be looked for
until English students are furnished with a scientific equipment
in the shape of thoroughly critical editions of the gospels, as
well as with monographs combining historical judgment and
sound scholarship with some philosophic and religious appreciation of the subject.—J. Mo. J
p, \v s
REU (IP"! ; pdvpa^Y)' b- Peleg, «. name occurring in
the genealogical table connecting Shem and Abraham
(Gen. II18-21 [P], I Ch. I 2 5 ; cp Lk. 335, AV Ragau).
.\x\ Aramaean tribe bearing the name Ruua
appear in
S. Babylonia in the time of Tiglath-pileser IIL (Schr.
KGFio^f.;
KAT^~^ 1 1 7 ; Del. Par. 2 3 8 , ^ ) ; but
their identification with Reu is denied by Schr. [loc. cit.).
T h e name, in common with the others in the same hst,
is probably Mesopotamian, and we may possibly find
a trace of it in a ^ i ^ - : ^ , one of the kings of Edessa,
which is doubtless for ' m a n of Re'u,' a formation
parallel to the Heb. SN"I33 (cp Duval, ' Hist. d'Edesse,'
Journ. Asi,it., 1891, IS126).
Re'u may have been an
old Mesopotamian god (Mez, Gesch. der Stadt
Harran,
23).
Cp R E U B E N , g§ 9 iii., 10.
' F. B.
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REUBEN
Mention (§ i).
A lost tribe (§ 2).
First-born (§ 3).
Bilhah, Bohan (§ 4).
' A l t a r ' story (§ 5).

Other stories (§ 6).
N a m e (§§ 7-9)'
Meaning of stones (§ 10).
Genealogies (§§ 11-13).
Lists of cities (§ 14).

Reuben ^ is repeatedly mentioned in the Hexateuch
as a branch of Israel.
It is often associated with Gad,
and is known to each of the documents
1. Mention.
underlying the Hexateuch.
T h e reader
naturally infers that the writers of those documents had
knowledge of such a comiuunity.
H e may indeed think
it prudent to test the legitimacy of that inference, when
he misses references elsewhere in the Hebrew writings.
Still, the aigumentum e silentio must be used with great
care.^ T h e facts seem to be these. Outside of the fixed
tribal lists (in Chron., Ezek., and, in the N T , in Rev.)
and the Chronicler's genealogies,^ Reuben is known,
apart from an a t best anachronistic gloss in 2 K. 1033
(descriptive o f t h e district harassed by Hazael), through
the mention in the enumeration in Judg. 5 ['o. 15 f).
T h a t chapter contains very old material and few will
question its authority even when it stands alone.
Only,
however, if we are sure that the passage says what the
poet meant it to say.
That, however, does not
appear to have been questioned, so far as the mention
of Reuben is concerned.* Discussion has been confined'to the question, where the mention appearing
after 15a and again, m a slightly variant form,
after i6a really belongs.
Sdll, is not the simplest explanation of the double occurrence, that the clause is
really a gloss ? Other difficulties would thus be removed.
It always seemed strange that so remote a community
as the traditional Reuben should be mentioned by n a m e . '
T o speak of Gilead in general, on the other hand,
without naming tribes, would be natural.
Later,
Gilead^ would be taken to mean Gad, whilst Machir
was perhaps referred to ' half-Manasseh,' and so a
reference of some kind or other would be made on the
margin to Reuben.
If it be thought that probability is
in favour of the reference in Judg. 5 being contemporary
evidence,' the problem before us is to determine where
Reuben lived and to explain the fact that in historical
times Reuben had no significance.
If the other view is
taken, the problem is to account for the references in
the Hexateuch.
A survey of the references (in the Hexateuch) to
Reuben suggests that the solid element in them all is
. ,
, the belief that there once was an important
community called Reuben and that for some
tribe.
reason it had lost its place ; it was a sort of
'Ad or T h a m u d .
It is usually supposed that tradition
preserved the memory of a more or less definite geographical district occupied by Reubenites. It may have
done so. T h e evidences of such a tradition, however,
are far from copious.
Most of what we are told about
a territory of Reuben is in D (Dt. 812 16 443 Josh. 13
8-12) and P (much of Xu, 32 Josh. 1815-23 208 21 3 6 / )
and cannot safely be used for the present purpose (see
§ 14).
There seems to be only one passage (Nu. 32
_ ^ On the name see below : on the form, § 8 ; on O T explanations, § 7 ; on real meaning, g g.
2 Special caution is needed in regard to questions bearing on
the tribes.
3 On the statements in i Ch. 5 see § 13. On i Ch. 1142 see
§ 13 (end).
•1 Winckler h a s suggested that ' A s h e r * is not a tribe name
but a pronoun (Iti'x), and that ' D a n ' was not mentioned
originally (GI2 134, no. 26 f).
^ Of course Reuben may have been settled in West Palestine
at the time referred to (see next note); h u t the pastoral character
assigned to the tribe in the clause probably shows that its author
thought o f t h e E a s t ( c p G A D , § n , first small type par.).
6 .Steuemagel suggests (Einwanderung,
20) that the mention
of Gilead, not Reuben, in v. 17a may be because Reuben was
still seated in W . Palestine (see below, g 10).
7 It would not decide the question where Reuben lived (see
preceding two notes).
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37/;) which can perhaps be attributed to J (see, however, Oxf. Hex.).
All it has to say is that certain six
(Moabite) towns were, in the Mosaic age(?) ' b u i l t ' by
the sons of Reuben (see below, § 14). The absence of
any reference to a people called Reuben in the Mesha
inscription although it mentions three of the six towns
and refers to ' the men of Gad ' as having ' dwelt in the
land of'Ataroth from of old (D'^V,':) ' seems to require us
to suppose that the statement oi J, if not imhistorical,
rests on a memory of days long gone. That there \\as
a firm belief in an ancient Retiben is, indeed, clear.
The point is that it need not imply a knowledge of
where it had been settled. In Gen. S.^ui/. J sccnis to
connect Reuben with \\'est Palestine (see ^ 4), and even
in P there seems to be a trace of -^ belief of the same
kind (Josh. 156 1 8 1 / § 4), which may be u-presented
in the strange story of the ' altar ' (§ 5), and in the u k a
that Retiben crossed into West Palestine to help the
other tribes to effect a settlement (cp G A D , col. 1585).
Whatever was thought of the place where Reuben
had Hved, <L great deal of interest was felt in his fate
9 T-iT-ct hnm (^P § ^°)- Reuben is everywhere the
6. xirsT,-Dom. fij-st^tj^i-n ^^^^ ^nd of §). In E indeed
there was perhaps an inter\'al of considerable length
between him and Leah's other sons : Naphtali seems
to be for E Jacob's third son (cp N A F H T A L I , § 2).
Whether this was so in the original J wc cannot say :
it would account for Reuben's being the finder of the
dadaim [ib.)^ which E does not mention. In J as we
have it, however, Reuben has three own brothers when
he finds die dfid.flm which lead to the birth of Joseph ^
(cp ZEBULUN). The only tale E has to tell about
Reuben is of how he tried to deliver Joseph^ (Gen.
3722 29), and reminded his brothers of the fact (4222 ;
see below, ^ 10, end), and how he offered his own two
sons (cp § II) as a pledge of the safe return of Benjamin.
The most significant point in all this is that Reuben was
the first-born. On that point there seems to be complete agreement. The problem is discussed in i Ch.
5 i / The view of the writer of that passage is that
Reuben forfeited his right (as first-bom) to the special
blessing, which fell to Joseph, who thus became two
tribes, although his rival Judah ^ ultimately outdid him.^
The rest of the points may belong to the decking out
ofthe story (see, however, below, § 10, end).
Xot so in the case of what J has to tell us in Gen.
8022. No doubt the story was once told with more
A T,•^\. 1. T. 1.
detail ^ ( 7"^j/. Reub. 3, 2in6. Jubilees,
4. Bllhah, Bohan. o
li
.
- ^ i i u i
\7
8 33, show how it could be done).'
This story seems to be J's explanation of how Reuben
lost his rank.
What Jacob did when he heard ^ of
^ According to Stucken ( ' R u b e n im J a k o b s s e g e n ' in MVG
for 1902, 446-72, which appeared after this article was in type)
the finding of the duda'im was ascribed to Reuben as a patriarchal eponym on a level with Jacob. Later syncretism made
him Jacob's son.
p Steuemagel suggests (Einwanderujtg,
17) that in the
onginal story what Reuben did was not to make over the dildd'im
to Leah but to use them to i\in the favour of Rachel, or rather
Bilhah, whence Bohan (cp N A P H T A L I , § if).
This is very
ingenious, but does not explain the obvious relation of the
(tudd'im to Issachar and Joseph. According to Stucken (see
preceding note) Reuben's incest was with Leah herself, who
may at one time have been called Bilhah.
•' It is probable that in Gen. 37 21 (J) ' Reuben ' is redactional
for Judah. See next note.
In the Joseph story the leader is J u d a h in J, Reuben in E
(cp preceding footnote); cp Steuemagel, Einwanderung,
34.
^ According to Guthe, GVI 42, Reuben's hegemony belonged
to the time preceding the settlement of the Rachel tribes (cp
RACHEL, § i b). Those tribes which acknowledged his leadership were called Leah ; the later (Rachel) tribes acknowledged
the hegemony of Joseph.
^ Against the su;|gestion of Dillmann and Stade (GVI I 151)
that the story implies more primitive morals in the half-nomad
Reubenites, see Holzinger, ad loc.
' Later writers refused to believe the storj-^ (cp the case of
SIMEON [§9?, e n d ; see also §4!). In Targum (Ps.-Jon. ad loc.),
Midrash (Ge7t. rabba 98 / ) , Talmud (Shabb. 55 b\ and Bk. of
Jashar, Reuben only disturbed a couch (cp Charles, Jubilees,
§ 33. n. 2 and § 33 1 b).
* Through angels, according to Test. Reub.

REUBEN
Reuben's deed has been suppressed by R.^ It can be
inferred, however, from the ' Blessing of Jacob ' • 2
Reuben ! thou wast my first-born
My might and the first-fruits of my manhood ;
Exceeding in impetuosity,^ exceeding in passion 1
Foaming like water . . . ^
For thou did.st ascend thy father's couch.
Then did I curse the bed^ he ascended.6

Even without Gunkel's emendation of the last line it is
plain that the sequel to (ien. 8622 was a father's curse,^
which brought doom on the tribe (cp BLESSINGS AND
C'URSINGS). The effect becomes still more clear in the
' Blessing of Moses ' •
Let Reuben live (on), let him not die (out) I
Still, let him 8 become a (mere) handful of men !9

The story of Bohan the son of Reuben may havff
been connected with the same legend (cp N A P H T A L I ,
col. 3330 foot). Wc ought perhaps, however, to t?-anslate the word 'bohan.' The landmark would then be
the thumb-stone^'* of the son (or sons [©^^ in Josh. 1817])
of Reuben. The suggestion made elsewhere (col. 535
n. 4), however, is perhaps better: the suggestion, namely,
that there is a slight corruption of the text, and that we
ought to r e a d : stone of the sons of Reuben (^jn pN
j^iNi; reading ^jn for p i n i . as [nn might be t transposed .133='JD).
The reading of ®^^ in Josh. 1817 would support this
view. In its favour is the ease with which it could be
K T Vl 09 t)rought into connection with a story
*, ., ' ,
which is otherwise perplexing. The stone
(or was it really a group of stones?) in
question was near ' Geliloth ' (Josh. 1817 : see GILGAL,
§ 6 b). Now it was at the ' Geliloth' of the Jordan
that, we are told, there was erected a sacred object to
which was given a name that has been lost (see E D ,
G A L E E D , 2). The present text of Josh. 22 leaves it
uncertain on which side of Jordan the sacred erection
stood, and it ascribes the building to. Reuben and Gad
(and half Manasseh !). Perhaps Gad is an addition ^^
connected with the view that the stone was east of the
Jordan. No doubt the object was not an ' altar,' but a
massebah or a circle of stones (see GILGAL, § I ) , and
the story ^^ may be connected in some way with an
attempt to account for the loss of Reuben's status. '^'^
The suggestion just made gains, perhaps, in plausibility from the fact that in E, and probably J, there is
another story that may have served the same purpose
(next §).
In the older parts of Nu. 16 the leaders of Retiben
(see below, § 10) dare to challenge the authority of
Moses and thus bring divine judgment on
6. O t h e r themselves. It is even possible that there
stories. was still another story of the same kind (see
below, § 10 [i]). These stories, as they attribute to
1 According to Stucken (above, col. 4089, n. i) various
analogies suggest that Israel castrated Reuben for his crime
(' eye for eye, etc.*), 53.
2 On this passage see n. 5.
3 Read perhaps riNBJ with Gunkel.
4 M T iniJ^ ^i^, obscure; see Stucken, MVG, 1902, p. 171.
6 Read perhaps *y=iy; 'riS^Dwith Gunkel. For some interesting suggestions as to the original purport of the passage see
Stucken (as in col. 4089, n. i), 46-52.
« According to Jubilees, § 887 9, and Test. Reub., Bilhah
became taboo to Jacob henceforth.
•? Gunkel compares Iliad, 9 4 4 7 ^ (Amyntor's curse [ 4 5 5 / ]
on his son Phoinix for a deed similar to Reuben's).
« On the reference of this to Simeon in © A L see SIMEON, § 3.
9 Cp Ball, PSBA IS 122 (1895) : nsoD TlD10 In Assyrian there is no conscious metaphor in the use of
abdnu in this wny.
_,
11 Cp OS^•l'^^'^(.^f Tekeiku,e. TOTFOS napa rbv 'lopSdvrjv, evBa.
6va-ia<rTripiov eaTqa-av ot utoi 'Pou/3ti'.
12 On the geographical import of this and the preceding story
see § TO.
13 Does the story in Josh. 22 contain a reference to the name
Reuben : see v. 28 mn'' nniO n-J^ri'nN =IN1 (reu . . . [ta]bn[ith])
and V. 10 nx-O^ • •
'^nj nniD IJl'l ([wayyilbnO . . .
(lemajr'e)?
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Reuben an importance which there is nothing in history
to suggest, may be due to a tradition of conflict between
some representative Israelitish clan and a Reubenite
community. On the other hand, they may be simply
popular or other stories designed to explain the supposed collapse of a Reuben people.
The real cause of Reuben's disappearance may have
been the inroad of Moab, which was perhaps not so
early as to prevent a vague memory of what had preceded from surviving (see G A D , § i i , col. 1585, mid. and
cp M O A B , § 14, coL 3174, foot).

On the other hand,

there is the possibility that Reuben's abode was not
really in the east. W e have found several hints of "
belief that Reuben had been west of the Jordan (see
further, below, § 10), to which we shall return (§ 10) in
the light of the considerations suggested by a study of
Reuben's name.
The meaning of the name Reuben is not apparent.
There seem to be traces of more than one explanation.
7 OTp-jrnlana *' J (Gen. 2932^7) takes it to mean
' : " ^ e^cpiana- . y^hw^ IOQ^S at my affliction' and

tions of name. ^ , . .
r
I T I
«i.7^o 1/x ^^x^^,
^^^^ ^^ ^j. ^ reference to what Leah
had had to bear as the hated wife (nNiib ; ^- 33 ^ s^e
Gunkel ad loc.). ii. E (Gen. 2932(5), on the other hand,
sees a reference to some point in the conduct of Jacob :
* my husband will . . . me.'
^ I T reads 'will love m e ' ; but it is difficult to believe that
this is sound. T h e versions, indeed, agree (ayamjo-ei, atnabit;
ncrham [Pesh.]) with M T ; but so slight a change would make
the word chime with Reuben ( ' J 3 , I K ' : p i K l ) that it is natural to
suppnse that it must have done so.l Gunkel suggests as the
original a word cognate with the Aramaic m n . ' t o praise.'
T h e Reubenites are in the traditions so hard to distinguish from
the Gadites that E may well have connected with the name
Reuben a wish like that expressed in D t . 8820 ( u DTTID) with
regard to Gad : ' he will make me spread forth ' ; or, since the
subject is ' h u s b a n d ' not ' Vahwe,' might we give the word its
Arabic meaning and render ' welcome m e ' ? 2

iii. Josephus explains Roubel, Po('/i?7\os [Ant. i. I97),
his form ofthe name (see § 8), by saying that Leah felt
she had experienced the mercy of God (5i6rt Kar ^Xeov
abrrj rov Oeou y^voLTo).^
It is not certain what the last consonant of the name

8. Form ^\

,

of n a m e

Thetraditionalformsare|31X"i; pov^iji/lBADEFL],
' -fieiv [Gen. 42 22 37 E ] , -^t^ [L in 2 K. 10 33 Ch. ; E
in Gen. 30 14], pov^iv 1 Ch. 6 1 3 [L], Joseph. -^17^09, 4 7 3, § 166
var. povfii/x ; Syr. riibll; Vg. Ruben ; gentilic R e u b e n i t e
''331N"i, in © not usually distinguished from the ' personal' form,
hut I Ch. 11 42 poujSyjct [L], 2632 pouPi)c[e]t [BA], Josh. 22 r pov
firjviTai. [A] ; Josephus, oi pov^-qvnai, y/ pov^r/kts ^UATJ.

The explanations adduced already (§ 7} imply that
the final consonant was early pronounced as n ; but
Hos. 4 15 58 IO5 make it probable that in the case of
Bethel the n which has established itself in the modern
local pronunciation [Beitin) took the place of/early.*
The real origin of the name is unknown, i. On the
view that the final letter was n, Baethgen [Beitr. 59,
9. Meaning. ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ) ' : ° " " ' l f / ' ' \ * ' = Arabic Ru'ba =
° Rubat-is [CIL 8 2415), companng the ending en in Y.\i-dcn (EV ' J o r d a n ' ) , and so, before him.
Land (De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. 21) who is reminded of
.\rab. ra'ab.
T h e inscription, Glaser 302, from
Hadak.ln, speaks of " tribe pxT^ . j ^ (,^75 ^ ^o. 37,
/. 5), sons of R'bn',* vowels unknown. The comparison
^ On the other hand, we must remember that the old etymo.
loRJ-sts were ea.sily content (cp Gunkel).
- The most obvious derivation ' Behold ! a son' is passed over :
nanies with imperatives (Olshaus. Lehrb. 613), common in
-\>syrian, were probably not in use among the Hebrews (cp
Gray, HPX t^f).
Gesen. thought of ' W l in the sense of
'provided.' T h e Glosses Colbertimi- gives POV^TJI., 6aa»i' vtdy
(Lag. ()i'l2l),
3 Did he think of ^.v: "K-i (2 of a g e n t : cp Targ. J o n .
'31^^"i' ' " C ' p \^"i). or'possibly 7N L-ll-c
J Cp Barth', Etym. Stud., § 19.
° Cp Dnun, ZD.lrpiQu-is
TSBA 6199.
6 A name occurring several times in the Turin papyrus as
bome by kings of the thirteenth Egyptian dynasty, a resemblance
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of the en in Yarden is not necessary.

Reuben might be

a name on the analogy of .SIMIKJX (§ 8 i.), G I D E O N , etc.

Reuben would then be a case of the kind referred to
by B.irth, A'B, p. xxix, n. i, in which the termination
instead of preserving its old vowel a (as in Sulhdn ; not
sulhon, to avoid concurrence of ' rounded' vowels)
changed it to e^ (cp N'^IS instead of K*?!*?, for earlier
NS,^).

ii. Some also of the explanations assuming the last
consonant to be 1 take the name to be simple. Ball
derives it from the root r'b'*^ which in Arabic means to
repair,^ comparing the noun ra'ub which is applied
metaphorically (Zamahsari, Asds ace. to Lane, but not
in Cairo ed.) to describe one as a rectifier of aifairs."*
Lagarde suggested [OS^^^ 367 _/^) that Reuben, or
rather Re'6ben, is to be identified with Ra'dbil shortened
from Ra'dbil, plural of Ri'bal, a lion (or wolf).^ According to the TaJ el-'Aries the ray abil of the Arabs
were those ' who used to go on hostile expeditions upon
their feet [and alone].'
According to Ibn Sida the Andalusian [Mohkam^)
' some say that ri'bal means also one who is the only
offspring of his mother"^ [i.e. opp. of twin ; el-Bustani].'^
Another suggested origin is ' Jerahmeel' (JUDAH, § 3) ;
cp R E U [see Crit. Bib.].
iii. Others hold the name to be compound, [a) The
first element is taken by older writers to be r^'u in the
sense of ' f a c e ' (Kohler, Der Segen Jacobs, 27 [1867];
Kue. Th. Tz)2gi [1871]), or r/i'i in the sense of ' fiock '
(Redslob, Die A Tlichen Namen, etc., 86 [1846]); by
later writers to be re'u^ in the sense of ' friend ' (Kerber,
Die Rel. -gesch. Bedeutu?ig der Heb. -Eigennamen des
AT, 70) or rather as a divine name^*^ (see below,
ti 10). [b) T h e second half was identified by Nestle
[Israel. Eigennamen, 1876) with Bin ( = B i r , Bur), by
others (Redslob, 1846; Kohler, 1867; Kue., 1871 ;
Houtsma, 1876 ; W'i., GI 1120 n. 2) with Bel.
The theory that Reubel contains the names Reu and
Bel seems to merit consideration. A parallel formai n TVr n •
tion^^ is the name Reu-el.^^ ^^'hen one
* * —•
remembers the peculiar mystification that
of stones. ,
J •
.•
• L .i.
has occurred m connection with the names
Hobal]| Jethro II Reuel one is led to ask, May not there
be some connection between Reu-el and Reu-bel?^^
There is, in fact, notwithstanding the difference in the
tone of the narratives, .1. strange parallelism between the
critical attitude adopted to\\ards Moses by Reu-bel in
the earlier story in Nu. 16 and that adopted by Moses'
to which has been noticed (e.g., by C. Niebuhr, Ebr. Zeitgesch.
250 [1894], and, without approval, by Ball, SBOT \\8gt'^, cannot
plausibly be connected with Reuben : it is of course a personal
name, and is doubtless to be read Wbn-re' ('rising of R e " ) , not
Ra-uben.
y After this article was finished the writer noticed that Barth
himself makes this very suggestion (NB 320, end of long note)
with the same examples.
2 Cp the personal name SxDNI in the inscription from Sud,
H a l . 353, /. I.
^ T h e advent of Reuben was to reconcile Jacob to Leah.
4 It is to ra'b, not, as Ball seems to imply, to raub, that the
metaphorical meaning of ' b i g , bulky, portly, or corpulent chief
is assigned in the Kdmils and the
TdJet-'Arfis.
5 H e compares Aroer, plural of 'Ar'ar (cp above, col. 317, n. i).
6 Quoted by Lane, ad voc.
7 }nan tatiduhu uimnulvu
tuahdahu.
8 Reuben was the first-born of Leah. Rebecca had twins.
9 On the softening of gutturals when r ox I occurs in the same
word see Wi. AOF'l 287, Gil 210 n. 4, 120, n. 2.
10 Cp Duval, Rezi. As. Sth Ser. 18 126 [1891]; A. Mez, Gesch.
d. Stadt Harran 23 [1892]. _ Cp the male proper name Ra-'-u
in one ofthe tablets containing deeds of sale, barter, and lease
with Phcenician dockets in 3 R. M\ 14 d (no. 8, /. 11). Ru-'-a is
the name of an Aramaic tribe mentioned in the clay tablet
inscription of Tiglath-pileser I I I . 2 R. 67 7, Ru-'-u-a a tribe
mentioned twice in Sennacherib's clay prism i R . 3744 4136.
11 Reu-bel and Reu-el were cited as similar tribe-names by
Houtsma, ' Israel en Qain,' Th. T 10 g ^ / (1876). Cp Skipwith,
12 C p Jehi-el m i Ch. 2732 = 2 S. 23 8 Ish [read yeS?.* Marquart, JQR 14 344 n. i] -baal.
^
13 T h e root nn' Gethro) occurs thrice in the ' b l e s s i n g ' o f
Reuben m Gen. 49 if.
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hbthen (mn ; see J E T H R O , second paragraph) in Ex. 18 :

' \\Tiat is this thing that thou doest to the people ? W h y
sittest thou thyself alone, and all the people stand about
thee from morning unto evening ?
.
T h e thing that
thou doest is not good ' (Ex. I814 17).
Whatever be thought of the particular parallelism
just referred to and its bearing on the question of the
name Retiben, it is surely suggestive in regard to the
general Reuben-problem that we should have a community of no historical importance* but held to be the
first-born of Israel, into connection with which it is
possible to bring a whole series ot stories ^ differing
altogether in details, but coinciding in the fundamental
point of setting Reuben in some form in opposition to
the recognised representatives of Israel:—
1. the criticism o^ Reuel ( E x . 18)
2. the discontent o f t h e sons of Reubel ( N u . 16)
3. the stone[s] erected by Reubel (Josh. 22): cp stone of
Bohan
4. the ambition^ of Reubel (Gen. 35 22)
5. the sacrilegious greed of Achar (, Achan), if he was really a
Reubenite (see below, § 12)
6. the disagreement between Reuben and the other sons of
Israel (at Dothan?),^ Gen. 4222 [E] ['ye would not
libten ').•*

W'e may even find a seventh story when we proceed
to consider the Reubenite genealogy § (11).
These stories seem to imply a widespread conviction
of the occurrence at some time of a grave event or series
of events.^ Such con\ictions are often due to actual
reminiscence of fact. It is possible even to go further
and reconstruct a history thus :—
The Nu. 16 story (on the details see D A T H A N ) Implies, for
example, that Reuben disagreed with its associates at Kadesh
and led its party northwards into Palestine. T h e attribution of
Hezron and Carmi clans both to Reuben and to J u d a h (see § 12)
means that Reuben settled W. of Jericho in contact with J u d a h .
The Bilhah ston." (§ 51 means that the Jacob-Rachel tribe spread
southwards and had friendly relations with Reuben, but as
Benjamin branched off, absorbing such elements as Bilhah had
lefi (see N A P H T A L I , $ i) when it migrated northwards, the
relations of Reuben towards Bilhah became less friendly, which
brought on Reuben a curse. T h e ' altar ' story (Josh.22) means
that the Josephites of Shechem took umbrage a t the southern
Josephites (half Manasseh) for having a common sanctuary with
the Reubenites, and this anger was afterwards supposed to have
been against Reuben. Tbe Dathan and Abiram story means that
the Reubenites on their part rebelled against certain pretensions
of the south-Josephite priests. Finally, Reuben crossed J o r d a n
and penetrated as a wedge into Gadite territory.6 i Ch. 2 21-23
means that the Reubenite clan Hezron subsequently united with
Gileadite clans to produce Segub the father of Jair (cp
MANASSEH, 1 § 9, last small type).

The arguments for this reconstruction are set forth
with skill by Steuemagel [Einwanderung).
The result
is (2/r?(??-z plausible. Is there adequate warrant, however, for so high an estimate of the historical character
of the legends (cp B. Luther, ZATW
19 i ^ [xgoi] ;
Wi. OLZ2Ti7f.,
KAn^)
213, etc.)? T h e questions
involved are far-reaching and intricate, and are better
treated comprehensively than in relation to one particular
tribe (see T R I B E S , and cp N A P H T A L I ,

§ i,

begin.).

Here we may be content with the general conclusion that
a Reuben of some importance was believed to have
1 The fate of 'Ad and Thamud seems to have appealed to the
imagination of Mohammed. T h e y are referred to in the Koran,
together or apart, some twenty-one times. C p the N T references
to Sodom.
^ Cp the cases of Abner, Absalom, and Adonijah.
3 Steuemagel supposes that some actual conflict between
Joseph and the Leah tribes occurred in the neighbourhood of
T)ox.\\3.Ti (Einwanderung,
97). If so, possibly Reuben sided with
Joseph.
•* It seems to be only a further illustration of the extraordinary confusion in the stories about Reuben tbat in tbe
earlier reference, which appears also to be in E , the brothers did
listen (Gen. 37 22^:).
^ Stucken (above, col. 40B9, n. i) finds a mythological reference in the Reuben saying in Gen. 4113. Reuben ( II Adam
II Behemoth) was a being who once had world power but lost it.
He compares the description of Behemoth in J o b 40 16 (p. 51),
^nd connects him with the sign Aquarius (p. 69). Otherwise

flourished some time, and the judgment that the belief
was probably justified. 1
It must be remembered that if Reuben really lived
east of the Jordan there may have been many traditions
which failed to find a place in the literature of Western
Palestine (cp G A D , § 11). On the other hand, it will
not be surprising if additional reasons should be found
for connecting Reuben with the southern tribes (cp
SIMEON, § 8 iii.).

Reuben was believed to have had two sons. In the
Joseph story indeed he had only \.\\o ( ' m y two sons'
11. GenealogieB. p^,""' f^" [E]) ; and even there it is
the death of the two sons that is
thought of. In Nu. 16 two sons of Reuben are buried
alive (I631 33a, J ; 32a 33,}, E). They are called
Dathan = and Abiram 3 (cp Ps. IO617 Dt. 116). Dathan
is a strange name^ (reminding one of Dothan, the scene
of Reuben's argument ; see above, § 10, 6) ; but Abiram
we know as a first-born son who was said to have been
buried (alive ?) in the foundation of a city. He is said
to have been a son of HiEL [?.•;'.] 'SK.T'3, whereas in
Nu. 16 Abiram is a son of Eliab 2-'^v. ; but these ('SK.T '2

and ^N^SN '3) are not impossible variants. Abiram's
brother is called Segub in MT of i K. I634 ; but in i Ch.
2 2 1 / . the clan called Segub ben Hezron in M T is in
@^ called Serug, which is in Gen. 1120 a son of Reu (see
below, § 12, end). T h e mention of Hezron brings us
to the stock genealogy of Reuben : Gen. 469 = Nu. 266
- p = E x . 614= I Ch. 63. In it there is, at least
at first sight, no trace of the famous two sons.
In their stead we find four names : Hanoch, Pallu,
Hezron, and Carmi. T h e first appears as a Midianite
clan in Gen. 25 4 (cp G A D , § I T , last small type paragraph), the second (cpcCtCKom generally ; Jos. i/iaX[a]ous)
appears in Nu. 161 as Peleth [cpaXed [BAF]), which
suggests the Negeb (see P E L E T H ) ; but ©•-gives (pa\eK—

i.e., Peleg. ^ The third and fourth (Hezron and Carmi)
appear also, as has been mentioned (§ 10), in a genealogy of Judah.
In the case of Hezron that seems
certain ; although whether the inferences that have been
drawn from it are warranted is at least doubtful (cp
M A N A S S E H , § 9, last small type, and above, § 10, end).

The case of Carmi is less secure. In i Ch. 4 i Carmi
m a y b e a mistake for Caleb (We. Benz. ad loc), and
2 6 / , or at least 27, is surely an interpolation. 2? might
just as well stand after 63. On the other hand, in Josh. 7,
although V. I may not be original, it is difficult to
account for Carmi in v. 18 unless there was known to be
a Carmi in Judah, or the story was originally told of
Reuben, not Judah, as Steuemagel suggests (Einiuanderung, p. 19 [e]).
.As we have seen, Dt. 115 mentions a ' son of Reuben
of the name of Eliab, who in Nu. 268^ is introduced
into the genealogy as a son of Pallu.
1 On the possibility of a connection between the Leah tribes
and the Habiri see N A P H T A L I , § 3 (sec. par.), SIMEON, § 6 ii.
ZEBULUN.

2 Josephus (.-int. iv. 7 3, § 166) reads 6a0a^[ou].
3 Josephus (Ant. iv. 7 3, § 166) adds Pallu [((laXaous].
4 Da-at-nu is a synonym of kan-adu,
' s t r o n g ' (Del. --Iss.
HWB
596 a, no. 36), and di-ta-nu is 'ein[starkes] Thier.'
Shalmaneser's Black obeli.sk (A 161) mentions receiving tribute
from a certain Da-ta-na, of HubuSkia (towards Urmia).
5 T h e passage in J u d g . 5 referred to above (§ 1) accentuates a
strange psirallelism between the Reubenites of the genealogies
and the Semites of Gen. 1110 :—
Gen. 11
Eber (i2)i)
Peleg ( J S B )
R e u (lyi)
Serug (i-ilcti)
Atram

Reuben

Judg. 5
nav (v- 17)
nu'^s(-'- •S'^. 16'*)

Reu-bel
Reu-bel
Serug b. Hezron
ninnr (^- i6a)
(above, § i i )
Abiram (above, § 11)

Wi. c;/2s9.

** On the question when this might have occurred see the
suggestion of Steuemagel (Einwanderung,
20) that it may be
connected with i Ch. 5 10 (the Hagrites, temp. Saul).
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" N E M U E L (q-v.\ who appears in N u . 2 6 9t as a third son
(the eldest) of Eliab, may come by mistake from v. 12, where he
is the eldest son of Simeon.
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Reuben

Reuben

1

Pallu-1-3
Eliab

Eliab

1
Dathan

addition of KIRIATHALM.^ A S noticed above (§ 2), all
these six towns are Moabite in Is. 15, Jer. 48.

N u . 265-9

Dt. 11 5

1

I

Abiram

I

.1

Nemuel 1 Dathan

Abiram

This (with omission of Nemuel^) seems to be the
scheme followed in Nu. 161, as we have it.- It appears
indeed to be complicated by Eliab and Peleth (for Pallu)
being treated as unconnected, and Peleth being given a
son O N [q.v.] ; and this has been supposed to represent
the version of J [e.g., Oxf. Hex.).
N u . I G i [as in M T ]
Reuben

I
Eliab

Peleth

I

I

On
Dathan

Abiram

Josephus, however, says nothing of On, which may
in Nu. 161 be due to a marginal variant-*: the variant
represented IJV (!? which reads as usual Abiron for
Abiram (see, lnjwuvur, Ox).
The Chronicler has attached to the Reubenite
genealogy two appendices, one tracing the pedigree of a
T 1 PVi
certain B E E R A H to an otherwise un13. i n 1 unron. j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ (•h..^4-6). the other
perhaps a variant form of the same Hst [v. yf) : thus
V. 4 Joel
z'. 8 Joel
Shemaiah
GOSCJIJ)
Shimei
c. 5 Micah
Reaiah
Baal (Syn)
•i/. 6 Beerah

r-. 8 Shema
C. 8 Azaz(TTi;)

^- 8 Bela (y^n)
v. 7 [Ze]chariah
V. 7 Jeiel

There is nothing to show what led the Chronicler to
connect these lists with Reuben (cp Gray, HPN 2^7 f ) ,
unless it be the reference to Tiglath-pileser (cp 2 K.
1629) and the geographical references in v. gf.
With Shemaiah, Shimei, Shema, and Zechariah may be compared Shammua ben Zaccur, the name given to the Reubenite
spy' (Nu. 134), and Eliezer ben Zichri, D a \ i d s ruler (ndgzd)
over the Reubenites (1 Ch. 27 16). On the natural omission of
a representative of Reuben from the list of dividers of western
Palestine, cp G A D , 1 § 13 (last sentence). On the list containing
Adina^ beu Shiza^ (i Ch. 11 42) see Gray, HPN22gf.,
and cp
D A V I D , § n (a) \\.

Whether or not there was also a theory of a tribe
Reuben which entered Palestine by way of the Negeb,
14 Geographical ^^^ prevailing theory of the present
ripfaiR
Hexateuch and related passages was
that Reuben arrived in E. Palestine
from abroad, in close connection with Gad [q.v., § 11).
The questions bearing on the real character/origin, and
history of the population of E. Palestine are best considered elsewhere (GAD, §i^ 1-4). All that is necessary
here is to supplement what is said there (GAD, § 12)
with regard to the geographical details given, in
indifference to each other, by the various Hexateuch
writers.
Of the nine towns asked for by Gad and Reuben in
Xu 3ii3 we are told in 'i'l 37 f. that the men of Reuben
[rejbuilt the last five : HESI-IBOX, E L E A L E H , S I B M A H
(called Sebam in v. 3), X E B O , and B E O N , with the
1 See n. 6 on previous column.
- Cp Graf, Die Geschichtlictien Bucher, 89 n.
3 ' a n d -on'—that
is to -^ay, 'otherwise Kc\ron.'
Read:
Dathan and Abiram, the suns of Eliab [and -on'l, the son of
Paleth—Pallu, the sonrsl ^-A Rcubeti.
-1 Kittel (SBOT
[Heb.J, 1 = 95) follows Syr. and Arab, in
reading Carmi ; but that may \>t an emendation (so Benzintrer,

KHC,adloc.\

5 Perhaps late, cp A D I N ; but cp also Jehoaddan.
6 Probably corrupt (ipA cr^^a). See SHIZA.
7 Compare col. 4'->?9 n. 6.
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This list is, however, ie;nnred by P in his enunn^ration (Josh.
2O3; cp D t . 4 4 3 , given by Moses) of the 'cities o f r e t u g e ' a n d
(Josh. 21 36y: = i Ch. Gy;-./ [ 0 3 / ] ) the Mevitical' [JMerari] cities
' o f the tribe of Ktjubcn'('-i HL^^D) : BEZEK (city of refuge •
Bozrah in Jer. 4s-4), J A H A Z (Jahzah in Jer/-Js 21), K E D E M O T H 2
(perhaps for Kiriathaim [ n i m p for c n n p l mentioned in Jer.
4823), and M E P H A A T H (Jer. 48 21); but he confines himself to
cities assigned to Moab in Jer. 4S.

In Josh. 1315-23 P endeavours to define the territory
of Reuben.
H e gives him, besides the levitical cities just mentioned
G a h a z , Mephaath, Kedemoth = KiriathaimV), two cities said in
N u . 3234-36 to have been built by Gad (Aroer, Dibon), one
assigned to Gad in Josh. 21 39, i Ch. 681 [66] (Heshbon), four
assigned elsewhere to Moab ( ^ I E D E B A , BAMOTH-BAAL, B E T H BAAL-MEON, IltTH - JESHIMOTH), and the following t h r e e :
Z E R E T H - S H A H A R (only here), ASHDOTH-PISGAH (also Dt.), and
B E T H - P E O K (the burial-place of Moses, and scene of the Dt.
discourses), but only one of the cities said in N u . 8:2 37 f to
have been built by Reuben (Sibmah).

The contradictions make it impossible to construct a
map.
In general terms, however, what is claimed for
Reuben lies within what is claimed for G A D [q.v. § 3).
See the m a p in Stade, GUI,
facing p, 149. Cp
Steuemagel, Einwanderung,
19 (f).
H. w. H.
REUEL [h^)V-\; pAfOYHA [BADEL]). .. The personification of a clan in Edomite and Arabian territory,
which, according to Winckler [Gl I210), derived its
name from a divine name Re'u (=''N-iin 'NT ^N, Gen.
1613 and IKH in SaiNi, Reubel^ [true form of plNl,
Reuben?])
This explanation, however, is incomplete;
both -ti-iha and h2M<~\ are, jtxdging from numerous
analogies in badly transmitted names, corruptions of
Sxrrm' (Jerahme'el), and the same origin naturally
suggests itself for 'pxiyn (Re'u'el).
See, however,
NAMES,

§ 47, and cp R E U B E N , § 9.

In the genea-

logical system Reuel is both a son of Esau by
Basemath (Gen. 864 10 13 17 i Ch. I35 37) and the
father of Moses' father-in-law Hobab, Nu. IO29 [J],
where ' Midianite' should perhaps be ' Kenite'"^ (Judg.
I16 4 i i ) . In Ex. 2i8 ( 0 ^ ^ wdop), ' Reuel' their father
is puzzling. On the principles of literary analysis of
documents we assume that Reuel is a harmonistic insertion, Reuel being here represented by the redactor (R)
as father of Zipporah, in order that H O B A B [q-v.] and
JETHRO

[^•'E'-]

may

both

be

brothers-in-law.

For

consistency's sake the insertion ought also to have
been made in c 16, where originally Hobab (J's name
for the father-in-law of Moses) must have stood. ^
2 Father of E L I A S A P H , a Gadite chief (Nu. - 14 [P]). In
N u . 114 also, ® h a s payovqk where M T has 7N1j;i ( D E U E L ) ;
so too in 7 42 47 10 20.
3, A benjamite (i Ch. 9 8).
T . K. C.

REUMAH ( n p i N T ; peHRA [A], - M ^ [ ^ L ] ) , the
concubine of N^AHOR [q.v.) ; Gen. 2224.
REVELATION, BOOK OF.

See APOCALYPSE.

REZEPH (flVl: 'ri Ki. pA<t)eic [BL], p^cjiec [B^^],
- e e [A], in Is. pd.ct.ee [BQ'^g], - e i c [A], - e c [N*Q*]).
mentioned by Assyrian envoys (temp. Hezekiah) among
other places destroyed by Sennacherib's predecessors,
(2 K. 19i2 Is. 37 1^1 It is usually identified with the
[mat] Rasappa repeatedly mentioned in the cuneiform
inscriptions (cp Del. Par. 297, Schr. A ' i Z ' ^ ' 327),
and the name has been found in the Amarna Tablets
(B 10), in a letter from Tarhundaraus Arsapi to Amenhotep III. of Egypt. With this place we may identify
1 Perhaps the lists did not originally agree.
Kiriathaim
having inz'. 37 the place occupied m T'. 3 by Sebam, Sibma is
in V. 38 simply added at the end o f t h e list.
2 Elsewhere only in D t . 226, where it may be a corruption of
Kadesh ; see K E D E M O T H .
3 Houtsma (Theol. Tijdschr. IO92) also compares Reubel.
Hommel, however, reports a S. Arabian personal nnnn:; ^N---:;-|.
•* S o B u . , c o m m . on J u d g . 116_/, who assumes the harni'.'ni.smg
of an editor.
5 In Gen. 25 3 © A E one of the sons of Dedan is called Reuel.
i p i ' h a s pa<jov\.-f)K\.
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the priffatpa of Ptol. (615), and the mod. Rusafa, 3J m.
SW''. of Sura on the Euphrates, on the road leading
to Palmyra. W e have no independent notice of the
destruction of Reseph, and this, together with certain
other suspicious phenomena, has led the present \\ riter
to the supposition that, as most probalily in many
other passages, the t-ditor has been busy in reconstructing the geographical and historical background ; /. e.,
that ' Gozan ' has bctn put for * Cushan ' (the N. Arabian
Cush), ' Reseph ' for ' Sarephath,' ' Telassar ' for ' Tel-

' r u l e r ' [ P R I N C E , 1 3 ] ; W e , Heid.i^) 59, n. i, would

asshur' or

' Tel-ashhur' (cp A S H H U U ) , ' A r p a d ' for

'Ephrath.' Of the other names, ' H a r a n ' (cp i Ch.
246), 'Eden,' ' H a m a t h ' (probably ^popular distortion
of 'Maacath') need not be corrupt ; they are good
X. Arabian border-names, familiar by tradition to
Judahite writers.

SEPHARVALM [q.v.] is made up of

Sephar ( = Zarephath) and a fragment of ' a n d Jerahmeel'; ' H e n a ' and ' I w a h ' also probablv represent
XhQplace-name 'Jerahmeel,' unless I w a h has been miswritten for n'Ni ; cp (!?'-, 2 K. I834. /cai TroO (n'tS'i) eialv
oi Oeol T^s x^P^^ "Za/xapelas ; /XT] ^^eiXavro TTJV 3a/i.
ix x^'-P^^ f^°^ > ^^^ SEPHARVALM, and cp Crit. Bib.
The ironical remarks i.if WlnckltT {.4 T Cnt. 40) and Ben/inger
(KSn. 182) on the archaeological learning of the late author of
2 K. 19 12 f , which wa^, howe\'er, thrown away on the hearers
ofthe supposed speech ofthe A-ssyrian envoys to Hezekiah, are
natural enough, if the accuracy of .MT may be assumed. It is
probable, however, that even at a late date the people of J u d a h
would be able to appreciate historical references bearing on
places much nearer to them than Gozan, and Rezeph, and a
Mesopotamian Tel-asshur.
T . K . C.

EEZIA, R\' Rizia (X^V"!- § 28 ; ' Yahw6 is gracious '
for iT'V), or from some ethnic ; pd.c[e]lA [BAL]), in
a genealogy of A S H E R [q.v., § 4, ii.), i Ch. 739.

REZIN (l^Vn; pd^ACCCON. Ri^ceiN [B in Is. 7],
PACCCON [B in is. 8], p^ciN [Aq., Sym., Th. in Q"^g- in
Is. 8 ] ; Ass. Ra-sun-nu).
If we take the M T as it
stands, it is evident that Rezin, king of Aram-damascus,
in alliance with Pekah of Israel, endeavoured to overthrow Ahaz, king of Judah, and to enthrone ben-Tab'el,
a creature of their own, in his stead. T o escape from
this danger, they applied for help to the Assyrian king
Tiglath-pileser (2 K. 165 7 / : Is. 7 i ) .
To the present writer, however, it appears that there has
been another of those confusions which have made it so difficult
to retrace the true course of the history of Israel (see T A B E A L ) .
The Aram of which Rezin was king was possibly not the
northern but a southern country of that name (see Crit. Bib.).
Critics have duly noticed that Is. 7 i is really no part of the
biography of Isaiah, but borrowed from 2 K . I 6 5 , and have
conjectured that the original opening of chap. 7 had become
illegible (see l7itr. Is. 31). I t is possible, however, that it was
omitted because it contained some definite historical statements
respecting the invaders which the redactor, from his imperfect
historical knowledge, could not understand. It is not even
certain that the king who is mentioned in the second place was
really Pekah, king of Israel. T h e present writer sees some
reason to think that both kings were N . Arabians, and that the
second king was confounded with Pekah, partly from a partial
resemblance of the names and partly because the traditional
father of each of them was called ' Remaliah,' which is a corrupt
form of ' J t r a h m e e l ' (Che.). It was, however, certainly to
Tiglath-pile.ser (not to be confounded with I^UT, [q.v.]) that
Rezin applied for help. In Is. 84 we should probably read,
'ITie riches of Cusham and the spoil of Shimron shall be carried
away before the king of Assyria.'
In 2 K. T.ii'S there is no
sufficient cause for emending ' A r a m ' into ' E d o m . ' It was a
matter of great importance to the southern ' Arammites' to
obtain command of a harljour. Hiram, king of Misrim (see
SOLOMON, § 3^), was content to leave Ezion-geber nominally in
the hands of Solomon ; but Rezin was not inclined to put any
trust in the Judahites.
See DAMASCUS, § 10, I S R A E L , § 32, and cp R E Z O N .
T. K. c .

REZIN (I^Vl; PACCON [BA], -AACC- [ L ] ) . the name

of a post-exilic family of Xethinim, and therefore (see
NETHINIM), according to Cheyne's theory, X. Arabian

(cp such names as Shamlai [Ishmael], Giddel [the
southern Gilead], Reaiah [Jerahmeel]) ; Ezra 2 48 = Neh.

connect the name with the Ar. deity Rudd in such
Palmyrene compound names as l^'lD^fl [servant of R.] ;
but may it not 'be miswritten for ]^V1?), the founder of
a dynasty at Damascus, and a contemporary of Solomon
(r K. I I 2 3 , e c p a ) M [B], om. A, cp H E Z I O N ;

[Vg.]).

rason

W h o Rezon was, is by no means clear from

our text (cp DAMASCUS, § 7).

Most regard him as a

northern Aramaean.
Rezon is called, however, son of Eliada, which is a Hebrew
name, and Winckler's way of accounting for this (.see E L I A D A , 3)
is improbable. Treating tbe subject in connection with ZOBAH,
q.v,], wc may venture to conjecture that he was probably a
N . Arabian, and that his father's name, like ' J e c U V e l ' is a
modification of 'Jerahme'el.' It was from the king not of
Zobah but of Missur (Musri) that Rezon fied, and the capital of
the realm which he founded was not Damascus, but Cusham
(cp P R O C H E T , § 37). We may presume that he was an ally of
Hadad, who was also an ' adversary' to Solomon, and appears
to have been king, not of Edom, but of Aram—i.e., Jerahmeel.
T h e geographical boundaries of these neighbouring kingdoms
we cannot determine ; but they were close to the Negeb, which
Solomon (see SOLOMON, § 7) appears to have succeeded in
retaining.
Probably they were both vassals of the natural
overlord of that region—the king of Missur, whose daughter
became Solomon's wife.
Cp, however, Winckler, GI 2 272,
KA T^) 240.
T. K. C.

RHEGIUM (pHriON> Acts28i3). A town on the
Italian coast, at the southern entrance of the straits of
Messina (mod. Reggio).
The name ( = ' breach ') was generally supposed to bear reference to the idea that earthquakes or the long-continued action
of the sea had broken asunder or breached tbe land-bridge
between Italy and Sicily (Strabo, 258; Diod. Sic. 48$). The
Latin form of the name, Regium, gave rise to an absurd alternative derivation (Strabo, I.e.).

The town was an offshoot of the Chalcidians settled
on the other side of the strait, in Messana (for a sketch
of its early history, see Strabo, '2.^7 f)Its position on
the strait made it very important, for the direct distance
to ^Messana is only -about six geographical miles, and
under Anaxilas (about 494 B.C.) the two cities were
united under one sceptre. Although the Syracusan
tyrant Dionysius I. totally destroyed the town, so
important a site could not long lie desolate, and it was
repeopled by his son and successor.
During the
Hannibalic \\ar Rhegium remained loyal to Rome and
materially contributed to Hannibal's ultimate defeat by
cutting off his communications with Africa. After the
Social war it became a Roman municipium like the
other Greek cities of southern Italy. During the war
between Octavian and Sextus Pompeius (38-36 B.C.),
Rhegium was often the headquarters of Octavian's forces
(Dio Cass. 4814); and, by way of reward, its population
was increased by the addition of a body of time-expired
marines (Strabo, 259), and it assumed the name ./t'/^f^/ww
Julium (Orell. Inscr. 3838). About Paul's time it was
a populous and prosperous place, still preserving many
traces of its Hellenic origin (Strabo, 253). It continued
to exist as a considerable city throughout the period of
the empire (Plin. 36). It \\as the terminus of the road
which ran from Capua to the straits (the Via Popitia,
made in 134 B.C. ).
The ship in which Paul sailed had some difficulty
in reaching Rhegium from Syracuse (Acts 2813, TrepteXdbvres,^ ' b y tacking' ; AV ' we fetched a compass,*
RV, ' m a d e a circuit'), as the wind did not lie favourably. At Rhegium she remained one day waiting for a
\\'ind for the narrow passage through which for ^\'ant of
sea-room a large ship could not easily work by tacking.^
The run with the S. wind northwards to Puteoli (about
180 m. distant) would take about twenty-six hours (cp
a. 13, devTepaloL ifKOo/xev).
With the stages of Paul's journey as gi\en here we may
compare that of Titus, afterwards Emperor, in 70 A.D. (Suet.
So to be read in preference to TrepteA.oi'Tes W H , 'casting

75o(pAec6aN V^], pAACcoN [L]) = i Ksd. 031 (AAICAN

lo.

[B], i e c A N [A], pACWN [L], DAISAN, EV).

• For the difficulties of the straits, see Thuc. 424,^ ^owSijs
oiSo-a eUoTws x*^'^^'^ evo/xCa-Or/ ; Paus. v. 25 2, ea-TL ydp STJ 17 Kara.
rovTov $dkaa-(ra TOI/ Trop^^ubi' Cakdacrrj^ XcL^eptwrarrj TracnjSj
where also he gives the explanation of this characteristic.
4098

REZON d i n , ' p r i n c e ? ' cp Sab. [ i n , J P and ID.
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Tit. 5, ' Q u a r e festinans in Italiam, cum Regium, dein Puteolos
oneraria nave appulisset, Roman inde contendit').
W. J. W.

that Antiochus VII. Sidetes (king of Syria, 138-128 B.C.),
son of Demetrius I., heard of the imprisonment of his
brother (Demetrius II.), and • sent letters from the isles
of the sea unto Simon the priest and governor of the
Jews,' as told in i Macc. 1 5 1 / . (cp App. Syr.^ 68).

BHESA (pHCa.. T i . W H ) , a name in the genealogy
of Jesus ; Lk. 827.

See G E N E A L O G I E S ii., § 3.

BHINOCEBOT (Is. 347, AV">s-).

See UNICORN.

BHODA (poAH, T i . W H ) , the name^ of the maid
{TT(MAICKH) who answered the door when Peter knocked,
Acts 1 2 i s t . In one of the lists of ' t h e seventy' it is
stated that Mark had a sister called Rhoda (see Lipsiui,
.4pokr. Ap.-Gesch., Erganzungsheft, 22).
BHODES (poAoc). a large and important island,
lying ill the south-eastern .(Egean (the part called the
Carpathian Sea), about 12 m. distant from the coast of
Asia .Mmor; mentioned only incidently in the N T (."^cts
211).
After leaving Cos, the ship in which Paul
voyaged to Palestine from Macedonia touched at
Rhodes, which was apparently her last port of call before
Patara, where Paul transhipped. T h e same name was
applied both to the island and its capital; but probably
the latter is meant in this place.
It stood at the
northern extremity of the island, where a long point
runs out towards Caria. T h e city possessed two chief
harbours, both on the eastern side of the promontory.
The foundation of the city of Rhodes (408 B.C.) was
due to the joint action of the ancient Rhodian towns of
Lindos, lalysos, and Camiros (Diod. Sic. 1875). ' The
forces which, outwardly at least, had hitherto been
divided, were now concentrated, and the good effects of
this concentration for the island, as \iell as for Greece
in general, were soon to appear ' (Holm, Gk. Hist., E T ,
44S4).

T h e Rhodians gained a privileged position as allies of Rome
in the Macedonian and IMithridatic wars, but were deprived of
their political freedom by Claudius (44 A.D.) for the crucifixion
of Roman citizens (Dio Cass. lx. '1^4)Jn 56 A . D . this was
restored to them (Tac. Ann. 1^58: ' r e d d i t a Rhodiis libertas,
adempta sa:pe a u t firmata, prout bellis externis meruerant aut
domi seditione deliquerant j . T h e island was finally reduced
to a province (i.e., made part of the province of Asia) by
Vespasian (Suet. Vesp. 8). I t s great importance in the early
Empire was gained through its schools of rhetoric, as that of
Athens through her schools of philosophy.
Literature.—C.
Newton, Travels and DiscoveHes in the
Levant,
vol. i ; C. Torr, Rhodes in .-Indent
Times (Camb.
1885); Holm, Gk. Hist., E T , 4 483^: (the best short account in
English); Mahaffy, Greek Life and Thougfit, chap. 15 ; Ross,
Reisen u. Studien auf den gr. Inseln, 8yof.
On Rhodian art,
see Gardner, Handbook of Greek Sculpture,
2468,/? Ancient
authority, Strabo, p. 652^:
W. J. W.

RHODOCUS (po^OKOC [AV]), ^ Jew who betrayed
the plans of Judas the Maccabee to Antiochus Eupator
(2 Macc. 1821). On the discovery of his treachery he
was imprisoned.
RHODUS (i Macc. 1523), RV RHODES.

RIBAI ( U ' l ) . the father of I T T A I [q.v.) (2 S. 2829,
peiBA [B], epiBA [L] om. A ; i C h . 1 1 3 1 , peBie [B],
PABCIAI [ X ] , PHBAI [A], piB&T [L]).

Comparing

in 2 S. we may with Marquart [Fund.

6^

20) restore

••a'T ; see J E R I B A I .

RIBBAND (*?"'n£l), used in Nu. I538 AV of the 'cord'
(so RV) of blue worn upon the F R I N G E S [^.'Z'-].
For other usages of the H e b . pdthit see B R A C E L E T S , 2, CORD,

T h e great political importance of the new city gradually
asserted itself during the fourth century, and by Alexander's
RING.
time it had become the first naval power in the . ^ g e a n , and a
RIBLAH ( n ^ 2 1 ; oftenest AeBAABd. [BNAFQFL],
decisive factor fDiod. Sic. 208i, Trepi^ax^'""^ '"'''^^ SvyacTTaty «at
^(xxTikevfTiv ^\v, €Kd(TTOV cTTreuSocTos eis Ti7i' avrov itikiav irpoo'kafx- and always ' D i b l a t h ' in Pesh. ; on Nu. 34 n see
pdve(T6at).
So great was the reputation of the city that
below). A city in the territory of Hamath (2 K. 2833,
Alexander chose it as the place of deposit of his will. T h e
a/3Xaa [B], 5e/3\aa [A] ; 1 256 lepSe^XaSav [B], eis
commercial importance of the place is mdicated by the fact of
5e/3\a^a [ A L ] ; v. 21 pe/3\a^a [B] ; Jer. 395, p. [Theod. ;
the introduction of a new (Rhodian) standard of c o i n a g e ;
Rhodian coins are remarkable for their beauty (see on this
© om.] and v. 6 5. [Theod.; © o m . ] ; 529 Sepada [N*];
Holm, op. cit. 849, and Head, Hist. Numm.,
s.v.).
52io 5e/3 . 6a [F]). It is hardly possible in our brief

The commercial relations of Rhodes were principally
with Egypt, but in fact the central position of the
island in the mid-stream of maritime traffic between the
E. and the W. assured her prosperity, and this,
combined with good government at home and a ^\•ise
foreign policy, lifted her to a position analogous to that
of \"enice in later times.
T h e Rhodian harbours
seemed to have been designed by Nature to attract the
ships of Ionia, Caria, Egypt, Cyprus, and Phoenicia
(Aristeid. Rhod. 341); and the consistent policy of
neutrality, broken only by vigorous and decisive action
when the peace and freedom of the seas were endangered,
attracted foreign merchants, among whom, we may be
sure, those of Jewish nationality were conspicuous
(1 Macc. 1623); young men were regularly sent to Rhodes
to learn business (Plaut. Merc, prol 11). Rhodes did
in the E. what Rome did in the W . in keeping the seas
clear of pirates (Strabo, 652, TOL XrjuTrjpia KaOeiXe ; cp
Pol. 419). Her maritime law was largely adopted by
the Romans (cp Pand. xiv. 29) ; and the principle of
'general average,' for example, is Rhodian in origin,
with probably much else in modern naval law that
cannot now be traced.
Rhodes is connected with two passages in the life of
Herod the Great.
\\'hen on his way to Italy he
contributed liberally towards the restorations rendered
necessary to repair the ravages of Cassius in 42 B.C.
(App. BC 472 ; Plut. Brut. 30). It was at Rhodes
also that after the battle of Actium (31 B.C.) he had
the meeting with Augustus upon which so much
depended for him (Jos. Ant. xv. 66). It was in Rhodes

space to give the reader a just idea of the new problems
connected with the name of Riblah.
Whether the foreign king who dethroned Jehoahaz was really
Necho, king of E g y p t , has become rather uncertain (see Z E D E KIAH). For D]"li'D, Mizraim (i.e., Egypt), we should perhaps,
in 2 K. 23 34, as in so many other passages, read D'lllp, Mizrim ;
cp MIZRAIM, §21^.
It was possibly, or even probably, a N .
Arabian king called Pir'u, not an Egyptian Pharaoh, who
brought the kingdom of J u d a h into vassalage. If so ' Riblah'
may be a popular corruption of ' J e r a h m e e l . '
It is not less
possible or probable that in the other passages where ,1731
occurs ' R i b l a h ' should be emended into ' J e r a h m e e l . ' The
accounts of geographical boundaries of Canaan in the O T have
been, it would seem, systematically corrected, in good faith,
but in complete misapprehension ofthe documents.

If we assume, however, provisionally, the data of the
traditional text, how shall we explain them? In this
case, ' Riblah' will be represented by the poor village
of Ribleh, on the E. bank of the Nahr
el-Asi
(Orontes), 35 m. X E . of Baalbec. It was here that
Necho put Jehoahaz in chains (2 K. 2833) and N E B U -

CHADREZZAR [q-v.) some twenty years later made his
headquarters when he came to quell the Palestinian
revolt.2 Here Zedekiah saw his sons slain (2 K. 256 =
Jer. 395/". = 0 2 9 / ! ) , and certain officers and people
from Jerusalem were put to death (2 K. 252o/! = J e r .

^ ^ Another form of the name in classical literature is Rhodos
(po5os, fem.). It was borne by a daughter of Poseidon, and by
one of the Danaids (see Smith, Diet. Gr. and Rom. Biogr., s.z'.).

1 5e$ka6a is identified by a scholiast on 2 K. 25 20 in cod. 243
with Daphne the suburb of Antioch in Syria ; cp Jerome on
Nu. 3 4 i i .
2 An inscription of Nebuchadrezzar found in the W a d y Brissa
(on the E . of Lebanon) refers to the devastation wrought among
the cedars of Lebanon by a foreign foe, and the fiight of theinhabitants. Nebuchadrezzar's (second) visit to Riblah in 586,
if historical, was to repair the damage done and to encourage
the population of Lebanon which probably resisted the 'foreign
foe ' and suffered accordingly. "The ' foreign f o e ' must have
been Necho (Wi. AOF$04Jf.).
This, however, must be accepted with some critical reserve. ,
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5226/). The occurrences of Riblah recognised by
EV need some revision ; the name should certainly
be inserted in Ezek. 614, where Riblah (misread in
MT .is D I B L A H : .AV ' D i b l a t h ' ) , as a boundary,
takes the place of the more usual ' H a m a t h , ' and it
should as certainly be omitted in Nu. 3 4 i i . Here, as
most scholars suppose, the ideal eastern frontier of
Canaan is described. The border, we are told, is to
go down ' from .Shepham H R B L H on the E. of .Ain." If
we put aside the prejudice produced by the pointing
(n^D^n), it seems probable that ' to H a r b e l ' (.i^jn.T) is
the meaning intended, and not ' to Riblah.' The right
vocalisation was still known to the (5 translator (dir6
cmrcpap ap-fi-qKa ; see S H E P H . \ M ), and also to Jerome and
Eusebius, who speak [OS, 866 '214172 •23L!i4) of Arbela
or a^-ijKa as a point on the eastern confines of Canaan.
The Speaker s Comm. finds Harbel (more strictly Sm.i)
in the Har-ba.al-hermon of Judg. 83, and supposes the
border to pass by the southern end of Mt. Hermon
near the two best-known sourees of the Jordan. If
the current theoiy of the reference ma}- provisionally be
accepted, let us rather say that Harbel was synonymous
with Har-baal-gad, since ' Baal-gad at the foot of Mt.
Hermon' occurs in the parallel passage Josh. 13 s instead
of the Har-baal-hermon of Judg. 83. This view is at
any rate more plausible than van Kasteren's identification of Hariblah with Halibnah, between the Yarmuk
and the M'ddy Samak (Rez: bibl, 1895, p. 33). One
of the spurs of the Jebel esh-Shekh (Mt. Hermon) is in
fact called Jebel .\rbel. 1 But it is much to be feared
that the identification is illusory.
T. K. C.
RIDDLE occurs nine times in EV (Judg. 1412-19,
TTP0BAHV\(\; Ezek. ITi, Amr.H'wd,) and twice in
EV"; (Prov. 16, A I N I T M A ; Hab. 26, npoBAHMi.) as
the rendering of Heb. H T n , hiddh.
The word ,*n"n, usually explained as 'something twisted or
knotty,' but more probably (see Lag. Griech. Uebersetz. der
Prov. 73) ' something shut u p ' ( c p Aram, nnn, and Bibf.Aram.
nr-n.S'X occurs_ seventeen times in M T and and once in Heb.
Ecclus. 4. 17 : in I K. 101 2 Ch. 9 i il is rendered ' hard question '
(ali-iyfin): in Ps. 49 5 [4] 78 3 [2] ' d a r k saying' (irpd^Aij^a) ; in
Prov. 16 ' d a r k sayin.GC ' (a-Xvcyfj-a)-, in H a b . 2 6 ' p r o v e r b ' (npo^Ktip-a); in X^u. 128 ' dark speech'(aiJct-y/Aa) ; in Dan. 823 ' dark
sentence' (cu.vLyp.a, Trp6^\jjp.a [ T h . ]) and in Ecclus. 47 17
'parable' (irapa^oATj) ; atytyp-a also occurs in Wisd. 88 ( ' d a r k
saj-ing ). Ecclus. 39 3 (AV ' dark parables,' R V ' dark sayings of
parables'), 4715 (EV ' dark parables,' R\'nn,'. ' parables of riddles,'
Heb. differs).
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riddle by the Hebrews at feasts,^ and we could easily
beheve that if our sources of information were not so
narrow, \ve should find that the Israelites had some
resemblance in this department to the Arabs, with whom
there w-as almost a separate branch of enigmatic literature, with many subdivisions. Still, we have only one
e.xample of the riddle in the OT—the famous one of
Samson (Judg. 14i4—'avery bad riddle,' G. F. Moore) ;
of those referred to in i K. IO13 the narrator has
favoured us with no specimen ; nor did Josephus [Ant.
viii. r>j) find in the Phoenician history of Dius any
details of the riddles said to have been sent by Solomon
to Hiram of Tyre, and by Hiram to Solomon (Jos. Ant.
vm. 53 [§ 149]).
The information in post - biblical
writings like the Midrash Mishle or the and Targum to
Esther is certainly more curious than valuable.
In the N T ' riddle' occurs once, i Cor. 1312, where,
to some scholars, the combination of Si IcrbirTpov and
ec aivi'/paTi appears diflicult.
'Ei; aly. (to which Origen, c. Cels. V 50 and elsewhere, and the
M S S L P prefix Kal [in Orig. Kal a'cylypaTO^]) may no doubt be
illustrated by N u . 128 (IB), iy elSti ital ov 61' aii/iy/iaTiuj/, which
may perh.-ips have been explained ' i n a well-defined form and
not in indistinct blurred outlines' (for this use of ailj'ty^a see
Origen on Jn. 1 9).

W e do not want the additional phrase Iv alvlypcari,
which appears somewhat to mar the antithesis ; what
we look for is rather ' for now we see with the help
of a mirror, but then face to face.' Preuschen would
therefore omit ^v alvi-ypiaTi as due to a later hand
[ZA'TIV,

1900, p. 1 8 0 / , cp M I R R O R ) .

RIE occurs twice in AV (Ex.932 Is.2825) as the
rendering of JlDDll, for which RV has rightly ' spelt.'
See F I T C H E S .

N. M.

RIGHT, RIGHTEOUSNESS. The Hebrew words
for righteousness are sedek, sedakah (pTV. Hp"!^"), con. YTpi. +p*TM<i nected with which we have the adjective saddik ( p ^ V ) ' righteous,' and the
verb sddak (pTV) to be in the right—in Hiphil and
Pi'el, to declare a person in the right. Probably the
most original form of the root appears in the noun
sedek, from which the verb, appearing first in the Hiph.
form, is a denominative. It is not easy to fix precisely
the primary meaning of the root. Gesenius takes it to
be ' s t r a i g h t ' : Ryssel, with less reason, 'hard.' In
any case the earliest sense which can be traced in actual
use appears to be conformity to a recognised norm or
standard.

Thanks to its frequent parallelism with the word
mcisdl (see PROVERB), ludah has acquired a considerable
range of meaning. Thus it denotes (i) a riddle as we
understand the word—e.g. that propounded by Samson
to the Philistines, Judg. 1 4 i 2 ^ , or those with which
the Queen of Sheba is said to have proved Solomon,
I K, lOi a C h . 9 i ; (2) a sententious maxim (Prov.
3 0 1 5 / , etc.) still affecting to preserve the form of a
riddle but wanting its essentials—viz., the adequate
characterisation of the object, and the pause before
reply. Even the riddle form may be dispensed with,
hiddh, as in Prov. 16, denoting simply any sententious
maxim, or as in Ps. 49$ (where, however, there are
textual difficulties) the statement of -> moral problem.
(3) -Sparable—as in E z e k . l ' s - i o , though the passage
is not pure parable, but partakes of the characteristics
of riddle and allegory as well. On account of the
allusive and figurative character of many of the satirical
lays of popular history [e.g:, Nu. 2 l 2 7 j ^ i S. I87, cp
PoETic.\i, L I T E R A T U R E , § 4 iii.), the term Iiiddh is
not inappropriately used to designate them in Hab. '26,
but its use in Ps. 782 is probably only due to the poet's
needing a parallel to ^ c c (4) Lastly, Mddh is used
quite generally to denote any unusual or difficult and
perhaps esoteric mode of expression, Nu. 128 Dan. 823.
Bochart has discoursed learnedly of the use of the

root piis—e.g., for tiDK, npn, ni.ic, nc;', n'pj, anj, D^r, 'ns,
etc.
It will be well before examining the history of the
words in the OT, to mention two facts which should
be borne in mind throughout, in tracing the idea of
righteousness as the Hebrews understood it. In the
first place, sedek and its derivatives seldom occur in the
older documents. They are pretty common in the
literary prophets ; they are exceedingly frequent in the
wisdom literature and in the Psalms. Next, the meaning
of these words becomes gradually wider, and assumes a
more strictly ethical and religious signification. \A'e
may compare the use of ScKaiocrvvri which is unknown to
Homer and Hesiod, and also the expansion of meaning

^ So Furrer in Riehm's HIVB;
cp Ritter, Erdkunde,
15 i,
PR- 15^, 183. In ZDPV 5 2Q a different, and less plausible, iden.
tification was proposed (with --Arbln, 5 kil. N E . of Damascus).

83 /., ed. Rosenmiiller.
Cp Wunsche, ' Die
1 Hiero:
1883, and cp for
Rathselweishe it bei den Hebraern,' JPT,
examples Krafft, Judische Sagen nnd
Dichtungen.
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Thus Beidawi on Sur. 221 (quoted b y Kautzsch) rightly
e.xplains the corresponding form in Arabic, viz. sadk as mutdbik
—i-e-, 'congruent,' so that things as unlike as a javelin and a
date may each be described as sadik, if they are as they should
be. Nothing fresh can be learned from the Syriac usage, which
simply repeats with less fulness that of the Hebrew and New
Hebrew.
© has used great freedom in translating sedek
and Its derivatives.
SiKaio9, hiKacocrvvr], StKaiovi/ are their
commonest renderings; but we also find, ^.^., sedakah represented by hcKaimpa, e\6-r}pQ(rijyr] (9 times), e^eos (3 times), and
even by ev^pocroyr} (Is. 01 10), saddik, by (XATJ^^S, evcre^Tjs, TTIO-TOS.
On the other hand BiKaioi, SiKatocniyr}, ScKacovy stand in IS
for many Hebrew words unconnected etymologically with the
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in diK-ri, diicaios from ' custom,' ' observant of recognised
usage,'' till they stood for absolute justice and the man
of ideal virtue. Siinilar analogies obviously appear in
the Latin Justus, and in our own terms 'right,'
' righteous,' etc.
It is doubtful whether real instances of the primitive
use—viz., agreement with a physical norm—still survive
„
,
. i n Hebrew.
Lev. 19 36 Ezek. 4510,
2. Development , g^actbalances,' 'exactweights,'etc.,
of meaning.
^^^ commonly quoted as cases in point.
The passages, however, are late, and as the contrasted
notion of iniquity occurs in the immediate context, it
is by no means clear that we should not translate
' righteous balances,' etc. Similarly ' paths of sedek' in
Ps. 2.13 may mean ' paths of righteousness,' not simply
'straight paths.' Still less can Joel'2 23 be alleged as
an example of s.Udkdh in its original—i.e., physical—
signification, for the translation given by Kautzsch
' early rain in full measure' is more than doubtful.
W e may perhaps acquiesce in the translation ' early
rain for your justification'—i.e., in proof that Yahwe
has once more graciously accepted his people (so Wellh.,
Nowack, and Smend, AT Rel.-gesch. 4 1 9 / ; ) .
Passing from the idea of conformity to a physical
standard, we have to note the use of the plu. sUddkoth
(^^p^i) in the earliest fragment of Hebrew literature—
viz., the so-called ' Song of Deborah.' There the poet
describes the valiant deeds of the Hebrews as due to
the help which Yahw6 gave, and might as the tribal
God be fairly expected to give, his people. This seems
to be his conception of .ccJdk.yh. It involves little or
no ethical element. Vahwc acted in accordance with
the natural bond between his worshippers and himself,
and the plural form indicates the various occasions on
which he did so.
T o the same class we may perhaps refer Dt. 33 21, where God
is said to have wrought the sedakah of Vahwe, because he was
the instrument of the divine purpose by repelling the foes of
Israel. In the same poem (the ' IBIessing of Moses,' Dt. 33 19)
Zebulun calls the tribes to some sacred mountain that they may
offer 'sacrifices of sedek,' and this may mean no more than
sacrifices oftered duly—i.e., according to the recognised form,
and as a natural return for benefits conferred. _ Here, if this
interpretation be sound, the ethical clement is not wholly
a b s e n t ; but it is still faint and rudimentary.-

W e have to deal next with the many cases in which
the legal signification predominates.
In the ' Book
,
of the Covenant' (Ex.237) we read,
•,„.?._=f"^ ' T h o u shalt not put to death him who
forensic is innocent and saddik,' where clearly
sense.
the legislator is not thinking of virtuous
character, but of innocence from the charge brought
before the court. This restricted use always continued
long after the deeper and more universal meaning had
become familiar.
Isaiah, for example (5 23) speaks of \^'~'^ Hp"]^—i.e., the plea
of a man who has a good case—and in Prov. 1^ 17 we are told
that the first comer is right (~'l)^)—i-e-, seems to be right in his
contention till his opponent appears and puts him to the proof.
See also Dt. 2 5 i Prov. 17 15 18 s 2424. Here it is necessary
to note the significant fact that no feminine form of p " l i is found
anywhere in the O T : indeed the use of the verb n p i ^ in Gen.
38 26 (the only occurrence of Kal in the Hexateuch) may fairly
be accepted as proof that the adjective had no feminine form.
This may be naturally accounted for on the ground that P"l^
meant oricinally ' r i g h t in law,' and that a woman was not a
* person ' with legal rights.

In early literature the use of the verb is almost wholly
confined to the Hiphil, and the meaning of the verb
corresponds to that of the adjective. In other words,
the Hiphil verb means to decide in favour of a litigant,
by declaring him to be in the right. So, for example,
1 It is always assumed that the standard is external and
recognised as correct. Thus, e.g.. Homer speaks of Autolycus
as ' g o o d ' (kaQKbv, Od. 19394), adding that he excelled all men
' i n knavery and the oath.' H e would not have called him
StKoiioi'. ."^o now we might perhaps speak of ' a good thief,'
but not of a just one.
- The use of eotKe, eoiKui? iu Homer is similar.
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in Ex. 23? (©) after a warning against oppression of
the poor by corrupt administration of justice, the general
principle is enunciated, ' for thou shalt not decide in
favour of a malefactor.' A slightly different shade of
meaning is given to the verb in .Absalom's exclamation
(2 S. 154), ' O that they would make me a judge in the
land ; then if any man came to me with a plea and a
case, I would help him to his r i g h t ' (vBipTiSiil).''
By an easy transition the idea of legal right is extended to
that of being in the right on some particular occasion without
any implication as to general moral character. N o more is
implied in J u d a h ' s admission (Gen.'ii^,26), * She ' (Tamar) ' is
more in the right than I ('J^p Hi^'l^),' or perhaps ' S h e has acted
within her rights and can maintain her case against me.' (For
this use of \'^, cp J o b 32 2.) Further, s,ldak is used of one who
is justified in his statement. This meaning is evident in Job
33 12 where, after quoting Job's words, Elihu says, ' Lo ! in this
[statement] thou art not justified: I will answer thee.' In the
same way the adjective is employed. Is. 41 26, ' Who announced
this from the beginning that we might know it . . . and say
" R i g h t " '—i.e., ' he is r i g h t ' ? not, ' I t is true,' for the Hebrew
adjective is never used of things. Examples of this meaning in
noun, adjective, and verb are numerous. See for use of the
noun (sedek) Is. 59 4 Ps. •"'•^5[3] Prov. 88 1813, of the verb in
H i p h . J o b 27 5 and in Hithpa. (perhaps). Gen. 44 16. In .Vrab.
the use of the root for 'truth-speaking,' 'sincere,' is much more
advanced and definite.

W e may now turn to the idea of righteousness
properly so called, of righteousness in its ethical
„ , . . signification ; and here the investigation
t t m c a l j^^g jjj starting-point in the early literary
sense m prophets. In the reign of Jeroboam II. a
prophets. (.j^pHaiist class had arisen : the old tribal
justice, depending on the bond of clan and still wellmaintained among the .\rabs of the desert, was wellnigh gone in Israel (see GOVERNMENT, § 1 2 / : ; L A W AND
JUSTICE, § 2). Hence the passionate cry of Amos for
national righteousness, for justice in the gates—i.e., for
right institutions rightly administered. H e reiterates
his protest that external ritual is of no avail without
justice, ' T a k e away from m e ' (Yahwe speaks) 'the
tumult of thy songs, the music of thy lutes I will not
hear. But let justice roll in like a river and righteousness like a perennial stream' (523). True, Amos also
uses the adjective saddik in the old legal sense(26 612),
and he has the administration of justice constantly in
view. In his view, however, legal justice springs from
the essential nature of God, who demands righteousness,
not ritual worship from his people. The demand is
made to the nation as a whole. Unless it is satisfied,
Israel must perish utterly and there is no room left for
difference in the fate of the righteous and the unrighteous individual. Hosea also insists on national
righteousness ; but his conception of it is at once wider
and deeper than that of his predecessor. It is wider,
for righteousness, as Hosea understood it, is more than
bare justice. It includes hesed—i.e.,
merciful consideration for others. 2 It is deeper, for Hosea saw that
outward amendment could not be permanent without a
radical change of mind. ' Sow to yourselves in righteousness : reap according to lovingkindness : break up for
vourselves fallow ground : for it is time to seek Yahwe,
that the fruit of righteousness may come to you ' (1012,
cp ©). It is not enough to sow good seed: the ground
must first be cleared and broken u p ; in short, the
Israelites must become new men, and Yahwe's will
must rule their lives. Yahwe will accept no superficial
conversion (61-4); the only remedy is a new birth by
which Israel becomes a new creature (1313).
Isaiah develops the principles of Amos and Hosea.
His moral code is much the same. ' Seek out justice :
B T aiah ^^' ' ' S ^ ' ^"^^ violent man : do justice to the
o r p h a n : plead for the widow' ( 1 1 6 / 5?
IO2).
He, no less than Hosea, makes rehgion a
1 So SiKatouv in classical Greek means to give a man his due,
but always in a bad sense, viz., to condemn. It is only in IS and
N T that it means ' to declare righteous.'
_ 2 Cp TO eirteiKe'?, which corrects the defects of law, and
is, therefore, h'c-Kacov KCU TLI/OS P4\TLOV SIKOLOV, Arist. Lth.
Nicom. 5 8.
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matter of the heart {2913).
Righteousness is the
inexorable rule by which Yahwe governs the world
(2S17), and wickedness by its own nature blasts ihe
evildoer {9i7[i8]). Because of Israel's sin the nation as
a whole is doomed hopelessly (613a). Still, those who
believe in Yahwe as the eternal principle of righteousness can stand fabt in the crash of ruin all around
them (79). Meaiiv\hile the prophet was educating a
band of disciples (816) who were to be the germ of a
'remnant that was to be converted,' and in one of his
latest prophecies {121-26} he passes from an ideal picture
of Jerusalem in Davidic days (the idealisation of the
past separates him in a \"ery marked manner from
Hosea) and expresses the great hope of better times to
come. Judgment will have done its cleansing work :
once more judges will give impartial decisions and
lerusalem shall be known as ' tht fortress of righteousness, the faithful city.'
A centurv later Jeremiah maintained the same conception of righteousness. In 2^3 he gives what almost
_
. , amounts to a definition of righteousness:
• it consists negatively in abstinence from
murder and oppression of the widows and orphans,
positively in securing justice for those who were powerless to help themselves. The same thought appears in
other passages—e.g., in chap. 7, though the word ' righteousness ' is not actually used. W'e must not, however,
forget that Jeremiah held fast to his belief in righteousness at the cost of a personal struggle more searching
and severe than that which any of his precursors had to
face. It was his hard fate to learn that even a law like
that of Deuteronomy, embodying as it did the best
results of prophetic teaching, could not of itself change
the hearts of the very men who in form, and as they
believed, sincerely, complied wdth its requirements.
Moreover, Jeremiah had to contend with the organised
priesthood of Jerusalem, after the priests of the high
places had been removed and when those of the central
shrine claimed, on grounds w-hich Jeremiah could not
altogether gainsay, a di\ine sanction for their authority.
Moreover his sensitive nature was exposed to continual
suffering from the enmity of his contemporaries and
from the national ruin which he saw first in spiritual
vision and then with the bodily eye. Because of all
this, Jeremiah's faith in the divine righteousness had to
draw its strength from the very doubt which threatened
to destroy it. ' Thou art in the right [saddik) O Yahw^,
when I contend with thee : yet would I reason the cause
with thee : why does the way of the wicked prosper ?'
(121). He knows well that the best law may be perverted
by the ' lying pen of the scribes' (88) and that Yahw6
is ' a righteous judge [sophet sidek) proving reins and
heart '(1120). M ore explicitly than any earlier prophet
he fuses morality and religion into one by reducing all
duty to the one supreme duty of knowing Yahwe's will
as revealed m his government of the world.
' T h u s saith Yahwe, Let not a wise man glory in his wisdom,
neither let a hero glory in hi.s valour, let not a rich man glory in
his wealth- But in this let him that glories glorj', that he hns
understanding and knows me, [knows] that I am Yahwe, who
do lovingkindness, judgment, and righteousness on the earth :
for in these thin^-^ do I take pleasure ; it is the oracle of Yahwe
{9 22y;[23_/r]).' Wliereas Isaiah had seen that the people's heart
was not in their worship, Jeremiali recognised the radical evil that
the heart of man is weak and cannot be trusted (17 9), and he
saw the hope of spiritual religion, not in amendment on man's
part, but in the grace of Yahwe who would write his law in
their hearts (31 33).

Finally, the expectation of a Messianic king, or line of
Messianic kings, appears probably for the first time in
Jeremiah. Yahw6 will raise from the family of David
' a righteous branch.' He is to execute true justice and
is to be called 'Yahwe is our righteousness' (205/.)•
The context interprets this name of the Messiah. By
restoring Israel to its own land Yahwe the judge of all
is to vindicate the just cause of his people against the
heathen. ' In his [i.e., the Messiah's) days Judah will
be saved ' (from heathen bondage) ' and Israel will dwell
4105
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in security.' The history of the world is the judgment
of the world. Here, howeviT, the idea of righteousness
is modified by fresh associations, and with the consequent
change in the application of the word we shall hn\e to
deal presently.
W e have already given from the earlier documents
of the Hexateuch instance.s which illustrate the more
7 Sedek
restricted and primitive use ofthe root pi^i.
svnonvm
^^^' ^'^° ™^^^ there, as might have been
of morsditv ^^P^^^^'^' ^^"^^' "^^ prophetic use in which
it is co-extensive with moral excellence,
Yahw^, e.g., declares that he has seen how righteous
Noah is (Gen. 71, J) : he knows that Abraham will teach
his descendants ' to do judgment and righteousness'
(Gen. iMig, a late stratum of JE), Only one passage
in the Hexateuch calls for special notice here, both from
its intrinsic interest and from the famous argument drawn
from it by Paul.
The words in Gen. 156 fJ?) are
' Abraham trusted in \'ahwe and he reckoned it to
him as righteousness,
Paul identifies the faith of
Abraham with justifying faith as he himself understood it. It would be an anachronism to suppose that
the writer of the words in Genesis had risen to an idea
of this kind, nor is any such exegesis supported by the
context. Abraham believed, not in God's pardoning
grace, but in Yahwe's fidelity to his promise. In fact
Abraham's faith or trust is precisely w hat faith as Paul
conceives it is not, an 'opus per se dignum.'
See
F A I T H , § i.

From the ethical we may now pass to the theocratic
sense of sHdkdk and the cognate words. We have
8 Theocratic ^^^^^^^ ^^'^ ^ glimpse of this meaning
in the Messianic passage quoted from
S6US6

Jeremiah. It became prevalent from
the time of Habakkuk. It must be remembered that
Habakkuk, like Jeremiah, lived after Josiah's reform, but
does not, like Jeremiah, attribute the partial failure of
that reform to the depravity of the Judsean people. On
the contrary, he believed that the obstacle lo strict legal
observance lay in the oppression of Judah by the
Babylonians ( I 4 ) ; for it was very hard to believe in
Yahw^ or his law while the Babylonian oppressor had
it all his own way. The people of Judah were at least
better than their oppressors ; hence to Habakkuk ' the
righteous' is the constant description of the Judasans,
whilst ' the wicked' stands for the heathen conqueror.
This terminology was adopted by subsequent writers,
as m a y b e seen from Is. 26io Ps. 9617 I O 2 / ; In the
end, as Habakkuk holds, Yahwe will vindicate the cause
of his people, and ' the righteous man '—i.e., the man
of Judah, is to Hve by fidelity to his God and confidence
in the ultimate victory of the good cause. Here we
have the outline of the picture which the Second Isaiah
[i.e., Is. 40-55) fills in with completer detail and added
shades of meaning. ^ Whereas the earlier prophets
threatened, the unknown prophet ofthe Exile makes it
his chief endeavour to comfort Israel. Xo doubt the
nation has sinned ; but it has also been punished enough,
and more than enough, and now the day of its deliverance is at hand. ' For the sake of his ow n faithfulness
[.-jt^dek) Yahwe has been pleased to give great and glorious revelation ' of his character (-122i|.'^ H e i s a 'truthspeaking ' Go6.[saddik, 4521). He has stirred up Cyrus
' i n righteousness' (4513), i.e., as Vahwe ought to do,
and therefore must do ; he has supported him with ' his
trusty right h a n d ' ('right hand of sfdch,' 4110). By a
glorious restoration Yahw6 'justifies' Israel—i.e., decides
in its favour (508). Hence in a multitude of cases sddek
and sfddkdh mean triumph (so the verb 4525 : cp vLKav
in Rom.'l22i) 'victory' (412 4612), 'redress' (518),
1 We may perhaps compare /caAot Kaya^ot, optniiatcs,
prud'
hommes, gute Manner, used of the aristocracy without any
ethical meaning. Of course the ethical words never lost their
ethical sense so utterly.
2 There is, however, some doubt both as to the reference in
this passage, and as to its authenticity.
See Marti, ad toe.
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'salvation' (4613). It is significant that when stddkdh
retains its older and ethical force, it is used of a righteousness which comes as a divine grace being ' rained
down from above' (458). In the.'-;econd Isaiah, however,
this purely ethical sense is rare, occurring only t\\o or
three times out of some twenty-five in which the Hebrew
root is used.
The Second Isaiah, as we have seen, assumed that
the sufferings inflicted by Babylon had sufficed to purify
_ , , . . ,
. Israel, and hailed with joy the restoration of a righteous people. However,
righteousness.
in the preceding generation Ezekiel had
given expression to a \ciYy different view. In the latter
period of his work he was a pastor of souls, a preacher
addressing individuals rather than a prophet with a
message to the nation. Naturally, then, he insists on
individual righteousness. Each man is to be tried on
his own merits ; however righteous he may hie, he can
secure the due reward for himself and only for himself.
Nay, even with the individual Yahwe deals according
to his present actions, admitting no appeal to the
righteousness of the past, and on the other hand forgiving iniquity in case of repentance and amendment
(Ezek. I81 1414/. 3 S 1 2 / ) . His ideal of righteousness
in the individual conforms on the whole to the prophetic
standard of individual righteousness, though it includes
a larger amount of ritual observance (see esp. 186-8).
Now, after the restoration, the view of the Second Isaiah
proved untenable.
T h e restoration itself lacked the
external glory of which he had fondly dreamt, and the
e.tile had failed to produce that righteousness of the
whole nation which was still the cherished aim of
religious reformers in the Jewish Church, How was it
to be accomplished? Finally and completely by the
judgment of the last days, which is to fall on unfaithful
Jews as well as the heathen. This is the favourite theme
of .-Vpocalyptic writers (see esp. Is. IO22 which is a late
insertion: Mal. 83 Zech. 9 9 l-!6 189—Joel and Daniel
passim).
Meanwhile the wisdom literature taught with
Ezekiel that God here and now, though not immediately,
recompenses the righteous and the wicked according to
their deserts, a dogma constantly reiterated in Proverbs
and Psalms. Here and there a distinction is made
between the ' weightier matters of the law ' and such as
are merely ritual, since Yahw6 loves ' righteousness and
judgment' more than 'sacrifice' (Prov. 213, cp, e.g.,
Ps. .50). But more and more the ' rigliteous m a n ' is
one who studies and practises the whole l a w ( P s . I5).
The righteous are really one with the hdsidim.- these
are to be found as a rule among the poor and afflicted
Israehtes (Zech. 99 Ps, .".6-59), and possibly the author
of Ps. 94, when he speaks [v. 15) of legal administration
returning to 'righteousness,' may be looking forward to
the triumph of the Pharisaic over the Sadducean party.
Naturally those who made so much of the law laid great
stress on deeds of mercy. But si'dakdh nowhere admits,
as in Mishnic Hebrew, ofthe rendering ' a l m s , ' though
such passages as Ps. 11'2 9 Dan. 424 [27] are not far removed from this later use.^

be, is altogether strange to Amos and his successors.
' Cease to do evil, learn to do well,' is the remedy which
Isaiah proposes ; nor does he doubt its efficacy : ' If ye
be willing and obedient, ye shall eat the good of the
land ' (Is. I16-19). Ezekiel, in a passage quoted above,
proposes the same rule to the individual, and combats
the delusion that the merits of persons exceptionally
righteous could atone for the sins of their neighbours '
(see also Jer. 151 3129, and for an opposite view Gen.
IS17/.). On the whole this principle ruled in later
Israel. To keep the law is righteousness (Dt. 625), and
the man or church that does so receives siddkdh—i. e., a
favourable sentence ' from the God who comes to his
h e l p ' (Ps. 245). It is true that neither the individual
Jew nor the Jewish church could always appeal with confidence to that perfect observance of the law which
justified in the sight of God. On the contrary, the
Psalms abound in acknowledgments of guilt [e-g-, Pss.
3.S4-6 4O13 696 [5]). and the chief motive of religion was
to secure divine pardon : ' There is forgiveness with thee
that thou mayest be feared' (Ps. I3O4). W e must not,
however, identify such misgivings with the reproach of
conscience, %\ith the sense of sin as Christians understand it. T h e Jews believed that God was offended
with them because he withheld the rewards of righteousness and dealt with them as he deals \\'ith the wicked,
they believed restoration to prosperity was the sure sign
of pardon and of grace, a state of mind which finds its
classical expression in Ps. 32. But was there no way of
restoration e.xcept perfect righteousness, or, failing that,
supplication to the divine mercy (as in Dan. 920)?
On this point the later teaching of the O T is not
consistent.

W'e have already, in discussing the various senses of
-tc'ddkdi, etc., answered by implication the question,
10 ' Rii'ht- ^"^^ '^ ^ ™^" justified or accepted as
omi=nra= " ''ighteous before God? Something, howof sinners. ""^'.'^ ^"^^ ' ° ^ ^<*<^^<^ ^""^ ° " ' ^ e
justification of sinners, the change from
divine condemnation to divine favour. ..\5 we have seen,
the ancient Hebrew beUeved that God's wrath could be
appeased by sacrifice (i .S. 2619 314), whereas the eariiest
of the literary prophets insisted that national amendment
was the only way of escape from national chastisement.
T h e idea that sin was a debt incurred and that payment
was still due, however sincere the conversion might

The Priestly Code limits the eflScacy of the sin-offering
which was introduced after the exile to venial or involuntary transgression (Nu. 1627-31),
11. Atoneand the mention of sacrifice in the
ment and
Book of Proverbs (158 166 21327) is
propitiation.
at least in harmony with this principle.
Still, even the Priestly Code had to mitigate the strictness of its theory. On the day of Atonement the high
priest laid the sins of Israel on the head of the goat
which was sent into the desert (Lev. 1620-22) ; the
dslidm atoned for perjury and embezzlement (Lev. 6 2 1 / .
[ 6 2 / ] Nu, 5 5 / ) when preceded by restitution to the
person wronged, and incense could appease Yahwfe when
provoked by the rebellion of his people (Nu. 1 7 1 1 /
[ I 6 4 6 / ] ) . At a still later period it was thought that the
merits of the Patriarchs atoned for the sins of Israel (see
Weber, .4ltsyn. Theol. 2 8 0 / ; and the essay on the
' Merits of the Fathers ' in Sanday and Headlam's Commentary on Romans), and we may perhaps find the germ
of this dogma in the atoning efficacy which the OT
attributes to the prayers of holy men ( E x . 3 2 7 / 3 ^ /
N u . l 4 i i / 1622 1 7 i o J o s . 7 6 / J e r . 7 i 6 l l i 4 l 5 i J o b 5 i
3323) and of angels (Zech. 112 Job 51 8323). Very naturally the doctrine that the merits of the Fathers availed for
the justification of Israel culminated in the belief that the
guilt of Israel was purged by the vicarious sufferings of
righteous men. This no doubt was the teaching of the
Rabbis. According to them, Isaac made propitiation
for Israel by the willing oblation of his own life. God
smote Ezekiel that Israel might go free, and martyrdom
made propitiation for sin as efficaciously as the day of
Atonement. 2 T h e OT, however, lends no real support
to such a theory of justification by vicarious sacrifice.
The famous passage (Is. 52i3-53i2) which describes the
sufferings of Yahwe's servant is treated elsewhere
(SERVANT OF T H E LORD).

In spite of the corruption

of the text, the general sense seems to be clear. ^

^ In Mt. 6 1 , St-Kacocrvyrfv is certainly the true reading, and
that of T R eA.fi)(io(n;j.i)i. is a gloss. Whether the gloss is correct
IS another question. Weiss, ad loc., answers this question in the
affirmative ; Holtzmann, .VTl- Theol. 2 135, in the negative.

- Almsdeeds also were regarded as a powerful means of atone,
ment for past sins.
2 Reff. in Holtzmann, NTI. Theol. 1 6^/3 Verses 1 0 ^ are, as they stand, quite out of place, since the
context requires a reference to the resurrection, not the dealh
of the servant. See Che. Intr. to Is. 305, n. , , a n d D u h m and
Marti, ad loc. [also S E R V A N T O F T H E L O R D , §§ .(.) e ( . ) i
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RIGHT, RIGHTEOUSNESS
Israel, the servant of Yahw^, does indeed sufler for the
' peace ' and ' heahng ' of the nations. This, however,
takes place because of the effect produced on the minds
of the heathen, not because of the effect produced on
the mind of God. At first the heathen regard Israel as
afflicted by an angry God : they shrink from him as men
shrink from a leper. But God reverses the tragic doom
of his people and raises up the nation to new Hfe.
Then the heathen understand the di\ine purpose. They
recall the meekness with \\'hich Israel endured its punishment. They acknowledge their own sinfulness and come
to the knowledge of the true God who has scattered
Israel abroad for a season that he may make it the light
of nations and show his irresistible power in its glorious
restoration.
The words SUaios, diKaLocrijvT), which scarcely occur
in the Fourth Gospel, are exceedingly common in Mt.
, and l.k., and serve to express the most
,.
striking and characteristic features of
P
• Jesus' teaching. Jesus required from
his disciples a righteousness better than that of the
Scribes and Pharisees, and told them that otherwise
they could not enter the Kingdom of Heaven (Mt. 5 20).
Generally, it may be said that Jesus restored the prophetic ideal of righteousness, at the same time deepening and extending it. The popular doctrine understood,
by righteousness, not so much an honest and upright life
as scrupulous attention to moral and ceremonial rules,
conduct legally correct. These rules were contained in
the written and oral law ; Jesus declared that the
traditions of the elders nullified the central purpose of
the law (Mk. 71-13), or at best were matters of indifference [id.). Moreover, he not only distinguished between
the more important and less important precepts of the
Mosaic law (Mt. 2823) ; he also criticised the law itself
and set its most solemn commands aside.
N o less than this is implied in •words such as these—' Moses
because of the hardness of your hearts suifered you to divorce
your wives ' (Mt. 19 8=iMk. 10 5) ; ' T h e Sabbath was made for
man, not man for the S a b b a t h ' (i\Ik. 2 27) ; ' Nothing that goeth
into a m a n from without can defile a man ' ( M k . 7 i 5 = M t . \b\7f.;
contrast Lev. 11 Deut. 14). Again, the righteousness which
Jesus taught far transcended on its positive side that of the
Mosaic law ; among his disciples the lex talionis was to give
place to a very different rule—viz., ' D o not resist evil' (Mt. 5 39)
—and that is followed by <i kindred command, * Love your
enemies' (Mt. 044).

More clearly and more consistently than any previous
teacher, Jesus demanded a righteousness of the heart,
and forbade malicious and impure thoughts as sternly
as the deeds of murder and lust to which they naturally
tend (Mt. .021-28). He went deeper still, and instead of
reckoning the sum of good deeds, or even good thoughts,
against the opposing sum of evil deeds and thoughts,
he insisted upon righteousness of character, a righteousness which is not accidental but essential, a righteousness
which is one and indivisible, various as its manifestations may be : ' A good tree cannot bring forth evil
fruit, neither can a corrupt bring forth good fruit'
(Mt. 7i8). No sacrifice was to be counted too severe
when personal righteousness was in peril (Mt.529) or
the cause of righteousness to be advanced (Mt. 192i
Mk. IO21 Lk. I822).
On the one hand, all was to
be done with a single eye fixed upon God and his
approval (Mt 61 e t c . ) ; on the other hand, the service
of God consisted in the service of man for God's sake.
It is on duty to man that the ' Sermon on the Mount'
dwells throughout, that practical love for man of which
God himself is the supreme example, and hence an
infinite vista opens up before the disciple, who can never
feel that he has done enough since he is to be perfect as
his Father in Heaven is perfect (Mt. 548). So, too,
the Jewish notion of a contract with God who repays
service done disappears in that relation of son to
father which Jesus removed from the circumference and
set in the centre of religion. True, God rewards those
who do not reward themselves by ostentation and selfcomplacency. But the quality of reward is the same
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for all faithful service, long or short; it consists in admission to the kingdom in which the ideal of righteousness is realised (Mt. 2O1-16).
As God bestows the
powers to be used in his service, and has an absolute
right to that service, no room is left for merit which
does but claim its due : ' When ye shall have done all
these things which are commanded you, say. We are
unprofitable servants' (Lk. 1710).
Jesus opened the Kingdom of Heaven to those who
hungered and thirsted for righteousness such as this
(Mt. 56). Whereas, however, prophets and apocalyptic
writers had looked forward to a final separation of the
righteous and the wicked, Jesus began his work by
the great announcement that he came to call not the
righteous, but sinners, to repentance (Mt. 9i3 = Mk. 2:?
= Lk. 532). He declared and pronounced the forgiveness of sins ; he spoke of the joy in heaven over one
sinner who repents ; he taught men to believe in God by
first teaching them to believe in himself. He invited
men to believe in the good news (Mk. I15)—i.e., to
have faith or trust in God as their Father, and to make
this trust the guiding principle of their lives.
It would be impossible within the limits of this article
to discuss the righteousness of faith of which Paul
- „ Uae of ^P^^^^ °^ ^^ connection of Christ's
g',
death with justification. It may be well,
however, to indicate in conclusion the
various uses of BlKaios and the cognate words in the N T
apart from righteousness in the Pauline sense and that
higher righteousness demanded by Jesus from his disciples of which we have said something already. The
adjective SiKaLOs, ' righteous,' is applied to God especially
as judge of all (Rev. I65), or to Christ (2Tim. 48 Jn.
1725); to men as observant of thejewish law (Mt. 119).^
It also is equivalent to ' virtuous ' in the widest sense
(Mt. 645 913 = Mk. 620 = Lk. 532, etc.).
Once Paul
distinguishes the righteous man who fulfils all his
obligations from the dyados whose character is more
genial and attractive (Rom. 67). ' Righteous ' is also a
title given to men eminently righteous (Mt. 1317 Mk. 217),
and by pre-eminence to Jesus (Acts3r4 752 2214). It
is predicated, as the corresponding Hebrew adjective
never is, of things (Mt. 2O4 Lk. I257 Acts4i9 Rom. 7 12
Col. 41 Phil. 4 8 etc.).
T h e noun SiKaioa-tivr} means 'fair dealing' between man and
man (passing into the wider sense of virtuous conduct; Actsl035
2425 Rom. 6 13 14 17 i T i m . f i i i 2 Tim. 222). Lk. uses it once
only, viz., in 1 75 where it is parallel to 'holiness,' i.e., piety.
Acceptance of John's baptism is spoken of (Mt. 3 15) as included
in the 'fulfilment of all righteousness'—z'.^.,as conformable tothe
divine will which the Baptist announced. So, too, the Baptist
is said to have come 'in the way of righteousness' (Mt. 2132),
because he preached that course of conduct which righteousness
required. T h e verb St/cato), 'justify,' in the N T always means
to pronounce just, never, either in the N T or in profane writers,
to make just (the apparent exception, Rev. 22 11, in the received
text arises from a false reading). It is used of men who seek
to prove themselves in the right (Lk. IO2Q), or to win credit
for righteousness with their fellow-men (Lk. 16 15). Men are
justified before God when they obtain his approval (Lk. 1814
Mt. 12 37 = Lk. V35). In this sense Jesus, after his resurrection,
was 'justified in the Spirit' (r Tim. 316) inasmuch as he received
clear tokens of divine approval. As God justifies men, so men
may justify God, by confessing his righteousness (Lk.729 Ps.
516 [4] as quoted in Rom. 34 ; cp Mt. II19), an application of
the verb which is found in the Psalms of Solomon (2 16 3 5).
See D i e s t e l , / Z T 5 1737:; Ortloph, ' Begriff von p i : i , ' Z Z T
i860, p. 401 f;
Ryssel, Synonymc
des
14. L i t e r a t u r e . IVahren u. Guten in den sem.
Sprachen
(1872); Kautzsch, Derivate
des Staninies
Pia, T u b . , 1881; Smend, ATRet.;
W. R. Smith, Proph.<^),
389; Schwally, Heil
Krieg
im Att.
Israel;
Wildeboer,
ZA TIV 22 (1902). This last accentuates the juristic element
and even in so early a passage as J u d g . 5 11 translates sidkoth,_
'victories' [of Vahwe]. Wildeboer's comparison ofthe Syr. zekha
to be pure, to conquer, hab ' t o be guilty,' ' t o be defeated' is
interesting and suggestive.
W. E. A.

EIMMON ( p S I ; RGMMAN [BL] -e [A]). According to the traditional text, the name of a god worshipped
at Damascus (2 K. 5 i 8 ) ; apparently it enters into the
^ T h e passage Is difficult; but it seems to mean that Joseph
was too strict an observer to marry a woman who had proved
unfaithful, and too kind to make a public example of her.
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name T.^B-RIMMOX [i'-^'-j. though, as we shall see,
another view of the phrase in i K. I 5 i 8 is at least
equally possible.
A more correct pronunciation of the name of this
god would be Ramman.
Both name and cultus of
TJ_ this deity were, it is generally held,
. * -,
~ borrowed from Assyria, and certainly
Ass. R a m m a n . r,
*i
*
i *
Ramman was the most prevalent name
of the god of thunder and lightning (ideogram IM) who
plays such an important part in the Bab3'lonian Delugestory, and is often represented as armed with the
thunderbolt. The etymological meaning is ' t h e roarer'
[ramdmu= ' to roar ')—a name well suited to a thunder
god. The W. Semites appear to have had another
name for this god, viz., Addu or Daddu, and Oppert
[Z.4 9 3 1 0 ^ [1894]) supposes that Adad was the oldest
name of the deity. There is thought to be a reminiscence of the identity of Addu (or Adad) and Ramman
in the compound form Hadad-rimmon (MT's reading)
in Zecli. 1211 ; the editor of Zechariah, however, will
in this case be responsible for the strange form (but see
Frit. Bib.).
We often find Ramman associated with
Samai (the sun-god), like whom he is (in an inscription
of the Kassite period) called 'lord of justice.'
The
Massoretes may have confounded Ramman with rimmon
(see P'>\IEGRAN.\TE) ; though H. Derenbourg disputes
the accuracy of this representation, Rimmon, according
to him, being the divinised
pomegra.na.te[KohutMemorial

swear by Jerahmeel.'' It now becomes doubtful whether
'son of Tab-rimmon' in i K, 15J8 is correct. The
king to whom Asa sent m.iy have been, not ' Ben-hadad,
son of Tab-rimmon, son of Hezion, king of Syria, that
dwelt .at Damascus,' but ' B e n - h a d a d [ = Bir-dadda],
native of Beth-jerahmeel- (or Rabbath-jerahmeel?),
king of Aram ( = Jerahmeel), who dwelt at (or, in)
Cusham.' It should also be noticed here that Elisha,
who had such close relations with a king of .Aram and
his general, was, the present writer suspects, c^ prophet
of the Negeb—i.e., o f a region which was originally
Jerahmeelite.
T. K. c.

Studies,
120-125 [1897].
See especially Jastrow, Ret. of Bab. and Ass., 156-161; and
Amer. Journ. of Sem. Languages,
12 159-162 ; also Schrader,
' Ramman-Rimmon,' St. Kr., 1874, PP- 3347'^ I Sayce, ' t h e
god Ramriian,'Z.'i 2 3 3 1 / ! [; Zimmern, KAT(-^'^ 442-451].
Accuidnii,' to Ohnefalsch-Richter (Kypros, Text, 115) the confusion between the Hebrew word for ' pomegranate' (J1S"1,
rimnion) and the name of the originally Assyrian god Ramman
is older than M T , and goes back possibly to the time of Ezekiel
(and earlier). In this connection he notes that pomegranates
were attached to the vestments of the high-priest and to the
columns of the temple at Jerusalem. On Carthaginian stelse,
moreover, we find the seated figure of the boy Adonis in the
very place occupied elsewhere by the column surmounted by a
pomLn;rariate. Ohnefalsch-Richter thinks that it was ' an easy
step • t'l ii.kiuify this tree-god Tammuz, to whom the ' rimmOn '
\\as sacred, with the storm-god Ramman, and to call him
' Rimmon.'
According to Jensen, there is a cylinder in the Hermitage
at St. I'etersburg inscribed with two divine names, the one
Ramm.inum, the other Alratum. Taking this in connection
with Assyrian texts which speak of the god Amurru (i.e., the
god of the land Amurru, the Amorite god) as the consort of
A^ratu, he infers that the Amorite god referred to is Rammanu,
i.e., the storm-god, alsu called by the A-..syri:ins ' t h e Lord of
the Mountain,' = :j3S Vy^], ' t h e Baal of Lebanon.' T h e ' l a n d
uf A m u r r u ' was iri fact originally the land of the Lebanon or
Antilibanus (cp Wi. GI 1 52).

The present writer, however (see Crit. Bib.), suspects
much misunderstanding in the traditional text of the
2 R i m m o n ^ narratives of the kings of Aram, which
jerahmeel. I" ^pecially visible in names.
' Benhadad, for instance, seems to be
equivalent to Bir-dadda, and Hazael to Haza'ilu, which
are attested as N. Arabian royal names in Assyrian inscriptions (A'.-i Tl-), 148) ; ' Damascus ' is constantly miswritten for ' C u s h a m ' ; and Rimmon, or rather Ramman,
may be regarded as a popular corruption of that famous
name ' Jerahmeel,' which was not only an ethnic name,
but also in all probability the name of a god (see Crit.
Bib. on 2 K. 17 30^1). When, therefore, we read in 2 K.
518 of Xaaman's accompanying his royal master to the
house of Rimmon, this is meant (not of the storm-god,
but) of the national god of Jerahmeel, who may possibly
have been called Jarham or Yarham [i.e., riT. ' m o o n , '
with the Arabic ' mimation'). It was not unnecessary
to warn the Israelites that Naaman was only by a special
indulgence allowed to do outward honour to Jarham or
Jerahmeel, because there are several indications that the
worship of Jerahmeel had made its way into Judah some
time before the fall of the state. See, e.g., Zeph. 15^,
where we should very probably read, ' ( I will cut off)
those that prostrate themselves before the moon, that
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EIMMON ([iJ3"l—i.e., pomegranate?—see X , \ M E S ,
§ 69 ; or from ' Jerahmeel' ?—see RiMMON, i., § 2).
I. Josh. 1532 19? [AV REMMON], I Ch. 432 Zech.
l-4io.

See EN-KI.MMOX, and cp .ViN, i.

^. The nanie of a rock where 600 fugitive Benjamites
found shelter for four months (Judg. 2047, ji*^-.":, p^p-p-cav
[B.AL]). There was a village of this name 15 R. m.
N. of Jerusalem (OS 146$ 28798), identified by Robinson
(2113) with the mod. Rammon, rather more than 3 m.
E. of Bethel, ' o n and around the summit o f a conical
chalky hill and visible in all directions.' This would
be in the wilderness of Beth-aven (Josh. 1812). Birch
[PEFQ, 1879, p. 128) objects that there are only a few
small caves at Rammon, and refers to Consul Finn, \\ho
heard of a vast cavern in the Wady es-Suweinit capable
of holding many hundred men. Canon Rawnsley in
consequence visited the caverns in this Wadv, which he
describes in PEFQ, i.^jc), pp. 118-126. Birch, following Ges. Thes. i-zc^b, identifies the Rimmon of Judg.
1^047 with the Rimmon ' u n d e r ' which Saul, \\'\\\\ his
600 men, tarried ( i S. 142). The latter Rimmon was
' a t the limit of Geba' (so read for Gibeah).
See
.MlGRON.

3. ' Rimmon ' (rather ' Rimmonah, ,nyiDn), also
appears in RV of Josh. I913 (E. boundary of Zebulun),
where AV again [see i ] gives ' R e m m o n , ' with the
addition of ' -methoar,' (IRV ' which stretcheth ') as if a
compound name. The RV at any rate recognises that
the name is not compound ; it also does justice to the
article in IN.-I:?.! (pep-pajva apcadap ao^a [B] ; peppiwvap-,
ptudapipc, avvova [A] ; em apaBapi vova [L]). W'e may
render, with Dillmann and Kau. HS, ' and (their border)
e.vtends to Rimmonah (nii'^Tl, and turns round [ium) to
Keah (?).' No doubt it is the Rimmono (iji-n, AV
Rimmon), or rather R i m m o n a h , of t Ch. 662 [77],
probably also the DI.M.NAH [i:iai) of Josh. 21 35, corresponding to the modern Rumnidneh on the SE. edge of
the plain of Battauf, 4 m. N. from Gath-hepher, and
7^ m. N. Irom Chisloth-tabor.
4. Possibly MAU.MENAH \.q.v.'\ in Is. 1031 should rather be
'Rimmonah.'
T . K . C.

RIMMON (|iD"! ; peMMCON [BAL], ' p o m e g r a n a t e '
[so N,\Mr.s, § 69 ; Del. Prol. 205], or the .\ss. divine
name Ramman [Lohr, cp KiSH?], or [Che.] 1 distortion of the ethnic Jerahmeel), a Beerothite, the father
of RECH.AB and BAANAH [^^.j'.] (2 S, 4259). Note that
' Rechab' may be also from ' Jerahmeel,' and that, as
the story of S A U L (q-v.) shows, there was a strong
Jerahmeelite element in Benjamin (Che.).
RIMMONO (i:i)3-!; T H N p6M^^toN [ B A L ] ; i Ch.
6 62 [77]). Rather Rimmonah. See RIMMON ii. 3.
EIMMON-PAREZ, RV R i n u n o a - p e r e z (}••)? f^'^l )•
a stage in the wandering in the wilderness, perhaps =
1 G. A. Smith renders I I T , so far as he thinks it possible,
thus, ' a n d those who . . . swear bv their Melech,' and in a
note points out the disorder of the text. Wellh. reads, ' those
who bow themselves to Yahwe and swear by Milcom.'
Eut
DrJ^D, like -|^c. is very probably one of the current distortions
of SNf^m'. Pee Crit. Bib.
2 T h e much-disputed word jvin is probably a corruption of
p m ' , a variant to p m , and nearer to the original form ' ^ s - r n ' 4112
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Zarephath-jerahmeel [ C h e . ] ; Nu. 3 3 i 9 / . (pSA^MCON
[p(\MA(\a)N. or pd,A^Mco9](^(\pec). See W A N D E R I N G S ,
RING. The signet ring was called in Hebrew
hotham (Qmn) from its use ( ^/ to seal), and tabbaath
(ni^QO) from its form ( sj to sink. As.
1. Signet. ^^,^,^j. j^^gQ j ^ gj^j ^^^j^j '?;/•,;* (Xpm) Dan.
6i8[i7], and in Targum for both hotham and tabbaath
(./to cut, engrave).^ See ENGRAVE. T h e seal was
worn, as it is still by some Arabians, on a cord, pdthil
(see RIBUAND), round the neck, Gen. 3818 ; later, on the
right hand, Jer. 2-24. In Cant. 80 both customs seem
combined, 'on thine arm, on thy heart.' T h e oldest
form of signet worn by all Babylonians (Hurud. 1195)
\sri5 the evlmder, a large hole being bored through the
core to admit a soft woollen cord for suspension
round wrist or neck.- T h e Egyptian scarabasus^ had
a smaUer hole to admit •.,. fine wire. W'hL-n used, the
seal was rolled over a piece of pipeclay which \\as laid
on an object or attached by a ribbon to a document
(King, Antique Gems, I40). It was from the Egyptian
wire that the more convenient finger-ring was evolved.
Such rings were among the ornaments worn by Hebrew
women after the exile, Is. 821 [vv. 18-23 being an interpolation). The word gdlTl ' ring' in Cant. 5 14 EV, for
which RV'"-^ preferably suggests ' cylinder,' seems to be
used as a simile of the fingers of the hand (BDB, Bu.
ad

loe.).

The transference of Judah's signet to Tamar had no
special significance—he simpl}' gave her as a pledge an
object which could obviously be identified with him.*
On the signet ^\as probably a precious stone, mostly
the Bham (see Oxvx), on which was engraved a figure
or inscription, Ex. 2811. Hence in an Oriental court
the con\eyanceof the signet attested a royal message
(i K. 218), and in many lands was a mode of investing
officers with power (Gen. 4I42 Esth. 3io i Macc. 615
Jos. Ant. XX. 22).
There is no indication that the
wedding-ring was used in O T times ; but in Egypt
some such custom anciently prevailed. It should be
added that a daKrvXiov was placed on the hand of the
prodigal son on his restoration to his father's house
(Lk. 1.522).

Nezem (on) conveys the meanings of both an ear-ring
and a. nose-ring, though usually the fuller form ndzein
rt p
.
kd-dph (.-Nn Dij) is used for the nose-ring.
'
. ° ' In Judg. 824, however, where the singular
^' is used, it is probable that ndzem alone
means nose-ring. The whole of this passage is, however, regarded as a late gloss by Wellhausen, Moore,
Budde, and others. Neither nose-rings nor ear-rings were
worn by males, though Pliny [N'll 11 37 [50]) says that
Oriental men wore them, and, if Judg. 824 be genuine
Midianite soldiers did so.^
T h e nose-ring was put
through the nostril and hung over the mouth. Robertson
Smith explains that all such ornaments were designed
as amulets and protectors to the orifices, as well as
for ornament (cp i?5(^) 453, and n. 2). T h e ring put
through the nose of beasts [hah, ' h o o k ' ) is sometimes
associated with yiHem (Ex.3522, AV 'bracelets,' RV
'brooches'); cp H O O K , ^.
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AMULETS), to which some symbolic figure was attached.
Other terms for ear-ring were derived from the shape.
The \igit C?';^) was round (Ezek. I612, cp Beitholet on
Ezek. 17 Nu. 3I50). Another kind, nUilphoth (niS'L^j),
lit. drops (RV pendants, AV collar), were probably
pearls (Abulwalid cuinpares Arab, natajit, a small,
cluar pearl), or singlu beads or gems attached to the
lobe of the ear (FJDJ, to drop), Judg, 826 [arpayyaXis
[B], op/xiaKoi €V<po}6 [AL]), Is. .S19 (© kdOefxa}) worn by
Midianite men and Israelite womun.
T h e ancient versions gave other e.vplanations ; T g . NIS'^^D,
diadems, cliapkts. Some Jewish interpreters conn<ji:ted neti/hoth
with Hiit.ipA (i'.y. :M) 34, see STAcn':)and rentier cajjsules uf sweetsmelling gum. Set, further, O K N A M E N T S , and tlie articles
there referred to.
1. A.

EINGSTRAKED [I'pV) Gen. 3O35/: ; see COLUUKS,
§ 12.

EINNAH (n31, ' s h o u t i n g ? ? ' § 7 4 ; &Ni^ [B], p^NNCON [.^J. peNNA [L]). son of the Judahite SHIMON
[cj.v.):

X C h . 420.

RIPHATH ( n a n , Gen.103 [P], pi4,i,9 [ . A E L ] ep.
[D]; Ch. 16, na*"!., D I P H A T H [.-W'^t- and RV], epei4>d.B [B], pi4)Ae [A], pi4)A9 [ L ] ; in both places
R I P H A T H [Vg.], jO. .>>. one o f t h e ' s o n s ' of Gomer,
Gen.103 I Ch. 16t.
According to the theory which
finds N. Arabian influence and interests pervading the
earlier chapters of Genesis (see r'A]<.\DiSE, § 6), 'Gomer'
represents 'Jerahmeel,' ' Ashkenaz' comes from ' Kenaz '
(or Asshur-Kenaz), ' R i p h a t h ' from 'Zarephath.' The
transformation has been systematic.
On the timehonoured theory, however, which bases itself on MT, we
must look far away from N. Arabia. Josephus thought
of Paphlagonia ; Bochart and Lagarde of the Bithynian
river prj^as and the distant p-q^avria on the Thracian
Bosporus. But if TOGAEM.AH [g.v.'\ is really Tilgarimmu, on the border of Tabal, Riphath may be
identified with Bit Burutas (or Buritis), a district—mentioned several times with Tabali (see Schr. KGF 176)—
whose king was an ally of Urartu and Musku. "The
syllable -as or -is may be regarded as a suffix (so first
Hal. REJ, 17164). T h e transposition of b ( o r / ) and
r is no difficulty. T h e suggestion is plausible, if T^IT
may safely be followed.
T. K. c.
R I S S A H ( n B T ; AeccA [B], p. [AF], Ap. M ) . a
stage in the wandering in the wilderness; Nu. 3 8 2 1 / .
See W A N D E R I N G S , W I L D E R N E S S O F .

RITHMAH (npri") named from the D n i or juniper
tree, § 103 ; if we should not rather read Ramath,
p«.eAM& [B.-iF], pAMAe* [L]). a stage in the wandering in the wilderness ( N u . 3 3 i 8 / ) . See WANDERINGS.
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[The facts and theories about Hebrew ritual are dealt
with in many articles, among the most important of
which are the following : S A C R I F I C E , T E M P L E (§§ 3 4 / : ) ,
N A T U R E W O R S H I P , .ALTAR, M A S S E B A H , T A B E R N A C L E ,

A R K , DISPERSION, SYN.\GiiGtE. On the ritual of the
nations contemporary with Israel the reader may consult

Several forms of ear-ring are noticed in the O T .
The IShdHm of Is. 820 were perhaps ear-rings (see

AKAM, ASSYRIA, BABYLON, E G Y P T , M O A B , .AMMON,
C A N A A N , PHCENICIA, H I T T I T E S , SCYTHIANS, ZOROASTRLANISM, etc.

1 Hotkemeth, Gen. 8 8 2 5 ! Is fem. coll. = 'sealing apparatus.'
Ball suggests reading CCnnn or flbPiriil ; HolzingGT partly
approves this suggestion.
^ Illustrations in Perrot-Chipiez, Art ifi Ass. 2. figs. T-V-ff^ The earUest dated Eg>'ptian cylinder is as old as 3800 B.C.
(Flinders Petrie, Hist, of Egypt, 1 55).
MVellhausen (Ar HeidM), 1 6 4 / ) thinks that the cord^xoTo
which the signet hung -was also an amulet. This would account
for the insistence on the transference of the coi-d in the narrative
in Genesis.
^ On these grounds Moore holds that ear-rings are probably
meant. For the wearing of nose-rings by Indian boys in order
to pass as girU and avert the evil-eye, see Frazer,
Pausanias,
2266.

Of those nations, however, so great an influence on
the civilisation of the whole of hither Asia was exercised
by one, the Babylonian, that the facts about its ritual
acciuire special importance.
On the other hand the
amount of first-hand information on the subject is
unique and, besides, not generally accessible. It is proposed, accordingly, U-, give here some account of the
nature, and ceremonial institutions, of the Babylonian
sacrificial ritual. In doing this the points in which it
resembles, or differs from, the ritual of the O T will be
indicated, and a brief comparison of the two systems
given. ]

41T3

41T4

RITUAL

RITUAL
CONTENTS
Names for sacrifice (§ i).
Performance (§ 6).
Objects offered, age, etc. (§ 2fi).
Idea, purpose (§ 7 f).
Time and place (§ 4).
H u m a n sacrifice (§ 9).
Antiquity of sacrifice (§ 5).
Lustration (§ 10).
Summary (§ 11).
ASSYRIO-BABYLONIAN

RITUAL.

A short account of Babylonian sacrifices has been
already given in the Supplement to Die Cultus-tafel von
Sippar (Joh. Jeremias, Leipsic, 25-32 [1889]). T h e
question of how far this system is original and how far
it is related to what we find elsewhere has received little
or no attention. The treatment of such questions in
the difficult sphere of religious institutions being always
involved in uncertainty, it appears to be more than ever
appropriate in regard to sacrifice, as an institution
common to all peoples, to explain the same or similar
ideas not as borrowed the one from the other, but as
both drawn from the same source. In justification of
the common designation Assyrio-Babylonian it is to be
noted that, apart from a few modifications in their
Pantheon, the religion of the Assyrians agrees throughout with that of the Babylonians. Of this agreement,
which was maintained in spite of all political strifes, we
have a historical attestation in the fact that Asur-bani-pal
had the MSS of the Babylonian priestly schools collected,
supplied with an Assyrian interlinear translation, and
preserved in his state archives (see 4 R).^
Sacrifices were called kirbannu or kurbannu (more
rarely knrbanu, kitrubu; in ordinary usage, 'backsheesh, alms.'
A much commoner
1. Names for word is niku, ' t o be bent, show
sacrifice.
reverence, offer homage' (cp for this
meaning Del. Assyr. HWB), used of drink offerings
[Deluge, 147; cp n''j33D patera) and also of bloody
sacrifices.
The root of niku is tiakii' to be empty,* I I . i ' to pour out.' I t
was probably the pouring out of the blood that led to the
transference of ttikti from its original application ' drink offering'
to the meaning ' blood offering.' A rarer word than nikH is zibA
(KJiors. 172), H e b . X\'y\, zebah. For ' drink offering' we find also
the words imdihui-u, mahhu.ru (in contracts), ramku.
To
jnintuih (nnjD),' food offering,' corresponds surkinu (Del. HIVB
sur^lnu), a word formerly incorrectly rendered ' a l t a r . ' T h e
regular stated offering (tdmld, TDFl) was called sattukku (saitakam, ' c o n s t a n t ' ) or gintl, properly ' r i g h t . '
Both words
indicate the yearly, monthly, rarely (Nabun. 144 3) daily, contribution to the temple for the support of the sacrifice and the
priests. A synonymous word is ^K^-^K or gukkdnu.
The freewill offering, H e b . neddbdh (njnj), is called nindabti
(nidbu).

gods. Of vegetable products we find frequent mention
of wine [kardnu), must [kurunnu), date wine [Sikaru,
prepared from corn and dates or honey and dates, cp
Neb. 1035, Nabun 612, 871 ; ^.yS\ cp Nu. 287), honey
[dispu, t:'3-i), cream [himetu, n.xcn), a mixture prepared
from various ingredients and containing oil and fat
(invariably written GAR Ni-De-A , probably mirsu is
to be r e a d ; cp Nab. 912, Cyr. 3276, Arab, maris,
' date-stone'), the choice produce of the meadow [simat
appari), garlic [Isummu, ^yc'). first-fruits (?VJV//,- n'E'NH ;
Sanh. I 6 i A'uJ. \g).^
Food specially prepared for the
gods was called akal taknu (4 R. 61, 62rt), with which
should be compared the analogous expression on'?
n^iysn. Upon the table of the gods were laid 12, or
3 x 1 2 , loaves of AS-AN, that is to say wheaten flour, as
shewbread (cp Zimmern, Beitrdge9833 IO4138; IVR
5520b 5623a \ Craig, Relig. Textsl66;
King, .Magic
and Sorcery ^^8) ; also akal mutki, that is to say, unleavened bread, is several times mentioned (cp Lev.
245). Special abundance and splendour characterised
the vegetable offerings of the Neo-Babylonian and NeoAssyrian kings (cp Pognon, Inscriptions de Wadi
Brissa; Neb. Grot. \ 16f.; Neb. Grot. 226 f.; Neb.
Grot.Z7ff.\
Schr. A'.e278).
They were in the form
of the daily sattukku, the state sacrifice, a sort of
representation of the whole agriculture of the land.
Nebuchadrezzar lays on the table of Marduk and
Sarpanit the choicest produce of the meadow, fruit,
herbs, honey, cream, milk, oil, must, date-wine, wine
from different vineyards. Still more abundant is the
offering of Sargon [KB27B), a king who offers finally
not to the gods but to himself. His splendid offering
is a brilliant display of his royal wealth, at which even
the gods must be amazed.
The commonest bloody sacrifice mentioned is that of
the lamb (written Lu nikti. or niku).
T h e expression Lu Nita, often occurring in contracts, is to be
read kahlmu or sH (n^') and to be rendered ' l a m b , kid.' For
' g o a t ' we find the words buhadu, lapparm (in contracts), urizu
az(s) lu ' a n old mature Iamb.* Of other quadrupeds we hear of
sacrificial oxen (gumahhu
or alap mahhu), bullocks (pan-u,
13), gazelles (sabitu), wild kine (littu, ,"IN?). T h e following
birds were used for sacrifice; doves, geese (//.v-/?(r), cocks (^-M?-^??,
4 R 2(147/'; Talm. .X'jl'^), peacocks (paspasu),
pheasants
(Ipasnu;
Nabun. 072 i ; Talm. fvpD). Fish (nunff) are always
mentioned along with ' birds of heaven ' (iss-fir samB).

For a bird sacrifice see Botta, Nineveh, pi. n o ; for
fish offerings see Menant 2 53.
No special prescriptions as to age are known. Lu
For ' to sacrifice ' the commonest word is nakh.
niku probably always indicates, like yaXadrjvd (Herod.
For the sake of comparison the following may be mentioned
3a Aee and •^'^^^' ^^^ ^ ^ " " ^ sucking lamb. W e
from the many other expressions in u s e : episu, H e b . 7 Hcy ;
J.C J J. -1 know from the contracts that victims a
sabdtu, Heb. n p 7 ; tabdhu, H e b . n3Q ; riksa rakasu, ' to pre,,
F A
• D J«
pare an offering.'
Of special importance, moreover, are the other details.
year old were preferred, as m P m
expressions in purification t e x t s : karatru (^''~\'pT[; often used
Leviticus [apal or 7narat Satti, like .tjc; 13 or ':y ri3 ; of
of pouring water, occurring with p [notwithstanding D e l .
Nabon. 196i 2651 2722 69915 7 6 8 1 ) . " Mention is also
HIVB], in Rassam2 168) and kapdru (K 3245, pass.) ' t o wipe,'
made of victims of two, three [Neb.Z^^i),
and four
then ' to clear, purify,' a meaning that is important in its bearing
years of age [Cyr. 1174)on H e b . kipper ("193). Cp IVR 13 51 17 33 ; Zimmern, Beitrdge
12226. The offerer of the sacrifice is called kdribu or bit niki
With regard to the condition of the animals the
(cp Marseilles Sacrificial Table, n3I Si?^)'
requirements were stricter : faultless growth [tasrihtu),
large
size [rabii), fatness [duSsi'i, marfi), physical purity
It should be specially noted that everything that the
[ebbu, ellu ; ' pure, shining'), and spotlessness [luklulu ;
land produced was offered to the gods without disHerod, rd riXea TCOV irpo^drajv).
Cp Zimmern,
Oh' \ tinction. \\'hilst in Israel it was only the
Beitrdge 100 72.
In divination, however, the use of
' ff H produce of a people devoted to cattle-rearing
and agriculture that was offered (cp Di. unsound victims was permitted ; in the prayers to the
sun-god (ed. Knudtzon, 73) we often read ; iz/b sa
Lev.'-^\ 379)—and this was still further narrowed by the
kalumu ilMika sa ana biri barti mat^ halt} : ' Grant
exclusion of fruit, honey, and all sweet or fermented
that the lamb of thy divinity, which is used for
preparations on the one hand, and of beasts of chase
and fish on the other—in the fruitful lands between the
inspection, may be imperfect and unsound.'
It
two rivers every kind of produce was freely offered to the
is well known that in the Israelitish cultus, thankofferings need not be faultless (Lev. 2223).
1 Abbreviations used in this article. K followed by a number
The victim was as a rule a male, yet females also
= some one of the tablets ofthe Koyunjik collection m the Brit.
were used [Sank. Bav. 33 Cyr. I I 7 4 Cyr. 2471). It
Mu^;. ; Xct>. Xabun. Cyr. —Babylonische Texte,
Inschriften
des Xcf'uk-adnezar,
Nabuna'id,
Cyrus, published b y T . N .
Strassmaier (Leipaic, 1887); Menant, PG=Les
pie-rresgravies
de la Haute .Asie (Paris, 1883).

^ The incense (kutru,
kutrinnu,
n l D p ; formerly wrongly
read tarrinnu,
was made from precious herbs (sa'iltu nSnc') and
odoriferous woods.
4116
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was probably always female victims that were used in
purification ceremonies : sarat bufiatti Id pitctc, ' the
skin of a she-lamb still intact' (4 R 25 35;:; cp 4 R 28
no. 3 1 1 5 R 51 51 ; Nimr. Ep. 44, 60).
Compare
with this the prescription of a she-goat one year old for
the sin offering of the individual (Nu. I527).
The victim was probably seldom placed entire [kaliI,
VSD) on the altar.
To begin with, the remarkably
small size of the altars that have been found shows that
only certain parts of the victims were offered.
The
altar of Sargon's palace is 32 inches high ; that
from Nimrud, actually only 22 inches.^ That the
fiesh was boiled, as in Israel in early times, is shown
by 5 R 61, 15, where the priest receives, along with
other shares, a large pot of meat-broth [dikdr me seri).
W'ith regard to the details of sacrificial ritual and
practice our sources tell us little ; the sculptures represent
as a rule only the preparatory steps (cp Menant 2 54 ;
Layard, Monum. of Nineveh 224). The usual form of
offering was burning by fire [ana maklitti aklu).
We
know nothing of special ceremonies performed with the
blood in the Babylonian ritual, such as were usual in
Israel and ancient Arabia (^^''ellh. Ar. Heid. 113). In a
text published by Zimmern [Beitrdge, 126), which
describes the purification of the king's palace, the lintels
of the palace are smeared with the blood of a lamb {i?ia
ddmi urizi Suaium) ; compare for this interesting
passage Ex. 12 7. It may be remarked in passing that
we learn from 4 R 32 30 that there were three ways of
preparing the victim : s-:r sa penti baslu Sa tumri,
'baked, boiled, smoked flesh.' The offering consisting
of vegetable food was probably consumed by the
sacrificers.
A drastic exposure of this pia fraus is
given us in the apocryphal Bel and the Dragon.
The following parts are expressly mentioned in 2 R
44, 14-18^^ i-^ef: head [kakkadu), neck [kisadu),
„L pa-j.- _f flank [pdtii), breast [irtu), rib [silti), loin
."..
J {siinii], tail [zibbatu), spine [esen seru),
Victim used. ,
^ , , . , , 0 i_ „
/ , -^ \ • . ' . heart (libbu), belly [karsu), mtestines
[hase), kidney [kalitu), knuckles [knrsinndti).
In the
contracts (cp especially the important texts, Strassm.
Xeb. 247 and 416 ; also Peiser, Babylonische Vertrage,
107) many parts are mentioned that are still etymologically obscure (with two of them, Ser gabbu and ser
ganni sili, cp Talm. N33ia tail ; and N'jiii flank).
Sacrificial flesh was probably not taboo as amongst the
Israelites and the Phoenicians (Movers,
Phdn.2i.i8)\
according to a late statement of the Epistle of Jeremiah
{v. 28 [Baruch 628]) the Babylonian priests sold the
sacrificial flesh, and their \\i\es also cured it.
Xo definite prescriptions as to the limes of sacrifice
have reached us. The Zakmuku or New Year's feast,
4 Time ^^ Akitu feast held in honour of Marduk
and nlace ^^^*'^- ^°^^- 48), were signalised by processions and sacrifices. Daily sacrifices are
often mentioned [Net. Grot. 116 226) ; an animal sacrifice, in Ttgl.-pil. 710 (cp i S. 206). In the ritual tablet
for the month Ullalu (cp Lotz, Historia Sabbati, I 5 0 / : ) ,
published in 4 R 3233, it is prescribed that the daily
sacrifice, consisting of a 'Cddh and a 7ninhdh, should be
offered once at each rising of the moon and appearance
ofthe dawn, fourteen times by night and fourteen times
by day (cp Ex. 29 33 Xu. 283). A morning offering is
mentioned in the text published by Zimmern, Beitrdge
100 69. Sacrifice as a free expression of prayer and dependence (thank-offerings, toddh, can hardly have been
known to the Babylonians), as the highest product of
the religious life, is not severely confined to definite
times.
On the contrary, every important event of
life is celebrated by a spontaneous offering of sacrifices
just as in ancient Israel. If the king of the Assyrians
returns victorious from a military expedition, if in
repairing a temple he finds an ancient foundation
stone, if he derlicates his palace, if he consecrates his
^ Perrot-Chipiez, Art in Chatdcea and Assyria,
V62
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weapons for the fight [kakkeia ullil), if in hunting
he secures his prey, if he formally commemorates
his ancestors—in each and all of these cases he offers
sacrifice to the gods. It is a relief amid the annals of
cruelty and pride of Assyrian rulers when we read in
their boastful accounts : ana itani lu nike akki, ' I
presented to the gods an offering.' For innumerable
instances of this kind we may refer generally to KB.
The ordinary place of sacrifice was the temple.
Mountain and spring also were, in accordance with the
universal Semitic ideas (cp Baudissin, Studien, 2143),
regarded as sacred spots, specially suited for sacrifices.
After the flood Xisuthros offered his sacrifice ' on the
top of the mountain' [ina zikkurat ^adi) ; and so
Aiur-bani-pal (389) on the mountain Halman, and
Shalmanassar [Co. 103) at the source of the Euphrates.
The origin of sacrifice lies, according to Babylonian
ideas, beyond the Umits of human history ; it existed
5 Antiauitv ^^°"^ ^^^ ^^^^ when the world was made
Of sacrifice ^"^^" ^''^" -^^ ^^ti).
Gods and genii
are often represented as sacrificing (cp
Menant, / ' G 237 51 53). Sin is called the founder of
free-will offerings [mukin nindabe; 4 R 933) ; Adar,
the god of offerings and drink offerings [itu mihri it
ramkuti;
2 R 735 2 R 6767). As the formation of
the earth was immediately followed by the institution of
places of worship, so the newly created man was charged
with religious duties towards the deity (Del. Das bab.
Weltschopfimgsepos, i i i ) . Paldlju damdkH ullad niM
baldtu I'ltdr it taslitu arni , .
' the fear of God brings
grace, sacrifice enlarges life and prayer (frees from)
sin.' After the deluge [147J\) Xisuthros sacrifices to
the gods ; ' then did I turn to the four winds, poured
out a drink offering, offered a cereal offering on the top
of the mountain ; seven incense pans I set forth, and
spread under them calamus, cedar wood, and rig gir
(onycha?).' In the old Babylonian Nimrod-epos (446o)
we read in the account of the Amores Vene7-is: taramijna
amelrcasa kana7mna iSpukakki umisamma utabbahakki
uni keti ; ' thou hast loved the shepherd who continually
brought drink offerings to thee, daily sacrificed kids to
thee.'
The inscriptions of the old Babylonian king Gudea
already contain notices about sacrifices. On the New
Year festival (see Schr. KB Z26 61) he offers to the
goddess Ba'u amongst other things a cow, a sheep, six
lambs, seven baskets of dates, 1 pot of cream, palm
pith (?), fifteen chickens, fishes, cucumbers, as sattukku
or regular sacrifice. A rich source of information upon
the sacrificial arrangements in the later Babylonian
period is to be found in the thousands of Babylonian
contracts in which bills and receipts connected with
temple revenues and dues, as well as lists relating to
the regular sacrifices, bulk very largely.^
Sacrifice was in the hands of the priestly caste, who
were held in the highest esteem and enjoyed special
p ,privileges.^ So great indeed was the
6. r e n o n n a n c e . ^^^^^^ j ^ which they were held in
Babylonia in earlier times that even the king needed
their mediation for sacrifice and prayer (cp Menant,
PG I128 f).
In Assvria, however, the king reserves
for himself the supreme priesthood, calling himself the
exalted high-priest and sacrificing to the god with his own
hand (Per.-Chip. Assyria, 41 [.Assyrie, 455]; Menant,
PG 2164). Just as Ezekiel in his ordering of the priesthood assigns to the king in the public worship an independent and important position, so we repeatedly read in
the liturgical tablets preserved in 4 R 3233; reu ruse
rabdti ni?idabdSu ukdn;
' the shepherd of the great
peoples shall bring his offering.' In the contracts there
is frequent mention of the king's offering and of that of
the crown prince [sa apal Sarri)', Naboji. 2658 3322
1 A good index to the re1ati^•e texts is provided by H . L.
Tallquist, Die Sprache derContractc
Nabondids (Helsingfors,
1890).
2 Diodorus Siculus (2 29) has given us a vivid and adequate
account of their fimctions.
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594 20. As in Israel, the priests had assigned to them
definite portions of the offerings. .Vccording to the ritual
of the Sun-temple at Sippar the priests received the loins,
the skin, the ribs, the sinews, the belly, the chitterling,
the knuckles of all cattle and lambs that were offered,
as well as a pot of sacrificial broth (5 R 61 coh 5). In
the contracts minute details are met with as to priestly
dues (Neb. 247, 4 1 6 ; Peiser, Bab. J^ertr. 107). It is
interesting to observe that in Babylonia as in Israel
(see Lev. 2 1 1 6 ^ ) rules were laid down respecting the
freedom from bodily blemish that was required in priests.
In a priestly catechism of Sippar (K. 2486-f4364,
published by Craig, Religious Texts, Leipsic, 1895)
wc read as follows :—

tion of the offering as a gift and a meal of the deity
to that of a finer and, so to speak, spiritual, apperception of that which was brought in sacrifice was
made at a comparatively early period. So much is
indicated by the fact that even from ancient times prayer
was associated with sacrifice. In the pictorial representations of sacrificial scenes we constantly find him
who prays in close association with him who offers.
The gesture of prayer was threefold ; nis kdti, lapdtu
kdti, labanu appi—lifting up of the hands, folding of
the hands, casting down of the countenance.
The purpose of sacrifice is, invariably, to influence
the deity in favour of the sacrificer. Man brings gifts
P
to the gods in order that they may be
"
* moved thereby to reciprocity—to showing
a favourable disposition in return.^ When the kings
Esarhaddon and Asur-bani-pal were seriously menaced
by the inroads of the Gimirri they multiplied their
offerings and prayer (see Knudtzon, I.e.).
In the
liturgies of that period a standing expression is as
follows :—ina libbi kalumi anni iszizamma anna kena
Sukna7nma ; ' because of this lamb offered in sacrifice
arise thou and establish faithfulness and mercy.'
So, in like manner, the gods are represented as rejoicing over the sacrificial gifts brought them by their human
worshippers (K. 1547, rev. 1 1 : igdamrd
masSakkeia
azicia ina tub libbi ildni igdamru ; ' accomplished are
my cleansing sacrifices, to the gladdening of the
hearts of the gods are my sacrifices of lambs accomplished '). The feature of joy and gladness which so
markedly characterised the sacrificial meals of pre-exilic
Israel ('' 'JD^ n:^--, Dt. I27 ; SACRIFICE, § 18) is by no
means absent from the Babylonian functions. Thus in
3 R 8662 we read [akul akdlu siti kurunjiu
ningutu
Sukun nu'id iltiti) 'eat food, drink must, make music,
honour my god'.
Predominant, htjwever, over this

Ummdnu mudtl ndsir piristi ildni rabtiti apilht sa
irammu
ina tuppi ii kiin tuppi ina mahar ilu Samas ie ilu
Rainman
utammasihna
usahl^asu enuma apil amil ba-rH; and farther
on : amel issakku sa zarusu ellu il sil ina kitti u
miniitisu
suklulu
ana mahar ilu Samas ii ilu Ramnian' asar birtl ii
piirflsc tchi abil amSt bard sa zarusu Id ellu ii sii ina kitti ii
miuAti su Id sulctiiln zaktu ind htpH stn-ne nagpi ubAnu ina
si-pi . . . untie issn^'ba. hisgallu supdkitu
pilpilanu
. . . ttl
nasir parse sa itu Samas fi ilu
Ramman.

' A wise man who guards the secrets of the great gods
shall cause his son whom he loves, with tablet and pen
to take oath before Samas and Ramman, and the son
of a magiciau shall teach him when to do so. A priest
who is noble in descent, and whose clothing (?) and
measurement (?) are perfect, shall present himself before
Samas and Ramman in the place of augury and oracle.
The son of a priest whose descent is not noble and who
is not perfect in clothing (?) and in measure, who has
squint (?) eyes, broken teeth, bruised thumbs, boils or
swellings on his feet .
shall not keep the temple of
Sama^ and Ramman.'
Sacrifice rests ultimately on the idea that it gives
pleasure to the deity (cp Di. Lev. 376). For Israel,
_ — ,
the conception of sacrifice as a meal for
7. Funda- -tr ^
• ^ n »^ •
u
. . .,
Yahwe is reflected m such expressions as
mental m e a . ^^^ g^^ ^^ 33^^ ^,, ^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^^
Ionian records, the gods feast in heaven (4 R 1 9 s 9 :
ildni rabiiti i^.w'nn kutrinnu akal Same ellu
kurunnu
daniga sa Id ilpat kdti ikkatu ; ' the glorious gods smell
the incense, noble food of heaven ; pure wine, which
no hand has touched, do they e n j o y ' ) ; they eat the
offering (4 R 1756: akalsu akul nigdSu mufyur; 'eat
his food, accept his sacrifice') ; they inhale with physical
delight the .savour of the offering [Deluge, 151 : ildni
esinu ercSa ildni esinii ercsa tdba kit7ia zumbe eli bet
nike iptahrtl; ' t h e gods scent the savour, the gods
scent the sweet savour ; like flies do they gather themselves together about the offerer'; cp the analogous
expression nn'J nn. Gen. 821); the gods love the offering
that man brings (Asnrn. I25 : nadan z^biSu ildni rabAti
sa same it irsitim tramu ; ' the glorious gods of heaven
and earth love the gift ofhis sacrifice'). What is active
in the offering is the voluntary surrender of a private
possession (Ti'^l. 7? : ana biblat libbiia akki; ' I sacrificed as my heart enjoined'). As a subject into the
presence of his king, so does man come into the presence
of his god with gift and tribute. In a text, printed in
4 R 20, which describes the solemn return of the god
Marduk from Elam to Babylon and the sacrificial feast
then celebrated in his honour, the imperial sacrifice is
described in the following terms (rev. 22 f) : SamA
hi'ga lldsunu irsitum (jisibsa tdmtum mihi rtasu sadtl
iribsu kitrubaSSu Sut Id mahrd m.ala Stinnd liSdnu
kabitti bilatsnnu nd'u ana bilbilnm.
Aziu
tubbnhu
dusUi alap mahlje zibn surruhu sini kutrinnu
armannu
jiSte^si erese fdbu ; ' the heaven pours out its abundance,
the earth its fulness, the sea its gifts, the mountains
their produce ; their incomparable offerings, everything
that can be named, their heavy tribute do they bring to
the lord of all; lambs are slaughtered, great oxen
sacrificed in herds, the sacrifice is made rich, incense
is prepared, ^ sweet smelling savour mounts up,
delicious odour.' Probably the step from the concep4119

joyous note which finds such marked expression among
the peoples of classical antiquity there is found in the
Babylonian ritual a feature which is common to all
Semitic religions—the element of propitiation. Here,
of course, we must divest ourselves of all theological
preconceptions, and put aside all such notions as that
of an atoning efficacy attaching to the blood as the seat
of life, or of a divine wrath that expends itself upon the
sacrificial animal, or even of a ratio vicaria, when we
speak of the idea of propitiation as underlying Babylonian sacrifices. The similarity of the words and forms
does not necessarily invohe similarity in the religious
conception.
The Babylonians possessed the same
words for sin [hittu), grace [annu), propitiation [pidu)
as the Hebrews had ; but it is certain that they did not
associate with the words the same thoughts. At the
same time it is significant and by no means a c c i d e n t a l it has its roots firmly planted in the very nature of the
religious ideas involved—that every offering offered with
the object of averting evil of any kind whatsoever was
associated with the notion of a propitiatory, cleansing,
purifying efficacy.
In a hymn to Samas we read
(4 R 1746: amelu apil ilisu inun arnam emid mesritusu inarsiS ibsd ?narsis ina mursi ni'il ilu ^amaS ana
nilkdtlia
kfilamma akalsu akul nigdsu muhurfna Ham.
Ilkat ana idisu Suknn ina kibitika enissu
lippatir
aransu linnasih),
' man, the son of his god—sin,
transgression lies upon him. His physical strength is
impaired, he languishes in disease. O Samas, behold
the uplifting of my hands, eat his food, accept his sacrifice, O God. Take off his fetters. At thy command
may his sins be taken away, his transgressions blotted
out.'
Other passages subjoined explain themselves.
4 R 5447 : muhnr kadraSu liki pidesu ina
kakkar
Sulme makraka littallak; 'accept the gift he brings,
receive his ransom money (f'r-is) ; let him walk before
. \S'^ King, Babylon. JIfagIc, IV 28 (1896): asrukka
kutrinnu
irisu tabu kinis naplisannima
simi kaba-ai, ' I "present you
with incense, agreeable vapour ; look at me truly, hear m y
words.
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them on the ground of peace.' 4 R. 55, obv. 2 i i ; niS
kdtisu iliSu ana niahdri h nindab,tsu ana rdmi ildnisu
zetiiit ittisu ana Sulmi; 'whereby his god accepts the
lifting up of his hands and takes pleasure in his freewill offerings, whereby the angry gods turn themselves
propitiously towards him.
4 R. 57 7 [akdti: ii napsaltum Sa ina pdnika kunnii lipsUsu limnna) : ' the food
and the fatness which is spread out before thy face, may
it take away mine evil.'^ The following remarkable
passage, from a hymn to Marduk, stands unfortunately
alone (K. 246 ; cp 2 R. 18 53 : amelu 7nuttaliku ina
nlk rcnie sulnie kima ke massi limmaSSiS), ' May the
man plagued with fever be purified like shining metal
through a gracious peace oflering.' In contracts the
expression alap taptjri, 'redemption ox [Neb. ]32i2
2183) often occurs; cp with this Lev. 43 (nNtinS nr).
The idea of atonement in the OT has found its classical
expression iu the kapporetk'oi P (see MERCY-SEAT, § 2).

' she (the daughter of Anu) has drunk the satisfying
blood of men, flesh that cannot be eaten, bones that
cannot be gnawed.' The probability is that the Babylonians practised human sacrifice secretly without formally taking it up into the recognised worship. In the
older period (of which we have a reminiscence in Gen.
22), as well as in times of rehgious declension ( 2 K .
1731). the Israelites doubtless borrowed the practice of
human sacrifice from the peoples in their immediate
neighbourhood,
As for offerings to the dead, which indeed are
forbidden in the OT as relics of heathenism (Dt.
2f;i4), but the practice of which was not unknown
even at a late date (Jer. 167), evidence of their use
aiuoii,[^ the Babylonians and Assyrians is of frequent
occurrence (see A. Jeremias, Vorstellungen vom Leben
nach dein Tode, 53). The Descent of Istar closes with
the charge of the priest to the necromancer : ' if she
vouchsafe not liberation' to thee, then turn thy face
towards her and pour out pure water with precious
balsam before Tammuz the husband of her youth.'
Asur-bani-pal (Lehmann, SamaSSumukin, 223) says:
adi kispi ndk ?ne ana ekimme Sarrdni alikht mahri sa
Snbfulu arkus: 'for the lament of the pourer out of
water on behalf of the spirits of my ancestors, the kings,
I gave orders because it had been abolished.' In the
burying-places of Sirghula and Elhibba were discovered
traces of offerings to the dead : calcined date stones, bones
of oxen, sheep, birds. Representations of sacrifices to
the dead are given in Perrot, l.c. 361, and Menant, PG
254- The dirge as a Babylonian institution is attested
also by Ezek. 814. The sacrifice of chastity, mentioned
by Herodotus (I199), is bluntly described in the Epistle
of Jeremiah [v. 43 [ = Baruch 6 43]). Even in the Nimrodepos, Istar the goddess of love already appears (491)
surrounded by a whole troop of attendants : uptahkir
iltu iStarkizirHiSamlidti
-ll hdriindti: 'there assembled
the goddess Istar, the servants, harlots, and concubines.'
In the period of religious decay the worship by such
hieroduli became naturalised in Jerusalem (2 K. 237).
The subject of lustrations stands in close connection
with that of sacrifice in the Hebrew Torah, and has a
, ,.
large place in the Babylonian ritual.
10. Lustrations. ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^ relating to it are very
difficult, especially because they are often written in
pure ideograms. At the foundation of these purifications lies the conception that an unclean substance can
be removed by a clean, and a clean be taken up by an
unclean.
That which is unclean has a contagious
character, that which is clean has a sympathetic power.
So 4 R. I62 : me suntiti ana karpati tcnna ana ribiti
tubukma maruStu Sa ^m^ki innaSSaru rib itu litbal
rn'tu77i naditum Si kima me littabik kiSpi Sa ina ru'ti
nadtti bullulu ana a7-kati litttru:
'this water pour
thou into a pot, then pour out in the street ; let the
street carry off the sickness which deprives of strength,
and let the poison poured into it be w'ashed away like
the water, let the spell which has united itself with the
poison poured in be averted.' The spell (from which
the sickness proceeds) is transferred to the poison, the
poison is absorbed by the water, the water is carried off
by the street; thus the sufferer has a threefold guarantee
that he will be healed of his sickness.
As ingredients were employed such things as from
their external appearance or internal qualities were
fitted to be symbols of purity. \\'ater is mentioned
with special frequency.
In lustrations libations of
water are offered to Samas. Marduk and Ea the gods
of pure exorcism are honoured with libations and
sacrifices in the house of sprinkling [bit riniki; 5 R.
5051). In the temple was a laver [agubbv). In an
oath formula [Maqlu. 34, 47) occurs this expression :
ana ildni Sa same mS ana7ndin kima andku ana kdsunu
ulallukuntlSi attmiu idsi ullilainni : ' I offer water to
the gods of heaven. As I perform your purification for
you, so do ye cleanse me.' The waters of the Euphrates

In this connection it is important to observe that the root 133
is attested in Babylonia also, kaparu in the rituals meaning ' to
cleanse,' ' t o purify.' 4 R. IO40: amSlu -mnttatiku m,ir ilisu
kuppirina;
' Cleanse (with the water of the oath) the man
plagued with fever, the son of his god.' 4 R. '27 54 : akdla li'i
sa amiir'suatu
kuppiivna;
'cleanse the unclean foods' (of the
same). In K. 3245 the precept frequently recurs sami
tulcxppar
— ' d o thou, O king, purify,' as also the phra^^e tal^-pirtu of tlie
ceremony of purification (kima takpirdti
tiiktcttii—' when thou
hast accomplished the rites of purification ')• \\1iilst the phrase
already alluded to—nik sulmi (corresponding to the Heb.
setem, which, as \\'e see from i S . 1 3 Q 2 8 . 2 4 2 5 Ezek. 45 1/,
denotes a purificatory offering : cp SACRIFICE, § 11)—is of only
occasional occurrence, we frequently in contracts meet with the
word sal&mu, salammu, which in accordance wnth the primary
meaning of the root saldinu may be rendered ' turning towards *
(on the part of the deitv), and taken in the sense of a propitiatory
sacrifice. Cp ^AW-.v^f.'2Ug 3G2 3 6414 767 2, O ' ' - 2 2 9 3 with the
sattukku named in Xabnn. 799 15 17.

A few words must be said on the subjects of human
sacrifice, offerings to the dead, and sacrifices of chastity.^
- „
It is a remarkable circumstance that
..
hitherto no authentic evidence for the
*
' burning of human sacrifices has been
met with in any of the cuneiform inscriptions.
It
would be unwise, however, to base much upon the
argnmentum e silentio here, for reticence with reference
to such a sad and repulsive practice is only what we
should expect. T h e passage, so often quoted in 4 R.
266, w-here the priest is bidden to offer for the life of the
sick man a kid (wr/^z^)—-head, neck, breast of the one
for head, neck, breast of the other—does not come into
account here. The text is a description of a magical
operation such as may be compared with that given in
2 K . 434. T h e Babylonian sculptures, on the other
hand, supply traces of human sacrifices that are almost
unmistakable (see Menant, PG\g4f. 97), though it is
not impossible that the representations in question are
intended to figure, not human sacrifices, but ceremonies
connected with circumcision. In the w ider sense of the
term the Babylonian ban (see B . \ N ) has to be regarded
as of the nature of human sacrifice. That the same
conception is not altogether absent from the Heb.
hireni (against Di. Lev. -^77) is proved by Is. .^46,
where the destruction of Israel's enemies at Bozrah is
treated as - '"S nnt. Sennacherib (.'^so) put to death
the troops of .Suzub at the command of Asur his lord.
Shalmaneser [Mo. Obv. 17) burnt the young men and
maidens in his band of captives. The ban pronounced
by Asur-bani-pal (6101) over his enemies extends also
to the lower animals (cp Judg. 2048). A sacrificial offering of prisoners (cp i S, 1633) is thus recorded by Asurbani-pal (470): ' t h e remainder of the people I put to
death beside the great steer, where my grandfather
Sennacherib had been murdered, making lamentation
for him.' In 4 R.6340 IStar figures as the bloodthirsty
goddess who devours human flesh : istanatti
ddmi
niSbuti Sa amelAti Ser sa Id akdli 7iirpaddu sa Id kardsi :
^ Cp King, l.c. sf 76-

-

2 On human sacrifice cp Lenormant, Etudes
3 i i 2 ; Sayce, TSBA4:2s;
Menant, P C 1150.
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and the Tigris were regarded as having special efficacy
(A7w;r. Ep.AOig; Zimmern, Surpu, 4466, zA 77); we
have this interesting passage : * By Marduk's command
be the bowl with thy guilt, thy ban, taken away like the
unclean water from thy body and thy hands and
swallowed up by the earth.'

right foot, prescribed in Lev. 1414 has its analogies
in many magical texts (cp ASKT'^X^'^-'- abna ella
ina kukdni Sa eniSu ina ubdniSu sihirti ina snmelisii
Suku7i, ' l a y the shining stone on the lashes[?] of his
eyes, on his little finger, on his left side').
An
interesting parallel to the offering of purification prescribed for the poor, which follows the magical operation
prescribed in Lev. 14 21, occurs in K. 8380. There the
person to be purified is bidden take hold of the hands of
the sacrificer who pours water upon the hand of the
sufferer, lays incense upon the dish, and solemnly prepares the sacrificial meal. Then, further, we. read:
Sum7na rubt'i Sit tu kil isstlru ana 7/iakliite ikalu Su77ima
muSkinu Su libbi Su'i ikalu, ' if he is a rich man he
shall hand over a dove (?) to be burned, but if he is
a pauper he shall cause the heart of a sheep to be
burned.'

Besides water, frequent mention is made of honey (dispu),
wine (kardnu),
milk (nrbu), cream (himetu);
further, bright
minerals such as salt (idbtu), alum (sikkatu), alkali (? uhulu) \
and, from the vegetable kingdom, corn (upuntti), the wood of
various trees, such as cedar (erinu), cypress (burdsu), palm (gissimarru),C'a.Um'os,(kdnu
tabu; cp ni^^n n:,?), ?^^-^>(onycha?)
all sorts of incense (kutrinnu,
HIDp).

As y. clean place—tzjV« ellu, exactly corresponding
to the -n.m DipD of Nu. I99—the wilderness is frequently
named.^ 4 R . 8 4 3 : iTtamit ana seri aSri elli liSesi,
' let the ban depart to the wilderness, the clean place '
(cp 4 R. 142), 4 R. 5651 : ana pdn namaSse Sa seri
pdniki Sukni, ' t o the beasts of the wilderness turn thy
face.' It is on a similar conception of the wilderness as
the clean place that the Israelite custom of sending the
goat for Azazel into the wilderness on the day of Atonement appears to rest (but see AZAZEL). Of the other
goat also which had to be burnt, Josephus remarks
[Ant. iii. IO3) that before the burning it had to be
brought to a very clean place—(e^s Kadapihrarov ^wp/oj').
Purity—physical cleanliness—is postulated in every
sacrificial act, as in every exercise of rehgion (4 R. 2316:
kdtd elleti ikkd mahharka : ' with pure hands he sacrifices
before thee.' 4 R. 19 no. 2 : kdtika misi kdtika ubbib,
' wash thy hand, purify thy hand.' Maqlu IO869 : itturu
Seru misd kdtcl Serumma seru misd kdtd, ' the morning
dawn is past, I have washed my hands ; the morning
glow has shone, I have washed my hands'). All who
were sick or who associated with those who were unclean
became themselves unclean.
(4 R. 6264: Id ella Id
ellita III ita7nar, ' the unclean man, the unclean woman,
shall he not look upon ').
T h a t contact with the dead defiled may be a^^sumed as matter
of course; of se.xual defilement this is expri:;,s^.ly stated by
Herodotus (1198) ; cp 4 R. -6 m:'. 5 : zinnistu sa tcdtdsa td damka
iiliamhir
ardatu sa kdtdsa td misd itiaptas '. ' tu a woman
whose hand is not pure, he has joined himself; at a maid-servant
whose hand is not washed, he has looked.'

Foods also were distinguished as clean and unclean.
In the prayer addressed to the sun-god we often meet
with such expressions as these : mirnma lu'u ikuln istu
ipSuSu ulappitu ukabbisu, 'if he perchance has eaten,
drunken, anointed with, touched, or trodden on, aught
that was unclean.' In the calendar given in 5 R. 4849
occur food prohibitions. For the 9th of Ivvar fish is
forbidden, for the 30th of Ab swine flesh [ser sahi:), for
the 27th of Tisri swine flesh, beef [Ser alpi), for the loth
of Marhesvan dates, for the 25th of lyyar, 29th of
Kisleu, and 6th of Tebet contact with women.
The Babylonian ritual of purification urgently needs
systematic exhibition, especially on account of its close
connection with OT views.
Nowack [HA 275) remarks with truth that the biblical ideas of clean and
unclean had their rise elsewhere than on the soil of
Yahwism (cp Smend, ReL-gesch. 334). In such a law
of purification as that which we find in Lev. 14 unquestionably many pre-Israelitic representations are
present. The cedar-wood mentioned in Lev. 144 is one
of the cleansing media of the Babylonian ritual also
(4 R. I632 5 R. 5I15); the bird which in Lev. 147 is
charged with carrying off the leprosv into space is often
met with in Babylonian litanies (4 R. 426 4 R . 592,
rev. 14 ; ' I will rend asunder my wickedness, let the
bird carry it away up to the sky'). The sevenfold
sprinkling of the person to be cleansed (Lev. 147) recalls
such passages as 4 R. 2(1)32: adt sibisu zumur amcli
Suatu pusuSma, * seven times anoint the body of that
man.* The besmearing with blood on the tip of the
right ear, on the right thumb, on the great toe of the

i. Points of resemblance.—[a) A large number of
expressions relating to sacrifice are common to both
rituals—e.g., kurbannu (]2ip), zibu

11. Summary. ^^^^^^ ^,„^„^^ j^^^^^ ^^^^;;„' (^.^p,,,^
tabdhu (naa). kapdru (133). (b) In bloody sacrifices,
the same species of animals are employed (ox, sheep,
goat). Animals of a year old are preferred, sacrifices
ofa more advanced age are rare. Female animals are in
the one case used for purifications, in the other(Xu. 1627)
for sin offerings. The offering of defective animals was
in the one case allowed for purposes of augury, in the
other for free-will offerings (Lev. 22 23). Generally speaking, both rituals required that the victim should be
without blemish. As in the Babylonian ritual the
sattukku—i.e., the regular and obligatory sacrifices—lies
at the foundation of the worship, so also in P, and still
more in Ezekiel, is the tdmid, the regular daily offering, •
made statutory and the centre of the whole divine
service.
(c) As for unbloody sacrifices, among the
Babylonians systematic use was made of various
materials of which the employment in Israel was only
exceptional, such as wine, water, oil.
The incense
offering ( kutrinnu) was unknown to early Israel. All
the more striking is the frequent and important place it
takes in the ritual law of P which provides a. special
altar for the ki'ldreth- Jeremiah (620) has a polemic
against it as a modern and outlandish innovation. The
unknown author of Is. 663 names Babylon as the land
in which sacrifices are offered in gardens, and incense
offered upon bricks (cp Chors- 172 ; Sarg. .4nn. 434;
4 R. 49s3). The incense offering of post-exilic Israel
may perhaps have been borrowed from the Babylonian
ritual.

1 T h e desert is perhaps regarded as pure because it receives
unpurified and dead bodies without harm.

ii. Points of difference.—[a) In the vegetable offerings
of the Hebrew Torah only those products figure which
represent a right of private ownership acquired by
labour and trouble. Honey, cream, milk, fruit occur
frequently as Babylonian offerings, but never amongst
those of the OT. The wine libation is no longer an
independent offering in P (S.-iCRiFiCE, § 35), Ezekiel
prohibited it altogether—doubtless, however, only on
account of abuses connected with it ( i S . I 14). (b) As
regards bloody sacrifices, offerings of fish and game
were excluded from the Hebrew ritual.
Both are
inherently the property of Yahw^ and thus not appropriate as sacrificial gifts.
The fish offering, on the
other hand, is frequently mentioned in Assyrian and
late Babylonian inscriptions, and game offerings were in
great favour. In Tigl.-pil-~ti,ff. we r e a d : 'herds of
hinds, stags, chamois (?), wild goats, which I had taken
in hunting in large numbers, I brought together like
sheep, and the progeny that was born of them I offered
as my heart bade me, along with pure sacrificial lambs,
to the god Asur."
(c) As for the fundamental idea underlying sacrifice,
the Hebrew sacrifice in its older form g a i e a special
development to the conception of a sacral communion
between God and the worshipper as represented in the
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act of offering (cp A\'ellh. Held. 114); the Babylonian
cultus, on the other hand, affords no trace of this.
All
the more strongly is the idea of the purificatory and
propitiatory character of sacrifice which comes into the
foreground in P and Ezekiel conspicuous in the Babylonian cultus.
Singular to say, however, that shows not
the faintest trace of didm. (S.VCRIFICE, § 27), hattdtli
(S.\CK1F1CF., § 28); we may assume that the sin and the
trespass offering of the Hebrew TOr.Ih, although all
that we know of their technique is wholly of post-exilic
date, were entirely of Israelite growth.
]. j .
EIVAL ( n i V ) , I S. 16 RV, AV ADVERSARY.
EIVER.
For the rivers and streams nientioned in
the EV, see, generally, GI;OGKAI'HY, S 5 ; P . M . E S T I N E ,
§§ 9, 13 ; E G Y P T , § 6 ; . \ S S V R I . \ , § 4 ; M O A B , § 4 / ;
also EUPHRATE.S, JORDAN, N i L E , e t c .
The_ regular word for river is i. n,ch,cr (-inj, N . Sem., Ar.
«<i/:r is probably .1 loan-word). See GK.iGRAriiv, § 5, and c p
ARAM-NAHARAI.M. Oilier words o.-Lasionail j ' so rendered are:—
2. ye-l'r {-,ii-: cp C A N A L , GEOGRAPHY, § 5 [ii.]) u^ed rcKiilarly of the X I L E [cf-v-] or of its arms, once of a mining.shaft
(Job 2s 10), and in Dan. 12 5.7 of the Tigris. T h e last mentioned
unrestricted use o f t h e word appears again in later Hebrew.
3. nahal C^n:. N . Sem.) corresponds to the Ar. ivddy or
torrent-valley; see GEOGRAPHV, § s t i v . ] , and cp BROOK.
Two terms appear to designate primarily canals or c o n d u i t s : ^
^-yfd,cl
cC-y, v'flow. run), J e r . IVsf (o-Kpai [B.XAQ]) of
which 'ftbal ('-iU'\^ in Dan. S 2 / ! 6t (see U L A I ) seems to be a
mere phonetic vari.i[i..n. C p the form ^a,^a/* in plu. Is. 30 25
(EV ' streams'), 444 (^EV 'watercourses').
5. jitUg (-}.T.\ Ps. 46 4[5] (55o [10]. C p pelaggoth. J o b 2017
E \ ' ' river.'in J u d g . 5i5yC, R V ' watercourses'(so Moore ; cp,
however, Bu., Now.).
For the sake of completeness mention may here be made of:—
6. '-ly-liik (r-r-..;). see BROOK.
7. 'esed(i-j..ii). X u . 21 15, , \ V ' s t r e a m ' ; on the meaning see
ASHDOTH-PISGAH.

8. «(52,"/f;«(-s,.jj^ iit_ 'flowing'), Ps. 78 16 Cant. 415, 'streams.
RIVEE OF EGYPT ( D n y O "pPIJ).
BROOK OF.
RIVER OF THE WILDERNESS
See .\RABAH, B R O O K O F T H E .

See

EGYPT,

(m-^n

hm).

EIZIA I ri^yii, I Ch. 739 RV, AV R E Z I A .
RIZPAH ( n ^ i l ; § 7 r, ' p a v e m e n t ' ; peC(t)i\[B-AL),
daughter of . \ I A H [q-v,"], Saul's concubine, 2 3 . 3 7
21 iff., (pe(J)())i\9 [.-\ in -a. 8]). According to the existing
tradition ' Ishbosheth ' was angry with Abner for taking
possesssion of his father's concubine, and Abner
indignantly repelled the accusation (on 2 S. 38 see
NABAL).
Winckler, however, plausibly holds (G/2196)
that the original tradition interpreted this fact differently,
and that in reahty Abner had dethroned 'Ishbosheth,'
and signified his assumption of Saul's crown by taking
possession of Saul's wife (cp 1 2 i i I622).
T h e pathetic
story of Rizpah's conduct when her two sons ARMONI
(see S A U L , § 6) and M E P H I B O S H E T H [?.!<.] and the
five sons of .Vlichal or rather M E R A B [q-v.'\ had been
put to death, to remove the blood-guiltiness of the land,
is also, according to Winckler (G/2241), unhistorical;
hesuspects mythological affinities, and compares themyth
of Niobe (Preller, Griech Myth..2^g)According to
2 S. 21iij>T, it was on hearing of the act of Rizpah,
that David sent for the bones of Saul and Jonathan,
that they might be buried together in the sepulchre of
Kish at Zela, or rather Laish ( = Shalishah).
See
ZELAH.
On the Rizpah-story see further RSl"^) 419 ff, and on the
mode of execution (i'pi-l) see H A N G I N G , 2 ^ ; on the source of
the narrative, see S A M U E L (BOOKS), §§ ^ff-'. We. C / / 2 6 3 ; Bu.
Iil Sa. 257 /.
T . K. C.
ROAST.

See COOKING, § 6 ; S A C R I F I C E , § 6.

The word occurs most frequently as the rendering ofwf'!7(see
,rJ,)^'^
\^}}}' occasionally, too, oi addereth, Jon. 3 6, and
(for M T eder) Mi. 2 8 (see ib. 5), and of maluct,isSth, Is. 3 22 R V
(see lb. 7), <r™A.i, Lk. 15=2 20 46 Rev. 0 11 7 9 137: (see ib. 16),
andx^afiu!, Mt. 27 28 (see ib. 20). It is applied to the more
general tctims bfged (1 K.-i'i ^o ^o | | 2 C h . 1 8 9 2 9 ; see LIKLSS
!! I [i]), and .afl,5 ( .k. 23 , , , R V ' apparel'), and is once used t i
render kuttoneth (is. 2221), on which see TUNIC. See D K E S S
M A N T L E , and cp C L O I H I N C , G A R M E N T .

ROBOAM (Mt. 17), RV REHOBOAM.
ROCK.
I. "l-IV, car.
See NAMKS O F G O D , § 15,
and ZUR. [Under ZuK thirty-five places are cited where sfl'r
seems to have become altogether a synonym for ' God.' ' In
twenty-one „i these 18S (from a dread of materialism?) has Seo!
in four PoijSos, in four ((niAaJ; «v>os (Is. 1710), Si'itaios (r S. 2 2)'
KTio-rij! (3 S. 22 32), ivriXij^TTTttip (Ps. .sn 27 [26]) each occur once ';
and in Dt. 32 37 H a b . 112 IB shows a different text.]
^. I'^D, J-tVa'. See S E L A ,
[In 2 S . 222 PS. I 8 3 [2],
31 4 [3] 4'^ 10 [9], seid is a synomyn of sur, and a divine
title.
Kunig [Stylistik, 100) finds si'ld once used of a
heathen god, but ivSo (EV ' h i s rock') in Is. 319, if
correct, is parallel to vie (EV 'his princes').
See
Crit. Bib.]
3. lii'D, md'bz (Judg. 626 RV), cp F O R T R E S S ; 4.
iT'D^n, halldmis (Job289), cp F L I N T ; 5. rn, keph (Ter.
429 J o b 3 0 6 ) ; cp C E P H A S , SIMON P E T E R .
ROCKBADGER (JDC', Lev. l i s RV"Er), EV CONEY.
ROD.
Of the following words, the first three are
also rendered 'staff' ; see Is. 3O32 (the staff of judgment); Ps. 234 (Q3E', II ,n:iiifD, see S T A F F , I ) ; Gen. 3210
(Jacob's staff); for a very special sense of noD and
I33£f, s e e S C E P T R E .
.. n a p , matteh (\/,lu:, to stretch o u t ) : of the staff or wand of
thetraveIIer(Gen. 3S1825, etc.), shepherd (Ex. 4 2, etc.), wonderworker ( E x . 7 9 1 2 , etc.), warrior ( 1 S . I 4 2 7 4 3 ) , task.master
(Is. 9 3 [4], etc.), ruler (Jer. 48 17, etc.); an implement of punish,
ment (Is. 30 31), used also in beating out black cummin (kesah,
Is. 28 27). T h e ' r o d s ' in N u . 17 17 ^ [17 2 ^ ] are apparently
'shafts,' i.e., arrows or spears. Matteh is also rendered 'staff'
(the staff of judgment), Is. 30 32. Cp the Ar. nabitt, Doughty,
Ar. Des. 1147, 379.
^. t33B', sibei, cp Ass. sabatu, ' to b e a t ' (whence sibtu, 'staff,
as something to beat with, but also 'massacre,' Frd. D e l . )
(a) As an implement of punishment (Prov. 10 13 13 24): the
bastinado as authorised by law is referred to in D t . 25 1-3, and
(probably) Dt. 22 18. See L A W AND J U S T I C E , § 12. In © the
verbs are p-acncyovv, Tratfieiieii/; pa^Si^ecy is used cnly of
threshing in agriculture, (b) As used for beating cummin
(kammon. Is. 2827). (c) Of the shepherd's staff, or club-stick
(Ar. nabitt), Ps. 23 4 Lev. 27 32 Kzek. 20 37. (rf) Of the ruler's
staff; see SCEPTRE, (e) Of a weapon, in time of stress, 2 S.
23 21. Both ntaiteh and sebet are used also metaphorically in
the sense of ' tribe ' (see T R I B E ) .
3. S^f^, niakkel, literally a shoot or wand (Jer. I n Gen. 30 37,
e t c . ) ; of traveller's staff. Gen. 3 2 1 1 ; of the shepherd's, i S.
17 40 43 Zech. 11 7 1014 ; once perhaps of a crutch, see S T A F F ,
3. Used in rhabdomancy, Hos. 412 (see DIVINATION, § 2 [i]).
4. n^n, holer, used only metaphorically (but as representing
its literal sense of 'shoot,' 'scion' or ' t w i g ' ) , Is. I l l Prov. 14 3!.
5-pi^Sa,
I Cor. 4 21 H e b . 9 4 Rev. 2 27 111 12 5 19 15, all,
except I Cor. (l.c.) and Rev. 111, influenced by O T .
T h e 'beating with r o d s ' (pafiSc^ecy) in Acts 1622 2 Cor.
11 25 is the Roman punishment inflicted by the lictors ( E V
' Serjeants,' pa^Sovxot '- Acts 16 35 38).
RODANIM

(D^J-jn),

iCh.l?

AW^^s-, R V ;

AV

DODANIM.
ROE.

T h e rendering of: i. sibi, ^ 3 ^ (Ar. zaby, Aram.

tabyd fcp T A B I T H A ] , ASS. sabltn ; Sop/cas [BNALl) in E V of
1 Ch. 12 8, and 2 S. 2 r8 ('wilfl roe,' lit. ' roe that i^ in the fie!(d,'
cp RVnig.), and, •with RVmg. 'gazelle,' in E V of Cant. 27 (©
hvva\Le<Tiv) 9 and 17 {(!S SdpKwct) 3 5 (ffi ^vva\x.e(jiv) 8 14 ; AV only
in Ecclus. 27 20 (RV ' g a z e l l e ' ) ; also the rendering of the fem.
form scbiyydh, n ' 3 ^ , in Cant. 4 5 7 3 U 1 R V (RVmg. 'gazelle,'
not in AV). When mentioned as an article of food sebl is
rendered RoebUCk (Dt. 12 15 22 14 5 15 22 i K. 4 23 [5 3], AV ;
RV 'gazelle').
2. ya'dtdh, ^^V], Prov. 5 19, RV, D O E ; cp G O A T , § 2,
3. 'hpher, "Ifly, Cant. 4 5 7 3 [4], AV ' y o u n g roe,' R V 'fa'wn,'
see H A K T .

ROBE, the rendering suggests an outer garment of
some richness, more elaborate and elegant than an
ordinary mantle.

4. yahmUr, l l o n ' (Ut. ' r e d ' ) , D t . 145 1 K . 4 2 3 [ 5 3 ] ; AV
FALLOW-DEER Oov^aAoy [AL in D t . ] ; B in D t . , and B A L in
Ki. om. ?J.
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Ignatius. As regards the latter, the reader is referred
to what has been said under O L D - C H R I S T I A N L I T E R A T U R E (§ 2 8 / . ) . T h e ' Epistle of Paul to the R o m a n s '
has come down to us from antiquity not as a separate
\\ork but as one of the most distinguished members of a
group—the 'epistles of Paul' (eTricrroXai IlaiJXoi/)—in
which its title in the shortest form, followed by Ti. W H
among others (after XABC, etc.), is ' to Romans ' [irphs
'Yuip-aiovs).
From the beginning (first by Marcion, about 140 A.D.)
the work, as an integral part of the authoritative
.Apostle' (6 'ATTOCTTOXOS, T 6 dTrouro1. History of \LKbv) — i.e., Paul (IlaijXos) — in other
criticism; tra- words as a canonical wxiting, was
ditional view. tacitly recognised as the work of the
apostle Paul. This continued without a break till 1792.
Justin took no notice of Paul ; Irenceus and Tertullian
—the latter with a scornful ' hfereticorum apostolus'
on his lips—laboured to raise the ' apostle' in the
ROGELIM (^'hi-\-, pcoreX[A]eiAA [B.-^], PAKABCIN
estimation of the faithful (cp P A U L , § 48) ; but no one
[L]) ; the home of 'Barzillai the Gileadite' (2 ,S. I727
ever thought of doubting the genuineness of the letters
1931). T h e existence of such „. place is questionable.
attributed to the apostle—or of defending it. During
Probably the passages relative to Barzillai are based on
the whole of that period the question did not so much
an earlier passage respecting M E P H I B O S H E T H \ci--o. § 2]
as exist.
which had already become corrupt, and •''^ji (Rogelim)
There is indeed a very old discussion—perhaps it had
is a corruption of c'Sj n-2 Beth-gaUim, i.e., Beth-gilgal
already arisen even in the second century—as to the
(see G A L L I M ; .S.\uL, § 4).
„,
„ existence of the epistle in t « o forms, a
T h e corruption arose from a scribe's lapsus oculi.
In 2 S.
.. •longer and a shorter, even after omisVli-j f. t h e . t r u e text probably ran (see © B A L and c p Y A R N )
compositeness. ^ j ^ ^ ^j. ^j^^ ^^^.^ last chapters (15, 16).
iiaro '•nanci Twc-ei D-nnpn c'-j-n-no '"ij''"j^ 'S^?'- But
Origen taxes Marcion with this last omission ; but Origen's
D'D'IpD was miswritten Q'^pHIO ', the consequence of which was
older contemporary Tertullian says nothing of that,
that one scribe (followed by M T and ©nA) wrote c'^^n^' ^ " ^
though he several times reprimands the heretic for having
another (followed by ©L) wrote D'^plfD, instead of c'^^n'DD.
tampered with the text of chaps. 1-14. T h e probability
T h e T)yeyK.a.y of ©i^AL represents • ' ^ [ ' h p o (cp J u d g . 817 yi).
is that Tertullian had no acquaintance with chaps. 1 5 / !
2 S. 1931 was harmonised, as to the name of BarziUai's home,
At any rate, he made no citation from them in his
with 2 S. 17 27 in each of the texts.
T. K. C.
polemic against Marcion [adv. .Mare. 513-14), although
ROHGAH ( i l J n ' n Kt. r\\T\-\ K r . ) , a name in a
in its course he leaves none of the previous chapters
genealogy of A S H E R (q.v. § 4 ii.).
In i Ch. 734 " [Ahi]
(1-14) unreferred to and speaks of one expression—•
and R o h g h a h " becomes [AXOGYIA [ B ] , [ A X I I O Y P ^ OfA
'tribunal Christi' (1410)—as v/ritten 'in clausula'
\JC\. [ H e i f ] K6.I p A r o y e [ L . ] ; 'b\x\.roaga: Pesh. om.
[epistulce]; cp van Manen, Paulus, 2ioi-ii8.
passage) ; cp A H I , 2.
In recent times the tradition of the text as regards
ROIMUS (poeiMOY [B]), I Esd. 5 8 = Ezra 2 2,
chaps. 15-16 has frequently come under discussion.
REHUM, I.
T h e conclusion is not only that the chapters in question
were unknown to Marcion and probably also to other
ROLL. i. n'^JD, megillah; xapriov, x^P'r^s, Kecpa\is),
ancient witnesses, including Irenseus and Cyprian, but
J e r . 36 2, etc.
.See W R I T I N G .
also that there were in circulation at an early date MSS.
z. '(,-'^-., gilldyon;
tor 711: ' : iS h a s ropov KacyoO peyoKov
in which the doxology Rom. 16 25-27 either occurred
['Bi<Q] Topoy ydprov IC. p, [-\y, R V ' t a b l e t . ' A tablet of wood or alone immediately after 14 23 or was entirely wanting
stone is probaoly meant. Is. 8 if. For the gilyonim of Is. 3 23
(cp Ti. ; Sanday-Headlam, Comm. (1895), 8 9 / . ; S.
cp MiRROli, end.
Davidson, Intr.\^\ 1894, 1 120-123).
3. 1^2, sepltar, E 2 r a 6 r , R V 'archives.' See W R I T I N G and

Like the GAZELLE and H A R T , the roe is chiefly
alluded to for its swiftness, and partly on account of
its grace and beauty is a favourite image of female
charms.' On the species in general see Gu.vT, § 2, and
note that the name yahmiir (no. 4 above) is still used
by the Arabs for the true Cervus capreolus (cp Dr.
Deut., ad loc. and see A N T E L O P E ) . T h e Capreolus
capra, with which the yalimur has also been identified,
is a small form found distributed over Europe and
W . Asia, and still occurs in Palestine ; specimens of it
were seen by Tristram on Lebanon, and by Conder
(T,:nt-Work, 91 [1887]) on Mt. Carmel. T h e fallowdeer (cp . W ) , Cervus dania, is a native of N. Africa
and of the countries surrounding the Mediterranean,
whence it has been introduced into many civilised
countries. It occurs also in N. Palestine, but is said
to be scarce. A nearly allied species, C. mesopotamicus,
is found in parts of W . Persia.
A. E. s.—s. A. c.

cp H I S T O R I C A L L I T E R A T U R E .

ROLLER ("pwri; MC^AAFMA [ B A Q P ; cp Is. 16]),
Ezek. 30 21, one of the few references to surgical practice
iu the E \ ' (see M E D I C I N E ) , Hittiilirom
^'entwine (used
in Ezek. I64 of swaddling, cp derivative in J o b 889) is
properly a bandage (cp Toy's rendering in SBOT)
rather than a poultice (as (P).
ROMAMTI-EZER ( i m ' r i O O l , § 23, according to
the Chronicler a son of Heman : i Ch. '25431 pcoMEl
YIOI t*iA, pOMeAxei [B. superscr. CAJG B * ' ' ] , pcoM-

eM9i ezep. pcoMee Miezep E--^], pikMAGiezep [L],
romemlhiezer \yc^.]), but see H E M A N .

ROMANS (EPISTLE)
History of criticism (§§ i--\).
What R o m a n s ' seems to be
(§4).
Contents (§ s)
Not a lett(;r(§§ 6-8).
Structure (?§ 9-13).
Late date (§§ 14-18).

Conclusion (§ ig).
-Author (§§ 2o-:!2).
His d a t e ( § 21).
Value of Wurk (§ 24).
Defenders of authenticity (
.25).
Literature (§ 26).

Of Epistles to the Romans Old-Christian Literature
is acquainted with two—that of Paul and that of

T o these facts were added, at a later date, considerations
based on the contents of chaps. 1.^-16 tending to show that they
hardly fitted in with chaps. 1-14. Semler (Diss, de duplici
appendice eA. Pauli
ad Rom. 1767 ; Paraphrasis
ep. ad
Romanos, 1769), soon afterwards supported by Eichhorn (Einl.
in das NT^, held chap. 15 yC to be by Paul but not to have
originally belonged to the Epistle to the Romans. Baur (Tiib.
Ztschr.,
1836, Paulus,
1S45, cp Paulus^),
1 [1866] 393-409),
followed, in the main, among others by Schwegler (Nachap.
Zeitalter), Zeller(.rJCZ.), S. Davidson (Introd. (3', 1894,1123-131),
and controverted by Kling (St.Kr., 1837), -^^ Wette and others,
maintained the piece to be spurious. Since Baur, many scholars
have endeavoured to steer a middle course by seeking—in \ cry
divergent ways, it is true—for the close of the letter supposed
lost, in chaps. \h, 16. So among others, Lucht (Ueber die
beiden letzten Kapp. des Ronierbriefs,
1B71), Volkmar (Romerbi'ief 1875), Schokcn (Th.T,
1876), Bruckner
(Reihenfolge,
iSgo), Baljon (Gesch. r. d. Boeken des NVs. 1901, p. 95-6). In
these various attempts an important part was akvays played by
the conjecture, first put forth by Schulz (St.Kr.,
1829), that in
Rom. I'i 1-20 what we realli,- have is an epistle of Paul to the
Ephesians.

In this direction—that of holding more Pauline
epistles than one to have been incorporated with each
other or amalgamated together to form the canonical
epistle to the Romans—the \\:i\ had already been led
(leaving 15, 16 out of account) by Heumann in 1765.

I If these animals were sacred to the goddess of love (see
GAZEI-LE), another plausible origin of the reference might be
sought for.

H e argued, according to Meyer (l\'o7nm.{'^) [1859], ^^c.), for
the ' s t r a n g e hypothesis' that a new Epistle to the Romans
begins at chap. 12, whilst chap. 16 contains two postscripts (z^'
1-24 and 25-27) to the first, Eichhorn {Einl.\'^), 1827) guessed
that Paul m reading over the epistle after it had been written
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by an amanuensis made various additions with his own hand.
C. H. \ \ ei.sse (Philos. Dogm. 1855) held Rom. »-l 1 to lie a j.-ucr
insertion. H e found moreover a number of minor insertions in
the Epistle, and linally concluded that chap.s. 0 . 1 0 + l i i i - i 6 , -zob
probably had belonged originally to an Epistle of Paul t'o the
Ephe.^ians (cp his Beitr. zur Kritik der paul. Br. 1867, edited
by Sulze).
Laurent (Neutest- Studien,
iSob) supposed Paul
to have written with his own hand to his Epistle to the
Romans a number of notes ;vhich subsequently by accident
found their way into the text.
Renan (.S7. Paul) was of
opinion that Paul had published his Epi^cle to the Unmans in
several forms—t-.i'., chaps. 1-11+15 ; chaps. l-14H-ll> ( p a r i ) ; unt
of these forms the epistle known to us ultimately grew. St'raatman (Th.'F, 186S, 38-57), controverted by Ro\er^ (//.. jio-sz's),
came to the conclusion that chaps. l'J-14 do not tit in with what
precedes ; that these chapters along with chap. li'. belong to an
Epistle of Paul to the E p h e s i a n s ; and that the close of the
Epistle to the Romans, properly so called, is found in chap. 16
Spitta ( Z « r (rficA. u. Lilt, des Urchristentums.
1 ir.jo, 1803)
contended, and at a later date (81.193, iM'") re.iriirined, tti.,Li-li
with some modifications of minor importance, that our b-iii^He
to the Romans is the result of a fitting-to^etber of two epistles
written by Paul at separate times, une before and one after his
\isit to Rome, and addressed to the Christians there. The first
and longer, a well rounded whole, consisted of ) 1-II36, I5S-33,
11)21-27; the second, partly worked into the first, b.as not
reached us in its entirety ; we recognise with certainty only the
portions: 121-157 and iLii.zo.
Pierson.Naber (Verisimilia,
1886), controverted by Kuenen
CTh-T, 1S86, cp van Manen, Byblad z>an de Her-i'orming, 1887,
No 4, and Bibl. mod. Theol. 1887), point lo a number of joinings
and sutures, traces of manipulation and compilation, in the
traditional te.vt of the Epistle to the Romans, with a view to
proving Its lacera cnditio.
Michelsen (Th. T 1886-7) sought
to distinguish in that te.vt five or six editions of^ Paul's Epistle,
in the course of wbich various far-reaching modifications may be
supposed to have been made. Sulze (Prot. Kirchenztg.
1888,
no. 42) pressed still further for the recognition of additions and
insertions. A'olter repeated his ' \'otum, e t c ' (recorded in Th- T,
1889) in a separate publication (Die Komposition
der
paulin.
Hauptbriefe, \, i8go), and sought to proveagain that our canonical
Epistle to the Romans is the fruit of repeated redaction and
expansion of a genuine epistle of the apostle.

Thus, there has been no lack of effort on the part of
scholars to satisfy themselves and each other of the
composite character of the traditional text.
Equally
decided, however, at least with most of them, is the
opinion that nevertheless the text is, for the most part,
and in the main, from the hand of Paul. This conviction was for a long time tacitly assumed, rather than
explicitly expressed. So even by Baur, Weisse, and
Straatman. whilst it was brought to the foreground, with
friendly yet polemical emphasis, as against the representatives of 'advanced criticism,' by Spitta.
As regards
the others mentioned above, most hesitation was to be
noticed in Pierson-Xaber, Michelsen, and Volter ; but
even these, one and all, continued to speak of an original
letter, written by Paul to the Romans.
Xot a few writers continued simply to maintain the
prima fcuie character of the canonical epistle or, as
occasion offered, to defend it in their notes and disctissions, commentaries and introductions.
For details, pro et contra, and some guidance through the
e.xtensive literature, the student may consult Holtzmann, Einl. K^),
1392, 242-6; Sanday-Headlam, Comm. 1895, pp. 85-98; Zahn,
Eint.*.-^,, 1900, 1268-299 ! fcr a more complete though not always
accurate account of the doubts regarding the unity of the work,
CleOien, Die Einheitlichkeit
der paulin, Briefe, 1894, cp Th. T,
1893, 6 4 0 ^

The first to break in all simplicity with the axiom of
the genuineness of our canonical epistle to the Romans,
3 PaiiliTin though without saying so in so many
aiithorahin *°''ds, was E. Evanson. He appended
Q
.V to The Dissonance of the four generally
' received Evangelists,
1792, some considerations against the justice of thc received view which
regarded Paul as author of the epistle—considerations
based upon the contents themselves and a comparison
between them and Acts (pp. 256-261). Controverted
by Priestley and others, Evanson's arguments soon fell
into oblivion.
.Sixty years afterwards Bruno Bauer [Kritik der
paulin. Briefe, 1852, 847-76) took up the work of
Evanson, without, so far as appears, being acquainted
with the writings of that scholar. H e was not successful,
however, in gaining a hearing—not at least until after
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he had repeated his doubts in more compendious form
m his Christus u. die Crsaren (1877, pp. 371-380)
Soon afterwards .\. D. Loman (' Quajstiones paulinaa •
in Th- T. 18B2) developed the reasons which seemed to
him to render necessarj' a revision of the criticism of the
epistles of Paul which was then current. Without going
into details as regarded Romans, he declared all the
epistles to be the productions of a later time. Rud.
Steck (Der Galatei bri.f nach seiner Echtheit untersucht,
nebst kritischen Bemcrknni^enzu den paulinischen Haiiptbriefen, 1888) came to the same conclusion and took
occasion to point out some peculiarities connected with
the Epistle to the Romans. The same investigation
was more fully carried out, and substantially with the
same result, by W. C. \ a n Manen (Paulus II. De brief
aan dc Romeinen, 1891 ; c-p Handleiding voor de Oudchr.
letterkunde. 1900, ch. 3, §§ 10-19), and Prof. W. B.
Smith of Tulane University, Louisiana, has recently
begun independently to follow the same path. 'Ihe
Outlook (New York) of Nov. 1900 contained a preliminary article by him, signed ' Clericus ' (a misprint for
'Criticus'), and in the Journal of Biblical
Literature,
1901, a series of articles bearing the author's own name
%\as begun—the first entitled ' Address and Destination
of St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans,' and the second
' Unto Romans : 15 and 16.'
The newer criticism has made itself heard and goes
forward on its path in spite of much opposition and
strife, applauded by some, rejected by many. For its
character and aims see P A U L , §§ 34-36, and cp §§
37-48. Its desire is to read ' the Epistle of Paul to
the Romans ' as well as the rest of the canonical books
without any fear of the ban that lies upon aught that
may perchance prove to be contrary to tradition, whether
ecclesiastical or scientific ; uninfluenced by any antecedent presumption as to the correctness of the current
views as to contents, origin, or meaning of the text as it
has come down to us, however highly esteemed be the
quarter—Tiibingen or any other—from which they have
reached us ; free, too, frora the dominion of any conviction, received by faith merely, and held to be superior
to any test of examination, as to the epistle being indubitably the work of Paul and of Paul alone. It seeks
to read the epistle in the pure light of history, exactly
as it appears after repeated examination has been made
on every side, as it at last presents itself to the student
who really wishes to take knowledge of the contents
with as little prejudice as possible.
Coming before us, as it does, as a component part of
the group known as ' the Epistles of Paul,' handed dow n
A -TTTx. J. . T, „ I from ancient times, Romans appears
4. W h a t R o m . • J
1 . I
-.1,
,
„ , .
indeed to be neither more nor less
seenis t o be. .,
. ., c .i.
.,
than an epistle of the apostle, \\ ritten
probably at Corinth and addressed to the Christians at
Rome, whom he hopes to visit ere long after having made
a journey to Jerusalem. Both superscription and subscription, as well as tradition, indicate this, even if we
leave out of account the words ' in Rome* (ev 'Vchp-rj) and
' to those in Rome ' (rors iv 'PW^T?) which are wanting in
some MSS in 17 15. W e h a \ e onl)', in connection w ith
the superscription and subscription, to look at the manner
in which the epistle begins and ends (I1-15 I514-I627),
at the way in which the writer throughout addresses his
readers as brethren (113 7 i 4 812 lOi II25 121 1514/".
30 1617), stirs them up, admonishes them and discusses
with them, as persons with whom he stands on a friendly
footing, and has opened a correspondence on all sorts
of subjects. The appearance of 'Tertius as amanuensis
(16 22) need cause no surprise, it being assumed that
perhaps Paul himself may not have been very ready with
the pen.
If we turn for a little from a consideration of the
literary form to occupy ourselves more with the con_ . . tents, the first thing that strikes us is the
• conspicuously methodical way in which
the writer has set forth his material. After an address
4130

ROMANS (EPISTLE)
and benediction (I1-7). an introduction (I8-15), and o.
statement of what he regards as the essential matter as
regards the preaching of the gospel—a thing not to be
ashamed of but to be everywhere preached as a power
of God for the salvation of every believer whether Jew
or Greek ( I 1 6 / ) — c o m e two great doctrinal sections
followed by an ethical section.
T h e first doctrinal
section, 113-S39, is devoted to the elucidation of the truth
that the gospel is the means for the salvation of Jews
and Greeks, because in it is revealed the righteousness
of God from faith to faith ; the other, 9-11, to an earnest
discussion of what seems to be a complete rejection of
the Jews by God ; the third, the ethical section (12i1513), to a setting forth of the conduct that befits the
Christian both towards God and towards man in general,
and towards the weak and their claims in particular.
In substance the doctrine is as follows.
Sin has
alienated all men. Jews and Gentiles alike, from God,
so that neither our natural knowledge of God nor the
law is able to help us (118-820). A new way of salvation
is opened up, ' God's righteousness has been manifested '
[diKaLoabvi} deou Tre^apepwrat) for all men without distinction, by faith in relation to Jesus Christ {321-31). It
is accordingly of no importance to be descended from
Abraham according to the flesh ; Abraham in the higher
sense is the father of those who believe {4). Justified by
faith, we have peace with God and the best hopes for
the future {5).
Let no one, however, suppose that the
doctrine of grace, the persuasion that we are under
grace, not under the law, will conduce to sin or bring
the law into contempt.
Such conclusions can and
must be peremptorily set aside (6-7). The emancipated
life of the Christian, free from the law of sin and death,
is a glorious one (8). Israel, the ancient people of the
promises with its great privileges, appears indeed to be
rejected, yet will finally be gathered in (9-11). The life
of Christians, in relation to God and man, must in every
respect give evidence of complete renewal and absolute
consecration (12i-l.'»i3). Finally, cv closing word as to
the apostle's vocation which he hopes to fulfil in Rome
also ; a commendation of Phoebe, greetings, exhortations, benedictions, and an ascription of praise to God
(I514-I627).
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we are in a position to judge, ever give us cause, because
by its length or its elaborate method it resembles ^
treatise arranged in orderly sections, to regard it as a
book, as our canonical epistle to the Romans does, with
its great subdivisions (already taken account of under § 5).
W e may, in truth, safely dispense wuh further comparison between our epistle and any real letters from
_ „. ,
„ ancient times, so impossible is it to regard
,j ^
it as an actual epistle, to whatever date,
locality, or author we may assign it.
How could any one at the very beginning of a letter, in
which, too, the first desire he writes to express is that
of writing solemnly, earnestly, directly, allow himself
to expatiate, as this writer does, in such a parenthesis?
He speaks as a didactic expounder who, for the most
part, directly and as concisely as possible, deals with a
number of disputed points, with regard to which the
reader may be supposed to be in doubt or uncertainty
because in point of fact they have gained acceptance
within certain circles.
These expositions relate to
nothing more or less than such points as the relation
o f t h e Pauhne Gospel to the O T (i-. 2}, the descent of
the Son of God from the house of David [v. 3), the
evidence of the ?\lessiahship of Jesus derived from his
resurrection [v. 4), the origin and the legitimacy of the
Pauline preaching [%'. 5). At the same time the readers
(who have not yet been named and are first addressed in
V. 7) are assured that they belong to the Gentiles [^SVT}),
with reference to whom Paul has received his apostleship,
although, according to 110-13, he has never as yet met
them and consequently has not been the means of their
conversion. All this within a single parenthesis. In
such wise no letter was ever begun.
The wnter addresses himself to * all' the members of a
wide circle—let us say in Rome ; even if the words ' in
R o m e ' [ev ''Ptofxri) and 'those who are in R o m e ' [TOTS
iv'FiJbfj.T}, I715), according to some MS authorities, do
not belong to the original text, their meaning is assured
by the superscription ' to Romans ' [irpbs 'Fw/xaiovs ; cp
1522-29) and by the unvarying trjidition as to the destination of the ' epistle.' T h e Paul whom we meet here
addresses his discourse to a wide public, and utters in lofty
tones such words as these : ' O, man, whoever thou be
who judgest, e t c ' [th Hvdpwire rrds 6 Kplvo)v K.T.X., 2 I ) ,
' O, man, who judgest, etc.' [S3 dvdpojire 6 Kptvojv K.T.X.,
23), ' If thou bearest the name of a Jew, e t c ' [ei de ffi/
'IovSa7os iirovo/xd^T} K.T.X.,
217), ' N a y but, O man,
who art thou that repliest against G o d ? ' [ih dvOpwrre,
fxevovvye ai/ris el d dvTairoKpLvbfievos T(^ Oei^, 920), ' But
I speak to you that are Gentiles' [V/MV 5^ Xeyw TQLS
^dveffiv, 1113), ' I say .
to every man that is among

If, at a first inspection, the work presents itself to us
as an epistle written by Paul to the Christians at Rome,
« -rt-a: IJ.on closer examination it becomes diffi6. Difficulties:
,. .
JU
*
u
T^-^C
,
, ,,
cult to adhere to such a view. Difnnot a letter:
. . .
.,
^ , .
J* cuities arise on every side. T o begin
" . °
with — as regards the form that is
assumed. We are acquainted with no
letters of antiquity with any such exordium as this :
you, e t c ' [Xeyuj
Travrl rtp 6VTL 4V iifxtv
K.T.X.,
' Paul, bond-slave of Jesus Christ, called an apostle,
separated unto the gospel of God .
to all those
123), ' W h o art thou that judgest theservantof another?'
who are in Rome .
grace to you and peace from
[ffi/ TLS el b Kpivuiv aXXorpiov OIK^TTJU, 14 4), ' But thou,
God our father and the Lord Jesus Christ' {IlauXos
why dost thou judge thy brother ?' [ab 5^ H Kpiveis rbv
SoOXos 'ITJO'OU X.pL(Trou, KXTJTOS diroaToXos d(p(t7pi<T/j.€!^osdbeX4>bv (TOV, 1410), ' For if because of meat thy brother
is grieved, e t c ' [el ydp Std ^pQ/xa b ddeXipos ffov Xvireirat
els evayyeXiov deou
irdaiv rots oOaiv ev 'PW/XT]
Xdpts V/JLIV Kal €lpi}vri dirb deov warphs ij/xQv Kai K.T.X., 1415), etc. Often the argument proceeds uninterruptedly for a long time without any indication of the
KVpiov 'Irja-Qv 'Kptcrov) ; nor with any conclusion so
existence of a definite circle of persons to whom it is
high-sounding as the doxology of I625-27, or the prayer
addressed. Yet, on the other hand also, the abstract
for the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ which is heard in
argumentation gives place to direct address, the word
I620 (or I624). In every other case the epistles of
of admonition or exhortation spoken to the brethren
antiquity invariably begin plainly and simply.
Thus, for e.xample, in the collection of Oxyrhynchus papyri
[dS€X<pQi), whether named or unnamed—the mention of
(1 181) we have F,lp^vT] Taovvta<f>p€i Kat ^Ikiovi e-u\pvx^lv . . and '~^ whom, however, when it occurs, is a purely oratorical
at the clost e5 TrpaTTere ; or (11S3) Xatpea; AtorutrLUL riot Kvp tUil
form
and no natural expression of the existence of any
d6ek(^iZ x^-Cpeiv and, at the close, ippdirOaC ce evxoixat.
special relation between the writer and his assumed
Greetings are indeed conveyed both from and to
readers. Of the passages coming within the scope of
various persons ; but never are so many introduced as
this remark (some of them, already noticed in § 4), none
in Rom. I63-16, where in fact at the end all the churches
presents any peculiarity in this respect. On the consalute. A letter-writer may, at the outset, seek to bring
trary, every one of them produces uniformly the same
himself into closer relationship with his reader or to make
impression ; in this manner no real letter is ever written.
himself known more exactly ; but in the many examples of real letters that have come down to us from
The last chapter has nothing of the character of a
ancient times we nowhere find anything even approachpostscript to a letter already completed, although the
ing the amplitude of Rom. 12-6. Nor yet does any real
letter appears to end with 1630-33,
Strange, in the
letter, whether intended for few or for many, so far as
sense of being not patural but artificial, is the appearance
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in 1622 of Tertius (' I, Tertius, who write the epistle ' :
6 7pdi/'as Trjv i-irccsToX-fiv), the secretary of Paul, who,
however, seems himself to have had a hand in the
letter, since we find him saying in 1515, ' I wrote to
you' (lypa\fia v/u.iv)- Strange especially is Tertius's
greeting of the readers in his own name, in the midst
of the greetings which Paul seems to be transmitting
through him, vv. 2123.
The contents of the epistle, largely consisting of
argument and discussions on doctrinal theses, differ as
widely as possible from what one is wont to expect in a
letter—so widely that many have long laboured at the
task of making a suitable paraphrase of the ' text-book '
while retaining their belief in its epistolary character.
(See, for example, the specimen in Holtzmann, Einl.f^l,
2 3 7 ; cp S. Davidson, Intr.^^\ I113-116.)
In vain do we ni.rke the attempt in some degree to
picture to ourselves what the relation was between the
8 Supposed ^"PP°*'-''i author and his readers. Acts
readers
supplies no light. There we read that
when Paul is approaching Rome the
brethren go to meet him, not because they had previously
had •! letter from him, but because they have heard
various things regarding his recent fortunes ( 2 S 1 4 / ) .
As for the Jews of the metropolis, they have heard
nothing either good or bad concerning him (v. 21).
Tradition, apart from the ,\'T, has equally little to say
about the epistle, whether as to its reception or as to
what impression it may have made. The document
itself says something, but only what adds to the confusion. The truth of the matter seems unattainable.
Scholars lose themselves in most contradictory conjectures as to the occasion and purpose of the writing.
See, amongst others, Meyer-Weiss, Koinm-i^], 1899, pp. 23-33 ',
Holtzmann, .SiVi/.iSI, 236-241 ; Lipsius, C,niiin.(-i, 1892, pp. 75.
76; Sanday-Headlam, Comm., 1895, chaps. 3S-44 ; van Manen,
Paulus, '2 Z0-2:;.

Who the supposed readers of the epistle were can
only be gathered from its contents. But these are so
different in many aspects that it is possible to say with
equal justice that the church in Rome was JewishChristian, Gentile-Christian, or a mixture of the two.
Cp the various conclusions in Meyer.Weiss, 19-22; Holtzmann, 232-236; Lipsius, 70-73; Steck, Gal. 359-363: Volter,
Th. T, 1889, p p . 270-272, and Komp. S y i ; van Manen, Paulus,
2 23-25).

It may be added here that the vi-ork is throughout
addressed to ' brethren ' of all kinds, and sometimes it
seems also to have been intended for J e « s and Gentiles
who stood in no connection whatever with Christianity.
Did any one ever give to a particular letter an aim so
general, without realising that his letter had ceased to be
a letter at all in the natural meaning of the word,
and had become what we are accustomed to call an
open letter, an occasional writing, a book ? Everything
leads to the one conclusion ; the epistolary form is not
real, it is merely assumed ; we ha\e here to do, not
with an actual letter of Paul to the Romans, but rather
with a treatise, a. book, that with the outward resemblance of a letter is nevertheless something quite
different.
Cp EPISTOL.\KY L I T E R A T U R E , § 1-3 ; O L D
CHRLSTIAN L I T E R A T U R E , § 1 8 /

The same conclusion results from a closer examination
of the whole as it lies before us, whenever we direct our
9 Kind nf ^ " ^ " ' ' ° ' i ' ° '''^ connection of its several
' iiTiitv
parts.
The relative unity of the book
^'
there is no reason for doubting. It is not,
however, unity of the kind we are accustomed to expect
in a book written after more or less careful preparation,
in accordance with c^ more or less carefully considered
and logically developed plan ; not unity such as is the
outcome of a free elaboration of the materials after these
have been more or less diligently collected, and fully
mastered by the writer. Least of all, a unity such as
we look for in a letter, whether we think of it as written
at one sitting or as written bit by bit and at intervals.
It is rather a unity of such a sort as reminds us of that
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of a synoptical gospel, with regard to which no one
doubts that it is the result of a characteristic process of
redaction and remanienient, curtailment, correction, and
supplementation by the help of older pieces draw n from
other sourees. It is such unity as we find in reading
Acts, although we do not hesitate for „ single moment
to realise that Lk. has made an often very palpable use
of written sources. There is unity of language and style,
of thought, of feeling, of opinion ; but at the same time
there are, not seldom, great diversities in all these
respects. The result, obviously, of the unmistakable
circumstance that the writer of the canonical epistle has
made continual and manifold use of words, forms of
expression, arguments, derived from sources known to
him, whether retained in his memory or lying before
him in written form.
Proof of the justice of this view is supplied by the
various attempts made by earlier and later exegetes to
10 F a i l u r e s ^''P°""'^ 'he epistle as a completely
t o find unity, ^ " " ' ' e d whole—attempts in which it
is found necessary at e\ery turn to resort to the assumption of all sorts of conceivable and
inconceivable figures and forms of speech, and thus
conceal the existence of joints and sutures, hiatuses,
and unintelligible transitions. Alore particularly is this
seen in the scientific line taken by Heumann, Semler,
Eichhorn, Weisse, Straatman, Volter, Michelsen, Spitta,
and so many others (some of these names are enumerated
in § 2), who have argued, and continue to argue, for the
view that more than one epistle of Paul lies concealed
in the apparently homogeneous canonical epistle, or for
the view that there have been interpolations, more or
less numerous, on an unusually large scale. In the last
resort, on an (as far as possible) unprejudiced reading
cf the text which has come down to us—a reading no
longer under the dominion of a foregone conclusion, to
be maintained at all hazards, that here we have to do
with the original work of the apostle Paul, sent by him
to the church at Rome—we shall find that what lies
before us is simply a writing from Christian antiquity
presenting itself as such a work, which we must try to
interpret as best we can.
The traces of additions and redactions in the various
sections and subsections of the epistle are innumerable.
11 Slims of ^^ ^""''^ '-'^ superfluous, even if space
„„ • „„f. „
allowed, to go through all the details on
compositeness. . . . . .
A^
,
0=
^
this head. A few examples may suffice.
Compared with the first part (118-839), 'he second
(9-11), although now an integral portion of the work,
betrays tokens of an originally different source. There
is no inherent connection between them, although this
can, if desired, be sought in the desire to set forth a
wholly new doctrinal subject in ct wholly ncw manner.
In the second we no longer hear of the doctrine of
justification by faith ; the treatment of the subject
enunciated in Izbf. is no longer continued.
What
takes its place is something quite different and wholly
unconnected with it ; a discussion, namely, of the
doctrinal question, ' Why is it that the Gentiles are
admitted and Israel excluded from salvation ?'
This
discussion is directed not, like the contents of the first
part, ostensibly to Christian Jews, but to Gentiles.
There is nothing in the first part that anywhere suggests
any such affection for Israel as is everywhere apparent
throughout the second part, and especially in 91-3 101
11125-36; nothing that comes into comparison with
the solemn declaration of 9 i in which the wnter bears
witness to his great sorrow and unceasing pain of heart
concerning Israel. This exordium points to a quite
different situation, in which ' P a u l ' requires to be
cleared of the reproach of not concerning himself about
God's ancient people. Hence the wish expressed by
him that he might become anathema from Christ (aith
TOO XpLCTTov) for his brethren's sake, his kinsmen according to the flesh [crv-yyeveh Karb. adpKa, 93). Hence his
zeal here and in l l i to declare himself an Israelite, of
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the seed of Abraham, the tribe of Benjamin. Hence
al-o the summing-up of the ancient privilege of Israel,
' whose is the adoption and the glory and the covenants '
( 9 4 / ) , in comparison with which the simple statement
that they were entrusted with the oracles of God (82)
sinks into insignificance.
In the first part a quite
different tone is assumed towards the Jew ['lovdalos,
217), with whom the speaker appears to have nothing
in common.
There we find Jew and Greek placed
e\actly on an equality (I16 2gf 89) ; the idea of the
Jews that as such they could have any advantage over
the heathen is in set terms controverted (2ii-32i), and
it is declared that descent from Abraham, according to
the flesh, is of no value (4). Here, on the other hand
(9-11), we have earnest discussion of the question how
it is pos-sible to reconcile the actual position of Israel
in comparison with the Gentile world with the divine
purpose and the promise made to the fathers. Here,
too, ct high-pitched acknowledgment of the privileges
of Israel, the one good olive-tree, the stem upon which
the wild olive branches — the believing Gentiles — are
grafted ; Israel in the end is certain to be wholly saved,
being, as touching the election, beloved for the fathers'
s.ike (/caret Trjv iKXoyijv dyaTrrjTol Sid TOVS Trar^pas, 94/".
31 IO2 11 7 1 7 / 2628). In the first part, a sharp repudiation of the law in respect of its powerlessness to work
.;:iything that is good {820/! 27 415 (114 "sf,
etc.) ; in
the second a holding up of the giving of the law [vofxo'
Oecria) as a precious gift {94). In the first part the
earnest claim to justification by faith (5i), to being under
grace (614), to a walk in newness of spirit (76) ; in the
second the assurance that ' if thou shalt confess with thy
mouth Jesus as Lord, and shalt believe in thy heart
that God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved '

justly remarks, a much more superficial use is made of
the proof from scripture, ' and the whole representation
and language is somewhat less delicate.'
The third part of the epistle (12r-15i3) seems to be
closely connected with that which precedes. Observe
12 T h i r d ^^^ ' t h e n ' [oZv \ 12i), and notice how the
* .
writer harks back to 9-11 in his declaration
"
'
(158) that Christ has been made a minister
of the circumcision wixh reference to the promise of
God, and to 1 1 6 / or 118-839 i" the same declaration
supplemented with the statement (I59) that Christ
appeared also that the Gentiles might glorify God for
his mercy. But the connection when more closely
examined will be found to be only mechanical. There
is no real inward connection.
No one expects a
hortatory passage such as this after 1133-36. Nor yet,
where some would fain place it, after ch. 8 or ch. 6.
The exhortations and instructions given in 12r-15i3,
however we put the different parts together, stand in no
relation to the preceding argument ; the same holds
good of the exordium ] 2 i / ! Though usual, it is not
correct to say that Paul first develops his doctrinal
system I18-II36, and then his ethical in r_!i-15i3; or
e\en to say in the modified form of the statement that
he foUows up the doctrinal with an ethical section.
Exhortations are not wanting in the first part, nor
doctrines in the last. The truth is that in I i 8 - l l 3 6
the doctrinal element is prominent, just as the hortatory is in 121-1513. In other words, the two pieces
are of different character. They betray difference of
origin. 12i-15i3 is, originally, not a completion of
1-11, thought out and committed to writing by the
same person, but rather—at least substantially—an
independent composition, perhaps, it may be, as some
have conjectured, brought hither from another context.
It has more points of agreement with certain portions of
the Epistles to the Corinthians than with Rom, 1-11.
Compare, in general, the manner of writing and the
nature of the subjects treated.

(109).
Observe, again, the difference in respect of language.
The words ' just,' 'justify,' ' be justified' [dlKaios,
diKaiouv, SiKaLouffdaL), nowhere occur in chaps, 9-11, nor
yet the expression ' both Jews and Greeks ' ['loud, re Kal
In detail, compare such expressions as 'beseech . . . by
EXX.), except in 1012 where apparently it is not original,
(irapaKaXCi . . . cid), 12 i, with i Cor. 1 lo 2 Cor. 10 i, whereas
or at least has no meaning after the words * for there is ' beseech' (irapaKokelv), however Pauline, is found neither in
no distinction' [ov ydp iffTiv diaffToXr}). T h e words
Rom. 1-11 nor in Gal. ; the ' mercies' (otKTtp/ioO of God, 1- i,
with the ' m e r c i e s ' (OIKTLPIJLOC) of the Father in 2Cor. 1 3, but
' Israelite' and ' I s r a e l ' are not met with in 1-8, whilst
nowhere named in Rom. 1-11 ; ' t h i s a g e ' (6 aluiv OCTOS) 122,
in 9-11 the first occurs thrice and the second eleven
with I Cor. 1 20 268 3 18 2 Cor. 44, but not found in Rom. 1-11;
times. On the other hand, we have ' J e w ' nine times
the representation that the Christian can still be renewed by the
renewmg of the mind (dvaKaCvuxri'; TOV VO6<;: 12 2) with the
in 1-3, but only twice in 9-11, and in both cases its
assurance
that though the outer man perish, ' that which is
occurrence seems probably due to the redactor. The
within us is renewed day by d a y ' (6 ecrw i^/xwr [ai'^puTrosl
' adoption' [vio$effia), which, according to 815 (cp Gal.
avaKaivovrai i7ju.cpqi Kal T}fjifpa, 2 Cor. 416) whereas Rom. 1-11
4 5 Eph. 15) is a privilege of all Christians, whether Jews
knows nothing of this 'renewal,' and could hardly have introduced it alongside of its doctrine that the Christian is dead so
or Greeks, recurs in O4 in connection with a supposed
far as sin is concerned (6 2) so that he now stands in the service
predestination of Israel as the son of God ; the word is
of newness of spirit (7 6). Compare, again, the assurance that
the same but it sounds quite differently. In 1-8 Christ
God gives to each a measure of faith (eKao-Toj p.e.Tpov Trio-Tews :
is seven times called the son of God, and in 9-11 never.
123) with ' only, as the Lord has supplied to e a c h ' (ei /XTJ e«ci(TTa»
ojs IxefiepiKev: i Cor. 714), 'accordmg to the measure of the
On the other hand, he is probably called God in 95 but
province (RVnig., or limit) which God apportioned to us as a
nowhere in 1-8. Whilst in 1-8 we find no other form
m e a s u r e ' (/caro. TO ixerpov TOV Kavovos, ov Ifxepicev r^p-lv 6 flebs
of the verb ' s a y ' [4peiv) than 'shall we s a y ' [ipojfiev),
fj-erpov: 2 Cor. 10 13), and the declaration that not every one
receives faith through the spirit (i Cor. 12 9), as also that there
in 9 1 9 / 11 19 we also have ' thou wilt say ' [ipeis) and
is a still more excellent way than that implied in the spiritual
' shall the thing s a y ? ' [epet). If the occurrence of the
gifts of which faith is one,—namely, love (i Cor. 12 31),—whereas
expression 'what then shall we say' [TI odv epov/xev) in
not only are the words 'apportion" (fxepi^eiv) and ' m e a s u r e '
91430, as well as in 4r 61 77 831, points to oneness
(lierpov) unknown to Rom. 1-11, but so also is ' l o v e ' (oydinj) in
the
sense of love to God and one's neighbour, and (equaUy so)
of language, it has nevertheless to be noted that in 1-8
a faith (TTIVTI?) which i-s not regarded as the beginning of a new
it never, as in 0:,o, is followed by a question, but always
life, in compari=;on with which love is not required simply
by a categorical answer. A speaker who says that Israel
because that and everything else that is needed is already
possessed where faith is ; the distinction between various
' following after a law of righteousness did not arrive at
[that] law' [5i(J}K0}v vbfiov diKaioffuvT^s els vbfxov OVK spiritual gifts(126-8)compared with i Cor. I24-11 and 28-30; the
whole attitude towards self-exaltation (12 3-8) compared with
^(f/daffev, 931) understands by ' l a w ' {v6/xos) something
iCoT. ief. and 1212-30; the exhortations to the practice of
quite different, and at the same time is following; a quite
love, zeal, and purity (129-21 and I38-14) compared with i Cor.
1 3 ; 14i-203g I558 5 i i O9-11 16-20, where, amongst other
different use of-language, from one who declares that
things, the occurrence of ' cleave' (KokkdaOaL) in Rom. 13 9 and
the Jew sins ' under law' [ewhixujs or iv vbiiu)) ; shall be
i C o r . 6167C, though nowhere else to be found in the Pauline
judged ' by law ' (5ta vbfiov, 212) ; doeth not ' the things
epistles, is to be noticed; the occurrence also of ' t a k i n g
thought for things honourable in the sight of all men ' (-rrpovoovof the law ' (ra TOV vjfxov, 214), is not justified ' by works
juei'oi Koka evdJTTioi' irdvTdtv dvdpMjrojv : Rom. 12 17) as compared
of law' [i^ ^py(i]v vb^ov), comes to knowledge of sin
with the only parallel expression 'for we take thought for
'through law' (5id: vbfxov, S20) and lives 'under law'
things honourable, not only in the sight of the Lord, but also in
[i'lrb vbfxov, S^)- Only the latter is thinking of the
the sight of men ' (•n-povoovp.ei- yap KOAO. OU /udroi' cr-wTrtoi' KvpCov
akka Kal evioiTLov dvOpuj-rruv : 2 Cor. 8 2 1 ; cp Prov. 'j 4) ; 6<f>€Ck€iv
Mosaic law, about which the former would not speak
\SP, used several times also in i and 2 Cor. but never in Rom.
so depreciatingly. In chaps. 9-11, as Steck (G^/. 362)
1-11 : the special exhortations to subjection to authority and to
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due discharge of one's various obligations (13 1-7) indicative o f a
peaceful environment and hardly in keeping with the persecu.
tions suggested hy the closing lurscs of chap. S, but on the
other hand quite in accord with the special admonitions and
exhortations of i Cor. 1 1 0 ^ 5 (S t - i i H 2.15, etc. ; what is said
in chap. 14 regarding the use of certain meats, the observance of
sacred days, aud the respect for the weak, with regard to which
no word is found in 1-11, but which reminds us throughout of
I Cor. S-10, not only by reason of the similarity of such e.xpressions as ' e a t ' (fcrdUiy), ' f o o d ' (^paipa), 'cause to stumble'
(csKciySaXC^cay), ' a stumbling-block to the brother' (irpoaKoppa
Ttp dSeAc/xp), ' n o t to eat llesh' (p.r) ^a-yeif Kpla), etc., but also
ver>' specialh- by reason of the agreement in the central thought
that to the fully developed Christian all things are allowed, but
that he must give no offence to the weak brother and therefore
ought rather to act as if he were still in bondage to ancient
customs and usages.

The concltision of the cinonical epistle 1514-1627
must be accepted, as such, notwithstanding the objections urged by .Semler, and those wlio
13. Chap. 15/. follo\v hiin, in rejecting ch.tps. 15 16 as
not original constituents of the w riting sent by Paul to
the Romans. It nevertheless shows many evidences of
compilation by the aid of wirious pieces at the redactor's
disposal, - process to which reference has already so
often been made that it seems superfluous to dwell long
upon it now. Let the reader but observe the disconnected character of the five pieces of w hich ch, 16 consists, each of which either has no relation to the
preceding, or is in contradiction with it. The recommendation of Phoebe -a. if. hangs in the air. The
greetings of T-a. 3-16 presuppose a previous residence
of Paul at Rome and a circle of acquaintances formed
there, notwithstanding the positive statements on the
subject in I8-13 and 1 6 2 2 / The warning against false
teachers in w. TJ-IO finds no point of attachment in
what precedes. The greetings of others in vv. 21-23
raise unanswered questions, not the least of these being
those which arise in view of the existence of the already
complete list in 3-16, and the mention of all the churches
at the close. The detached character of the doxology
in zii. 25-27 is shown by the fact that in many MSS it
occurs after 14 23.
The e.xamples cited, along with others which might
be adduced (cp van Manen, Paulus, 234-ior), show
14 Imnroha
conclusively that the ' epistle ' has' been
t m t y of tradi- '^ompiled^^'h the help of previously
tional theory, ^ ^ f " ° S documeiits. There are also
•' other reasons, however, agamst accepting the voice of tradition regarding the origin of the
work. Xow and then the contents themselves reveal
quite clearly that they cannot be from Paul [ob. 64 A. D. ),
so that we have no need to dwell upon the improbability of supposing that Paul, a tentmaker by calling
and personaUy unknown to the Christians at Rome,
addressed to that place an epistle so broad and so deep,
•written in so exalted and authoritative a tone ; nor
upon the question as to how it was possible that such
an epistle should, so far as appears, have failed to make
the slightest impression, whether good or bad, at the
time, and was doomerl to lie for more than half a century
buried in the archives of thp Christian church at Rome
in impenetrable obscurity, until suddenly it re-emerged
to light, honoured and quoted as an authority by—the
gnostics ! Evanson long ago (1792) pointed to the fact
that the church addressed in it was apparently of long
standing, and to the silent assumption in 1112 15 2 1 / .
that the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A . D . was a
thing of the past. As regards the first of the.se points,
he compared what is said in Acts and called attention
to the fact that nothing is there said of any project of
Paul's to visit Rome before he had been compelled by
Festus to make appeal to the emperor (2.') 10-12), nor
yet anything about an Epistle to the Romans or about
any Christian community of any kind met there by the
apostle (2811-31). Yet even if we leave Acts out of
account as being incomplete and not in all respects
wholly trustworthy, what the epistle itself says and ;
assumes with regard to the Christian church at Rome is
assuredly a good deal more than, in all probability, '
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could have been aUeged about it at so early a date as
59 A.D., the year in which' it is usually held to have
been written by Paul.
The faith of the Roman Church is supposed to be
known 'throughout the whole w o r l d ' ; and Paul is
15. Reflection ^"^'^ ^^'*^ '^^^'''^ ^° ^^^^ »^s acquaintOf later age. ?"''? ' " o r d e r that so he may be refreshed (18 12). The faith of both rests
on the same foundation. The Christians of Rome are
Pauline Christians.
Lik.
ke him they are justified by fnith (5 i ) ; reconciled with
God (.-> 11); free from the dominion ^^i sin and now in the uninterrupted -st^rvice of God (8 18-22); no longer under the law but
under grace, so th^t lliey now Wx^i in newness of spirit and not
m o dness ofthe letter (6 15 7 6). They a,-e uell acquainted with
l a u h m s m . They know it as a definite form of doctrine and
have fully and freely given their assent to it—' \iz were scr\ants
of sm but ye became obedient from the heart to that form of
teaching whereunto ye were delivered ' ( ^ e SovAot rf,? a^apT.'as,
VTnjKov'o-dTe 6e e/c Kaphia<i eJs oi' Trape^o^TjTe TVTTOV hihaxr\-i : 6 17).
It is pcssible to •^pcak to^ them without any fear of misunderstanding, abuut ' faith * (TFicTTts) and ' g r a c e ' ^opi?), 'righteousness ' (SLKaLoa-uvr)) and ' love ' (d-ydir-rj), ' believmg ' (irta-Te-ueiv)
and 'b_eing justified' (SiKaLovuBai), ' being justified by faith'
(SiKaiovaSai CK TriVrews) and ' by works of law ' (i^ epyojv v6p.ov),
'sinning without law' (dfiapTaveiv aco^tu?) and under law'
(envofKos or ev v6p.w), 'being delivered u p ' (•rrapa5o6rji'ai) and
' dying for m e n ' (aTro^aveti' -virkp di'Bpuiirwv), ' redemption'
(aTToAuTptoJO-i!), 'being baptized into Christ* (^aTmo-O-rivat eis
Xpi<TT6v), 'being crucified with [Christ]' (<rua-Tavpov<rdat
[X^io-Tui]); Miving after the flesh ' (^^f Kara trdpKa), ' a f t e r t h e
spirit' (Kara nvevp-a), ' to God ' (TW ©ew), ' in Christ' (ei/ Xptcrrtp);
to use such expressions as : 'for there is no distinction ' (ov ydp
ecTiv SiaiTTok-q : 3 22) ; ' but where there is no law neither is
there transgression' (o5 fie OVK ea-rtv ro/xos oiSe Trapa^acrt?:
4 1 5 ) ; ' b u t where sin abounded, grace abounded more exceedingly ' ^o^" Se enkeovaiTev -q d/xapTta, UTrepejreotVuevo'ei' T) X^P^J •
6 2 0 ) ; to be ""'^•^'- i^'i'' *iin.-i^r ^.-^.-a ' /.-i— .'—k ...;
-'._•under law,' ' u n d e r grace' (eti/ai VTTO vofiov, vnb
Xaptf: 614); 'spirit of adoption,' ' A b b a , F a t h e r ' (-irvevfj-a
utofleo-t'a?, 'Afi^d o waT-qp : 8 15); to throw out such questions as
these : Whether or not there be with respect to Jews and Greeks
'respect of persons with G o d ' (Trpoo-(oiTokr]fj,\}iia irapd ©eai 2 11)?
H a s the Jew as such any advantage over the Greek, when both
have sinned (3 9.2o)?_ In how far does any importance at all still
attach to circumcision (225-29)?
What value has the law
(212-29 319-2227-31 71-6)? Does faith ever make it void
(831)? In what sense may we pride ourselves on having
Abraham to our father (4)? Must we not think that the doctrine
of grace leads.to continuance in sin (6 i)? Is not the conviction
that w e a r e not under the law but under grace, conducive to sin
(615)? Can the law be held responsible for sin because by
means of the law we were brought to tbe knowledge of sin

(V7)?
All this is unthinkable at so early a date as the year
59 A.D. There is, moreover, the one great simple fact
Ifi A rfpvplnn A ^^^^'^^ overrides these considerations,
J. .,, "
and thrusts them, so to speak, into the
background—this, namely, that the
Paulinism with which we are made acquainted in the
Pauline Epistles, and particularly in that to the Romans,
is of more recent date than the historical Paul. Compared with what the first disciples of Jesus believed and
professed, it is not merely a remarkable divergence ; it
is in point of fact a new and higher developnient
from the first Christianity. It presupposes, to speak
with Loman, ' a richly developed stage of theological
thought.' It has U-arned to break with Judaism and to
regard the standpomt of the law as once for all past
and done with, substituting in its place that of grace as
the alone true and valid one. The new life 'under
grace ' stands in sharp antithesis to the old one ' under
the law' (614). It knows, and it is, a new divine
revelation ; it has a theology, a christology, and a
soteriology, which bear witness to a more advanced
thinking and to a deeper experience of life than could
possibly have been looked for within the first few years
after the crucifixion. It is a remarkable forward step, a
rich and far-reaching reform of the most ancient type of
Christianity ; now, a man does not become at one and
the same moment the adherent of i new reUgion and
its great reformer. All attempts to escape the difficulty
so far ns Paul is concerned break down in presence of
the obvious meaning of Gal. 111-23; 3-s was shown
years ago by Blom against Straatman [Th.T, 1875,
1-44). It is of no avail continually to hark back to the
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possibility—which, in fact, no one denies—of a development in Paul's mind during the years that elapsed
between his conversion and the writing of his epistles.
The Paulinism of the epistles in question is, on their
own showing, in its main features at least {with which
we are here concerned) as old as the Christian life of
Paul ; but such a Paulinism is even for thoughtful
believers in the supernatural inconceivable as having
come into existence immediately after Paul had become
a Christian. Let the student read and ponder the sketch
of Paulinism given by van Manen in Paulus, 2126-140,
cp 211-217 ; and in P A U L , § 40.
The kinship of Paulinism (especially in the form in
which it occurs in the Epistle to the Romans) with
__ —. , .
gnosis, which has been recognised and
.,',
. *^ remarked both by older and by younger
^
* critics—amongst others by Basilides,
Marcion, Valentinus, Irenseus, Tertullian, Holsten,
Hilgenfeld, Scholten, Heinrici, Pfleiderer, Weizsacker,
Harnack (cp van Manen, Paulus, 2154-166)—leads also
to the same conclusion : that Paul cannot have written
this epistle. As to the precise date at which (Christian)
gnosis first made its appearance there may be some
measure of uncertainty : whether in the last years of
Trajan [ob. 117 A. D.), as is commonly supposed, or
perhaps some decades earlier ; in no event can the date
be carried back very far, and certainly not so far back
as to ^vithin c few years of the death of Jesus. With
regard to this it is not legitimate to argue, with Baljon
(Gesch. -j-j), that in the Pauline gnosis ' no doctrine of a
demiurge, no theory of aeons is found.' It is years
since Harnack (ZJGI-) 1196-7) rightly showed that the
essence of the matter is not to be looked for in such
details as these.
In addition to the assumed acquaintance (already remarked on) of the readers of the epistle with the Pauline
18 Otlier S i m s SO^pel, there are other peculiarities that
of latpr a?B '"^icate the church addressed as one of
° • long standing. It is acquainted with
various types of doctrine (617). It can look back upon
its conversion as an event that had taken place a considerable time ago (13ii). It has need of being stirred
up to a renewal of its mind (I22) and of many other
exhortations (12-14). It has in its midst high-minded
persons whose thoughts exalt themselves above the
measure of faith given them (I23). It does not seem
superfluous to remind them that each belongs to the
other as members of one body endowed with differing
gifts.
There are prophets, ministers, teachers, exhorters, givers, rulers, and those who show mercy, and
it appears to be necessary that each should be reminded
of what he ought to do or how he ought to behave.
The prophet must keep within the limits of the faith
that has been received, and be careful to speak according
to the proportion of that faith ((tara Tcpi a-vaXoy'iav TTJS
TricTTeuis, 126); the minister, the teacher, and the exhorter
must each busy himself exclusively with the work
entrusted to him ; the giver must discharge his task
with simplicity, the ruler his with diligence ; he that
shows mercy is to do so with cheerfulness (I24-8). The
mutual relations must be considered anew and carefully
regulated, both in general (129-21 138-io), and, in
particular, with respect to the special ' necessities of
the saints,' the duty of hospitality, the attitude to be
maintained towards persecutors ( 1 2 1 2 ^ ) , the public
authority, and the fulfilment of the duties of citizenship
(131-7). A vigorous exhortation to vigilance and an
earnest warning against revellings and drunkenness,
chambering and wantonness, strife and envy, are not
superfluous (13ti-i4). There are weak ones in the
faith, who avoid the use of wine and flesh ( 1 4 1 / 21);
others who hold one day holy above others, and as
regards their food consider themselves bound by obsolete
precepts regarding clean and unclean ( 1 4 s / . 1 4 / 20).
Others again who regard all these things with lofty
disdain, making no distinction between clean and
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unclean food, deeming that they are free to eat and
drink as they choose, and that all days are alike ; but
these, just because of the freedom they rejoice in, give
offence to many brethren and are the cause of their
moral declension [l^sf
131520-23). These divergent
practices have already continued for so long that the
writer, so far as the first two (wine and flesh, clean and
unclean) are concerned, is in perplexity between them
himself, and has no other plan than to raise himself
above them all in order to urge a general point of
view—a genuinely 'catholic' one—of ' give and take,*
in which the principle of freedom is recommended and
its application urged in the fine maxims : let no one give
offence, let each one be fully persuaded in his own
mind, all that is not of faith is sin (145 13 23).
The church is exposed to persecution ; it suffers with
Christ. It has need of comfort. What is said in this
connection cannot be explained from any circumstances
at Rome known to us before Nero and the time of the
great fire in 64. It points rather to later days when
Christians were continually exposed to bloody persecutions. See 03-5 817-39 121214.
One decisive proof that in our epistle we are listening
to the voice of one who lived after the death of Paul in
64 A. D. is to be found in the manner in which the question
ofthe rejection of Israel is handled in chaps. 9-11. That
question could not thus occupy the foreground or bulk
so largely in the minds of Christian writers and readers
as long as Jerusalem was still standing, and there was
nothing to support the vague expectation of its
approaching overthrow which some entertained. The
allusions to the great events of the year 70, the overthrow of the Jewish commonwealth, and the expectations
which connected themselves with this event are manifest. Any one who will read what is said, particularly
in 1111-22, about the downfaU of the Jews (T6 wapdTTTOj/jia aiVwi/), about the branches that have been broken
off {i^eKXaadrjaav /fXd5oi)and the'cuttingoff' [dwoTO/xia)
which has come upon those who are fallen [iwl Toi/s
•jreffbvTas), can be under no misapprehension on this
point.
If we now sum up the points that have been touched
on in §§ 6-18, we need have no hesitation in deciding
,- — , .
that the arguments are convincing:
19. Conclusion.
• t T:- • .i . .u ^
•
our canonical Epistle to the Romans is
not what it seems to be, not a letter written by the
apostle and sent to n definite church ; it is a. tractate,
a book, designed to be read aloud at Christian meetings,
d. piece to be read in Church (kirchliches Vorlesungsstiick), or homily, as Spitta [Zur Gesch. 859) has
phrased it. It is a book written in the form of a letter,
not written after the kind of preparation with which we
write our books, but compiled rather in a very pecuhar
manner by use of existing written materials wherein the
same subjects were treated in «. similar or at least not
very divergent way. W e can best form some conception
of the method followed here by studying the text of one
of the synoptical gospels with an eye to the method in
which it was presumably composed ; or by tracing in
detail the manner in which such authors as the writer of
the present epistle make use of the OT. They quote
from its words alternately verbatim and freely, often,
too, without any reference to the O T context, so that
we can trace the question only by comparison of the
text we possess which has been wholly or partly
foUowed (cp van Manen, Paulus, 2217-9).
The study of the ' epistle ' from the point of view of its
probable composition, enables us to distinguish what
treatises or portions of treatises were probably made use
of before the text came into existence in its present form.
In this way the work as a whole makes us acquainted
with underlying views then prevalent, and accepted or
controverted by our author—on the universality of sin
and its fatal consequences (li8-32o); on righteousness
by faith (321-31); on the connection between this and
Abraham as father of the faithful (4); the fruits of
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justification (.'i); three objections against Paulinism (61-14
615-76 77-25); the glories of the new life in Christ (8);
the rejection of the Jews (9-11); what is the duty of
Christians towards God and man generally, and towards
the weak and the principles held by them in particular
(12i-15i3). Such views, however greatly they may
vary in purpose and scope, all belong to one main
direction, one school of thought, the Pauline. W e
give them this name because \ve gain our best and
most comprehensive acquaintance with the school from
the 'epistles of Paul,' just as we speak of the Johannine School and the Johannine tendency, although we
know nothing about the connection between the school
or tendency on the one side, and the well-known
apostolic name connected with it on the other. T o
suppose that the school originated from the historical
Paul, as was formerly maintained by Stock, is possible ;
but the supposition finds no support in any historical
facts with which we are acquainted (cp Paulus, 2 222-227).
What is certain, at any rate, is that the canonical
epistle is not by Patil. .A writing that is so called, but

continually doing the thing he would not, and he longs
for emancipation from the body (7 7-25). He embraces
the doctrine of a redemption of man from a power
hostile to God on the ground of the love of the father
(324 51 8332), and vvith this he associates the thought
of an atoning sacrifice on behalf of the sinner offered to
God by Christ ' in his blood' (325), Paul is to him the
called apostle of the Gentiles ( l i s 13/. 16 16 18); but
also warmly attached to the Jews and ready to do
everything for them (9 1-3 10 i l l i ) ; in possession of
the 'first fruits of the spirit,' always working 'in the
power of God's spirit,' but also in the manner of the
original apostles ' in the power of signs and wonders '
(1619). He recognises Jesus as God's son, who has
appeared 'in the likeness of sinful flesh ' (83 32); but he
also says that he is of Israel according to the flesh (95),
and that he was first exalted to the dignity of divine
sonship by his resurrection ( I 3 / . 15i2), He speaks
with the same facility of 'Jesus,' 'Jesus Christ,' and
' our Lord Jesus Christ' as he speaks of ' Christ' and
'Christ Jesus.' For him all distinction in the use of
these various designations has practically disappeared.
Not seldom do we find him affirming and denying on
the same page. He knows how to give and take, when
to evade arguments, and when to meet them. Already
we perceive in him something of the ' catholic' spirit
which rises above the strife of parties ; which serves the
truth and promotes the unity of believers, by siding
now with the right wing, now with the left, by gliding
over thorny points, and boldly thrusting difficulties aside.
As for origin, he was probably a Greek. He thinks
in Greek, speaks Greek, and seems to have used no
nn -a- - Other books than those which he could
az. HIS origin, j ^ ^ ^ ^ consulted in Greek (cp Paulus,
2186-190). His home we can place equally well in the
E. or in the W .
In the E., and particularly in
Antioch or elsewhere in Syria, because Paulinism
probably had its origin there. The catholic strain, on
the other hand, within the limits of the Pauline movement, seems rather to have proceeded from Rome.
The possibility is not excluded that the main portions
of the letter, or if you will, of a letter, to the Romans,
were written in the E., and that the last touches were
put to it in Rome or elsewhere in the W. ; in other
words, that it was there that the epistle took the final
form in which we now know it. There is a considerable number of writings which passed over from the
hands of the Gnostics into those of ' catholic '-minded
Christians, and in the transition were here and there
revised and corrected, brought into agreement, somewhat more than appeared in their original form, with
the prevailing type of what was held to be orthodox
(cp Lipsius, Apokr. Af.-gesch- 1883-1887 ; Usener,
Rel.-gesch. Uniers. 1, 1889; van Manen, Paulus,

«ft oil.
Al.
oti closer examination is seen to be no
20. The atitnor.
• .1 . .
..
., .•
epistle but rather a compilation, in
which, moreover, are embedded pieces that plainly
show their origin in a later time, cannot possibly be
attributed to the 'apostle of the Gentiles.' In this
connection, however, it is inappropriate to speak of
deception or forgery or pious fraud. There is not the
slightest reason for supposing that our author had the
faintest intention of misleading his readers, whether
contemporaries or belonging to remote posterity. H e
simply did what so many others did in his day ; he
wrote something in the form (freely chosen) of a tractate,
a book, or an epistle, under the name of some one
\\hom he esteemed or whose name he could most
conveniently and best associate with his work, without
any wrong intention or bad faith, because he belonged
or wished to be thought to belong, to the party or
school which was wont to rally under his master's
standard. His own name remained unknown ; but his
nom de plume was preserved and passed from mouth to
mouth wherever his work was received and read.
What reason was there for inquiring and searching
after his real name if the work itself was read, quoted,
copied, and circulated with general approval?
The
work might bear evidence of the artist so far as concerned person, surroundings, sufferings. In this case,
according to the epistle, he was a Christian, one of the
Pauline School, a polished and educated man with a
heart full of zeal for the religious needs of humanity : a
21. His method. Paulinist, however, of the right wing.
He raises himself above the different
shades of opinion which he knows so well by letting them
find alternate expression, by letting the voice now of the
one and now of the other be heard. He gives utterance
to words so sharply explicit as these : ' by the works of
the law shall no flesh be justified in his sight' (3 20); 'now
are we delivered from the law wherein we were held '
(76); but also to other words, so friendly in their tone
as regards the very same law : ' not the hearers
. .
but the doers of the law shall be justified ' (2 13); ' the
law is holy,' 'spiritual' (7 12 14). He asseverates that
there is no distinction between Jew and Greek (822)
that there is with God no acceptance of persons (211)
and that the privileges of the Jew are many ( 3 i / )
that Israel is in a very special way the people of God
( 9 4 / 111). He says that to be a son of Abraham after
the flesh signifies nothing (t^iff.), and that to be ofthe
seed of Abraham is a specially great privilege ( l l i ) .
He recognises at one time that the wrath of God is now
manifest upon the sins of men (I18), and at another
that this is yet to come (2 5-8). He speaks of it as a
matter of experience that the Christian has broken with
sin for good and has become a wholly new creature
(51-7 6 and 8), and also lays down a quite different
doctrine to the effect that he is still ' sold under sin,'

The author has not given us the date of his work,
and we can guess it only approximately.
Broadly
speaking, we may say, not earher than the
23. u a t e . gj^jj ^j jj^g f^j.j,j j^Qj. ]j^(gj. jj^j^^ ,[jg middle
of the second century. Not before the end of the
first century, because after the death of Paul (about
64 A. D.) time enough must be allowed to admit of
epistles iDeing written in his name as that of a highly
placed and authoritative exponent of Christianity, —the
representative, not to say the 'father,' of Paulinism, a
forward-reaching spiritual movement, a deeply penetrating and largely framed reform of that oldest Christianity
which embodied the faith and expectations of the first
disciples of Jesus after the crucifixion.
Paulinism in
this sense certainly did not come into existence until
after the downfall of the Jewish state in 70 A.D., and
—if we consider its kinship with gnosticism, and various
other features which it shows—surely not before the end
of the first, or the beginning of the second, century.
On the other side, we may venture to say, not later
than the middle of the second century. Clement of
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Alexandria, TertuUian, Irenceus, use thebook towards the
end of that century, and we may be sure did not hold
it for a recent composition. So also Theophilus ad
Autotycum, 814, who about 180 A.D. cited Rom. 13 7 / !
as 'divine word' (GeZos Xbyos). Basilides (125), and
Marcion, who made his appearance at Rome in 138,
knew the epistle as an authoritative work of ' the apostle.'
Aristides (125-126), James (130), i Peter (130-140) in
like manner show acquaintance with the epistle. Various
circumstances combined justify the supposition that it
was written probably about 120 A . D . , whilst some
portions of it in their original form may be regarded as
somewhat earlier (cp Paulus, 2296-303 3312-315).
If, in conclusion, we are met by the question, ' What
is the value of the writing when one can no longer
V 1
regard it as an epistle of Paul to the
' R o m a n s ? ' it must never be forgotten
that the incisiveness of its dialectic, the arresting
character of certain of its passages, the singular power
especially of some of its briefer utterances and outpourings of the heart, the edifying nature of much of
the contents, remain as they were before. The religious
and ethical value, greater at all times than the assthetic,
is not diminished. The historical value, on the other
hand, is considerably enhanced. True, we no longer
find in it, what we were formerly supposed to find,
the interesting (though in large measure not well
understood) writing of the apostle, written, in the days of
his activity among the Gentiles, to a church which was
personally unknown to him. But what have we in its
place? A book of great significance for our knowledge
of the ancient Christianity that almost immediately
succeeded the apostolic (the Christianity of the disciples
of Jesus in the years that followed his death). There is
no work from Christian antiquity that contributes more
largely to our knowledge of Paulinism (whether in its
first form—a form in which it has not reached us in
any deliberate writing—or in its subsequent development) in its strength as an inspiring directory for
conduct, and in the richness and depth of its religious
thought and experience.
No serious efforts to defend the genuineness of the
epistle have as yet ever been attempted. Those offered
25 Defenders ^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^ ^"^ passing, as it were,
, •
.
"* rely (as for example in Meyer-Weiss,
of genuineness. j^~^
,1, o
^ • c T^ -A
°
Ko7ni}i.^-'\ 1899, 33-34, and in S. Davidson, Introd.''^), 1894, 117-119, 150-2) on the so-called
external evidence. That is to say, its defenders rely on
what is excellent proof of the existence of the epistle at
the time when it was cited, or what clearly presupposes •
an acquaintance with it, but is of no significance whatever when the question is whether the work was in
reahty written by the individual who from the first was
named as its author. This the Tubingen school have
long perceived ; Baur also did not rely on such arguments. Instead of doing so he thus expressed himself
[Paulus IC-', 1866, 276) :

added to the argument when a countless host of others
since Baur are never weary of repeating that ' even the
Tubingen school' have raised no doubts as to the
genuineness. The observation is correct, it is true.
Only they forget to add : nor yet have they offered
proofs that it is genuine.
Muyer-Weiss, S. Davidson, and others remain equally
sparing of their arguments even after the criticism of a
later date has made its voice heard. They put it aside
with a. single word.
Weiss, with a reference to a
'Parody,' by C. He^s^dOimm, Der Kome/'brief beurtheilt
u. geviertheiIt, 1891. Davidson, with the observation
that the genuineness, apart from the conclusive testimony of witnesses, is fully guaranteed by internal
evidence.

'Against these four epistles (Rom., 1 and 2 Cor., Gal.) not only
has even the slightest suspicion of spuriousness never been
raised, but in fact they bear on their face the mark of Pauline
originaUty so uncontestably that it is impossible to imagine by
what right any critical doubt could ever possibly assert itself
regarding them.'

The utterance, it will be observed, wholly ignores
Evanson, 1792, and of course also Bruno Bauer, who did
not publish his criticism till 1851 ; but it also ignores
the view taken by so many, including F. C. von Baur
himself, who have vied with one another in the disintegration of the epistle, as also the possibility that
\et others at a later date might perceive what Baur
himself had not observed; nor yet does it take account
of the unsatisfactoriness of any assertion (however
plausible it may sound) as to the * originality' of Paul,
whom after all we know only by means of the picture
that has been constructed with the aid of those very
epistles with regard to which we wish to inquire whether
they really were written by him. Nothing therefore is
4143

' T h e internal character of the epistle and its historical allusions
coincide with the external e\'idence in proving it an authentic
production of the apostle. It bears the marks of his vigorous
mind ; the language and style being remarkably characteristic'

He omits, however, to tell us how he kno\\s that
anything is a 'production,' not to say an 'authentic
production of the a p o s t l e ' ; nor yet how he has obtained
his know ledge of the mind of Paul ; nor yet why it is
impossible for ^ pseudonymous author to have any
characteristic language and style.
Harnack [ACL ii. 1 [1897] p. vii) considers himself
absolved from going into the investigation until the
representatives of the newer criticism ' shall have rigorously carried out the task incumbent on them of working
out everything pertaining to the subject afresh.'
Julicher [Einl., 1894, p. 17, i90i(-*, p. 19) once and
again resorted to a severe attack on ' hypercriticism ' and
' pseudocriticism,' and subsequently proceeded, in dealing with the Kpistle to the Romans, as if nobody had
ever at any time argued against its genuineness.
Sanday and Headlam [Comm., 1895, pp. 85-98)
discuss exhaustively the integrity of the epistle, especially as regards chaps. 15-16, but say Httle about the
history of the question of genuineness. They cursorily
dismiss some of the objections without showing that
they have really grasped their proper significance.
Counter-arguments are practically not heard. So also
in other commentaries whose authors had heard anything about the newer criticism referred to. Holsten
(' Krit. Briefe iib. die neueste paulin. Hypothese' in
Prot. Ki/-ehenztg., 1889), Pfleiderer [Paulinis/nus'^^),
1890), Holtzmann [Einl.(^), 1892), Lipsius (//Cl^l, 1892,
pp. 83 y.), and others, made some general observations in
favour of the genuineness that had been called in question.
But these discussions were little more than insignificant
' affairs of outposts' ; no real battle was delivered nor
even any serious attack prepared.
Then came Zahn [Einl.^\ 1900, I3) with his censure
on his comrades in arms against the Tubingen school for
their error in having defended indeed the genuineness of
the epistles * rejected' by Baur, but not that of the
'principal epistles,' 'although Baur and his disciples
had never so much as even attempted any proof for the
positive part of their results.' Forthwith he addressed
himself to the long postponed task. He gave some halfdozen general observations (pp. 112-116) not differingin
substance from those which had already been made ; referred to the various particular investigations to be made
in a later part of the work, including the detailed treatment of the Epistle to the Romans {pp. 251-310) where
31 full pages are devoted to the subject of the integrity
and not a single word to the question of genuineness.
Baljon (Geseh., 1901) perceived that something more
than this was necessary to put the newer criticism to
silence, if it was wrong. But what he wrote with this
end in view was neither (as might have been expected)
a confutation of the objections urged, nor yet an argument for the genuineness at least as solid and good as
(in intention at aU events) that made on behalf of Phihppians, but simply a couple of pages (pp. 97-100)
devoted to the history of the newer criticism and a few
observations upon the objections urged by van Manen.
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So far as appears, no one has as yet addressed himself to the task of an orderly scientific discussion of the
arguments on the other side, or to an effective setting
forth of the arguments on behalf of the genuineness.

unity of the church as having been manifest even in its
oldest communities ; what is more to the point, they
are at variance with older representations, whether we
recei\u these with absolute confidence or not, of the
cuur.se of e\ents connected with the founding of a
Christian community in Rome.

Good commentaries—though all, it m a y b e remarked, written
from the point of view of an undisputed and therefore
indisputable genuineness—are tliose of I:.
26. L i t e r a t u r e . N\'eisslCi (=.Meycr-\Veiss(9|), 1899, R . A.
Lip.sius (//C(-', 1892), \\'. Sanday and A. C.
Headlam (Int. Cj'it. Connn. 1895). Tlir\' all take account
of their important predecessors (.see W'uiss 39-43, Lipsius
vii-viii, Sanday xcviii-ci.v), amongst \\hom .ire (.)ri]j;(jri (tyb. 254),
Chrysostom(t'^. 407), Melanchthon (i^ool, Calvin (1564), Grotius
(1645), Tholuck <iS77), Riickert t.TS30>-', J . G. Keiche (1833-34),
C. i". A. Fritzsche (1836-4:1), van llcn.i;cl (1854-59), de W'ette
(1847)1-^1 ; as also o f t h e woiksof H . Alford {ob. 1871), Vu Jowett
(1S55, i859)i'-'. C. A. Vauiiihan (i%74)i^\ W• Kelly (187^), K.
Godet (1879, ^'-'^ i38i), G. \"olkinar(iB75). C p H . J . Holtzmann,
Eint.\^) (1892X •2^0-246; S. D.-ividson,/«;'^-.(^i (1894). I1..5-15Z,
Th. Zahn, Eint.\-^ (\goo), I2SI-310, J . M. S. Baljon, i'.escli. van
de boeken des XTs(igoi\
80-101, F . Spitta, Cnt. fib. denBr. des
P. a>i die Ro/ner (1901): A. 1'. Loman, ' Qusest. Paulinas,' Th. T
(1882); R . Steck, 6-W. (1888). 154-101, 350-363, 374-.^82, W. C.
van Manen, Pauius IL : De brief aan de Rom. (1891).
W. C. V. M.

ROME (CHURCH)
Not founded bv Peter and Paul Ae.; (§§ 10.12).
(%if.)- '
Ch.^racter (§§ 13-16).
Xoc by Peter alone (§ 3).
Constitution and government
Xot by Paul (S§ 4-7^
(§ 17/.).
Origin among Tews in Rome Influence
and importance
(§ 8 / ) .
'
CS i9f-)Bibliography (§ 21).
T h e earliest period of the Christian community in
Rome is wTapped in impenetrable obscurity.
Tradition
attributes its founding to the joint
1. Peter-Paul labours of the apostles Peter and Paul.
tradition.
This tradition, however, is unworthy
of our confidence.
It is comparatively recent.
The
oldest traces of its existence do not go back farther
than to the close of the second century.

' Ignatius,' in his epistle to the Romans (4 3), written about the
middle of the second century (see O L D - C H R I S T I A N LiTEKATtJRE,
§§ 28yr), indeed mentions ' Heter and P a u l ' as known and
influenti.il teachers of the churcli he is addressing, but says
nothing as to their having founded it. T h e church of Rome
itsi.lf speaks by thc mouth of ' C l e m e n t ' in the First Epistle 10
lliij Corinthians, dating from about the year 140 A.D. (see O L U CiiRIsriAN L I T E R . \ T U R E , §§ 23-26), of Peter and Paul as known
witnesses to the truth (i Clem, b 3.7), but not as founders ofthe
church. Acts is not aware of any labours of Peter and Paul
carried out in common at Rome. From "J.s 17.28 it might s t t m
to be a possible infurence that Paul was the first to speak about
Christianity to the leading Jews there ; but of Peter there is no
word in this connection. Just as little is Peter m e n t i o n e d i n
the canonical epistle to the Romans, even in conjunction with
' P a u l ' when this apostle is speaking of his desire to become
acquainted with the Christians of the metropolis, whose faith is
everywhere spoken of, and wtn.m he hopes ere long to be able
to meet (I3-15 15 22-24 2 8 / : lljig). Indeed, the arrangements
between Paul on the one hand, and James, Cephas, and John
on the other, according to Gal. 29, ' w e to the (>entiles and they
to the circumcision' (r/fxets eis Ta e&yrj, avTo'c 5e eis •u]V
Trepirnp-ffy), do not lead us to expect to find in epistles of Paul
any word of co-operation between Peter and Paul in the founding of individual chuiches. What is related as_ to this at a
later date with regard to Rome cannot hold good in presence of
the assurance given us by the Epistle to the Romans, whether
by Paul himself or by an anonj^mous author using his name,
that at Rome there was a considerable Christian community
before Paul could possibly have been able to speak a single
word there.

Matters do not stand much better with the belief—
held absolutely for many centuries, called in question
p +
at the Reformation, and again at
+ also i'eter- ^ 5^^^^^. pg^jo^j maintained by many
tradition.
Protestants also—according to which
the church of Rome was founded by Peter alone.
This
tradition also deserves no credence, whether in the
According t o a notice in Eusebius (HE ii. 25 8), ' Dionyi;ius
form which represents Peter as having been bishop of
of Corinth,' about the year 170 A.D., or somewhat later (see
Rome for twenty-five years after the founding of the
O L D CHKISTI.^N L I T E R A T U R E , § 31), wrote to the Romans as
church, or in the simpler form which merely conjectures
follows : ' So also by this so weighty admonition [of yours]—the
that the apostle may have contributed something to the
allusion is to the epistle of the Romans to the Corinthians
( = I Clem.)—ye have brought together [anew] that planting
formation and extension of the church, or at least in
[afjretime] made by Peter and Paul, of the [churches of the]
later years may have visited it for a shorter or longer
Romans and of the Corinthians. For, indeed, these two both
period.
The founding of the church by Peter is explanted us in our Corinth and lilcewise taught u s ; in like
cluded by the silence of Ignatius and Clement on the
manner also after having taught together in Italy they suffered
martyrdom about the same t i m e ' [not necessarily, of course, at
subject, and still more by the evidence of Acts, Galathe same hour, or on the same day, the same month, or even the
tians, and Romans.
Not only do they say nothing
same year] (ravTa Kal yp-eti Sea TTJS TocrauTTjy yov6eaia?-rr)y aTrb
positive to this effect ; they make it perfectly clear that
HdTpov Kal IlavAou ipvreiay yeyrjdelcra-v 'TcjpaCav re Kal KopcydCoiv ovyeKepdcraTe- Ka'i yap afi<f)uj Kal eis -rqv -fjpeTdpav Kopcydoy from the point of view of their respective authors such
<^urei)(7at'T€S rjpa^ 6/Aot(os iScSa^ay. 6/xotw5fieKal eis Trjy 'IraAiai'
a thing is not to be thought of.
Acts closes its account
o^oo-e ScSd^ayreg ep.apTiJpt]aa.y Kara r'oy avTOy Kaipov). Here the
of Peter in l'2i7 with the words, ' and he departed, and
' p l a n t i n g ' or founding of the churches, alike,of Rome and of
went to another place' (/.-at i^e\0cbv iitopevB-q e'cs Irepov
Corinth, is clearly recognised to have been the work of the
apostles Peter and Paul. I t is of no avail to say with Sanday
Toirov), and in the rest of the book Peter's name is
and Headlam (Comm, p . xxix) that the ' p l a n t i n g ' referred to
only once again mentioned, and in a different con(ifivTevecy ; cp I Cor. .3 6 J C 9 7) is not to be taken ' in the sense of
nection (156-2o), where he is represented as again in
first foundation.' We are not responsible for what ' Dionysius'
s.iys ; but we are under obligation to understand it in the sense
Jerusalem.
In view of this passage r 2 i 7 cannot be
in v.hich he meant it.
understood as referring to a journey to Rome for any
The same remark holds good with reference to I r e n s u s when
lengthened period, not to speak of •=. period of five and
he speaks of the church at Rome as having been 'founded anti
twenty years. Neither, however, can we understand a
constituted b y the two very glorious apostles Peter and Paul
( ' a gloriosissimis duobus apostolis Petro et Paulo Romae
visit to Rome of shorter duration, such as Harnack (.4 CL
fundata et constituta,' iii. 3 i). These two, subsequently spokeii
21 [1897], 240-244, 704-710) still, with many, regards
of as ' the blessed apostles ' the same authority (about 180 A.D.)
as probable, not even with the aid of the assumption
goes on to state, after having founded and built u p the churchy
handed over the government to Linus (depc-AcciicrayTei ovy Kat that the contents of Acts 15 were taken from another
o'iiioSop.-/iCTayTes ol /iaKapioi iirdiTToAoi •riji' eKKkria-cayh-ivcoTiiv source than that from which ' L u k e ' derived his other
T17S LV'O-KOOTJS AeiTOvpyiai/ecexeipiirai', iii. 82 ; E u s .
HEv.oi).
statements regarding Peter in .Acts 1-12.
The words
In E u s . llEv-82
he tells us that Matthew wrote a gospel for
quoted do not ' of course ' say that we are to think of a
the Hebrev.s in their own tongue 'whilst Peter and Paul were
preaching the Gospel at Rome and founding the church (TOU
mere visit whether to Rome or to any other place.
ne'rpov Kal TOU IlauAou ev 'Pii/:iy) eiiayyeta^opdyuy Kai 6epeThey are quite clearly intended merely to indicate that
XiovvTCiy TTfV eKKATjcTiai').
the author does not propose to follow the fortunes of
These clear testimonies, however, to the founding of
Peter further : ' and going his way, he journeyed to
the church of Rome by Peter and Paul—however unanother place.
T o understand Rome as intended
„
hesitatinglytheymayhave been accepted
here becomes possible only after one has learned other\
J.I,
and built upon in later times—are one
where, rightly or wrongly, to speak of a sojourn of the
t r u s t w o r t h y . ^.^^ ^^^ q^jfg unworthy of credence.
apostle in the metropolis. Acts says nothing of this,
.Xot only are they relatively recent and obviously framed
and plainly presupposes rather the exact opposite, since
m accordance with a settled policy of glorifying the
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chap, l.'i alluded to Peter as again in Jerusalem, and
28 17-28, speaking of Paul's meeting with Jews at Rome,
leaves no room for the supposition that Peter had
preceded him there as a preacher of Christianity.
G.ilatians knows no residence of Peter other than
Antioch (211-21)—apart from Jerusalem where, according to 118 2 I-IO, he seems to have his home, an agreement that he is to address himself to ' the circumcision'
being expressly mentioned. Romans knows of Christians in Rome; refers to their conversion from Judaism
and heatliendom, their fidelity to the Pauline type of
doctrine once received (017J, and the spiritual bond
subsisting between them, or many of them, and Paul;
but has not a word to say about any connection, whether
of long or short duration, between them and the apostle
Peter, and does tiot even so much as mention his name.
The writer, whoever he may have been, it has been
rightly remarked, has no acquaintance with any tradition
which represented Peter as having been the founder of
the Roman Church. His declaration made in 15 2 0 /
that he, ' Paul,' would not bv.ild upon another man's
foundation, however inconsistent with the desire expressed in 18.15 and 15 22-24 29. wholly excludes it.
Especially so as soon as by the word ' another' we understand, as is usually the case, an apostle—in this instance
Peter.

chap. 5, or treating of the life-work of the ' apostles' in
chaps. 42 and 44, if he had known anything of it.
Hermas and Justin, both of them w ilnesses belonging to
the Roman circle, are similarly silent as to aught that
Peter may be supposed to have done, said, or endured
there.
There are, then, as regards Peter's going to Rome,
and as regards his journeyings as a whole, traditions
which, in part, are mutually exclusive and in no case
admit of being combined together into one consistent
whole. The older ones do not imply the supposed fact
of the church of Rome having been founded by Peter;
they have no knowledge of it, or even bear ivitness
against it by making statements which cannot be harmonised with it. Acts, Galatians, Romans, i Clem.,
undoubtedly come chiefly into consideration here. On
the same side there fall to be grouped other N T testimonies to the martyrdom of Peter, and, more precisely,
his crucifixion, drawn from very old, if not the oldest,
traditions relating to the careers of the apostles, though
without mention of the place where this violent death
occuried. See Jn. 2118-22 (cp I036) Mt. I O 5 / j6-i8
22-33 -'^34 39 -'^914 M''. 1^9-13 Lk. 2447 Acts 18.
Within the circle of these ancient witnesses we can safely
say—apart, if you will, from i Pet. 11 5 13—of all those
in the NT, to which also may be added that of the apostolic fathers, that not a single word or even the remotest
hint is found in them as to a sojourn, whether of long or
of short duration, of Peter in Rome, whilst, in fact, more
than one of them, by implicit or explicit declaration, are
irreconcilably at variance with any such supposition.
Rather does everything plead for the view that Peter
never visited Rome, but worked continuously in Palestine—occasionally, perhaps, outside its limits, but never
very far off—and that there, it may well have been in
Jerusalem, somewhere about 64 A.D. under Sabinus,I
or, at all events, some years before the destruction ofthe
temple and city in 70 A.D., he died a martyr's death.
[See, further, SIMON P E T E R . ]

It is, in fact, improbable that Peter ever set foot in
Rome. The later traditions regarding this, including
those handed down by Eusebius, have no claim to our
acceptance, as has often been convincingly shown by
many scholars (and recently by C. Clemen, Preuss.
Jahrb., 1901, pp. 404-417, and C. Erbes, Ztschr. f Kirchengesch., 1901, pp. 1-47, 161-231). They possess no
higher value than those relating to Thomas's preaching
to the Parthians, Andrew's to the Scythians, John's in
Asia Minor. When Eusebius, immediately afterwards
(iii. 3 2, cp ii. 265). gives expression to the conjecture
that Peter preached to the Jews of the dispersion in
Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia, and Asia, before
his crucifixion (head downwards) at Rome, he attributes
to him, obviously wilh his eye on i Pet. l i , ^ career
«hich he himself could not possibly reconcile with the
details that he gives elsewhere. According to iii. 862,
Peter was for some time bishop of Antioch before Ignatius ; according to ii. 2."i 8 he was, along with Paul,
founder of the churches of Corinth and Rome; according to ii. 146, the powerful opponent of Simon Magus
at Rome in the reign of Claudius (41-54 A.D.) ; according to vi. 2.1 8, the rock upon which the church of Christ
is built, and fhe author of two epistles.
A reference to i Pet. 1 1 , though often made in conjunction with ,"» 13, is of no avail to support the view that
Peter at some time or other had indeed made a stay,
longer or shorter, in Rome. There need, indeed, be no
hesitation, not even in presence of the objections of
Erbes.i to see in ' she that is in Babylon, elect together
with [you]' (r) iv Baf3v\Civi csweCKeKTii, i Pet. 5 13) an allusio'n to the church in Rome. In . Pet., however, it is
not Peter himself who is speaking, but an unknown
author writing in the first half of the second century,
130-140 A.D. ( O I . D - C H R I S T I . ^ X L I T E R A T U R E . § 2 0 ;
P E T E R , E P I S T L E S O F , §§ sf.;
C H R I S T I A N , § 8).
He

is the exponent of a tradition, not met with elsewhere,
regarding Peter as apostle in a portion of the countries
of Asia Minor where Paul also had laboured, and at the
same time of the other widely spread tradition that Peter
had his home in Rome. Acts, Galatians, and Romans,
so far as we can see, are not yet acquainted with this
latest tradition. Even i Clem., written professedly by
the church of Rome, and probably, in point of fact,
originating there, says nothing of a sojourn of Peter in
Rome. The writer assuredly would not have passed it
over in silence when speaking of Peter's glorious past in

What remains of the late tradition as to the founding
of the church of Rome by Peter and Paul conjointly
does not need any careful scrutiny after
•^•^^ ~ • the name of Peter has been eliminated.

At"' ^ the
^^'^ alternative:
^'"'^ "°'' '" if'^^'not^^'^"''
^"^"^ "P
by Peter
and'°
Paul together, then probably by Paul alone. This is
nowhere said in any tradition so far as known to us.
Tradition seems rather to have followed this course:
since it is impossible that Paul can have founded the
church along with Peter, his name must not be thought
of in connection with the founding at all. Acts and
Pauline Epistles, writings frequently read in a large circle, indicated this.
Acts knows of no Christian church at Rome at a date
prior to a possible foundation by Paul after he had
proclaimed the glad tidings to Ihe Jews assembled at
his lodging (28 17-31). In 2H 15, indeed, we read of
the ' brethren' who came from Rome to Appii Forum
and the Three Taverns to meet Paul, and it is no
doubt usual to regard these as having been Christians, but on no adequate grounds. They are, to judpe
from -vv. 17-28, Jews, just as Roman Jews (v. 21) call
their kinsmen in Judsea ' the brethren.' They are
amazed at Paul's plans, and declare as distinctly as
possible in v. 22 that up to that hour they had heard
nothing of 'this sect'—i.e., of the Christians—beyond
the mere name. All this is in perfect agreement with
the current representation in Acts, according to which
Paul in his journeyings invariably first addressed
himself to the Jews and thereafter to the Gentiles
with a view to proceeding to the setting up of a
Christian community, whether composed entirely of
converted Gentiles, or partly also of former Jews (cp
1346 and 13-28 passim).
The view that by the
'brethren' of Rome, alluded to in '28 15, as also by

' Op cit., below, 16-20. Erbes once more seeks to plead for a
-sojourn of Peter among the Jews in Babylon, unless perhaps
we are to understand Jerusalem.
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those of Puteoli in a. 14, we are to understand Christians, rests solel\- upon the representation in Romans,
according to which Christians are found in Rome long
before Paul has ever visited that citv.
At the same time it must be remembered that the
opposite representation in Acts has no historical authoritativeness, being inextricably bound up with the tendency
of that book which has been already referred to.
Moreover, in . \ c t s 2 8 3 o / the founding of - Christian
church at Rome by Paul is rather tacitly assumed than
asserted in so many words. It is possible that in the
'.Acts of P a u l ' (which were worked over by the writer
of our canonical .Acts, and also made use of in the
composition of the Pauline Epistles, and which themselves in turn had their origin in a redaction and
e-xp.insion of the reeosnised ^\'e-source) the original
journey record (P.vuL. ij 37 ; O L D - C H R I S T I A N L I T E R A TURE, § 9) may have gi\en a somewhat different
account of the conditions which Paul found at Rome
and elsewhere in Italy. It may be that, according to
that represent.ation, there were already in more than
one place at Rome Christians, ' brethren' in another
and higher sense than that of mere kinship, and that
their figurative designation is adopted by Acts so that
the ' brethren ' in Puteoli and Rome, according to Acts
2S i^f to be understood as Jews who were friendly
disposed towards Paul, were at the same time the
original Christians of these places.
However that may be. Acts nowhere contains any
express statement as to the founding of a Christian
5. I n R o m a n s , f "'•'^^jit Roine by Paul; and as little
does the epistle to the Romans. W liat
Romans implies is, clearly, rather this—that the church
had already been long in existence when Paul was
cherishing the hope that he might have an opportunity
of personally visiting it. This view is wont to be
accepted on all hands as just : by the majority, because
they hold it to come from the apostle Paul; by others,
the friends of advanced criticism, because, however
fully convinced of the pseudepigraphical character of
the epistle {see ROMANS), they have no reason for
doubting it. These have this advantage over the others
e T>««,„
that they are not, like them, sorely per6. R o m a n s ,
JL , .
-u- -u x.. .
• .
plexed by Acts which betrays no acquaint^ .
ance with the epistle held to have been
addressed to the church of Rome by Paul
at least two years before he himself undertook the journey
thither only to become aw*are on his arrival in the
metropolis that no one there had ever heard anything about
him or even about Christianity at all otherwise than by
report merely. They set down the divergent representations in ' Luke ' and • P a u l ' simply to the account of the
separate writers, and as regards a supposed founding of
the church at Rome, can only say that according to
' L u k e ' it was perhaps the work of Paul, but according to
' P a u l , ' certainly not. According to ' L u k e , ' perhaps
it was, since we must interpret in accordance with the
general tendency of his ' historical' work ; according to
' Paul,' because everyone thought so in those days
nor yet had any one any knowledge of a founding
of the church in Rome by Peter and Paul, or by
7 Ofh
P6t;er alone. In other Pauline epistles also
' . ..
there is no trace of acquaintance with
"
" any tradition which sought to represent
that founding as having been brought about by Paul.
In Romans there is no hint, of the kind we meet with in
1 Cor. 414 2 Cor. 613 1214 Gal. 419, that ' P a u l ' can
regard those whom he addresses as his 'children.' There
is no suggestion of such a relation of Paul to Rome even
in Philippians, Philemon, or i Clem. 55-7. where there
was such ample opportunity to call to mind the founding
of the Roman Church by Paul had the writer been
minded to refer to it. The Pauline literature says
nothing at all about it, nor yet do the kindred writings,
1 Peter, i Clement, Hermas, Ignatius. Rather must
we say that in all of them the undisputed and indisput133
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able presupposition is that Rome was won for the gospel
without the intervention of Paul, either by his epistles
or by his later personal intercourse.
Whom then are we to name as founder of the Roman
church?
' N o t any of the apostles,' as long ago
8. F o u n d e r s ^'""^^'o^iaster in the so-called commentary
u n k n o w n "'^ Ambrosius in the fourth century rightly
Jews
answers (cp Sanday and Headlam, pp,
xxv, ci). A\e could almost venture to
guess : one or more of those who probably at a quite
early date, spread the glad tidings of salvation from
Jerusalem westward.
There was abundant opportunity in the constant intercourse between Rome and
tho east, even before the middle of the first century, for
travellers from Palestine to return, or come for the first
time, to the banks of the Tiber and there to discourse,
as they had done in the various other ports and cities
they touched on their route, of the ' things concerning
JL'SUS' (rd irepl Tov'lriffod ; Acts I825 282331), ' thekingdom of God ' (^ (3affiXela TOV 6eov ; Acts I422 198 2O25
'JS2331), ' t h e preaching of the gospel' {rd £1^07yeXi^effdai; Acts I332 14? 15 21 1535 ]6io). It is not
necessary to have recourse to the hardly historical
account of the first appearance of the apostles at
Jerusalem in Acts 2, where, as we read in vv. TO f,
Romans, Jews as well as proselytes, were sojourning
[ol iirLb-qfXQvvTes 'Poj/iaiot, 'lovbaloi re /cat irpoffijXvTOL).
Such Jews living in Rome, as well as Gentiles who had
attached themselves to them and professed their
religion, may well have visited Jerusalem on other
occasions and become messengers, possibly very
capable ones, of what they had seen and heard there
_ T-_.r-i, to their brethren in the metropolis. W e
/.,
, shall best picture to ourselves the subsesettlements
*
r
* -^
.1. .
, _
quent course of events if we suppose that
the preaching of the gospel and the
establishment of the new religion made its way amongst
' Jews and proselytes ' in Rome. Whoever wishes to
picture to himself the nature of the field in which, now
here, now there, the good seed was scattered b)'^ unknown sowers, must try to form some conception of the
Jewish settlements in Rome as they then were. A'ery
many they were, ordinarily confined within certain
precisely defined limits, but within these moving with
social freedom bound only in so far as they themselves
chose to be so by the customs and practices received
from their fathers, the law and what it was held to
enjoin on the faithful children of Abraham by descent,
or on the proselytes who had joined them. Alternately
receiving the favours of the great and bowed down
under the heavy burden laid upon them by authorities
of a less friendly disposition ; constantly exposed to
risks of persecution, scorn, and derision, and seldom
allowed to pass altogether without notice ; engaged in
the pursuit of trade and dependent on this for their daily
bread, now envied for their wealth and now plunged
into the depths of poverty or reduced to the ranks of
professional beggars. Such, just before and during the
opening decades of the first century, was the manner of
life of the Jews in Rome : a great brotherhood, we may
call it, broken up into a number of smaller communities ;
a band of aliens who know how to maintain their old
manners andcustoms.theirnationality, and their religion,
in spite of many divergencies and divisions among themselves, in the midst of the surrounding Gentiles amongst
whom their progenitors had settled. At first they had
come to pay a visit there because commerce and political
reasons had brought them to the world-city ; so it had
been already in the days ofthe Maccabees. Others again
had been brought to Rome from their native countr}- as
slaves, but on closer acquaintance were hardly found
suitable and often received their freedom or even were
invested with the privileges of Roman citizens. So, in
particular, shortly after the capture of Jerusalem by
Pompey in 63 B.C.
By Caesar and others they were
shown great favour. Under Tiberius they were ex4150
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pelled from Rome in the year 19 A . D . and partly
employed in the war against the pirates of Sardinia.
Under Claudius about 49 A.D. they were again
banished. Under Nero it would seem they enjoyed no
small power and influence. (For details see Schiirer,
(?/Kl'', 1898, 3 28-36 and specially the literature referred
to there on p. 28, n. 70 ; cp EB'.^\ 20 727-730 [1886]).
On this Jewish soil the earliest Roman Christianity,
we may safely affirm, had already come into being
A
before the middle of the first century. The
10. Age. Q[jjgj[ distinct trace of its beginnings is
found in Suetonius (Claud. 25), where he says of the
emperor Claudius that he expelled the Jews from Rome
on account of their persistent turbulence under the
instigation of Chrestus (' Judaeos impulsore Chresto
assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit'; cp CHRISTIAN,
§ 6 iii.).
The banishment of the Jews (Acts 18 2 and
Dio Cassius 60 6), although probably in the event not
judged expedient or perhaps even possible, and in any
case not carried out on any large scale, had its occasion
in troubles and disturbances which had arisen among
the Jews ' impulsore Chresto —i. e., at the instance or .
with the help of Chrestus. This Chrestus was, to judge
by the manner of speech of those days, no other than
(Jesus) Christ; his person and work, the views and
expectations connected with him, and his cause were
what led Claudius to seek to remove the Jews who had
thus become troublesome.
Now, though the exact
year in which this resolution was come to by the
emperor is uncertain, if we remember that at the
beginning of his reign (41-54 A . D . ) he was, according
to Josephus [Ant. xix. 62-3), favourably inclined to the
Jews, we are led to think of a somewhat later date—let us
say with Sehtirer ( 3 2 / ) and others, the year 49 A.D.
In that case the movement we are supposing, and its
procuring cause, the first systematic preaching of
Christianity in Rome, can have begun some months
or years previously. W e must leave open the question
as to whether at a still earlier date some converts,
in the course of pilgrimages to Jerusalem or through
the agency of third parties in their adopted country,
may not have been won for the new confession and
the expectations connected with it. Rome had already
for a long time been a favotu-ite and much frequented
harbour for new ideas in the sphere of religion.
With the date thus arrived at for the founding of the
Christian church in Rome it agrees tolerably well that a
•m.
. writer many years later, in Acts 28 17-28,
Acts and Kom.

,
, .
- ..
,.
were known only by name m the would
capital when Paul first proclaimed the tidings of
salvation to the Jews there, and that another writer—
the author of Romans—did not hesitate to assume
throughout his work that at that very time there had
already been for a long time in Rome believers belonging to various schools of Christian thought and practice.
When these books were written the days of the first
founding of a church in Rome were already so far
removed that in diiferent circles divergent representations were given regarding it, though there was some
danger of misrepresentation.
' L u k e ' is wrong
because he does not take account of the existence of
any Christian church at Rome before the apostle Paul
had made his voice heard there. The Pauline writer,
on the other hand, represents the apostle of the
Gentiles as knowing that before his arrival among
them the faith of the Roman Christians was already
'proclaimed throughout the whole world' (Rom.
18), and in 617 it is the Pauline form of doctrine
whereunto they have been delivered.
Both the one
view and the other may well be qttestioned as strict
history. Both writers make it manifest that they no
longer know the true position of matters so far as
details are concerned. At the same time they confirm,
each in his own way, the correctness of the date we have
arrived at ; at the beginning of the second century, the
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founding of the church at Rome belonged to a considerably remote past and at that distance of time could,
speaking broadly, be connected with a delineation of the
period when Paul was setting out for, or had arrived at,
the metropolis of the empire.
T h e nearer determination of the date is to be sought
in such data as ( i ) the tradition regarding Paul's plans
with reference to a journey to Spain, by
12. Further way of Rome, where a Christian church
data.
no longer needed to be founded (Rom.
1 5 2 8 / cp 1 Clem. 55-7); (2) the tradition of Paul's
death at Rome, whether, as the ordinary reckoning
lias it, in 64, as Erbes thinks, on 23rd Feb. 63, or
as yet others judge, at some date that cannot be
more e.\actly determined, shortly before or in connection with the persecution of the Christians in the
summer of 64 ; (3) all that relates to the fact of the
persecution of the Christians at Rome by Nero ; (4)
the appearance of the ' Church of R o m e ' as the writer
of Clement's first epistle to the Corinthians ; (5) tfle
activity of Marcion and Valentinus among the Christians
at Rome ; (6) all that tradition tells us of the establishment of a bishop's see at Rome by the apostles
Peter and P a u l ; — a very large series of testimonies
continuously assuring us, each in its own way, that the
founding of a Christian church at Rome goes back to
the middle of the first century of our era.
The character of this church was, to begin with, no
other than was to be expected from its origin within the
11 C h a r a c t e r ^P^^""® °^ ' ^^"^ ^""^ proselytes' (§ 4).
f h
Tl
Ambrosiaster in speaking of Jews alone
Ot cnurcn. ^ fathers of the Christian community
at Rome has here again truly said that those who
believed confessed Christ and held fast by the law (' ex
quibus [Judoeis] hi qui crediderant, tradiderunt Romanis
ut Christum profitentes legem servarent').
In this
there is no ' exaggeration' as Sanday and Headlam
(p. 25, ... 3) have thought. They indeed could hardly
have thought otherwise as long as they were dominated
by belief in the genuineness ofthe Epistle to the Romans.
Whoever deems himself bound to maintain that belief
must inevitably assume that already, before Romans
was written by Paul—on the ordinary reckoning, that is
to say, before 59 A.D.—there were to be met with in
Rome two divergent types of Chrislian faith and profession, the Jewish-Christian and the Pauline.
Such an
one cannot avoid facing the question: W h a t was the
church of Rome at that time?
Jewish-Christian?
Pauline ? Mixed ? Yet all the while he is well aware—
or the discovery is ever anew forced upon him—that no
satisfactory answer to the question can be given. Some
texts speak very clearly for the view that the church in
question consisted of former gentiles, whilst others say
the exact opposite—that it was composed of former
Jews (see ROMANS, § 8 ; van Manen, Paulus, 2 23-25
166-7). Yet we cannot hold with Sanday-Headlam
(p. xxvi) and others the theory that it was a ' mixed'
chtu'ch.
To such a theory can be applied to the
full what these scholars remark in another connection : ' there is no hint of such a state of things,' which
moreover would compel us, contrary to the manifest
intention of the writer, to think of ' two distinct churches
in Rome, one Jewish-Christian, the other GentileChristian, and that St. Paul wrote only to the latter.'
Any one who, on the other hand, has been able to free
himself from the axiom of the genuineness and has
satisfied himself of the pseudepigraphical character of
this writing of a later time (see RO.MANS) no longer feels
his hands tied by the various impossible attempts that
have been made to answer the questions proposed. He
is no longer perplexed by that other troublesome
question . How are we to explain the fact that nowhere
in history has there remained any trace of the existence
of an important Pauline community in Rome, after the
apostle's epistle had been sent thither ? H e takes no
notice of all ideas of this sort, the pictures suggested
4152
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in the epistle of the outward appearance and inward
semblance of the Christian church in Rome in the days
before Paul could possibly ha\'u preached there — as
being not renderings of historical actuality but pictures
of a past that never had been real, attempts to represent the old-Christian period after many decades had
passed.
Such ct student holds fast b\- the seemingly
insignificant phrase, which yet tells us so much, of the
instig.iting ' Chrestus' by whom the Jews iu Rome,
according to Suetonius, in the days of Claudius [ob.
49 A. u.) were troubled ; and holds by the pretty generally
accepted conception as to a Christian Church at Rome
which had arisen out of the faith and life, the active
exertions, of ' Jews and proselytes ' who had been ccmverted to Christ ; by what Ambrosiaster has said, with
equal sobriety and justice—that Jews li\ing in Rome in
the days of the apostles had taught their brethren to
confers Christ and to hold fast bv the law\
In other words, the church in Rome was originally
Jewish-Christian, and probably long remained so.
14 Tpxtnqh Graduall)' more liberal ideas crept in,
J, . ..
thanks perhaps to the influence of more
advanced preachers from abroad who had
wholly or partialh- outgrown their Judaism, but thanks
still more to the ease w ith which in e\"erv sphere of
thought new ideas made w ay in Rome. W'hether Paul
may have had any active share in this work we are not
now in a position to say. Acts leaves us in doubt.
Romans testifies to good intentions but not to any work
actually done. T h e ' epistle,' in spite of the seeming abundance of the light it sheds on the events of the years immediately preceding 59 A.D. in Rome, really draws over
them all an almost impenetrable veil. It gives surprising glimpses into the history of the development of the
church in the direction of greater freedom, the emancipation of Christianity from the dominion of the law, but
all from a remote distance in space, probably from the
East—Antioch or somewhere else in Syria, it may be, or
perchance Asia Minor—at all events, a long way off
and in a. distinctly later time.
In reality, in the
- ^ „,
,
more trustworthy tradition there is no
- .i, ,.°P
trace of all this, but on the contrary.
Of Fauluusm.
• . 1 ui
r ^u * ^ i •
1
unmistakable proof that Fauiinism at
Rome though (i.) it .struggled for a time for the victory
in the days of Marcion [ob. 140 JT.. D.), {ii.) never really
took permanent root there, and never was other than an
exotic.
i. That Paulinism flourished in some degree at Rome
is very certain, as we may safely infer: [a) from the
way in which it is throughout presupposed in Romans
(written probably about 120 A.D. ; see ROMANS, § 23)
that, before his first visit to the capital, Paul already had
there a large circle of friends and followers, of whom a
•^vhole series is mentioned by name in 16 3-15, and
who already for a long time had been instructed
in his distinctive type of doctrine (617) ; [b) from
the support as well as the opposition, which Marcion
met with in Rome, in various capacities, and not least
of all as advocate of his 'Apostle,* the Paul of the
epistles ; [c) from the friendly relation between Peter
and Paul presupposed in ' i Peter,' probably written at
Rome, in evidence of which relation we point not only
to the Pauhne form of the writing and to the mention,
at the end, of Silvanus and of Mark (cp 2 Peter 3 1 5 / ) , but
also and chiefly to the strongly Pauline character of the
contents ; [d] from the liberal spirit of the gospel
according to Mark, probably also ^vritten at Rome,
along with which perhaps that according to Luke may
also be named ; [e) from the honour with which
' Clement' as spokesman of the church at Rome writes
' to the Corinthians ' concerning Paul (i Clem. 05-7 47 i),
and more than once declares that he is influenced by
the reading of his ' epistles ' ; ( / ) from the mention of
Paul along with Peter as a teacher of authority by
' Ignatius' in his epistle to the Romans (' I do not command you as Peter and Paul did,' 43) ; [g) from the
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wide currency of the later tradition of the founding of
the Christian church at Rome by ' Peter and P a u l '
ii. Paulinism was, however, only partially successful, as
is no less clearly evident : [a) from the way in which
in Romans Paul now admonishes the Jews (chaps. 1-8,
passi/n, and especially 217-29) and now show^s them
the greatest deference (chaps. 9-11 passim, especially
3 i / . 9i-5 I'-'i) ; [b) from the opposition met with by
Marcion in Rome which ended in his expulsion from
the new religious community; [c) from the position
of the name of Paul in the youn.i^t.T tradition—already
ill ' C l e m e n t ' and 'Ignatius'—after that of Peter;
[d) from thc spirit of works brought out at Rome
and extensi\ely read there, the most outstanding of
which is the so-called first Epistle of Clement to
the Corinthians. The spirit there breathed, notwithst:inding the reverence expressed for ' P a u l ' and
the deference occasionally paid to the principles
inaugurated by him, is much moreof a Jcwi.sh-Chri^^tian
character than one that testifies to warm sympathy with
the gospel of freedom ; rather one that is slowly gravitating toward the left than one that is averse to the right
in principle ; a conciliatory and advancing spirit, if you
will, yet rather in many respects showing lingering attachment to the old than still standing with both feet upon
the basis of the law, firmly rooted in Judaism, filled
with the rich contents of the Old Testament ; in a word,
a spirit that in its inmost nature is becoming Catholic.
The Christian Church of Rome, in its beginnings a
shoot from the Jewish stock, in the course of years took
_ -, , . up and assimilated elements that were
",
brouE^ht to it from other quarters : from
° • the East, and particularly from Syria and
Asia Minor. Its power of adaptation was of great use
to it in regard to those elements in the new faith w hich
were originally strange in it and were at home rather in
the more developed circles of Paulinism, but in adapting
itself the original power of the Pauline spiritual movement was in many respects taken away. In the course
of years—let us say, in round numbers, between 50 and
150 A.D.—the character of the church at Rome, from
being Jewish-Christian with occasional deviations towards
the right and towards the left, had become, we shall not
say Pauline or Gentile-Christian, but Cathohc. At the
later date—/. e., about the middle of the second century
—it had recently been the scene of the labours of
Marcion, who was excommunicated afterwards, ^larcion
the eager and serious advocate of ' Paul' who had already
probably some years before become known to it by means
of the 'epistles.' It had at the same time come into
touch with, among others, that highly gifted teacher, well
nigh lost in broad and deep speculations, alternately
held in reverence and covered with scorn, the gnostic
\'alentinus. It had learned to listen to preachers of
repentance like Hermas who, eminently practical,
sought to win it before all things else to the urgent
duty of conversion. But, however divergent may have
been the paths by which it was so dissimilarly led by
these and other leaders to clearer insight on many sides,
and deeper experience of the fruits of faith as that
translated itself into a genuine (_'hristian life, the
structure as carried out appeared always, in spite ff
the multifarious and manifold additions, to rest upon
the old foundation—destined, as it would seem, never
to become obsolete—that ofthe law and of Judaism, to
which, as ti new and indispensable element, confession
of Jesus as the Christ, had been added.
How this Christian community at Rome was originally
governed and organised can probably be best conjectured,
_
...
in the absence of all positive informa17. Constitu- ^.^^^ ^^ calling to mind once more
tion Of Jewish ^^^^^^ we know of the spirit of that
community, religious fellowship of the Jews out of
which it arose. Like this last it had no political aims,
and consequently as yet knew nothing of those who at
a later time were to be called rulers and leaders, charged
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with the care of the outward life of Christians as subjects
of the state. The Jewish ' Church,' although it can be
so called in respect of the religious confession of its
adherents, formed no unity placed under the leadership
and government of a single council or of one head. It
was made up rather of a great number of separate and
independent congregations (ffwaywyai),
each having
its own synagogue, its ovvn council [yepouffla), its own
rulers [dpxot'Tes), who also sometimes at least, were
partly called ' e l d e r s ' [irpeff^vTepoL), and, whether for
life {5ta /Siou) or for a limited period, were chosen at
the beginning of the Jewish civil year (in September).
They were charged with the general leadership of the
community, sometimes also with the task associated
with the special office of chief of the synagogue
[dpx'^-t^^vo.y^yos). T h e language employed was Greek,
as indeed the whole constitution with rulers [dpxovres)
and councils [yepovalaL], so far as form was concerned, seems to have been borrowed from the civil
organisation usual in Greek cities (see Schurer, Die
Ge7neindeverfas sung der Juden in Rom, 1879, and G/K(^),
3, pp. 44-51 [1898]).
The Christian Church also, we may safely take for
granted, very soon after its members had been excom_.
municated, or had voluntarily withdrawn
_, .* ,.
from the Jewish synagogues in Rome,
^,
,
had their own centres, with a government
proper to themselves (modelled mainly,
so far as form was concerned, on that which they had
left at the call of religious principle and duty), their
own places of meeting [ffvvayoiyai), their own rulers
[dpxovTes), who are often called elders [irpeff^vTepoi).
This was what happened elsewhere throughout the cities
of the Dispersion. W h y not also in Rome ? Acts calls
the rulers 'elders* [TrpeffjSbTepoi) in I I 3 0 I423 2O17 ;
whenever Jerusalem is spoken of, where the apostles
are regarded as having lived and laboured, we read
of 'apostles and elders' (152 4 6 23 164), just as the
same writer elsewhere when referring to the rulers
[dpxovTes) of the Jews speaks of their ' e l d e r s ' (2i7
45823 612 23i4 24i 2515). For the rest, in Acts we
find no allusion to any government of Christian communities, just as, in fact, of the community that arose
after the arrival of Paul in Rome nothing more is said
than that they met in Paul's own house ( 2 8 3 0 / ) . In
Romans there is no evidence as to the terms employed
in this connection by the Christians at Rome, except
in a single passage where allusion is made to ' him that
ruleth ' (6 Trpo'CffTa/xevos : 128).
I Clem., the ' epistle' of the ' church of G o d ' at
Rome to that of Corinth, has more to say. The church
[T} dKKXyjffia) comes before us as a unity embracing all
iDelievers within the boundaries of a definite locality ;
so in the opening words and also in 443 476 (cp 2 Clem.
2 i 14r 2 41). W e ai^e not precluded from thinking that,
as in the case of the Jews, this unity was made up of
various circles or congregations within the larger w hole
which comprehended the whole body of the faithful.
The supposition finds support when we consider the
manner in which the occurrence of divergent ideas and
practices with regard to the choice of officials is spoken
of. Some consider themselves free in their choice ; but
others, including the writer, hold themselves bound to
tradition and obliged to adhere to the ancient holders
of spiritual offices as long as they have not disqualified
themselves by misconduct (cp I 3 33 216 42 44 592).
True, this applies, so far as form is concerned, in the
first instance and especially, only to the Corinthians
who are being addressed, but yet also to the Romans
who are speaking of themselves in the plural number

However that may be, ' the church' had its rulers or
leaders [rjyovfxevot; I3) just as had the Jews (Sis), the
Egyptians (5I5), and others (373 5 5 i 6O1). They are
usually called ' e l d e r s ' [vpea^TJTepoi. \ 1 3 8 3 216 44 s
476 542 5 7 i , cp 2 Clem. 1735), but in one instance,
though in no different sense, 'overseers' [eiriffKOTroL)
and ' d e a c o n s ' [diaKOvoL, 4 2 4 / . , cp 44i 5O3), charged
with the sacred service [XeiTovpyla, 411 44:2 f 6). They
were 'ministering' [XeirovpyovvTes; 463) just as in
their manner were the Jews (322 40), Enoch (92),
Aaron (434), t^e angels of God ( 3 4 5 / . ) . In this service
or ministry were included, or at least came under their
superintendence, (i) the reading of scripture [TJ ypacp-rj
or al lepal ypa<f)ai)—the OT as we now know it and
whatever other writings were at that time reckoned as
belonging to it ; also Christian writings such as Paul's
' Epistle to the Corinthians ' and other treatises, including
1 and 2 Clem, (cp 2 Clem. 191 151 175 i Clem. 471
682 7 1 , O L D - C H R I S T I A N L I T E R A T U R E , §§ 2-4 ; Herrn.

f 7 j . i i . l 3 4 i Eus. i ^ ^ i i . 25 8 iii. 385)—(2) exhortation
(cp I Clem, passim) and (3) prayer ( i Clem. 593-61
2 Clem. 22). All of these, as with the Jews, at least
down to near the end of the second century, were
performed in Greek.
Of a monarchical government of the Church there is
as yet no trace in i and 2 Clem. Neither is there any
in the Shepherd of Hermas which, like the Epistles of
Clement, knows only of elders (I'is. ii. 42 3 iii. 18) and
overseers, along with ' t e a c h e r s ' and ' d e a c o n s ' [J'is.
iii. 51 Sim. ix. 272). The oldest traces of monarchical
church government in Rome are met with in the seven
epistles of ' Ignatius ' which were probably written there
about the middle of the second century, and in the
earliest lists of Roman bishops — little trustworthy
though these are in their substance, and put together in
the interests of the recognition of the episcopate, which
was then coming into being, or had recently come to be
important.
They do not go farther back than to
Anicetus, and were probably drawn up under his
successor Soter, about 170 A.D. (see Harnack, ACL
ii. 1 1897, pp. 70-231, esp. pp. 144-202. See, further,
MINISTRY).

The most obvious explanation is to be found in the
supposition that the divergent views and practices
referred to were found in the different circles or congregations [iKKXT)fflai) within the bounds ofthe one church
—7) ^KKXTjata—whether that of Rome or that of Corinth.

If the question be asked, finally, as to the influence
and importance ofthe Christian church at Rome, it was
y
.
small and certainly for the first few
f R^'^ ^^^^ decades, not to be compared with that
0 KOme.
^ j ^^^ church at Jerusalem nor yet with
that of other churches of Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor.
It was only gradually in the course of the second
century that a change in this respect came about, under
the influence of great historical events such as the fall
of Jerusalem in 70 A. D., the rebuilding of that city as
.^lia Capitolina under Hadrian (see JERUSALEM,
§§ 3 3 / ) ' and the continual process by which the Wesfc?
manifested its preponderance over the East. In all this
there made itself felt the favourable situation of the
Christian Church at Rome in the centre of GraecoRoman civilisation; the inborn inclination, and the
corresponding aptitude, of what had been the Gentile
element in the new church, to lead and soon to dominate
believers who had their homes elsewhere, as well as
unbelievers ; and last, certainly not least, whatever that
church was able to contribute from its owm resources
towards its internal growth and its external prestige.
In this connection we may particularly specify: the
accession not merely of slaves and people of the lower
orders but also of rich and often influential persons,
sometimes even from the immediate entourage of the
emperor ; the courage shown by martyrs there as elsewhere ; the zeal of outstanding personalities such as
Valentinus and Marcion ; the activity of efficient men
such as ' Clement' and ' Ignatius' in labouring for the
establishment of the Catholic Church; the labour
expended on various sides to advance far and near the
cause of knowledge, of Christian practice, of edification,
of consolation.

415s
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ROME (EMPIRE)
Marcion laid the foundations of a recognition of a
written norm of truth, of belief [xavchv T-rjs dXTjSfias,
20. Christian ! ? ' / ' < ^ " ' ^ ' ) ' , ° " f / " ^ P ^ ' ^f^ '^"
literature.
Pf^l'"*= Epistles^ (T6 Ei;a77Aioi' Kal
6 'ATTISCTTOXOS [TO'ATTOO-TOXIK^V]), which

ROME (EMPIRE)
The topography and history of Rome and of the Roman
Umpire is so \ast a suljject and is so fully dealt with by various
writers and in easil)' accessible works of reference, that it has been
deemed sufficient, in the space at our disposal, simply to touch
upon tlie problem of the relation of Rome to Jtidaism and to
cjrly Lhnstianity.

the church as it grew Catholic soon spread far and
Destined to play such an important part in the
wide and accepted—along with the older tradition—
political and religious hisioiy of the Jews, the Empire
as the touchstone of truth. Into this (ecclesiastical)
1. Rome and the ? " " ' ' " ' ° '''°''= ' ° " ' - * ' " * them for
canon Rome, according to the list discovered and
Hasmoneans. "'"' "'^^ """^ ' " ^^^ ^''"''y <^^y5 of 'he
published in modern times by Muratori, introduced a
revolt against the pouer of Syria.
larger collection of Old-Christian writings differing but
.\bout the year 161 B.C. Judas the Maccabee h.aving
slightly in e.\tent from the X T as that was finally fi.xed
heard of the grc.it fame of the Romans, sent an embassy
by n ell-nigh the whole of Christendom. Marcion also
' to make a league of amity and confederacy with them,
wrote .in orthodoxly conceived 'Epistle' and 'Antitheses'
and that the)- should lake the yoke from them ; for they
or 'Separation of Law and Gospel' [Antitheses or
saw that the kingdom of the Greeks did keep Israel in
Separatio legis el evangelii) ; Valentinus was the author
bondage' (i Macc. 8 1 / : ; cp 2Macc. II34, Jos. Ant.
of 'Epistles,' 'Homilies,' and 'I'SLilnis.' .Some unxii. 106 Justinyi;3).
The mission was successful ; but
known writer prep.ared the Gospel according to Mark ;
before the news arrived Judas was slain (x Macc. 9i-i8 ;
'Clement,' two 'epistles' to the Corinthians, of which
Jos. .-int. xii. 111).
In 143 B.C. the alliance was
the first is a ' Treatise concerning Peace and Harmony '
renewed by the statesmanlike Jonathan (i Macc.
[^VTGV^L^ Trepi CLp-qvTjs Kal opovoias), conceived, according
12i-4 16 ; Jos. .Int. xiii. 58). On the death of Jonathan,
to its own description of itself ^l)3::), in the interests of
Simon, his brother and successor, like his predecessors,
peace in the churches, and especially in the matter of
also sent to Rome to seek a renewal of friendship.
the election of elders, and the second is an ' E.xhortation
The ambassador, this time Numenius, was again
concerning continence' (Si/jjoiXici Trepi i-yKparc'i-as, successful, and ' the Romans issued ,1 decree to all the
131). Hermas wrote his Shepherd to stir up all to
peoples of the East, announcing that they had entered
into a league of friendship with the Jews' [W. D.
repentance ; ' Ignatius' composed his ' Epistles' upon
Morrison, The Jews under Roman Rule, 13). Hyrcanus,
love for the promotion of martyrdom and on behalf of
again, Simon's son and successor, after the death of
right views in doctrine and in life. H e and others
Antiochus (129 B.C.), to escape paying any more the
contributed largely to the upbuilding of their own as
tribute which the Syrian had exacted, sent yet another
well as other churches, w here their epistles vvere diligently
embassy to Rome, and again ' in accordance with the
read. Thus the Roman leaders exercised influence in
settled principle of Roman policy in the East, the Jewish
ever-widening circles, and opened up the way, often
mission was received in a friendly manner, their
quite unconsciously, for the spiritual predominance of
grievances were attentively heard, and a decree was
their fellow-believers abroad. From the middle of the
issued, ordering the Syrians to relinquish their claims
second century another element that had no small
to tribute, and declaring void whatever Antiochus had
influence also was the effort after a one-man government
done in Judsea in opposition to previous declarations
of the church, first on the part of Rome alone, but
of the senate [Jos. Ani. xiii. 92_/i]' (Morrison,!?/, cit.
afterwards also on that of others who afterwards
1 6 / ! ) . After this several causes combined to weaken
associated themselves with it in this. Polycarp of
the power of the Syrians, so that the Jews no longer
Smyrna, seeking for comfort at the hands of Anicetus
had any cause to fear them.
of Rome in the matter of orthodox observance of Easter,
still knows how to maintain his freedom of thought and
Such were the first relations of the Jews with the Roman
action in another direction than that prescribed to him. Empire, if we are to trust tradition ; but as Morrison again
observes
(19), 'some of these supposed alliances rest upon very
But one of his successors in the Asia Minor controversy
slender historical foundations.'
For further details we must
of the Quartodecimans, Polycrates of Ephesus, was
refer the reader to the article MACCABEES (cp ISRAEL).
excommunicated by Victor of Rome and cut off from
"\\^hile the Roman Empire was becoming more and
the fellowship of the faithful (see Baur, Das Christenthum
more imperialistic, within the Jewish nation was arising,
u. d- Christi. Kirche der drei Ersten Jahrh. 1853,
- - . . through the play of new ideas, that spirit
pp. 141-157). In this manner the preponderance and
•,
. . . of faction which was to rend it asunder
authoritativeness, and ultimately the supremacy, of the
P
J" P
'even in the face of a common foe (see
church of Rome had already come to be recognised in
S.\DDUCEES, SCRIBES A N D PH.VRISEES ; cp I S R A E L ) .
the East before the end of the second century.
See again on the history of the peiiod MACCABEES,
Fur the extensive literature dealing with our subject reference
may be made, amongst others, to such studies on the supposed
sojourn of Peter a n d Paul in Rome as those of
21. BlbllO- A. Harnack, ACL'ii.l
iSg-/, p p . 240-244, 703graphy.
710; C. Clemen, ' Ist Petrus in Rom gewesen'!*'
in Preuss. Jahrb. 1901, pp. 404-417 ; C. Erbes,
* Petrus nicht in R o m sondern in Jerusalem gestorben' in
Erieger's Ztschr. f. Kirchen-gesch1901, pp. 1-47 161-231 ; on
the Jews in Rome in Sanday and Headlam, The Ep- to ihe
Romans, 1895, xviii-xxv: Berliner, Gesch. der Juden in Rom,
1893 ; E . Schiirer, Die C^.emeindez'erfassung der Juden in Rom,
i8j9 and Gy / ''^i, iii. i8q8, pp. 28-36 44-5'5. Also to the commentaries on Romans such as those of S a n d a y - H e a d l a m , 1895,
xviii-xliv; R. A. Lipsius in HC^'-\ 1892, ijp. 70-78; MeyerWeiss(9), 1890, pp. 16-22 : to the N T introductions such as those of
S. Davidson(^), 1894, 1105-113; H . J . Holtzmann(3), 1892, pp.
232-236; T h . Zahn<2;, 1900, pp. 2Q0-308 ; J . M. S. Baljon, 1901,
pp. 88-92. See also ' Romans (Epistie to t h e ) ' in EncyBriH^,
2O727.730 [1886], and OLD-CHKI.STIAN L I T E R A T U R E , P A U L ,
ROMANS, SI.MO.S; P E T E R , in the present work.
w . C. v. ^!.

BOME (EMPIRE).

T h e Roman Empire has been

supposed t o be alluded to in Dan. 2 and 7, but the interpretation
* is one which the progress of history has shewn to be untenable'
(Driver, Daniel, 98 ; see the whole discussion, 94-102). Rome
is referred to by name in biblical writings for the first time in
connection with Antiochus E p i p h a n e s ; this 'sinful root,' we
are told, h a d been a hostage at Rome (i Macc. 110, iis ^v 6pT]pa
iv Tji "Pcipri).
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and jANN..i-:us. The disputes between Pharisees and
Sadducees did not end w ith w ords ; in the contest
between the soldiers of .Alexander and the Pharisees
much blood was spilt. T h e struggle went on throughout the reign of Alexander, though towards the end
he was able to subdue the Pharisees and their allies
the Syrians ; it continued during the reign of Salome
Alexandra (78-69 B.C.), in which John Hyrcanus, one
of Alexander's sons was content to act as high priest;
and into the reign of Aristobulus (69-63 B.C.),
Alexander's other son. It sapped the strength of the
nation so that it was ready to fall an easy prey to a
power that aimed at expansion, ^^•hen the Romans,
who for a time had been otherwise occupied, again
turned their attention to the East, having been roused to
action by the revolt of .Mithridates, king of Pontus, in
88 B.C., and when success had attended their arms in
the very neighbourhood of this people that had wantonly
reduced itself to a state of miserable weakness, it was
natural and inevitable that the Roman Empire should
be further extended.
Another civil war in Palestine
(66 B.C.) gave Pompey his opportunity.
Hyrcanus,
influenced by the schemer .\ntipater, had plotted to
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overthrow Aristobulus. When, however, the Pharisees,
assisted by the Xabateans, were besieging Aristobulus
in the temple, Marcus Suaurus, one of Pompey's
lieutenants, appeared on the scene, put an end to the
fight, and set Aristobulus on the throne for a time at
least. T h e struggle between the two brothers soon
broke out again.
This time Aristobulus, having
offended the Romans, was besieged by them in Jerusalem. A\'ith the help of the Sadducees, and in spite
of the Pharisees, he was able to hold out against the
besiegers ; but in the end Pom'pey, attacking him on a
Sabbath (63 B.C.), broke through and inflicted severe
punishment on the Jews.
Judcea was then regarded as a conquered province.
\ W may venture to say wdth Morrison that the new
„ «,
arrangements that resulted ' were on the
..
whole a blessing to the peoples of the
connection T^_. ...^„
_5_..„^ ^_„„ „u.
^ :„
East, who were rescued from chaos and in"with Rome.
stability, and enabled, after )ears of
anarchy, to enjoy the fruits of peace' (41). Graetz
[Hist. 267) points out that ' t h e Judsean prisoners that
had been dragged to Rome, were to become the nucleus
of :L coiTimunity destined to carry on a. new kind of
warfare against long-established Roman institutions,
ultimately to modify or partly to destroy them.'
Certainly the war between the new and old ideas was
tu go on uninterruptedly until some adjustment could
be effected.
Under the Herods, when the Jews were
again in large measure allowed to govern themsehes,
the adoption of Hellenic culture was encouraged by the
rulers to such an extent that the people revolted against
it. T h e Jews determined to rid themselves of their
half-Jewish rulers. At the request of the people themselves they were at length put under the direct government of Rome. ' A\'ith the return of Judasa to a Roman
administration begins the prelude of the destruction of
Jerusalem and the Jewish people—perhaps the most
shocking tragedy known to the history of the world'
{Cornill, Hut. of the People of Israel, 259). T h e
tragedy was due to the refusal of a large section
amoPLi^st the people, such as the Pharisees, the Ze.ilots,
and the Sicarii, to accept the inevitable—Roman rule
and the spread of Groeco-Roman ideas.

Rome. But the new movement at first met with no \ery
great success. Christian Judaism appealed neither to
the Jew nor to the Gentile. T h e Jew refused to give
up his characteristic rites; the Gentile would not
submit to purely oriental institutions.
Christian
Judaism was obliged to throw off more of its oriental
trappings. Hence arose the purely Christian movement.
This form of Christianity was probably represented by
the primitive gospel. But the e\olutionary process was
still at work. T h e struggle of ideas was now going on
with renewed vigour. T h e Roman empire had become
a. world-empire; everything was tending towards a
world-religion.
'Christianity' had long been in the
air, or in other words, ' the fulness of time had come.'

After Pompey's conquest Jewish and Roman history are
closely bound up together, and the details have been sufficiently
dealt with in K K A E L , §§ 85-115, H E R O O , 1'ILATE, GOVERN'MENT,

J E R U S A L E M , Si^LEUCiD.t;, T R A D E , and other special articles.

One of the problems of history is to discover the
precise attitude adopted by the Romans towards
4. Rome and J"'^^''.'"'.°'' *"= °"^ '^f''' ^°f,/°*^'-'J^
the Gospel. Chnst.antty on the other.
\ \ e know
^
that important concessions were made to
the Jews and that on the whole they enjoyed a large
measure of religious liberty. Unfortunately, however,
we are unaljle to treat the history of Josephus or the
narratives of the N T as in all respects historically
accuiate.
As to Josephus, ' his persistent endeavour
to make it apparent that his people ^vere actually friends
of the Romans, and in reality took up arms against
them unwiUingly, is a notable example of his colouring
of the situation, and compels the acceptance of his
assertions with some caution' (Riggs, Hist, of Jtwisli
People, 1 4 5 ; cp De Quincuy, Works, 7z3ijf.).
As to
the Gospels, it is admitted that their present form is
due to editorial redaction. Christianity was no sudden
growth. It arose gradually, and only made its way by
slow degrees.
It represents the result of that interplay of Eastern and Western ideas which began under
the DISPERSION [q.v.).
Judaism, under the influence
of Greek thought, had undergone during the dispersion a striking change.
Later, the transition from
Groeco-Judaism to Christian Judaism, and from the
ideas of Philo to those accredited to Jesus, \\'as easy
and natural. Even the stricter Judaism, itself, in the
person of Hillel, helped to promote the new development. The process was accelerated by contact with
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This is admitted on all hands. ' I f the Empire was the
greatest of hindrances to the gospel, it was also the greatest of
helps. . . T h e single fact that the Empire wa.s universal went
far to complete the fulness of time for Christ's coming. Rome
put a stop to the u'n.rs of nations and the great sales of slaves
resulting from them, to the civil strife of cities and their
murderous re\-olutions.
Henceforth they were glad to live
quietly beneath the shelter of the Ronian peace.
Intercourse
and trade (witness the migratory Jews) were easier and freer
than ever since in Europe till quite recenth'. . . This was
her [Rome's! work in history—to be the link between the
ancient and the modern—hetween the heathen city states of
the ancient world and the Christian nations of the modern' ( H .
j\l. Gwatkin, ' Roman Empire ' in Hastings' BD). Cp Ramsay,
church
in the Roman Etnpire, chap, i', § 6 ; also Seeley,
Piece Homo, i ; J . H . Muirhead in The Hibb. Journ. 1153
[Oct. 1902], a criticism of Kidd's Principles of VV. L iviiisatio7i;
J. M. Robertson, A Short Hist, cf Christianity
(igQ2).

Writing of the state of the world towards the end of
the first century, Renan shows (see the references in his
notes) that 'expanded ideas of universal brotherhood
and a sympathy with humanity at large, derived for the
most part from the Stoic philosophy, were the result of
the broader S)stem of authority and the less confined
education which had now assumed control Men
dreamed of a new era and of new w'orlds.
Maxims
of common humanity became current, and the Stoics
earnestly taught the abstract notions of equality and
the rights of men.
Love for the poor, sympathy
for all, and charity, became virtues.' But at the same
time, as often happens dui'ing a. period of transition,
' on the whole, the middle of the first century is one of
the worst epochs of ancient history.' Philosophers,
however, were doing much to bring about a reformation, and 'there was as much grandeur in the struggle
of philosophy in the first century as in that of
Christianity' [The Apostles, ch. 17). But it was not
merely a struggle of two independent forces against a
common foe. A struggle of ideas was going on within
and between the two reforming agencies, and between
both and the popular Roman religion. T h e conflict
resulted in the victory of neither one nor the other, but
in a compromise, in the evolution of a religion adapted
and adaptable to its surroundings—in other words in a
paganised Christianity.
The primitive gospels seem to have been edited and
amplified in view of this development.
W e have in
5. Romans in ? " ' f ^'^"^ S°'P^^'' ^P^^^ ^'"^'^ ^^^
the Gospels
^^^ doubtless ' gospels'
^
• (Gnostic, Ebionitic, and even Essenic)
within the gospels, on the whole not a picture of what
really took place at the rise of the Christian movement,
but a representation coloured and suggested by the
ideas of a later age. Although therefore they may
contain much correct information as to Ronian administration in Palestine, we can hardly trust them
as to the general conduct of the Romans. T o take
an instance, the Gospels suggest that the Romans
were interested in the new mo\'ement from the ^.tart,
but that the ruling Jews were almost persistently hostile
to it (espec. Lk. [cp also Acts] ; cp Ramsay, Was
Christ born at Bethl.f 67 ff.). But the movement was
not such as to appeal to the Roman mind in the first
mstance, and the name of its founder 'appears only in
profane authors of " hundred years later, and then in
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an indirect manner . .' (Renan, Life of Jesus, ch. 28).
Writings, such as the Gospels and the Acts, written in
the interest, or to explain the rise, of a religious movement, are especially liable to be influenced by bias or
tendency, so that there is c\ery reason to treat them
with caution and critically to examine their statements
before regarding them as stiictly historical. In particular, the accounts of the betra\al, trial, and execution
of the hero, whether we consider tlie part played by
the Jews or by the Romans, are very difficult to understand. We niight naturally suppose that Jesus would
have been treated by the Romans as a political offender.
Deliverers kept coming forward, we may be sure, in
answer to the Jewish expectations. The Romans wuuld
hardly have been Hkely to discriminate between the new
Messiah and other agitators. Each and all would be
regarded equall}' as politically dangerous ; the career
of each and all would be abruptly terminated as soon
as the outskirts of the cities were abandoned and an
attempt was made to openly preach ' a new kingdom'
in the market-place. W e have examples later of the
treatment which these prophets received.

of colchicum found in Palestine are enumerated by Tristram
(FLP 425).

For instance, to quote CorniU's graphic description (Hist. 260),
' a certain Theudas . . . had summoned the people to the
Jordan where at his command the miracle of Joshua was to be
repeated.
Fadus sent thither a company of cavalry, who
simply cut the people down and brought the head of Theudas
to Jerusalem.' See T H E U D A S .

It is difficult to believe that the Romans behaved as
thev are reported to have done at an earlier date, even
when it is admitted that the circumstances at the time
were rather different. It has been handed down again
that the Jews themselves, or a section of them, actually
anticipated Roman action, that they betrayed the
author of the new movement to the Romans and were
themselves allowed to play a chief part in carrying out
his death-sentence.
But this representation of the
Jewish attitude, as well as that of the Roman procedure, looks very much like a late attempt to take the
blame as far as possible off the shoulders of the
Romans and lay it on the Jews. T h e pagan-Christian
movement, and the widening gap between Jews and
Christians, would give rise to a tendency to say as little
as possible in disparagement of the Romans, and as
much as possible to bring odium on the Jews ; to
adapt the teaching more and more to the mind of the
Roman, to make it diverge more and more from the
doctrines and practices of the Jews.
Cp GOSPELS. On the representation of Roman administration
given in Acts, see ACTS.
For other details see the special
articles on the Roman places, governors, etc., mentioned in
NT.
See also C H R I S T I A N ( N A M E O F ) , GOVEKNMF.XT, R O M E
(CHURCH O F ) , R O M A N S , P A U L , P I L A T E , PROCURATOR, P R O -

VINCE, QuiRi.Nius.

M. A. e .

ROPE.
F o r hibel, 'dboth, a n d 7iikpah,
s e e CORD,
a n d for 'agmon,
J o b 4 1 2 [ 4 0 26] R V , A V ' h o o k , ' s e e
R U S H , ^,

a n d c p F I S H , § 5, n. i , col.

1529.

ROSE.
1.. ( n j V i n ; A N O O C . C a n t . 2 i ;
KRINON,,
Is. 3 5 i t ) i s n o w u s u a l l y t a k e n , a s i n RV'"^-, t o b e t h e
a u t u m n c r o c u s , Colchicu/n
autumnale,
L . , or some
k i n d r e d species.
T h e H e b . w o r d , hdbassdleth,
is closely
a k i n t o S y r . hamsalldythd,
t h e m e a n i n g of w h i c h is well
assured ( L o w , 174).
The rendering 'rose,' found in Kimhi and other Jewish writers,
seems to rest on mere conjecture; ' l i l y ' stands in © , Vg., T g .
(but only once in each), whilst ' n a r c i s s u s ' is in T g . on Cant.,
and is upheld by Celsius (1 489_^) and others. Dehtzsch (Prol.
82 _ ^ ) compares Ass. habasillatu,
'reed,' and argues for the
word being a general name (cp © and Vg. of Cant. ^'i) for a
flower-stalk or a flowering plant. As Noldeke
(ZDMG^^730)
and Haltivy ( 7 r £ y i 4 1 4 0 ) urge, however, the name must be
specific (at all events in Cant. 2 i ) : and the Aramaic word
provides a satisfactory parallel, though, of course, this argument
is not decisive against an Assyrian connection.! Various species

2. The ^hbov is referred to in Wisd. 28 [ffrefcbfieda
libdiov KdXv^Lv), Ecclus. 2414 [18] 3913(17), and 508 [p^
'DU'- ; see Schechter and Taylor). Wliat is commonly
called the ' Rose of Jericho,' the Anastatica
hierunlica,
is certainly not meant by Ben Sira, when he speaks of
the 'rose-plants in Jericho.' In all these passages he
apparently means the rhododendron (Tristram, NHB
477 ; cp Schick, PEFQ, 1900, pp. 63-65). In 3 Macc.
7i7. I'TOLKMAis [q.v.] is Called po8o(f)bpov [V], or podo(povov [A]. The roses of Egypt are celebrated by the
Roman poet Martial.
Griitz even finds the Hebrew, or more strictly, N e w Hebrew
word r..r roses in a p:issage of Canticles (4 13, unyi for D'Tlj)Tlli^ may be right (sec col. 693); but cp Hudde, ad loc. On
Til, ' rose,' in Mishna, and its Syr. and.Ar. cognates, see Luw,
Aram. Pjtanzennamcn,
1317^
N . M.

ROSH (E^'X'l; pojc [BAQ]), according to most, is
the name of a people in Asia Minor, which, like Meshech
and Tubal (confidently identified w itii the Moschi and
the Tibareni), belonged to the empire of GoG \s-v.'\
(Ezek. 3 8 2 / . 39i). It is very strange, however, that
all the names of peoples in Ezek. 381-6, except Rosh
and Paras [v. 5), should occur in the Table of Nations
in Gen. 10, and, from the conjunction of Tiras with
Meshech and Tubal in Gen, IO2, von Hammer long ago
plausibly conjectured the identity of Tiras and Rosh.
It is notew^orthy that in Judith 223 the ' sons of PASSES *
[q.v., and cp TiRAS) are mentioned directly after Put
and Lud, and it is natural to identif}-, first, Rasses with
Rosh, and then, on the ground of the phenomena of the
Lat. MSS. ,^ Rasses with Tiras. This would produce
the reading ' prince of Tiras.' ^
This is decidedly better than explaining u'Kl':. ' chief
prince (of Meshech, etc.),' as RV"^^^- and Smend (after
Tg., Aq., Jer.). But the whole of the prophecy of
Gog appears to need reconsideration (see PROPHET,
§ 27). If it is true that the prophet foretells a great X.
Arabian invasion, we must suppose that :;\\'-i, like oi'n and
:;'xnn, is a corruption of Aisur (-n[t*N), the name of one
of the peoples in N. Arabia bordering on the old Judahite
territory.

Cp T A E S H I S H , T I R A S .

Winckler would omit N"1"3 as a gloss on t:'NT ('chief'); but
this is too superficial a correction.
N'L"J is specially one of
Ezek.'s words (cp P R I N C E , 2).
T. K. C.

ROSH ( C N I ; P60C [ADL]), a Benjamite family name
(Gen. 4621). In the corresponding fist in Nu. 2 6 3 8 / .
for Ehi Rosh Muppim we find Ahiram Shephupham,
and the three names probably grew out of the two either
by a simple transposition of the letters M and Sh (cp
C. J. Ball, SBOT), or in some such way as that explained
by Gray (///^iV 35).
The M T in Gen., indeed, requires Rosh to make up its ten
' sons ' of Benjamin (i.e., fourteen ' sons ' of R a c h e l ; z-. 22); but
©AL, although naming ten, preserves the original summation
nine (i.e., eighteen ' s o n s ' of Rachel).
lE^B is lacking at tbis
point; but ipi' sees the discrepancy and, since it retains Rosh,
changes the eighteen to nineteen.

ROSIN.

X. n V , sdri. Ezek. 27i7 AV°e-

See BALM,

§ I.
2. vdi^ea; Song of Three Children, 23 (Dan. © 846) AV,
RV NAPHTHA.

RUBY. In EV ' r u b i e s ' represent pUnFni/n, D''p''J£,
six times (Job 2818 Lam. 4 7 Prov. 315
1. Biblical 811 2015 3110) ; in Lamentations R\''"^'references. has ' corals' ; in Job it has * red coral'
and ' pearls.'

1 [The Ass. compari'^on is accepted by Che. (Proph. /i-.(31, on
I-l.' l.c.) after discussion ; it is pointed out that the same plantname often has a different reference in different countries. See
also Ges.(!^) s.v., wbo recognises the connection.]

1 Vet. Lat. reads Thiras et Rasis, with which Pesh. must
originally ba\'e agreed : Ttiiras and Rasis represent different
readings of tlie same word.
2 D~'n N'b'3, instead of t^NT ' j ; 'n. as Herz has remarked,
might easily fall out after N ' C - Toy (Ezek. SBOT) has also
combined the names Rosh and Tiras. T h e above was written,
howe^•er, before the appearance ofhis work.
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T h e renderings of © vary and (sometimes at least) manifestly
represent another text (in J o b , (cat kAKvaov crocfiCav vjrep ra.
€0-uiTaTa [BNC, icTuna, A ] ; Lam., inrep At^ous', Prov. 3 15 811
3110, Ai'Siui/ iro\vTe\iiy-,
Prov. 20 15, wanting?); Vg. has a
different rendering in each case Q o b , trahitur
autem
sapientia
de occultis; Lam., ebore antiquo;
Prov. 815, cunctis
opibus;
8 I I , cunctis pretiosissimis;
20 15, multitudo gemmarum
; 3110,
de
ultimisfmibus')-

-i. In Is. 5 i 12 (KpicjTaXKoi), Ezek. 2716 (xopx°? [BQ],
Kopxopos [-V]) RV has 'rubies,' but AV ' a g a t e ' and
A\'"'B- [Ezek.] 'chrysoprase,' for njinr, kadkod- See
.\G.\TE, CHRYSOPRASE.

3. In Ex. 2817 Ezek. 2813 RV^s. has ' ruby for
CTis', 'odem.
The question whether rubies are referred to in the
O T may at first sight appear rather complicated. It is
..„
not so, however, in reality. The claims
2. Identllica- ^j , ^^ijigs • ^ ^ rendering of pininlm
''•
have long since passed into abeyance ;
the revisers of .^V, it is clear, only acquiesce in certain
cases in - W ' s rendering ' rubies' from a feeling of uncertainty as to the absolute correctness of the marginal
renderings which they propose. On the correctness of
their renderings we may refer to C O R A L , P E A R L , and

with regard to Lam. 4 ; (where the strange statement,
' they were more ruddy in body than rubies,' is ventured
upon in EV) to L A M K N T A T I O N S [ B O O K ] , § 5, S A P P H I R E .

If the precious stone called 'odem is really from
.^/ciN. ' t o be red,' and not rather from the name of
E d o m , ' it is most plausible to identilV it with the
carnelian (see SARDIUS). \ \ ' e have, therefore, only
the passages Is. ,^i4i2 Ezek. 27 16 to deal with. Here
the greatest weight is due to Prof. Ridgeway's remark
(CARBUNCLE, col. 702), that there is no proof that the
ruby, which is found only in Ce\'lon and in Burmah,'-^
was known to the Hebrews any more than it was to the
Gl eeks till after the time of Theophrastus. If the nophek
is the mafkat-sXcsine of the Egyptians (see CARBUN'CLE,
end), the kadkod might conceivably be the garnet ; on
the possible root-meaning (to emit fire, as a fire-stick),
see Ges.-Bu. and BDB. W'e must not, however, ignore
the possibility (see CH.-\LCEDONY, I , end) that the true
reading of the word is, not 13-13, but -13-13 (r for d).
Both for the stone called 'odem and for that called (as
we now assume) -13-13, the name of a country may be
surmised as the origin — viz., in the case of 'odem,
Edom, and in that of -1313, Jerahmeel (such corruptions
of this name turn out to be common) ;^ the stones
so designated may in fact have reached the Hebrews
from N. Arabia, and so have been called respectively
the Edomite and the Jerahmeelite stone. Cp SARDIUS,
TOPAZ.
The true or Oriental ruby is a red variety of corundum or
native alumina of great rarity and value, and to be distinguished
from the spinel (an aluminate of magnesium), which is of much
less estimation as a gem stone. T h e phraseology of ancient
writers was even more confused than that now current, for they
appear to have classed together under a common name, such as
the carbunculus
of Pliny or the aydpa^ of Greek writers, not
only (perhaps) our two kinds of ruby, but also garnets and
other inferior stones of a fiery colour. See further S T O N E S
[PKECIOUS].

RUDIMENTS

T . K. C.

(cTOlxei(\). Col. 2820 EV, RV^g.

E L E M E N T S [q--,--).

BITE (rrHr*>NON [Ti. W H ] ) is once mentioned (Lk.
1142+) as a small garden herb ; in the parallel passage
Mt. 2323 anise and cummin are mentioned instead.
.According to Tristram (NHB 478) Ruta graveolens is at this
day cultivated in Palestine, whilst Ruta bracteosa is a common
wild plant. Cp Low, no. 317.

RUFUS ( POY4*C>C [Ti. ^^'H]) occurs several times in
Old-Christian literature.
X. Mk. l.'iii, as the son of SIMON O F C Y R E N E and

the brother of .-\LEXANDER (qq-v.).

In the Apocryphal

1 See T A R S H I S H [ S T O N E ] , § 3.

2 C p ' T h e R u b y Mines in Upper Burmah,' CornhiU
zine, Dec. 1901.
3 Cp, for instance, 'Calcol,* i K . 4 3 1 [5 11].
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Acts of Peter and Andrew, and of others, Alexander
and Rufus are mentioned as disciples of .\ndrew, who
were his companions in the country of the barbarians ;
cp R. A. Lipsius, Apokr. .4p--gesch. I533/I 617 621 ; 877
79 83. E. 94 96.
i . Rom. 1613, as a Roman Christian, well known to
Paul and to the Christians in Rome as being ' the elect
(or the chosen) in the Lord.
W e do not know the
force of this e.xpression.
Weizsacker thinks that it
hints at some special circumstances connected with his
conversion.
B. Weiss, Sanday-Headlam interpret:
' eminent as a Christian.'
In any case it will be an
epilheton ornans to celebrate the friend of Paul, the
supposed author, who goes on to salute ' his mother
and mine,' as if the Roman wife had once kindly treated
him, who had not yet been in Rome. The list of greetings in Rom. 16 is not historical; the names and the
additions are fanciful; cp R O M A N S ( E P I S T L E ) .

Accord-

ing to Epiphanius this Rufus was reckoned among the
seventy ' o t h e r s ' (apostles), Lk. lOi. -A. Spanish local
tradition makes him the first bishop of Tortosa, consecrated by Paul. Another tells us that he was consecrated bishop of the Egyptian Thebes by Peter. His
birthday is said to have been the Sth or the 19th April;
cp Lipsius, 2^22 227, E 242.
3. Polycarp, Phil.^i;
cp Eus. / / £ i i i . 8613, as cv
companion of the martyrs Ignatius and Zosimus, commemorated every ye.ar on i8th Dec. at Philippi, according to Martyrol. Rom.
It is difficult to say whether these three, or any two
of them, originally indicate the same person.
wr. c. V. M.
RUG (n5''pL"), Judg. 418 R V t ; see col. 509, u. 4.
BUHAMAH.

See L O - R U H A M A H .

RULE (1i5), Is. 44i3 AV, RV L I N E (q.v. 2),

Cp

H A N D I C R A F T S , 6 2.

RULER. On the wide use of general terms of this
nature, cp what has been said under the headings
CAPTAIN, GO\ERNOR, OFFICER.

The different Hebrew and Greek terms thus rendered
are as follows :—
1. sdgd7i, see D E P U T Y , I .
2. sar,
KING.

see PRIN'CE, 3, and cp A R M Y , § 4, G O V E R N M E N T , § 2 1 ,

3. ndgid, see P R I N C E , 1.
4. 7nds:en, Hos. 4 18, lit. S H I E L D [j'.z'.]—the text i s n o t certain.
5. mosel (a ' r u l e r ' in the general sense, Gen. 458 Prov. 67
Wi. 5 2 [i]), see GOVERNOR, J I .

6.
7.
8.
9.

Saltit, see GOVERNOR, 9.
apxto-ucaywyos, jNIk. 6 22, see SYNAGOGUE, § 9 .
dpx<-Tpi-KkLvo's, J n . SsyC, see M E A L , § 11.
TrokLTdp-xr\%, Acts 17 6 8 (ruler of the city),

see T H E S -

SALONICA.

10. e-rrapxos, 2 Macc. 4 27 AV ( R V ' governor'), see SosTRATUS, and
TI. dpxyiv, the most widely-used of all terms both in L X X and
N T , applied, e.g., to rulers of nations (Mt. 2O25), magistrates
and judges (Lk. I258 Rom. 183), officers and members of the
Sanhedrin (Mt. 9 18 23 Lk. 841 2813 35 J n . 3 i) ; to Jesus the
' r u l e r ' of the kings of the earth (Rev. 1 5), and to Satan the
' p r i n c e ' (so E V ) of devils (Mt. 9 34).

RUMAH (np-Tl), the birthplace of Zebidah or
Zebudah, Jehoiakim's mother (2 K. 2836 [eK] KpOYMA
[B]. [ C K ] p. [A], [eKlAoBCNNd. [ L ] ; Jos. Ant. x. 5z,
e l ABOYMAC i-e.> ^pOYMAc). has been thought {see
HIVB(^)) to be the poYMd. of Eusebius (05(2) 28810,
pOYMd. H K<M Apt<\.^ in his time called peMct)lc).
with which he identifies Arimathsea, unless || 2 Ch. 865
^0EA not MT) be correct in giving Ramah for Rumah
(so Pesh. in 2 K.). It is the modern Rantieh in the
plain N . of Diospolis (Lydda). There were, however,
several places called Rumah. Another is referred t o
in the Talmud as Ruma and once as Aruma (Neub.
Giog. du Talm. 203); this seems to be the Galilean.

Maga1 See above, col. 297, n. *,
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Ruma of Josephus [BJ iii. 72i), which may be the
mod. Rumeh, on the S. edge of the plain of Battauf,
about 6 m. N . of Nazareth.
ARUMAH [</.Z-.] in J u d g . 0 41 is at fir>t sight excluded by its
northern situation. Probably, however, thc original story spoke
of Abimelech as king of Cusham in the Negeb (see SHECHEJM).
If so, it is plausible to identify Arumah with the Rumah of
2 K . , because o f t h e matrimonial connections between the king^
of Judah and the Negeb. Like ' R a m a h ' ( w h i c h , indeed, Pesh.
reads in 2 K. and (©BA. in the supplement to 2 Ch. 36 5), ' Rumah '
and ' A r u m a h ' probably come from ' J e r a h m e e l ' ; the place so
designated was of Jerahmeelite origin.
T , K. C .

RUNNERS (D'-Vl).
§ 4 (col 314).

See CHARIOT, § 1 0 ; ARMV,

RUSH, RUSHES, i . K O i ^Vwc' (Ex.23 [Syrohex., Aid., 15 TTd^TTYPOC ; soAq.^ Sym., ^ om.J. Job
S i i [ n A n Y P O c ] . Is. 182[eTTicToA<Nc B Y B A I N A C ] . O.")?'^

[eAocJt) is almost certainly the papyrus {cp 0 Ex.
[?], Job), the Hebrew name being derived from
Coptic kam. This plant [Cype/'us Papyrus, L.), which
was a characteristic growth along the Xile banks in
ancient Eg^pt,* and still occurs in several localities in
Palestine, rises to ci. height of about six feet, with a
triangular tapering stem ; see PAPYRI, § i. Its stem
supphed material for the making of boats, sails, mats,
cloth, cords, and, above all, writing material.
In
particular, its use for the construction of light Nile
boats is mentioned by Theophrastus, Pliny, and other
ancient writers (cp EGYPT, § 8, end), and explains the
references in E x . 2 3 Is. IS2, and probably also Job 926
{see RV"'e-, but cp R E E D S , O S P R A Y ) .

^. I'm^N, *agmdn (Is. 914 [13] 1915^ 685 [KpUos), J o b
412 [1026, Kp.'\ 4l2o®[i2]t) is a word for ' m a r s h reed,'
derived from 'dga7n, C:N, a ' m a r s h ' or ' p o o l ' (Barth,
XB 341), and very probably to be identified with Artindo
Donax, L. {cp Tristram, NHB 436/".). In Is. 914 [13]
1915 the ^ag/Tidn or ' reed' is contrasted wath the kappdh
{nr^'i or 'palm-branch,' the latter indicating those in
high position and the former the humbler classes in the
state—so 0 (below, n. 4). In Is. 585 among the
spurious tokens of pretended piety is mentioned that
of bowing the head as the head of the reed is bent by
the flow of the stream in which it grows ; cp i K. 1415
Mt. I I 7 .
In J o b 4 1 2 [4026] t h e n a m e is transferred to the rope or cord
(see RV) of reed used to noose the crocodile; and in J o b 41 20
[12] the hot vaporous breath of this animal is compared to the
steam of ' a seething p o t ' and (see RV) the smoke of ' (burning)
rushes.' [In both passages the text is doubtful. On J o b 4 1 2
see F I S H , § 5, and n. i, where DI3, ' r i n g ' is proposed as an
emendation, and on J o b 41 20 see Budde, who (with Bi., D u . ,
Beer) reads C^Nl, ' a n d boiling.'1
N. M . — W . T. T.-D.

RUST.

I. nx'pn, heVdh;

l o c . in Ezek. 2 4 6 1 1 / .

cf * the bloody city, that caldron full of rust [AV ' scum ] wherefrom the rust is not yet gone.
2. )3pi<rt5, in Mt. 6 igf of ' moth a n d r u s t ' (fn\'i KOX ppuicri^)
which consume 'treasure.'
3. tos, in Jas. 63, spoken of rusting gold and silver.

RUTH (D-Tl, poY0' I t t ^ > ) . 3- Moabitish woman,
f the heroine of the Book of Ruth. Through her marriage
with Mahlon, and subsequent marriage - at - law with
Boaz (in the name of Mahlon), she became an ancestor
of David, who, according to our present text, was a
native of Bethlehem in Judah. Ruth's noble unselfishness was thus rewarded (cp Ruth 212).
Her sister,
1 Aq. gives irairvpecuv for mo, E x . 2 5 ; Vg, papyrion.
2 AV has ' bulrushes' in E x . 2 3 (RVmg. ' papyrus'), Is. 18 2
(RV 'papyrus'), ' r u s h ' in J o b 8 1 1 (RVmg. ' p a p y r u s ' ) , and
rushes' m Is. 357.
3 It is said to be now extinct in Egypt—thus Boissier (Ft. Or.^
S375) ' o h m in Eg>'pto, ubi destructus nunc esse videtur.'
Tristram: ' n o longer found in Africa, excepting in marshes of
the White Nile in Nubia, 7" N . l a t i t u d e ' (NHB 433).
•^ In both cases © paraphrases, juteyar Kal fjLiKpbv and apx^f
Kal Te'Aos.
^ © dvepdKUJv (D'^na).
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whose impulse to follow Naomi to her home in Judah
was less effectual than Ruth's, was nanied Orpah, a
name which suggests the meaning ' obstinacy.' Hence,
following Pesh., it is usual (cp Geiger, Urschr. 50) to
explain Ruth as 1 contraction of Rfi'ulh, i.e., ' t h e
companion,' ' o n e who lovingly attaches herself.' See,
however, for other explanations,

RUTH

[ B O O K ] , g 5.

The account of her levirate - marriage with Boaz is
given with archEeological fulness as an obsolete custom.
Cp SHOES [e).
[By old Hebr <_-w law, as by the old law of Arabia, a wife who
had been brcmi^lit into her husband's house by contract and payment o f a price to her father was nut ^ut frei^ by the death of her
husband to marry again at will. T h t right to her hand lay with
the nearest heir of the dead.
Oiiginally ue must suppose,
among the Hebrews as among the .Vi.dis, this, law was all to the
disadvantage of the widow, whose hand was simply part of the
dead man's esiatt ; but, while this remained so m Arabia to the
time of Mohammed, among the Hebre\\.s the law early took
quite an opposite turn ; the widow of a man who died childless
was held to have a right to have a son begotten on her by the
next kinsman, and this son was regarded as the son of the dead
and succeeded to his inheritance so that his name might not be
cut off from Israel. T h e duty of raising up a son to the dead
lay upon his brother, and in Dt. 2.05 is restricted to the case
when brothers live together. In old times, as appears from
Gen. 38, this was not so, and the law as put in the book of Ruth
appears to be that the nearest kinsman o f t h e dead in general
had a right to 'redeem for himself the dead man's estate, but
at the same time was bound to marry the widow. The son of
this marriage was reckoned as the dead man's son and succeeded
to his property, so that the ' r e d e e m e r ' had only a temporary
usufruct in it. Naomi was too old to be married in this way,
but she had certain rights over her husband's estate which the
next kinsman had to buy up before he could enter on the
property. And this he was wdling to do, but he was not willing
also to marry Ruth, and beget on her a son who would take the
name and estate of the dead and leave him out of pocket. H e
therefore withdraws and Boaz comes in his place. That this is
the sense of the transaction is clear ; there is, however, a little
obscurity in 45, where (see Vg., Pesh.) one letter has fallen out
and we must (with Cappellus, Geiger, Bertheau, etc.) read
miTlN DJlj and translate ' W h a t day thou buyest the field from
Naomi thou must also buy Ruth,' etc. Cp vz: gf.—w. R. s.l

The notice in Ruth 47 has caused some difficulty.
Kalisch [Bible Studies, 1 [1877] 61) actually suggests
that D'JsS (EV ' i n former time') may perhaps mean
'from olden times.' Driver [Int/-.i^^ 455). who apparently finds 47 and 418-22 the only passages which
may indicate a late date, thinks that, while 418-22
'forms no integral part of the book,' 47 ' h a s every
appearance of being an explanatory gloss,' and compares the admitted gloss in i S. 99, which begins with
"jNiB-'a D'JDS.
This is a perfectly legitimate view,
though it entails an alteration of the text in v. 8. But
we may ask this question : Supposing that the custom
referred to in 4? had become antiquated, was not such
an explanatory notice called for ?
T. t^. c.
RUTH, BOOK OF. The story of R U T H [q. v.) forms
one of the OT Hagiographa, usually reckoned as the
-. . . , second of the five Megilloth or Festal
1. Original j^^^i^^ ^ ^ j ^ position corresponds to the
position, jg^igjj practice of reading the book at
the Feast of Pentecost ; Spanish MSS, however, place
Ruth at the head of the Megilloth (see CANTICLES) ;
and the Talmud, in i well-known passage of Bdbd
Bathz-d [14b), gives it the first place among all the
Hagiographa. On the other hand, 6 and the Vulgate make Ruth follow Judges. It has sometimes been
held [e.g., by Ewald, Hist. I156; Bertheau, Richter u.
Kuth,i'^i 292) that this was its original place in the
Hebrew Bible also, or rather that Ruth was originally
reckoned as an appendix to Judges, since it is only by
doing this, and also by reckoning Lamentations to
Jeremiah, that all the books of the Hebrew canon can
be reduced to twenty-two, the number assigned by
Josephus and other ancient authorities. It has been
shown elsewhere (CANON, §§ 11-14). however, that the
argument for the superior antiquity of this way of
reckoning breaks down on closer examination, and,
whilst it was very natural that a later rearrangement
should transfer Ruth from the Hagiographa to the
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historical books, and place it between Judges and
Samuel, no motive can be suggested for the opposite
change. That the book of Ruth did not originally
form p.irt of the series of ' Former Prophets (JudgesKmgs) is further probable from the fact that it is quite
untouched by the process of ' prophetic ' or Deuteronomistic editing, which gave that series its present shape
at a time soon after the fall of the kingdom of Judah ;
the narrative has no affinity with the point of view which
looks on the whole history of Israel as a series of examples of divine justice and mercy in the successive
rebellions and repentances of the people of God. But
if the book had been known at the time when the
history from Judges to Kings was edited, it could
hardly have been excluded from the collection ; the
ancestry of David was of greater interest than that of
Saul, which is given in i S. 9i, whereas the old history
names no ancestor of David beyond his father
Jesse.
As to the date. A very early period is clearly impossible. The book does not offer itself as a document
„ -. .
written soon after the period to which it
refers ; it presents itself as dealing with
times far back, and takes obvious delight in depicting
details of antique life and obsolete usages (on Ruth
41-12, see R U T H ) ; it views the rude and stormy
period before the institution of the kingship through
the softening atmosphere of time, which imparts to
the scene a gentle sweetness very different from the
harsher colours of the old narratives of the book of
Judges. [We cannot therefore very well say with Dr.
C. H. H. Wright (Introd. 126) that the book ' m u s t
have been written after the time of David, and long
prior to the Exile.'] Indeed, the interest taken in
the pedigree of David points to a time when ' David'
had become a symbol for the long-past ideal age. In
the language, too, as we shall see presently (see § 3),
there is u good deal that makes for and nothing that
makes against a date subsequent to the captivity, and
the very designation of a period of Hebrew history
as ' t h e days when the judges judged' ( R u t h l i ) is
based on the Deuteronomistic additions to the book of
Judges ( 2 i 6 / ) , and does not occur till the period of
the Exile.
An inferior limit for the date of the book cannot
be assigned with precision. Kuenen formerly argued
(Owi/.Wl [1861] 212 214) that, as the author seems
to take no offence at the marriage of Israelites with
M<j.\bite women, he must h a \ e lived before the time
of Ezra and Nehemiah (Ezra9 Xeh. 13); but the
same argument would prove that the Book of Esther
was written before Ezra, and indeed, as Wellhausen
(Bleek's EinU-^^ 205) points out, the singular Talmudic
statements respecting the descent of eminent Jewish
teachers from supposed heathen proselytes of antiquity
(Sisera, Sennacherib, Nebuchadrezzar, Haman — see
R..\HAB) appear to imply a theory very similar to
that of the Book of Ruth, which nevertheless had
no polemical bearing on the practical exclusiveness of
the prevalent custom.
W e cannot therefore assert
that the Book of Ruth was not %vritten later than
about 444 B.C.
At the same time it must be admitted that the story
of Ruth was written before the living impulses of Jewish
literature had been choked by the growing influence of
legalism. As Ewald remarks, ' we have here a narrator
of a perfectly individual character,' who, ' without
anxiously concealing by his language all traces of the
later age in which he wrote, had obviously read himself
into the spirit of the ancient works both of history and
of poetry, and thus produces a very striking imitation
of the older work on the kings' (ffist-lisif).
The
manner, however, in which he tells the story is equally
remote from the legal pragmatism of Chronicles and
from the prophetic pragmatism of the editor of the older
histories. His work has therefore some advantage over

the histories just mentioned, an advantage, it is true,
of which the Targum (see I 5 / ) endeavours to deprive
it. By the tone of simple piety and graciousness which
pervades it, and by its freedom from the pedantry of
legal orthodo.xy, the book reminds us of the pj-ologue to
the colloquies of Job and the older poetical wisdom.
Legalism, then, was still far from having triumphed in
the field of literature when the story of Ruth was written ;
even a superficial student cannot close his eyes to this
important fact.
The necessity of a somewhat late date will appear also
from the following stylistic and linguistic considerations.
-.
. . . That the style of the narrative lacks the
• j^/g
freshness and popularity which distinguish
the best sections of the Books of Samuel
must be apparent, and upon e.xamining closely the
linguistic details, we shall probably become convinced
that a pre-exilic origin is impossible.
The learned
Benedictine Calmet [Dictionnaire historique et critique,
1722, art. ' R u t h ' ) , indeed, following Bcibd bathra,
14^, ascribes the composition to the author of the
Books of Samuel, a view which he supports by referring to the phrases, ' Yahw6 do so to me and more
also,' Ruth 117 (cp I S. 817, and ten other passages in
Sam. and Kings), ' to uncover the ear,' Ruth 44 (cp i S.
915, and six other passages in Sam.). For other points
of contact between Ruth and Sam. and Kings, see 415
and I S . l 8 ([D 311:) ; I19 and I S. 4 s I K. I45 (DiiBi) ; 4 i
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and

i S . 2 I 3 2 K . 68

(-JD'^N •J'^D) ; 23 and

i S. 69 2O26

(mp.T, 'accident'), and the second fem. sing, imperf.
in j " , 28 21 3418 I S. I14 (also Is. 4510 Jer. 3122). These
coincidences, however, are outweighed, not only by the
difference of style (in the more general sense) between
Ruth and Sam., but also by certain forms and expressions
found in Ruth but not found in Sam., some of which at
least point distinctly to a post-exilic age.
T h e following forms and idioms (to which add the second fem.
sing, imperf. in j»-; see above) are post-classical and mostly post,
exilic or exilic in use—the second fem. sing. perf. in -n-, ^lf,
(also in Jer. [often], Ezek. 16 ]\Iic. 4 13 [hardly Micah's]):
NID for nnc, Mara, l 2 o ( c p parallels in Efek. 2731 365 etc.);
pt', *to shut u p , ' 113 (Mishnic, Jewish Aram., Syriac, but cp
Driver);
C'^i, '-to confirm,'4 7 (also Ezek. 13 6 Esth. 9 21 27 29 31 _/; Ps.
119 28 106, and in [Aram.] Dan. ('. R);
l a i ' , ' t o hope,' 1 13 (Esth. 9 I Ps. 119 166);
HB'N Nt'], ' t o take a wife,' I 4 (Ezra 9 2 12 Neh. 1825 i Ch.
23 22 etc., but not J u d g . 21 23 [Budde]);
f n'^, ' therefore,' 113 (as in Aram. D a n . 2 6 e t c . ) ; cp Driver.

It is also well worth noticing that the di\-ine name or
title -l-c (exilic and post-exilic in use) occurs in Ruth
\-2of.^ (without SN), as often in Job—Ewald rightly compares Job 27 2, and (against the view that Ruth is written
in a pre-exilic N. Israelitish dialect) that the relative is
alwa}'S ntr'.x, never f (cp Konig, Einl. 286).
According to Konig [liinl. 287), the book in its
present form belongs, on linguistic grounds, to the
period of Jer., Ezek., and the Second Isaiah, whilst
marks of the later Hebrew are wanting.
Whatever
may seem to point to an earlier period (e.g., the use of
the older form 'ojx seven times, and of ':K only twice)
this eminent linguistic critic regards as conscious arch<aizing. It should be remarked, howe\'er, that portions of
Jeremiah can be shown to be of very late date, and
that the unity of the date of authorship for Is. 40-66 is
doubted by an increasing number of scholars. Kbnig's
dating, then, is necessarily subject to revision, and so,
still more, is that of Driver [Introd.'^) 4SS), who embarrasses himself with the theory that Canticles and
Ruth (although included in the Hagiographa) may have
been written in the N. kingdom, and preserve words
cm-rent there dialecticaUy.
The book, in its present
1 The passage, as Ewald (Hist. 1154) points out, is highly
poetical.
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form, must surely on linguistic grounds be regarded as
a post-exilic work, and we shall see later that, even if
it is to some extent based on an earlier folk-story, the
skiU of the artist has enabled hira so to expand, to
enrich, and to fuse his material that it is virtually all
his own work, and that a later editor has only touched
the proper names and appended the genealogy.
Wellhausen is of opinion that the most important sign
of date is the genealogy of David (Ruth 418-22, cp i Ch.
4. Genealogy, '^r^'h.
"^^^ "^""^^ °f "}« ancestors
°-' of David were known as far as Boaz.
Then memory failed, and a leap \\ as made in i Ch. 2 11
Ruth 421 to Salma (in Ruth, S.ilmon), who, in i Ch.
251, is called ' t h e father of Bethlehem.' But Salma
belongs to the same group as Caleb, Abi, and Hur,
and, ' if anything is certain, it is this—that in the olden
times the Calibbites dwelt in the S. and not in the N.
of Judah, and that Da\id in particular by his birth
belonged, not to them, but to the older part of Israel,
which gravitated in the opposite direction to Israel
proper, and stood in the closest connection with Benjamin. ' Wellhausen adds that ' of the other members
of the genealogy Nahshon and .Amminadab are princes
of Judah in P, whilst Ram is the firstborn of Hezron
(i Ch. 2:5), and by the meaning of his name (' the high
one') IS, like .\bram, qualified to be the starting-point
of the princely line.' On the other hand, Sam. only
kno\vs of David's father Jesse. ^
[The argument that Salma is a tribe foreign to old J u d a h ,
which was not ' father' of Bethlehem till after the Exile, has
been ver>^ generally admitted, and seemed to Robertson Smith
in 1886 to decide the post-exilic origin of the genealogy. "The
present writer, however, cannot see his w a y to follow his predecessor in this particular; the genealogy is no doubt post-exilic,
but is not proved to be so by Wellhausen's criticism of the proper
names, all of which appear really to refer to Jerahmeelite—I.e-,
X. Arabian—clans and localitles.2 But he heartily agrees with
W. R. Smith that ' the genealogy in i Ch. 2 l o j ^ is quite in the
manner of other genealogies in the same book.']

That the genealogy was borrowed from Chronicles and
added t o ' R u t h by a later hand seems certain, for the
author of Ruth clearly recognises that ' Obed was legally
the son of Mahlon, not of Boaz ' (4s 10). [Driver, too,
remarks (Introd.i^) 4^^) that the genealogy ' m a y well
have been added long after the book itself was written,'
and, like Konig (287), leaves out of the linguistic data
for the solution of the problem of age, tolMoth and
holtd, which are characteristic of P in the Pentateuch
(cp GENE.^LOGIES i., § i ) .

Bertheau, Kuenen, and

Budde adhere to the view that the closing section is an
integral portion of the book. But surely], if the author
had given a genealogy, he would have traced it through
Mahlon.
T h e existence, however, ot the genealogy
suggests the possibility that two views of the descent of
David were current, one of which traced him to Perez
by Mahlon, and the other to the same Perez by Boaz.
[^^^e have arrived at this point without having been
obliged to interfere with the tradidonal text. It is, how5 ProTipr ^^^^' necessary to take that step if we would
l.««..il
obtain a. more complete comprehension of
names. ,,
.
j ^ •. u- . • ,
the narrative and of its historical origin.
That Ruth, as it now stands, is a post-exilic work is
certain ; we must therefore examine the text in connection with that of other not less certainly post-exilic
works, in the study of which we have already reached
results which, though in points of detail subject to
revision, yet on the whole seem to throw considerable
light on ancient editorial processes. W e shall thus
find reason to suspect that the personal and geographical names (n the Book of Ruth (I1-417) were
not altogether originally as they now stand.
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' E p h r a t h ' itself (like the ' P e r a t h ' of Jer. 144-7) is possibly a
mutilated form of Z A R E P H A T H [q.v.], and ' M o a b ' may be
a substitute for ' M i s s u r ' (cp M O A B , § 14), a region to the
'«; °i^i "^ country called Sarephathite or Ephrathite.
Elimelech,
Mahlon, and Chilion —the two latter of which have been so
fatally misunderstood, as if they were symbolical names —are
no doubt clan-names (or different forms of the same clanname) derived from the g r c i t ethnic name, Jerahmeel.
Orpah has probably arisen by 'metathesis' from ' O p h r a h '
-~i-e-, Ephrath.'
R u t h (Rc'uth, cp Pesh.) is probably the
fcin. of Re'u (Gen. 1 1 1 8 ^ ) , which is surely equivalent to
Re uel ; now Re'uel appears in Gen. 36 4 as a son of Esau, and
his name is most probably a distortion of Jerahmeel, a name
which in its various broken forms attached it.self to different N .
Arabian clans. Naomi (No'oini) is doubtless connected with the
clan-names Na'ami, Na'amani. 1 ' lioaz' (,j;3) is less transparent;
hence Stucken and Winckler do not hesitate to identify the
original Boaz with a mythological figure. But the place of the
bearer of this name in the genealogy, as well as in the story of
Ruth, shows that he too must have a clan-name,^ and remembering the 'Ezbi'(>3iK) of i C h . I I 3 7 , which corresponds to -mN
(MT) or rather .3-in (cp ® B A ) [„ 2 S. 2335—!.«., to ''jNDnT,
' Jerahme'eli,' we may restore as fhe original name :3ijj, 'Arab.
I^y, ' Obed,' too, is probably by metathesis from 2-1^, Arabia.3

The statement of the narrator then, if the present
writer's conjectures are sound, amounts to this—that u
member of a Jerahmeelite clan who belonged to Bethjerahmeel (in the Negeb) removed with his family,
under the pressure of famine, into the land of Missur,
and sojourned there for about ten years. This agrees
with the original form of the story in Gen. 12 1 0 ^ ,
according to which Abram ( = ' father of Jerahmeel')
removed from the same cause from the Jerahmeelite
country to Missur or Misrim (see MIZRAIM, § 2'b)Another parallel story is that of tbe Shunammite woman who
was warned by Elisha of the approach of a famine and went to
the land of the ' Philistines' (2 K. S1-3); the original story, the
present writer thinks (cp SHUNEM), represented her as a dweller
in the Jerahmeelite Negeb (still in Israelitish occupation), and
as going farther S. to the land of Sarephath (in a wide sense
of the phrase).

Nor was it only famine that drove dwellers in the
Negeb to the neighbouring land of Missur. The original
text of r .S 223/". seems to have represented David as
placing his father and mother under the protection of
the king of Missur at Sarephath (see M I Z P E H , 3), while

he was himself a wanderer in the land of Jerahmeel,
and there is, in the present writer's opinion, hardly
room for doubt that David lived in, or close to, the
Jerahmeelite Negeb (see N E G E B , § 3, and note 3), and

had strong Jerahmeelite (and Misrite) affinities. T h e
latter passage is specially important, because the ostensible object of the writer of Ruth is to prove the descent
of David from c noble-minded Misrite woman."* It
was natural to represent that David's ancestor had already set the example of taking refuge in Missur.
W e are not expressly told that ' Sarephath '—i.e-, that
portion of Missur which lay nearest to and included the
city of Sarephath—was the locality to which Elimelech
and his family repaired. But the connection of Sarephath with Moses, with the Levites, and apparently with
the prophets, conjectured by the present writer (see
M O S E S , § 4 ; PROPHECY, § 6), makes it seem to him

not improbable that the narrator had this place or
district in his mind, and in 412 the kindly wish is expressed that the house of Boaz might be like the house
of ' Peres ' (from ' Sarephath ' ?) -whom Tamar ( =Jerahmeelith ?) bore to Judah.

1 Bleek's Einl.ii) 2 0 4 / , Prol.W 227 [ E T 2 1 7 / ] ; cp De
Gent. T6f. T h e passage in Einl.l-^] is mostly reprmted in CH
357-359, P) 233-23S,
' We reckon
reckon the Negeb as the N . Arabian borderland.

1 Many Benjamite clan-names appear to the present writer
to be demonstrably of N . .Arabian origin.
2 Stucken's connection of the name with astral mythology
(Astralmythen,
205, note) will hardly stand examination.
•^ -C-, (Jesse), too, very possibly comes ultimattlj- from ''^Myc^t;"'
(Ishmaelite), a term which did not originally belong e.xclusuely
to nomads. T h e names of the ancestors of David in the gene,
alogyare, as suggested above (§ 4), exclusively N . Arabian clannames.
•1 Budde (ZA TIV 12 [1892] 44) thinks that the notice in i S.
22 3 does not imply a race-connection between David and the
Moabite (i.e., Misrite) king or chieftain. David, he thinks, had
to negotiate with the king, whereas if his grandmother had been
a Moabite, this would have been unnecessary. But this Is to
press the words too strongly ; and indeed (assuming the tradi.
tion to be historical) tact may have required that David should
represent the desired protection as a favour.
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Bethlehem-judab, as in the strange stories appended to Judges,
is a corruption or distortion of Beth-jerahmeel, the name of some
place in the region called Ephrath in the south, possibly, but
by no means probably, the same as the place known as Carmel.

RUTH, BOOK O F
The view here taken renders it probable that the story
of Ruth as it now stands is not of very early post-exilic
- . . origin. For the feeling of bitterness towards
°
the Misrites and their neighbours, on account
of their long-continued oppression of Israel, apparently
persisted till close on the Greek period. T h e date of
the traditional elements, out of which, with imaginative
freedom, the present story of Ruth may have been
partly composed, is quite another point.
As in the
case of Job (see J O B [ B O O K ] , § 4) and Jonah (see J O N A H

[ B O O K ] , § 4/".) some of these elements may have been
derived from mythology or folk-lore (cp Wi. AOE
3 6 6 / ! ) . As Stucken points out,^ ' R u t h corresponds
exactly to Tamar ; she obtains Boaz by taking him
unawares (Ruth 3), as Tamar obtains Judah (Gen. 38).
A dim consciousness of this connection shows itself in
the fact that the pedigree of Boaz is traced to Perez.'
The original story of Ruth probably gave her two sons
(corresponding to the two sons of Tamar), only one
of whom is recorded (simply out of interest in David)
by the narrator.
The ' altogether peculiar' character of Ruth among
the historical and quasi-historical narratives has been
pointed out by Ewald, who is ' led to conclude that this
story is only one taken from a larger series of similar
pieces by the same author, and that through mere
chance this is the only one preserved'
[Hist.Xi^s).
More definitely, Budde suggests [ZATW 12 43jf- [1892])
that the story of Ruth may originally have formed part
of the * Midrash of the Book of the K i n g s ' referred to
in 2 Ch. 24 27. In so far as this theory is based on the
language ofthe genealogy in 418-22 (in connection with
Wellhausen's view that i Ch. 210-17 is a later insertion),
we must agree with Konig [Emi. 289, note) that it is
unproven. At the same time, Ewald's impression that
the narrative of Ruth did not always stand alone seems
natural.
That one of the objects of Ruth was to explain the
traditional descent of David from a Misrite woman, has
c\w f ^^^" mentioned already. It was true, said
*
•J ._
t h p writer,
w r i t p r . that
t h n t his
hi.c; grandmother
p r n n d m n t h e r was
w a s aa
the
of R u t h .
Misrite; but what a noble woman she was!
how obedient to those fundamental laws of morality
which the true God values more than sacrifice ! And
so a second object naturally unveils itself—viz., to
prepare the readers of the book to arrive at a more
favourable opinion of the moral capacity of the Misrites
than, owing to the cruel oppression of Israel by the
Misrites, previous generations had been able to form.
Many critics [e.g., besides Winckler and most commentators, Umbreit, St. A'r., 1834, pp. ^oSff.; Geiger,
Urschr. 4 9 ^ ; and especiaUy Kue. Rel. of Isr. 1242 f,
and (9«(/.'-'l523 527) hold that the narrator was one of
those who protested against the rigour of Ezra in the
matter of mixed marriages. It is not clear, however,
that any such protest would have been detected by a
Jewish reader of the book. T h e great point with the
narrator is not the marriage of Mahlon but the next-ofkin marriage of Boaz. It cannot be shown that, when
married to Mahlon, Ruth became in the full sense a
worshipper of Yahwe. It is much more probable that
the statement of Mahlon's marriage to a Misrite woman
is simply a proof that the writer was a good historical
scene painter. Like the Chronicler, he knows that in
early times there was a great mixture of clans, and that

RYE
IsraeUtes often intermarried with Jerahmeelites and
Misrites. Besides, in order to produce an impression
on the Jews it would be necessary for the dwelling of
Boaz to h a \ e been in Judah, not in a. district which
in post-exilic times was not in Jewish occupation. T h e
latest editor did no doubt arrange the geographical
statements accordingly ; but the author himself, as we
have seen, placed Boaz in the Jerahmeelite Negeb.
Surely no one who thoroughly appreciates the charm
of this book will be satisfied with the prevalent theory
of its object. There is no ' tendency ' about the book ;
it represents in no degree any party programme. And
even if the writer started with the object of illustrating
the life of David, he forgot this when he began to
write, and only thought of it again as he was about to
lay down the pen. Justly does Robertson Smith remark, ' the marriage acquires an additional interest
when we know that Ruth was David's great-grandmother, but the main interest is independent of that,
and lies in the happy issue of Ruth and Naomi from
their troubles thrdugh the loyal performance of the
kinsman's part by Boaz. Doubtless the writer meant
his story to be an example to his own age, as well as
an interesting sketch of the past ; but this is effected
simply by describing the exemplary conduct of Naomi,
Ruth, Boaz, and even Boaz's harvesters. All these act
as simple, kindly. God-fearing people ought to act in
Israel.' [At the same time, the writer must have shared
the religio'us aspirations of his time, which, as we liave
seen, was probably the post-exilic age—i.e., perhaps
that quieter period which followed after the first century
of the Greek rule. Now, there is good evidence for the
view that one of these aspirations was for a cessation of
the bitter feeling between Israel and Jerahmeel. As
yet the sad exclusion of Jerahmeelites and Misrites
from the rehgious assembly had not been enacted,^ or,
if enacted, it was ignored by the ndblest Jews, who held
that the N . Arabian peoples were not incapable of
repentance, and that it was no disgrace to David that
his pedigree contained the name of a Misrite woman.
A thorough study of certain psalms and prophecies
will, it is believed, strongly confirm this view, and show
that the best of the Jews looked fors^ard to a true
conversion of the Misrites to the religioVi of the God of
Israel — the ' L o r d of the whole earth.'
Jerusalem
would yet be thronged by the children of Israel's bitter
foes, seeking first for instruction and then for admission
into the religious communit}'', and it is possible to see a
glance at this hope in the touching words of Boaz, ' and
how thou hast left thy father and thy mother, and the
land of thy nativity, and art come unto a people which
thou knewest not heretofore' (Ruth 2 u ) .
And so,
ultimately, the book becomes (like Jonah) 1 noble
record of the cathohc tendency of the early Judaism.]
Among other commentaries reference may be made to J . B.
Carpzov, Collegium
rabbinico - biblicum
in libellu//i
Ruth,
Leipsic, 1703. [Among recent commentators,
L i t e r a t u r e , the works of Bertheau (ed. 2, 1833), Bertholet
(i8g8), Nowack (1901) may be specially mentioned. See also Wi. AOFSe^-ys,
and references in the course
of this article.]
(§§ I , 2 , p a r t l y 4 a n d 7 / \v. R. S.

(§§ 3- 5' ^' mostly 4 and 7) T. K. C.
R Y E (n)pD3).

See R I E , F I T C H E S .

1 Astralmythen,
110, note. _We may add that we take
' T a m a r ' and ' R u t h ' to be ultimately corruptions of ' J e r a h me'elith' (cp J U D A H , § 2). Neither Stucken nor Winckler
criticises the Hebrew names.

' I n D t . 23 3-6 [4-7]—altogether a. later insertion—the ethnics
should probably be ' Jerahmeelite ' and ' Misrite.' T h e passage
conflicts with v. 7 [8], where the ethnics should be * A r a m m i t e '
( = Jerahmeelite) and ' M i s r i t e . '
Dillmann's criticism here is
very incomplete. T h e passage must be later than the fall of
Jerusalem.
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SABANNUS

SABBATH

s
SABANNUS (cikBANNOY) [BA]), i Esd. 863 RV

traditional saying of Jesus which may express his Januslike habit of mind as regards the Sabbath. It ceased,
indeed, to be understood when the Christian Sunday
SABAOTH, LORD OF (niNDV HIH''). See NAMES,
had become an institution, and so was thrust out of
§ 123the canonical Church tradition ; but it certainly gives
SABAT. 1. RV S A P H AT, a group of children of
us the impression of being an ancient and a genuine
Solomon's servants (see N E T H I N I M ) in the great posttradition. 1 It is the well-known addition of D (Codex
exilic list (see EZRA ii., § 9, § 8 c), one of eight inserted
Bezce, ed. Scrivener, 173) after Lk. 6 4 : ' O n the
in I Esd. 534 (c«.4>Ar [B]' C&<t)AT [A], om. L) after
same day when he saw one working on the Sabbath he
Pochereth-hazzebaim of |j Ezra 2 57 = Neh. 7 59.
said to him : Man, if thou knowest what thou art doing
It apparently represents the form S H A P H A T = Shephati.ih
thou art blessed ; but if thou knowest not, thou art
(in Ezra257 = Neh.T 59 = 1 Esd. 533 ffiL, AV S A P H E T H , R V
cursed and a transgressor of the law' ( TJ aur J -cipipq.
SAPHCTHI).
0eacjdp.€v6s Ttva ^pya^bpcevov -ren aa^^drip elTtev aiiTw2. R V S E B A T (crafiar [AV] cra/S/SaT [K]), the month of that
name, i Macc. Ii314. See M O N T H , § 5.
HvSponrc, el p-iv oTdas TI TTOCCIS, pandpio! d-el Si /XT)
olSas, ^TTiKaTdpaTO! Kal TtapafidT-iis el TOS vbpov)- The
SABATEAS (cikBBAT<Md.c [A]) i Esd. 948 AV,
sense is clear—it is what «e find in Rom. I44 14 23.'^
RV Sabateus = Neh. 87, S H A B B E T H A I , I .
' I f thou knowest what thou art doing,'—in other
SABATHUS (cABdeoc [B.\]) i Esd. 928 RV, AV
words, if thou art doing this work on the Sabbath
Sabatus = Ezral027, ZABAD, 4.
day with the consciousness that it is a work of necessity
—if thy conscience justifies thee in it—' then blessed
SABBAN (C&BANNOY [BA]) 1 Esd. 862 = Ezra 8 33,
art thou.' ' But if thou knowest not'—in other words,
Bl.NNUI, -.1.
if thou art acting against thy conscience, with a lurking
SABBATEUS (cd.BB<\T4.loc [BA]) i Esd. 914 RV
fear that thou art doing aught amiss—' then art thou
= Ezra 10IS, S H A B B E T H A I , 1.
accursed, and a transgressor of the law.' The saying
SABBATH (n3t;', C&BBATON), the day of sacred
in the Oxyrhynchus papyrus-fragment discovered in
rest which among the Hebrews follow.ed six days of
1897,^ ' if you do not keep the Sabbath you will not
see the Father' [iav p^ tsa^^aricnjTe rb ad^^arov OVK
labour and closed the week ; see W E E K .
&\pecT6e rbv Trar^pa), may also very well have been
The grammatical inflexions of the word ' S a b b a t h '
actually spoken by Jesus in its literal sense, as the exshow that it is a feminine form, properly sabbat-t for
1. EtvmoloffV ^''^'"^^-^- fr°™ ^^^ (^^'"^ conjug.). pression of the same conservative temper as we find in
Mt. 517-19, and against noisy fanatics who thought to do
J
s j * -Yhe root has nothing to do with resthonour to their master by showing contempt for the
ing in the sense of enjoying repose ; in transitive forms
day. It is more probable, however, in view of the
and applications it means ' to sever,' to ' put an end to,'
parallel clause, ' If you do not fast [to] the world you
and intransitively it means to 'desist,' to 'come to an
have
not found the kingdom of God ' (^av pj} v-qcrebcrr}re
end.'
The grammatical form of sabbath suggests
rbv
Kbcrpov ov pj] evpyjre rTjv f^acrtXeiav rov deov), that
a transitive sense, ' the divider,' and apparently indicates
the saying is not intended to be understood literally.
the Sabbath as dividing the month. It may mean the
day which puts a stop to the week's work ; but that is
[This is not the place to discuss the relation of the
less likely. It certainly cannot be translated ' the day
Pauline teaching to that of Jesus. W^ithout entering
of rest.' (Cp Lag. Uebers. 1 1 3 ; Ko. Zrfyg'. ii. 1280/.;
_ _ .
into the question as to the historical origin
Hoffm. Z . J 7 " i r 3 i 2 i ; Wellh. Prol. [1883] 117, n. i ;
_; . ..^
of each of the Pauline epistles referred to,
Jastrow's article cited in § 8.)
..-. J
we may recall that, according to the Pauline
• teaching, Jesus was sent in human flesh to
[.\ccording to Jensen, ZKF, 1887, p. 278, the Asliberate men from servitude to the law as a whole and
syrian sa(p)bat(td)-tum = ' penitential prayer,' and hence
in every particular. The conservative side of the teach'day of penitence and prayer.' Hirschfeld (see § 8),
ing of Jesus regarding the Sabbath could not, therehowever, derives n^:;' from nynij. Cp Benz. HA 202,
fore, be reproduced in the corresponding teaching of
'perhaps in its oldest form it was connected with
Paul.] It is clear frora Rom. 1 4 $ ^ that Paul regarded
J!3ir (week).' For Jastrow's view, see § 8.]
the observance of the Sabbath as essentially an ddcdcpopov
By way of preface to the present historical inquiry,
for Christians; it is possible to serve the Lord by
and to clear away, if possible, any remnants of theoobservance of a fixed day, and equally possible to
2. Jesus and '"S'*^^' prejudice against criticism, let
serve him without such observance; the important
.%,.. o va. j.1. usconsider the attitude of Jesus towards thing is to have a clean conscience (cp also vv. 14
tne SaDDatn. < - . , » .
v
-,. . .
and 23), The Pauline attitude towards the Christians
Sabbath observance.
It is not too
of Colossas is not inconsistent with the magnanimous
bold to say that in his opposition to the current Rabtolerance here expressed. The sharpness of Col. 2 1 6 / .
binical views he is in harmony with the main result of
(cp Gal. 4 9 / . ) is due to the situation : Paul perceived
modern historical criticism. This thesis will be justified
that the Judaising false teachers had raised the ddidat a subsequent point. The well-known and probably
</>opov into an di-aYKaioi', and that an energetic protest
(see col. 1888, near foot) authentic saying, 'Think not
against the imposition of any such yoke was urgently
that I am come to destroy the l a w ' (Mt. 617), expresses
required.
[There is no definite confict between the
one side of that teaching. Jesus revered the Sabbath
attitude of Paul and that of Jesus. The position taken
as he revered the other religious traditions of his
up by lesus was perfectly natural to him, as a son
people ; but he had also a freedom of inspiration which
of a pious Jewish family, and a preacher to the chosen
put u new life into his interpretation of the Sabbath
law. That he was in the habit of attending the syna1 Ropes, ' D i e Sprviche Jesu.' in Texte u.
Untersuchungen,
gogue on the Sabbath, we know from Lk. 416 (cp v. 31).
xiv. 2 J26 (1896) also regards this as possible.
2
I
t
is
more
probable
that
the
ideas
in
these
passages rest
But he would not adhere to the letter of the law
upon an utterance of Jesus known to the apostle than that the
where works of necessity or of mercy claimed to be
saying attributed to Jesus in D should be an invention resting
performed : ' the Sabbath is made for man, and not
on the utterance of Paul.
3 Ao-yia '\-f\aoy (ed. GrenfeU and Hunt, 1897), loyC
man for the Sabbath ; wherefore the Son of Man is
Lord also of the Sabbath' (Mk. 2 2 7 / ) . There is a
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people of God.
It would not have been natural to
Paul, a preacher to the Gentiles and not of purely
Jewish culture, who seems to have felt as free towards
the earthly life of Jesus as Jesus himself did towards
the letter of the Mosaic Law.
There were other
(Christians, however, who felt and acted differently from
Paul.]
That the earliest Christians in Palestine observed the
Sabbath is nowhere indeed expressly said,^ but is
certainly to be assumed. The silence of Acts is not
to be taken as a proof of the non-observance, but contrariwise as a proof that it was observed as matter of
course.
[Eusebius [HE327)
remarks that the Ebionites
observed both the Sabbath and the Lord's Day ; and
this practice obtained to some extent in much wider
circles, for the - ipostolical Constitutions recommend that
the Sabbath shall be kept as a memorial feast of the
creation, and the Lord's Day as a memorial of the
resurrection. —w. R. s. ]

of Sabbath observance. The ideal of the Sabbath which
all these rules aimed at realising was absolute rest from
everything that could be called work ; and even the
exercise of those offices of humanity -w hich the strictest
Sabbatarians regard as a service to God, and therefore
as specially appropriate to his day, s\as looked on as
work. T o save life \\-as allowed, but only because
danger to life 'superseded the Sabbath.'
In like
manner the special ritual at the temple prescribed for
the Sabbath by the Pentateuchal law was not regarded
as any part of the hallowing of the sacred day ; on the
contrary, the rule was that, in this regard, ' Sabbath
was not kept in the sanctuary.'
Strictly speaking,
therefore, the Sabbath was neither a day of relief to
toiling humanity nor a day appointed for public worship ; the positive duties of its obser\'ance were to wear
one's best clothes, eat, drink, and be glad (justified from
Is. 5813).

Was the Sabbath observed in the Christian mission-churches
of the Dispersion?
This is not an inquiry that affects our
main subject, and only a glance at it can be given. W e may be
certain mdeed that where a midsiun-church consisted essentially
of thoae who had formerly been Jewa or cre^ojaefOL (see PROSELYTE) the observance of the day did not forthwith cease. It is
instructive, however, to note that in the decree of JeI•u~^alem (Acts
1 0 2 3 ^ ) Sabbath observance is a.s little imposed as binding on
Gentile Christians as is that of any other holy day.2 In estimating the historical bearing of this testimonium e sUcntio it matters
little whether we take the decree as actually pronounced by a
council of apostles at Jerusalem-^ or regard it as a later finding of
the church of that city (cp COUNCIL OF JEKL'S-\I.E:\[).

W e now return to the thesis with which this article
opened, viz., that the attitude of Jesus towards the Rab. . . . . - binical Sabbath (see Mt. 121-14 Mk.
ALtl uae 227J jg in harmony with the main result
,* of modern criticism.
In his trenchant
* criticism ofthe scribes the general position
which Jesus tfikes up is that ' the Sabbath is made for
man, and not man for the Sabbath,' which is only a
special application of the wider principle that the law is
not an end in itself but a help towards the realisation in
life of the great ideal of love lo God and man, which is
the sum of all true religion. On the other hand, the
rules of tilt; scribes enumerated thirty-nine main kinds
of work forbidden on the Sabbath, and each of these
prohibitions gave rise to new subtilties. Jesus' disciples,
for example, who plucked ears of corn in passing through
a field on the holy day, had, according to Rabbinical
casuistry, violated the third of the thirty-nine rules,
which forbade harvesting; and in healing the sick,
Jesus himself broke the rule that a sick man should not
receive medical aid on the Sabbath unless his life ^\•as
in danger."* In fact, as Jesus put it, the Rabbinical
theory seemed to be that the Sabbath was not made for
man but man for the Sabbath, the observance of which
was so much an end in itself that the rules prescribed
for it did not require to be justified by appeal to any
larger principle of religion or humanity. The precepts
of the law were valuable in the eyes of the scribes
because they were the seal of Jewish particularism, the
barrier erected between the world at large and the exclusive community of the grace of Yahwe. For this
purpose the most arbitrary precepts \vere the most effective, and none were more so than the complicated rules
1 Zahn, Gesch. des Sonntags, etc., 168, 353.
^ Id., ut supr. 173.
8 So Weizsacker, ApostoUc Age, 1 iggf
•1 [In Uke manner the length of journey that could be undertaken witho'U breach of the Sabbath came to be also strictly
defined (cp Mt. 24 20). For by the thirty-ninth rule it was forbidden to carry anything from one ' place' to another—a
prohibition plainly ba.sed on Ex. 16 29, 'let no man go out ofhis
place on the Sabbath day'—in other words, Met every one stay
at home." A definition o f ' p l a c e ' in this connection was found
in the measurement of the ' suburbs' of a Levitical city as laid
down in N u . 35i-B—2000 cubits square.
This gave the
' S a b b a t h Hmit' (n::^*n CTn), and thus the ' S a b b a t h day's
j o u r n e y ' (Acts 112 ; o-a^^arou 656?) was fixed at 2000 cubits or
about 1000 yards.]
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A more directly religious element, it is true, was introduced
by the practice of attending the synagogue service ; but it is to
be remembered that this service was primarily regarded not as
an act of worship, but as a meeting for instruction in the law.
So far, therefore, as the Sabbath existed for any end outside
itself, it was an institution to help every Jew to learn the law,
and from this point of view it is regarded by Philo and Josephus,
who are accustomed to seek a philosophical justification for the
peculiar institutions of their religion. But this certainly was
not the leading point of view with the mass of the Rabbins.l

Such was the position of the scribes ; the Sabbath w as
an end in itself—a mere barrier between God's people
and the world at large. Jesus maintains, as we have
seen, the opposite doctrine. He declares too that his
view of the law as a whole, and the interpretation of the
Sabbath law whi,ch it involves, can be historically justified from the Old Testament. And in this connection
he introduces two of the main methods to which historical criticism of the Old Testament has recurred in
modern times : he appeals to the oldest history rather
than to the Pentateuchal code as proving that the later
conception of the law was unknown in ancient times
(iMt. 123 4), and to the exceptions to the Sabbath law
which the scribes themselves allowed in the interests of
worship [v. 5) or humanity [v. n ) , as showing that
the Sabbath must originally have been devoted to
purposes of worship and humanity, and was not always
the purposeless arbitrary thing which the schoolmen
made it to be. Modern criticism of the history of
Sabbath observance among the Hebrews has done
nothing more than follow out these arguments in detail,
and show that the result is in agreement with what is
known as to the dates of the several component parts of
the Pentateuch.
The historical results of criticism may be thus summarised.
Of the legal passages that spe.ik of the
^ _
... Sabbath all those which show aftinity
5 f r6-6Xilic
j
,
.,. with the doctrine of the scribes—re^ ^ S'^bb th^ ^*^ ^^'^'^'"^ ^^^ Sabbath as an arbitrary
sign between Yahw^ and Israel, entering into details as to particular acts that are forbidden,
and enforcing the observance by several penalties, so
that it no longer has any religious value, but appears as
a mere legal constraint—are post-exilic (Ex. I623-30
3112-17 351-3; Nu. I532-36) ; the older laws only
demand such cessation from daily toil, and especially
from agricultural labour, as among all ancient peoples
naturally accompanied a day set apart as a, religious
festival, and in particular lay weight on the fact that
the SalDbath is a humane institution, a holiday for the
labouring classes (Ex. 23i2 Dt. 512-15). As it stands
in these ancient laws, the Sabbath is not at all the
unique thing which it was made to be by the scribes.
' T h e Greeks and the barbarians,' says Strabo (x. Sg),
' have this in common, that they accompany their
sacred rites by a festal remission of labour.* So it
was in old Israel: the Sabbath [which the Israelites
^ S e e t h e M i s h n a h , t r a c t ' S h a b b r a h , ' a n d / t t ^ / / i ' f j , c h a p . l ; and
compare Schurer, GJiy\, 2428451 470-4781 where the rabbinical
Sabbath is well explained and illustrated in detail.
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may have taken from the Canaanites—an agricultural
people (see W E E K ) ] was one of the stated religious
feasts, like the new moon and the three great agricultural sacrificial celebrations (Hos. 2 i i ) ; the new
moons and the Sabbaths alike called men to the
sanctuary to do sacrifice (Is. 113) ; the remission of
ordinary business belonged to both alike (Am. 85),
and for precisely the same reason.1 Hosea even takes
it for granted that in captivity the Sabbath will be
suspended, like all the other feasts, because in his day
a feast implied a sanctuary.
This conception of the Sabbath, however, necessarily
underwent an important modification in the seventh
centurv B.C., when the local sanctuaries were abolished,
and those s.icrificial rites and feasts which in llo.scra's
time formed the essence of every act of religion were
limited to the central ahar, which most men could visit
only at rare intcr\'als. From that time forward the new
moons, which till then had been at least as important
as the Sabbath, and were celebrated by sacrificial feasts
as occasions of religious gladness, fell into insignificance, except in the conservative temple ritual. T h e
Sabbath did not share the same fate ; but with the abolition of local sacrifices it became for most Israehtes an
institution of humanity divorced from ritual. So it
appears in the deuteronomic decalogue, and presumably
also in Jer, IT 19-27. In this form the institution was
able to survive the fall of the state and the temple, and
the seventh day's rest was clung to in exile as one of the
few outward ordinances by which the Israelite could
still show his fidelity to Yahw^ and mark his separation
from the heathen. Hence we understand the importance attached to it from the period of the exile onward
(Ezek. '20i2 228 2038 Jer. 1719-27 Is. 061-7 58i3). and
the character of a sign between Yahw^ and Israel
ascribed to it in the post-exilic law. This attachment
to the Sabbath, beautiful and touching so long as it
was a spontaneous expression of continual devotion to
Yahw&, acquired a less pleasing character when, after
the exile, it came to be enforced by the civil arm
(Xeh. 13; cp Neh. IO31), and when the later law even
declared Sabbath-breaking a capital offence. It is just,
however, to remember that without the stern discipline
of the law the community of the second temple could
hardly have escaped dissolution,and that Judaism alone
preserved for Christianity the hard-won achievements
of the prophets.
As the Sabbath was originally a religious feast, the
question of the origin of the Sabbath resolves itself into
fi ftn'triii of ^^ inquiry why and in what circle a
. , ' „ -uvr•l.'i, ^^stal cycle of seven days was first
tne baDDatn. established. In Gen. 2 1-3 and in Ex.
20II the Sabbath is declared to be a memorial of the
completion of the work of creation in six days. It
appears certain, however, that the decalogue as it lay
before the deuteronomist did not contain any allusion to
the creation (see DECALOGUE), and it is generally believed
that this reference was added by the same post-exilic
hand that wrote Gen. 11-2 4 rt. T h e older account of
the creation in Gen. 24*^-25 does not recognise the
hexasmeron, and it is even doubtful whether the original
sketch of Gen. 1 distributed creation over six days. T h e
connection, therefore, between the seven-days week and
the work of creation is now generally recognised as
secondary. T h e week and the Sabbath were already
known to the writer of Gen. 1, and he used them to give
the framework for his picture of the creation, which in
the nature of things could not be literal and required
some framework. At the same lime, there was a
peculiar appropriateness in associating the Sabbath with
the doctrine that Yahw6 is the Creator of all things;
' [Hence also the Sabbath was quite readily made use of for
the purpose of paying a visit to a man of God (2 K. 4 2 3 ) , or the
like; quite the opposite of the later practice, which forbade all
travelling on Sabbaths and feast-days (cp _Mt. '^4 20 and J o s .
^nt. xiii. S 4 : OVK eariv Se i)fxlv ovre ey TOIS trd^^aa-Lv oure iv
Tfl eoprp ofiei/eti-).—K.M,]
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for we see from Is. 40-55 that this doctrine was a mainstay of Jewish faith in those very days of exile which
gave the Sabbath a new importance for the faithful.
But, if the week as a religious cycle is older than the
idea of the week of creation, we cannot hope fo find
more than probable evidence of the origin of the
Sabbath. At the time of the exile the Sabbath was
already an institution peculiarly Jewish, otherwise it
could not have served as i mark of distinction from
heathenism. This, however, does not necessarily imply
that in its origin it was specifically Hebrew, but only
that it had acquired distinguishing features ofa marked
kind. What is certain is that the origin of the Sabbath
must be sought within a circle that used the week as
a division of time. Here again we must distinguish
between the week as such and the astrological week,
i.e., the week in which the seven days are named each
after the planet which is held to preside over its first
hour.
If the day is divided into twenty-four hours and the planets
preside in turn over each hour of the week in the order of their
periodic times (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Sun, Venus, Mercury,
Moon), w e get the order of days of the week with which we are
familiar. For, if the Sun presides over the first hour of Sunday,
and therefore also over the eighth, the fifteenth, and the twentysecond, Venus will have the twtnty-third hour. Mercury the
twenty-fourth, a n d the Moon, as the third in order from the
Sun, will preside over the first hour of Monday. Mars, again,
as third from the Moon, will preside over Tuesday (Dies Martis,
Mardi), and so forth.

This astrological week became widely current in the
Roman empire, but was still a novelty in the time of
Dio Cassius (37 18). That writer believed that it came
from Egypt; but the old Egyptians had a week of ten
(not seven) days, and the original home of astrology
and of the division of the day into twenty-four hours
is Chaldaea. It is plain, however, that there is a long
step between the astrological assignation of each hour of
the week to a planet and the recognition of the week as
an ordinary division of time by people at large. Astrology is in its nature an occult science, and there is not
the slightest trace of a day of twenty-four hours among
the ancient Hebrews, who had the week and the
Sabbath long before they had any acquaintance with
the planetary science of the Babylonian priests. Moreover, it is quite clear from extant remains of Assyrian
calendars that our astrological week did not prevail in
civil life even among the Babylonians and Assyrians:
they did not dedicate each day in turn to its astrological
planet. These facts make it safe to reject one oftenrepeated explanation of the Sabbath, viz., that it was in
its origin what it is in the astrological week, the day
sacred to Saturn, and that its observance is fo be
derived from an ancient Hebrew worship of that planet.
In truth, there is no evidence of the worship of Saturn
among the oldest Hebrews (see C H I U N A N D S I C C U T H ) .

The week, however, is found in various parts of the
world in a. form that has nothing to do with astrology
or the seven planets, and with such a distribution as to
make it pretty certain that it had no artificial origin, but
suggested itself independently, and for natural reasons,
to different races. In fact, the four quarters ofthe moon
supply an obvious division ofthe month; and, wherever
new moon and full moon are religious occasions, we get
in the most natural way a sacred cycle of fourteen or
fifteen days, of which the week of seven or eight days
(determined by half-moon) is the half. Thus the old
Hindus chose the new and the full moon as days of
sacrifice; the eve of the sacrifice was called upavasatha,
and in Buddhism the same word (uposatha) has come
to denote a Sabbath observed on the full moon, on the
day when there is no moon, and on the two days which
are eighth from the full and the new moon respectively,
with fasting and other religious exercises.1
From this point of view it is most significant that in
the older parts of the Hebrew scriptures the new moon
^ Childers, Pali Did. 535; Kern, Buddtiismus
Transl.) 8; MahAvazga,
ii. 1 i ( E T I239, 291).
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and the Sabbath are almost invariably mentioned
together. The month is beyond question an old sacred
division of time common to all the Semites ; even the
Arabs, who received the week at quite a late period
from the Syrians (Biruni, Chronology, E T 58), greeted
the new moon w ith religious acclamations. And this
must have been an old Semitic usage, for the word
which properly means ' to greet the new moon ' [ahalla)
is, as Lagarde [OrientaUa, 2\g) has shown, etymologically connected with the Hebrew words used of any
festal joy. Among the Hebrews, or rather perhaps
among the Canaanites, whose speech they borrowed,
the joy at the new moon became the type of religious
festivity in general. Nor are other traces wanting of
the connection of sacrificial occasions—i.e., religious
feasts—with the phases of the moon among the Semites.
The Harranians had four sacrificial da>'s in every month,
and, of these, two at least were determined by the conjunction and opposition of the moon.^

|
1
|
I
'
i

T h a t full moon as well as new moon had a religious significance among the ancient Hebrews seems to follow from the
fact that, when the great agricultural feasts were fixed to set
days, the full moon was cho.sen. In older times these feast-days
appear to have been Sabbaths (Lev. 23 1 1 ; cp PASSOVEKJ N E W
MOON).

A week determined by the phases of the moon has an average
' ngth of 2gJj-f-4 = 72 days—i.e., three weeks out of eight would
.e eight days. But there seems to be in i Sam. 2027, comed with w. 1824, an indication that in old times the feast of
.iew moon lasted two days—a verj'- natural institution, since
>pears that the feast was fixed in advance, whilst the Hebrews
all's time cannot have been good enough astronomers to
'/ beforehand on which of two successive days the new moon
lid actually be observed.2 In that case a week of seven
<ing days would occur only once in two months. We cannot
hen the Sabbath became dissociated from the month ; but
hange seems to have been made before the Book of the
nant, v oh already regards the Sabbath simply as an
Lutior
humanity and ignores the new moon. In both
Its it ib lollowed by Deuteronomy.

The word ' Sabbath' [Sabattuv). with the explanation
* day of rest of the heart,' is claimed as Assyrian on the
_,
basis of a textual emendation made by
V 1 Fried. Delitzsch in 2 Rawl. 32 16. The
H A ^ ^ ^ ^ value of this isolated and uncertain
^ ° ^ hh^^h^**^ testimony cannot be placed very high,
*
and It seems to prove too much, for it
is practically certain that the Babylonians at the time of
the Hebrew exile cannot have had a Sabbath exactly
corresponding in conception to what the Hebrew Sabbath had become under very special historical circumstances. What we do know from a calendar of the
intercalary month Elul II. is that in that month the 7th,
14th, 19th, 2ist, and 28th days had a peculiar character, and that on them certain acts were forbidden to
the king and others. There is the greatest uncertainty
as to the details (cp the \ery divergent renderings in
RP, 7160/". ; Schrader, A'.4 T'-' 19 ; Lotz, Qu. de histo/-ia
Sabbati, 3 9 / . ) ; but these days, which are taken to be
Assyrian Sabbaths, are certainly not ' days of rest of
the heart,' and to all appearance are unlucky days, and
expressly designated as such.^ If, therefore, they are
' Assyrian Sabbaths' at all, they are exactly opposite
in character to the Hebrew Sabbath, whichwas described
by Hosea as a day of gladness, and never ceased to be
a day of feasting and good cheer. [Cp Jastrow, in
the article mentioned below.]
Besides the w^orks already mentioned, reference should
be made to W. Lotz, Qucestionum de historia Sabbati
_,
, libri duo (r883), which takes account of
T-l
i.
the Assvriological evidence.
Hirschfeld's
L i t e r a t u r e , . Rgj^arks on the etymology of Sabbath*
{JR.4S, April 1896, pp. 353-359), according to Jastrow,
misunderstands and misquotes the Babylonian material.
1 T h e others—according to the Fihrist, 319 14—are the i7lh
and the 28th.
2 It appears from Judith S 6 that even in later times there were
t w o d a y s at the new moon on which it was improper to fast.
3 Lotz sa\'s they are lucky days ; but the expression which he
rendt;rs, dies faustus, is applied to every day in the calendar.
T h e rest of his book does not rise above this example of acumen.
4170

Nowack (Hebr. Arch. [ i 8 9 4 ] 2 i 4 o / : ) g i v e s a lucid sketch
of current theories and their grounds. See also Jensen,
Sunday School Times (Philadelphia), Jan. i 6 , 1892, and
Jastrow, Amer. J. of Theol. 1898, pp. 315-352Jensen is cautious and reserved on the question of a
Babylonian origin of the Sabbath, which, however,
Gunkel (Schopf. 14) and Jastrow [op. cit.) expressly
afifirm. The bridge which Gunkel fails to construct
between the Babylonian atonement-Sabbath and the
Hebrew rest-Sabbath, Jastrow endeavours to point out.
He remarks that the Heb. sabbathon does in fact, like
the Bab. sabattum, convey the idea of propitiation or
appeasement of the divine anger, and he is of opinion
that the Hebrew Sabbath was originaUy a sabbathon—
i.e., a day of propitiation and appeasement, marked by
atoning rites. At this stage of development it was
celebrated at intervals of seven days, corresponding
with changes in the moon's phases, and was identical
in character with the four days in each month (7th, 14th,
2ist, and 28th) that the Babylonians regarded as days
which had to be converted into days of propitiation.
There were also, however, other sabbathon days, such
as the Xen Year's Day, the Day of Atonement, the
first and eighth days of the annual pilgrimage to the
chief sanctuary.
The introduction, in consequence of profound changes
in religious conceptions among the Hebrews, of the
custom of celebrating the Sabbath every seventh day,
irrespective of the relationship of the day to the moon's
phases, led to a complete separation from the ancient
view of the Sabbath, whilst the introduction, at a still
later period, of the doctrine that the divine work of
creation W.TS completed in six days removed the Hebrew
Sabbath still further from the point at which the development ofthe corresponding Babylonian institution ceased.
Hence the position of the Sabbath in the Priestly Code.
The field, however, is still open for further investigation.
Cp also Toy, ' The earliest form of the Sabbath,'
JBLlSigoff.
(1899); and C. H. W . Johns, Assyrian
Deeds and Documents (who finds that the 19th day of
the month was observed by abstinence from secular
business ; but the deeds do not indicate that the 7th,
14th, 2ist, and 28th days were Sabbaths).
w . R. s . — K . M . — T . K. c.

SABBATH DAY'S JOURNEY.
§4n.

See

SABBATH,

SABBATHETJS (CABBATAIOC [BA]), i E s d . 9 i 4 =
Ezra 1015, S H A B B E T H A I , I .

SABBATICAL YEAR. The Jews tinder the second
temple observed every seventh year as a Sabbath according to the (post-exilic) law of Lev. 251-7.
It was a
year in which all agriculture was remitted, in which the
fields lay unsown, the vines grew unpruned, and even
the natural produce was not gathered in. That this
law was not observed before the captivity we learn from
Lev. 2634,^ : indeed, so long as the Hebrews were an
agricultural people with little trade, in a land often
ravaged by severe famines, such a law could not have
been observed. Even in later times it was occasionally
productive of great distress (i Macc. 64953 ; Jos. Ant.
xiv. 16 2). In the older legislation, however, we already
meet with a seven years' period in more than one connection. The release of a Hebrew servant after six
years' labour (Ex. 2I2J/; Dt. 1 5 i 2 ^ ) has only »
remote analogy to the Sabbatical year. But in Ex.
23 Toff. it is prescribed that the crop of every seventh
year (apparently the self-sown crop) shall be left for the
poor, and after them for the beasts. The difference
between this and the later law is that the seventh year
is not called a Sabbath, and that there is no indication
that all land was to lie fallow on the same year. In
this form a law prescribing one year's fallow in seven
may have been anciently observed. It is extended in
V. II to the vineyard and the olive-yard ; but here the

SABBEUS

SACKCLOTH

culture necessary to keep the vines and olive-trees in
order is not forbidden ; the precept is only that the
produce is to be left to the poor. In Deuteronomy
this law is not repeated ; but a fixed seven years' period
is ordained for the benefit of poor debtors, apparently
in the sense that in the seventh year no interest is to be
exacted by the creditor from a Hebrew, or that no proceedings are to be taken against the debtor in that year
(Deut. 1 5 i i ^ ) .
,
w. R. s.

SACK. The wide diffusion of this word throughout
the European languages is probably due in the first
instance to Phcenician trade and commerce. ^ T h e
word, it is true, does not happen to be found in either
Phoenician or Punic; but it is vouched for in Hebrew,
Syiiac, Ethiopic, and possibly Assyrian. See SACK-

SABBEUS (c&BBaM&c [B.\]) i Esd. 932 = Ezra IO31,
SHI;M--\I.-\H, 19.

SABEANS occurs four times in . W , representing
three distinct Hebrew words in M T ; (i) in Job 115
iNnL", RVi'S- SHEBA) and Joel 38 (D\S2L'', R \ ' I\IEN
OF S H E B A ) ; (2) in Is. 4.^14 (D*X3p), see S E B A ; and

(3) in Ezek. 284= [-W^s- and R \ ' ''drunkards'), where,
however, it is no part of the original text. T h e Kt.
C'.-<;ii—i.e., 2-X2-2. the reading for which the Kre substitutes cwns W'ith the same meaning (drunkards), is
an obvious interpolation due simply to dittography of
the preceding •'N3iD. On the further textual corruption
of the verse see Cornill, ad l,v., and Toy {SBOT).
Of
course none of these words has anything to do with any
of the religious sects that have at one time or another
been called Sabians—i.e.. Baptists (see art. SABIANS
in E-ncy- Brit. 21128)—a name which is etymologically
quite distinct.
SABI.

i. (ca.Bei [A]), 1 Esd. 628 R V = E z r a 2 4 2 ,

SHOBAI.

2. (ua/SWit, [BAD I Esd. 634 AV, R V S a b l e = Ezra 257 ; see
POCHEKETH.HAZZEBAI.M.

SABIAS (c&Bl&c [B.A.]) l E s d . l p RV = 2 C h . 3 5 9 ,
H A S H A B I A H , 6.

SABTA ( N n a p , CABATA [ B ] , cABa,eA, [A], C6. [L],
i C h . I9), or Sabtah ( n n ^ D , CABAOA [ADEL], Gen.
IO7), one of the sons of Cush. See CusH. If ' Cush '
here means the X. Arabian region of that name, \ve are
entitled and indeed compelled to suppose that ' Sabtah '
and ' Raamah ' have arisen by corruption and editorial
manipulation from the names of places near the S.
border of Canaan. NnaD will probably come from riDyo
' Maacath' (the southern Maacah), which is also the
original of S I X C O T H in the earliest story of Jacob and
in Ps. 608, and of SocoH in i S. 171.

Cp SH.ABBETHAI.

From the ordinary point of ^'iew Dillmann finds some
plausibility in Tuch's suggestion that Sabta = 2a/3/3aSa
iPeripl. 27 ; also Ptolemy, Strabo), the Sabota of Pliny
(632 1232). This was the capital of the ChatramotitEe
(see HAZARMAVETH), and was famous as the centre of
the trade in incense.
T h e name is the Sab. nUK'.
According to Glaser, Sabta is t h e 2 a 0 S a of Ptol. vi. 730,
and is to be placed at Sudeir or in the N E of Yemamah ;
Sabta, Raamah, and Sabteca representing the districts
on the coast of the Persian Gulf (Skizze, 'l^s-if. )T. K. c .

SABTECA (KSri^p, CABAKABA [ADE], ceBe. [L]
in Gen. ; ceBeKAOA [BL]. -GAXA [A] in Ch. ; © therefore indicates rather S E K T H A ) , one of the sons of Cush
(Gen. 10 7 i C h . I g t ) . AV has Sabteehah in Gen.
and Sabtecha in Ch. Glaser, following Bochart, connects this with the name Samydake in Carmania, on
the E. side of the Persian Gulf [Skizze, 2252) ; but
DiUmann calls attention to the phonetic difference.
It is perhaps really a dittographed SABTA, the 2 being
a record of a reading unDD (cp ffi in Gen.). T. K. c.
SACAR (ISE').

Probably an ethnic of the same

group as ISSACHAR, Z I C H R I .

T h e name has, of course,

no connection with that of the little known Egyptian
god Sakar (cp ISSACHAR, col. 2292, n. 5).
i. On
the name in i Ch. I I 3 5 , see S H A R A R and ISSACHAR,

§ 6 (end).
2. A son of OBED-EDOM (q.v-),
[ B ] , C&XAP [ L ] ,

134

CAXI&P [A]).
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CLOTH.
I i,ik, p b ' (o-aKKOS [ b u t papaCTTTTO^, GcH. 44 if],
.^accus),
Cm. 42 25 i5 ( E ) ; in v--j-/a it is due to R (Holz.); Lev. 1132
Jush. LI4. S^;<; SACKCLCI 1 ir.
^. keil, ''73, Gen. 42 25a (ayyerof), R V ' vessel'; cp BAG.
3. -anitdltath, nn^lDN (^/spread out, cp Is. 40 22), only in
Gen. 'll 42 J (42 25 2 7 / 35 -Vi 12 etc.). On E's term see (i)
above. © in 42 277, 43 12 pdpa-nrTroi.
4. sikicilon, p'ji^a. 2 K . 4 4 2 ! R V ( A V , RVmg. ' h u s k , ' A V m s •scrip," ' g a r m e n t ' ) , cp FOOD, col. 1539 n. 2. AV'ny. gives a
superficially plausible sense (cp SCRIP)—derived from an anonymous Greek translator's KwpuKos (Field's Hex.); but \ '^p^; is
unknown.
[It has been conjectured elsewhere (sei- PROPHET, § 7) that
Elisha, like Elijah, was specially a pr^jjlitt of the Negeb, and
that ^1212 is a popular corruption of SNCnT- If so, ljSpi'3
probably comes from D'prH'B, ' Beth-gallim,' where C'Sj is
another corruption of '^NDiTi'. Elisha was at a place called
Beth-gallim, or (see v- 38) Beth-gilgal, or (since Gallim and
Gilgal = Jerahmeel) Beth-jerahmeel, in the Negeb formerly belonging to the Jerahmeelites.
But Lagarde's reading nySp,
' wallet'(?), suggested by the ^a/ceAAe^ of ©A and Theod. (see
BDB), is ingenious.—T. K. C.J

SACKBUT (KD3b>), Dan. 857 1015+.

See Music,

§6(10).

SACKCLOTH ( p b ; CAKKOC ; saccus, cilicium'-).
It
is probable that the Heb. sak was originally a coarse
_ -_
textile fabric made from the hair ofthe camel or
the goat(cpthemeaningsofcrd/i:A:os,aborrowe{l
word). Like the siinlah it could be used also as a wrap
or bag (cp M A N T L E , § 2 [ i ] ) ; see SACK.
Referring
the reader, generally, to the articles D R E S S and M O U R N -

ING CUSTOMS, we propose here to indicate the nature
of the garment expressed by the word sak, and to
endeavour to ascertain the origin of the custom of
wearing it.
The usage of the word suggests that the sak was
nothing more than a loin-cloth, similar, no doubt, to
the ihrdm^ of Moslem pilgrims at Mecca. It was worn
as a token of grief after a death (Gen. 3734 2 S . 831
Joel 1 8), more commonly, however, in times of trial, to
remove a calamity, or as a means of propitiation.
Thus, the j'iz^ is worn after hearing bad news (2 K. 630 10 i Est.
4 1-4, etc.), to avert a pestilence (i Ch. 2116), when one's neighbour lies in sickness (Ps. 35 13), or as a sign of general undefined
grief (Ps. 30 i i [ i 2 ] G'.iii [12] Is. 22 12). It is often preceded by
the rending o f t h e clothes (Gen. 3734 i K. 21 27—the rending
alone in J o b 1 20), or by the covering of one's head with ashes
or (Neh. 9 i 2 Macc. 10 25) earth."* Like the ihrd/n, the sak is
also worn by women (Joel 18, cp Judith 8 5 10 3 2 Macc. 3 ig).
In Jon. 3 8 It is ordered to be worn by both man and beast
(bekemdh)

The passages in which the sak is mentioned as worn
next the skin are probably not exceptional ( i K . 2I27
2 A sacred ^ ^ • ^ ^ ° Is. 3 2 i i ) ; Doughty has re.
marked the half-naked appearance of the
^
' wearers of the ihr dm—'like
bathing1 Some (e.g., Whitney, in the Cent. Diet.) have supposed
this diffusion to be due to the incident in the story of Joseph,
where the cup was hidden in the sack. This does not explain
the various meanings of traKKOs, saccus, and, as a matter of
fact, the Heb. sals appears only thrice in the story, whilst the
synonym 'amtdhath
occurs no fewer than fourteen times
(see SACK, 3).

" Saccus and cilicium are about evenly distributed. For
cilicium (a goat's-hair cloth used for tents), see CILICIA, § 3
end, and cp T E N T , § 3.

3 $ak is frequently used with hdgar, 'gird on,' t'he reverse
process being described by pittah,
'loosen' (Ps. 3011 [12]
Is. 20 2). T h e ihrdm
(on which *cp Wellh. Heid.^)
116 f.
(2| 123) is a loin-cloth covering the knee, one lap of which may
be cast over the shoulder (Doughty, Ar. Des.2 47g 481). I n
Eg. sa-g, with the determinative 'hair,' is a woollen Palestinian
garment ofthe poor ( W M M OLZ, igoi, col. igi).
* Jastrow JAOS2Qi3g
suggests that in J u d i t h 9 i ((rirohov),
the translator mistook Apher (see T U R B A N , § 2) for epher, like
his predecessor in 2 S. 13 ig.
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m e n ' [Ar. Des. 2 47gff. 537), and the dress doubtless
resembled the prophet's girdle which, in Job lli 18, is

the purpose. There are some indications that this held
good among the ancient Hebrews ; and if we bear in
mind that the sak is worn at times of great trouble,
when Yahwe's help or forgiveness is besought, we may
p<?rhaps surmise that such occasions were formerly
accompanied by a sacrificial rite when a special garb (if
we may judge from the Arabian evidence) would not be
unnatural. It would be just at such a time as this that
the individual would feel himself brought into closest
contact w ith his deity. At all events, ideas connected
with worship of the dead do not cover the w^hole
ground.

worn as a mark of humiliation by a king.

See G I R D L E .

The sackcloth of the OT, therefore, must not be
regarded as in any way akin to a sack or sackcloth in
the modern sense of the word, and, in endeavouring to
ascertain the origin of the custom of wearing such a.
garb, we must not be led away by the early Christian or
the later ideas with which it is associated.^
T h a t conservatism prevails longest in matters of cult is a
familiar experience, and Schwally, Nowack, and Kittel (HK o-a
I K. 1^ L 27) favour the view that the sak is the clothing of an
earlier half-forgotten time, which, though it may long have continued to be worn—e.g., by slaves and the poorer people—was
nevertheless adopted exceptionally by the ruling classes on
specific occasions (cp D R E S S , § 2, col. 1136, n. 4). Another
view is possible.

It is to be observed [a) that the corresponding
ih/-dm is essentially a dress for 1 sacred occasion ; [b)
that the prophets wore i garment similar to the sak ;
and [c) that the sacred ephod itself was probably once a
mere loin-cloth {see E P H O D , § 1, and cp T. C. Foote,

/5Z^ 21 41-44 [1902]). On these grounds, therefore, it
seems extremely probable that the sak was pre-eminently
a sacred garment, and it agrees with this interpretation
that we find it worn by people of all classes on any
especially solemn occasion (i Ch. 2116 Joel 113 Dan. 93
I Macc. 847 2 Macc. IO25 etc.).
In view of what has been said elsewhere on the bearing of ideas of holiness upon such a matter as dress,^ a
o TTTu ™
plausible explanation of the custom
3. W n y worn. ^
u
**
*J
/.
i. .
•^
may be attempted.
Garments that
have come in contact with holy thing? are unfit for
common use, and in early Arabia certain rites were performed either in a naked state or in clothes reserved for

The king of Nineveh removes his royal mantle before
the sak ( J o n . 3 6),l the ' holy ' occasion requires ' h o l y '
and the primary object of the rending of the garments
ably to put oneself in a state of nakedness as quickly a-s
(Schwally, Frey).

dorming
clothes,
is probpossible

That the use of this special garment should have been
retained long after the [ex hyp.) ritual died out is not
without analog)'. T h e gradual decay is further illustrated by the fact that sometimes even it w as the custom
not to wear the kak but to lie upon it (2 S. 2110 Is. 58s),
and that in later Jewish times the rending of the garments was confined to a small slit (Xowack, HA I193).
See the literature at the end of MOURNING CUSTOMS; a h o '
Schwalh', Pas Leben nach d. Tode (1892), iiff.-, Frey, Tod,
Scelene:iaul'c, etc. (1898), 34^?:
On ^ackl:Iath and nakedness, cp Jastrow,
ZATlV22ii7ff.
(1902), which appeared since the above article was written.
S. A. C.

SACRAMENT [sacramentum, the Vg. rendering of
fivffT'Tjpiov in Eph. Ig 83 632 Col. 1 27 i Tim. 316 Rev.
I20 177).

See MYSTERY, § 5.

SACRED ( l e p o c ) i Cor. 913 - T i m . 815 RV. See
C L E A N A N D U N C L E A N , § i, 8.
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X. H I S T O R Y O F S A C R I F I C E I N O T
The term ' sacrifice may with etymological propriety
be employed of all offerings to God ; in common use
1. Introductory, ^^^denotes specifically that class of
offermgs m which a victim is slain,
corresponding to the Heb. zSah (ht. ' slaughter ').^ In
^^ C p Schwally. Leben nack d. Tode, i\ f. For the early
Christian usages see Smith, Diet. Christ. Atit., s.v.
- See Rel. Scm.C^' 45^f, D R E S S , § 8, and cp generally C L E A N
AND U x C l . E A N .

3 See W R S ^/>VM, 21132, Rel. Sem.V^}, 2 1 3 ^
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the present article the word will be used in this more
restricted sense, whilst offerings of grain, meal, bread,
oil, and the like (Heb. ininhdh) are called 'oblations.'
The term ' offering' will be employed as the equivalent
ofthe comprehensive korbdn, as well as in such phrases
as ' b u r n t offering' [\Hdh, holocaust), peace offering
(Stfle7n), sin offering [hattdth), trespass offering [dSdm).
For convenience, certain species of offering are made
1 Cp Wi. AOF22g,
where the AssjTian kine; tears off his
royal garments, and clothes his body in the ' l-allmu, the dress
of the penitent. W i . (op cit. 44") points out that basd/nu is
elsewhere glossed by sakku ( = p c ' ) 4184
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the subject of special artides : see FIRSTBORN, I N C E N S E ,
T.-vx.\Tio.\, T I T H E , \ ' O \ V , V O T I V E O F F E R I N G . Cp also
A T O N E M E N T [ D A Y O F ] , FE.V^TS, PASSOVER, P E N T E COST, T A B E R N A C L E S ; and, for Babylonian parallels.

R I T U A L . T h e present article deals in its lirst part (§§
1-22) with the historv of sacrifice in the O T ; in its
second (§§ 23-40) with the developed Jewish system ;
the third part (§§ 41-53) discusses beliefs and ideas
connected nith sacrifice, its intent, significance, efficacy,
and oper.ation ; the fotirth part (§§ 54-61) treats of
sacrifice in the N T .
Before the invasion of Palestine the Israelite tribes
were nomads ; their living and their wealth were in their
flocks of small cattle. ^ These also
2. Sacrifices
of n o m a d s . furnished the material of their
fices. Offerings were doubtless made
also of the spoils of war, and perhaps of animals taken
in the chase (see below, § 8), Our knowledge of the
character of these sacrifices is deri\ed not so much
from the stories of the patriarchs in J E as from survivals in later custom and law. T h e nature of these
survivals, together with the permanent conditions of
nom.adic life in the deserts of Syria and .\rabia, justify
us in supplementing or interpreting our scanty material
by what is known of .Arab sacrifice in pre-Islamic.times
and among the modern Bedouins.'^
The occasions of sacrifice are many and various.
.Among the modern .Arabs sacrifices are offered on the
birth of a son, a circumcision, marriage, the coming of
a guest; for the recovery of the sick or for the health
of flocks and herds ; on the inception of an enterprise,
such as setting out for a foray, breaking ground for
tillage, opening or enlarging a well, laying the foundation of a building ; on the conclusion of a compact or
covenant; the return from =. successful expedition ; on
the anniversary of a kinsman's death, and the like.
The rites of sacrifice are of primitive simplicity. T h e
owner ordinarily slaughters his own victim. The blood
is poured upon the ground, smeared upon the sacred
stone, upon the tent ropes, the door-posts of houses, or
upon persons or animals. T h e flesh makes a feast for
the owner, his family, tribesmen, and guests.
.A species of sacrifice which in all probability goes
back to the nomadic stage is the offering of firstlings
3 Firatline-a ' (Hkoroth, sg. bikor) of animals, that is,
° ' the first offspring of the dam, which
' opens the womb ' [peter rdhem, Ex. 3419 132 12 15 Nu.
1815: c^^ peter seger b^hemdh, Ex. 1312). The shepherd
Abel makes his offering ' of the firstlings of his flock
and of their fat portions' (Gen. 44 J) ; the laws insistently claim all firstlings as God's right (Ex. 182 12-15
2 2 2 9 / [ 2 8 / ] 3 4 1 9 / Lev. 2227 2726 Nu. I815-17 Dt.
12617 1423 1519-23, cp Neh. IO36). T h e animal was
primitively sacrificed shortly after its birth ; the oldest
rule is : ' Seven days it shall be with its dam ; on the
eighth day thou shalt give it to m e ' (Ex.2230 [29]).''
A similar custom existed among the heathen Arabs ;
the first birth ( c a l l e d / a r a ) of a she-camel, goat, or ewe
was sacrificed, frequently while still so young that its
flesh was gelatinous and stuck to the skin. This offering of firstlings was permitted in the earliest years of
Islam, Mohammed advising, however, that the sacrifice
should be deferred till the victim was a year or two old ;
later he prohibited the fara' as well as the sacrifices in
Rajab (atirah, see below, § 4).^
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The sacrifice of firstlings, like the offering of first-fruits, with
which it is sometimes associated (Neh. 1035^/, cp Ex. 222gf.
[ 2 8 ^ 1 ; note also the connection wilh titihes, etc., 1)1.1*2 617
1423), was regarded in later times as a tribute to God ( N u .
18 1 5 ^ Neh. 10 35^^), and as such it has been surmised that the
custom of devoting firstlings to God arose after the settlement
HI Canaan by ' a secondary extension of the practice of offering
the fruits of the field.' (So Benzinger, PASSOVER, g 8 end.)
T h e existence of firstling sacrifices among the Arabs shows that
this mference is unwarranted. T h e sacrifice of firstlings, as the
widespread custom of offering firstborn children indicates (see
Frazer, Golden Bough^^),'2.43 ff.), was not originally conceived
as a tribute to the deity (see T I T H K ) . T h a t there is no mention
of these offerings before the invasion of Canaan is not a sufficient reason for doubting their antiquity.

In the history of the exodus Moses asks the Egyptian
king to let the Israelites go into the desert to sacrifice
4 S p r i n g ^^ '^'^^" ^^^ Yahwe, ' lest he fall upon us
sacrifices^ with pestilence 01; with the sword' {Ex.
53 J, cp 3i8 5817 ; 5 i E) ; the presence
of all the people, young and old, is requisite ; and
they must take with them their flocks and herds to
furnish the victims (IO925). From 53 it niight seem
that the sacrifice in the wilderness was something
unusual, demanded on this occasion by an oracle;
5 i (E) and IO9 (J), however, represent it as an estabhshed institution, ' t h e hdg of Yahwe.'- T h e season
was the spring of the year, in the month called by the
Canaanites Abib (Ex. 184), corresponding to the SyrianBabylonian Nisan.
It is natural to connect this hag festival with the
spring festivals of other Semitic peoples. T h e first eight
days of the month Rajab, which in the old calendar fell
in the spring (see Wellh. Prol.^^K viii. ; Heid.(^), 9 4 / : ) ,
was a great sacrificial season among the heathen Arabs.
The poets compare the carnage of battle to the multitudes of victims lying around the sacred stones.^ T h e
victim, commonly a sheep, was called 'atirah (pi.
'atd'ir); its blood was poured on the head of the sacred
stone (Nuwairi, quoted in Ramussen, Addit. 79), the
flesh consumed in a feast. Such sacrifices might be
offered at home ; but it was probably more common to
take them to some more famous holy place (see Wellh.
Heid. 74, 94). T h e sacrifice, like Arab sacrifices in
general, was often made in fulfilment of a vow. T h e
Rajab sacrifices were at first kept up by the Moslems ;
a tradition reports Mohammed to have said : ' Every
Moslem is bound to offer each year an 'aetlidh (the
sacrifice of the tenth of the month Dhu-1-Hijjah) and an
'atirah' (in Rajab fZ,zra« vi. 21114/!]); subsequently,
however, he prohibited the 'atirah as well as \hQ.fara'
(see above, § 3). In the time of Mohammed the month
Dhu-I-Hijjah, in which was held the great festival in
the vicinity of Mecca, fell at the beginning of spring
(Wellh. Prol.'-^\ 105), and a comparison with the
Passover naturally suggested itself ; ** but further studies
in the old Arab calendar have shown that this coincidence in date is accidental.
Among the S3Tians, the chief feast of the year at
Hierapolis was in the spring (Lucian, Dea Syria, 49) ;
at Harran the first half of Nisan was a season of
special sacrifices (Fihrist, 322 ; Chwolsohn, Ssabier
225); evidence of the sacredness of Nisan appears in
the Nabatsean inscriptions at Madain Salih ;^ and at
Palmyra ; ^ the great festival of the modern Yezidis falls
at the same season."^
A closer connection between the Hebrew spring
1 See PASSOVER, F E A S T S .

^ See C A T T L E , G O A T , S H E E P . The nomadic Semites have no
neat cattle, and the ancestors of the Israelites do not appear to
have been among the tribes that possessed camels (see CAMEL).
2 See Wellh. Reste altarab.
Heideniumes;
Snouck-Hurgronje, Het mekkaansche Feest; W R S Rel. Sem.; for modern
Arab customs, Burckhardt, Travels in Arabia, 1829, Bedouins
and IVahdbys, 1830: Burton, Pilgrimae^e to el-Medinah
and
Meccah, 1855 ; Palmer, Desert of the Exodus;
Doughty,
Arabia Deserta;
Curtiss, Primitive
Semitic Religion, etc.
** See F I R S T B O R N , PASSOVER, § 8 / 1 ; T A X A T I O N AND T I ^ B U T E ,

§§ 11-13.
•* On the later modification of this rule see below, § 20.
5 See the two traditions in Lisan 10 1 1 9 ^ ; W R S Rel. Sem.[^),
462yC
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" tjdg is a religious gathering (N6. ZDMGAX 7ig). T h e
word is used not only of the Canaanite-Israelite agricultural
festivals, but also of Arab (and Sabsean) festivals, which brought
multitudes together. There is thus no ground for the assumption that the use of the term here is due merely to the later
association ofthe Passover and the Feast of Unleavened Bread
(hag
ha-massoih).
3 Cp modern descriptions of the sacrifices at the Meccan
feast.
4 See Snouck-Hurgronje, Het inekkaa-nsche Feest, S^f
5 Berger, Comptes Rendus de I'Acad, des Inscr., 1884, 377 ff6 W R S EB{^), IS igg, n. 2.
7 Badger, Nestorians,
\\xgff.
Vernal festivals are, of
course, not peculiarly Semitic.
4186 '
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festival (' Passover') and the Arab Rajab sacrifices has
been thought to be established by
5. Firstlings evidence that both were primitively
a t them.
offerings of firsthngs.^ In the Pentateuch , laws prescribing the dedication of firstlings
stand in juxtaposition to ordinances for the Feast of
Unleavened Bread or the Passover (see Ex. 34i8 f.

In Ex. 1221-27 (ultimately from J) the elders are
bidden to take sheep or goats, one for each clan [misn T)^«4.«„+;«« pdhdh), slaughter them, and, dipping
\
W H
^ buni:h of herbs ( ' h y s s o p ' ) into the
Dy Diooa.
blood, to strike it upon the lintel and
door-posts ; Yahwe will nol suffer ' the destroyer' to
enter a house on which he sees these blood-marks.
This, an editor adds, is the historical origin and explanation of a custom in use in later times ; w ith it he
connects etymologically the name ' Passover' [fisah),
because Yahwe 'passed over' [pdsah) the marked
houses of the Israehtes (Ex. 1224-27). The object of
the rite is to protect the inmates of the house from ' the
destroyer'; that is, in primitive conception, from the
demons of disease and death. Similar customs with
the same motive are found among many peoples.^
'\\Tiether this rite was originally connected with the
Hebrew spring feast is not clear. J, who prescribes
the marking of the houses, says nothing about a feast,
and, indeed, repeatedlv insists that the festival of
Yahwfe cannot be celebrated in Egypt (Ex.53 825-27);
P orders that the blood of the lamb slain for the feast
be applied to the door of e^•ery house in which it is
eaten (Ex. 12/, cp 13), a direction which Jewish tradition
and practice regarded as applying only to the ' Egyptian
Passover ' ; - Dt. makes no mention of this use of the
blood at the P.\SS(JVKR [q.v., § 13).^ It is not unlikely
that a rite originally occasional, as in the outbreak of
an epidemic, came to be practised aneually for the
protection of the household during the coming year,
and in connection with the old spring feast. ^ The
name pisah probably belonged, notwithstanding J's
etymology, to the feast rather than to the blood
marking.
Some Semitic peoples, both nomadic and settled,
offered in sacrifice animals taken in the chase. Gazelles
were offered by the Babylonians
8. Wild
(Jastrow, Rel. Bab. -.iss. 661) and
animals;
..
probably by the Phoenicians (Sacrificial
spoils Ot war. -^^xifi-., 6 7 5 16559 1675 ; cp ISAAC,
§ 4, ii. 2). Among the heathen Arabs, also, gazelles
were sacrificed, but were regarded as an inferior offering ; men who had vowed sheep or goats from their
flocks sometimes substituted gazelles.^ The nomadic
forefathers of the Israelites may have made similar
offerings ; but there is no reminiscence of this in the
OT.
The requirement that the blood of animals taken
in the chase be poured out and covered w-ith earth (Lev.
1713. cp Dt. 12i6 24) is not necessarily an attenuated
survival of a sacrificial rite ; the belief that the soul is
in the blood (Lev. 1714, on which see below, § 46) is
reason enough.^
Sacrifice was doubtless offered also of the spoil of
war, as in later times ( i S. 1515 21 cp 14 34 ; see also
Gen. 14 20).
Similarly the Arabs on their return from
a foray sacrificed one beast of those they had taken and
feasted on it before dividing the booty. "^ The Arabs of
whom Nilus wrote took by preference a human victim,
a fair youth, from among their captives ; in default of
such, they offered a white camel, *^ The Carthaginians,
after a victory, sacrificed the fairest of their captives
by night as burnt offerings (Diodorus Siculus, 2O65) ;

D t . 1019-23 I 6 1 /

E x . 1243-50 I 3 1 3 - 1 0 11-13 14-16);

the

slaying of the firstborn of the Egyptians has been
inti-rpreted as c reprisal upon thera for withholding
from Yahwe, by their refusal to let Israel go, the firstlings that were his due (see Ex. 318 8120 1 0 2 4 ^ ;
Wellh. 86).
It has been shown, however, under
PASSOVER (§ 8), that the passages cited, though compatible with such a theory of the original character of
the Passover, by no means require it ; and opposing
considerations of much weight are to be drawn from the
peculiar ritual of the Passover (see below, § 6), in
^v•hich—to name but a single point—one victim is required for each household, rich or poor, whereas the
number of firstlings must have varied with the owner's
]iossessions.
Nor is it satisfactorily established that the Arab Rajab
sacrifices were firstlings. It is true that the term
'atirah, by which these victims are usually designated,
is by some lexicographers made equivalent to fara,
firstling. 2 This is, however, nothing more than the
confusion which frequently occurs in their accounts of
the religious customs of ' t h e times of ignorance,' and
over against it must be put the fact that not only the
traditionists^ but also the lexicons generally distinguish
the two clearly enough.
The Passover differed conspicuously from all other
Israelite sacrifices, and preserved to the last, essentially
unaltered, its primitive peculiarities. In
6. Peculiar the earliest times, the carcass of the
rite.
victim was probably roasted whole, either
over an open fire or in a pit in the earth (as by the
modern Samaritans), and the flesh sometimes eaten half
raw or merely softened by fire. Dt. 16 7 prescribes that
it shall be boiled, like other sacrifices. This, however,
did not prevail ; P preserves the primitive custom while
guarding against abuse : the Passover is neither to be
eaten raw nor boiled in water, but roasted in the fire
(Ex. 129), with head, legs, and inwards. The sacrificial
feast was held by night at full moon ; the participants
were in their everyday garb, not in ceremonial apparel;
everything was done with haste ; the whole victim was
devoured—including, doubtless, in ancient times the
exta which in later sacrificial ritual were offered to God
by fire, and therefore strictly forbidden as food ; only
the bones must not be broken ; "^ the fiesh must all be
consumed before daybreak ; if aught remained it was
to be burnt up at once ; with the flesh was eaten—not
originally unleavened cakes, but—a salad of bitter herbs
( E x . 1 2 9 / . , cp N u . 9 i i / , also Dt.]64<5)-^
W^ith this singular ritual has been compared the
description given by Nilus of the customs of the Arabs in
the desert S. of Palestine and in the Sinaitic peninsula
in his own time—the end of the fourth century A.D.
They sacrificed a white camel to \''enus, the morning
star; after the chief or priest who presided at the
sacrifice had slain the animal, all rushed upon the
carcass with knives, hewed it to pieces, and devoured
it in wild haste, hide, inwards, bones, and all, that not
a scrap of it might be left for the rising sun to look
upon.^
1 W R S Ret. Sem.^''-], 227 f. n. 4 6 4 / ; Wellh. Prol.[^\ 86;
Now. HA 2 147 ; I'.unz. HA 4 6 9 /
- Lisan, ^2\o.
Note also the identical custom described in
the Lisnn underyCira', in the Taji^yo^
under
'atirah.
3 See Bokharl, ed. Krehl, 3 5 1 4 / :
^ Contrast the Arab sacrifice of Nilus, below. See W R S
Ret. Se}n.C~\ 345.
S See the description of the Passover of the modern Samaritans, Petermann, Reisen, 1 235 tJ« Migne, Ptxtr. ( > . 7!) 613, cp 612 ; W R S Rel. Sej/i.i^), 2^1 f. ;
Wellh. Heid.-^'
n o ^

^ See, e.g., Zimmern, Beitr.'2.no. 26, col. 3, I. 20f:, Palmer,
Des. Exod.gojiS,
etc. ; Douc:hi>, Ar. /^t*.?. 1499432 2 i o o e t c . ;
Kingsluy, Travels in West Africa, 444 451. A large collection
of material is found in Curti^^, Primitive
Semiiic
Religion
To-day, chap. 1 5 _ ^
2 So also the modern Samaritans : Petermann, Reisen, 1 237.
3 See below, § 20.
4 A very similar ceremony at a great annual festival in Peru
is described by Garcilasso de la Vega, Comm, Rcates, 7 6.
5 Harith, Mu'altakah,
69, with the scholia; al'-Lalth in
Lisdn\\.
211 9.
6 Cp the burying of blood drawn in blood-letting, or from a
nnse-l.leed, c.^., Doughty, Ar. ZJ^j. 1492; Kingsley,
Travels
in West Africa, 447.
" W R S , Rcl. Sem.C^), 491, and the Arab authors there cited
8 Migne, Patr. Gr.1d6i2f.
641 681; see W R S Ret.
Sem.(i),
36:; ff
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similar instances have been adduced from the records
of Assyrian kings (Shalmaneser, Monolith, obv. 17).
The slaying of Agag, whom Samuel hewed in pieces
before Yahwe in (iilgal ( i S. 1533), has sometimes been
regarded as a sacrifice of this kind ; ^ but it is doubtful
whether this interpretation is correct (see below, § 13
end).
The many accounts of sacrifices in the books of
Samuel and Kings are in large part taken from old
- p
_ and good sources, and give us com' paratively full and trustworthy informasources.
•
r
^
• , . •, 1
tion for the period which they cover.
By their side we may place the similar descriptions in
Judges, and in the patriarchal story as narratud by J
and E [e.g.. Gen. 157 ff.). T h e laws in the same
sources (especially in Ex. 34 and 21-23) dealing with
feasts and offerings, with the other—not inconsiderable— remains of early collections of law preser\'ed
in Dt. and H , represent the usage of Israelite and
Judtean sanctuaries in the time of the kings ; the condemnation of many customs in the reform legislation
of the seventh century bears witness to the prevalence
of the practices so zealously prohibited. The prophets,
finally, paint vivid pictures of the religion of their contemporaries, with all its abuses.
The regions E. of the Jordan first occupied by
Israelite tribes are capable of supporting enormous
, „ - . , ,
, flocks upon their rich and extensive
10. Agricultural p^s^^.^s ^ Much of the land is very
civilisation.
^^^.^jj^ ^^^ abundantly rewards cultivation ; but the conditions do not constrain nomadic
tribes taking possession of the country to become
tillers of the soil. T h e case was different in Western
Palestine. In the S. indeed, in the Negeb and the
Wilderness of Judah, the new comers continued to be
chiefiy shepherds even after they adopted fixed habitations ; but in the central highlands (Mt. Ephraim) and
in the N. they were soon compelled to get most of their
living from the soil. They learned from the older
population of the country to raise crops of grain and
pulse and to cultivate the fig, the olive, and the vine.
With the arts of agriculture they learned also the
religion of agriculture. T o the sacrifices and festivals
of their nomadic forefathers were now added the proper
offerings for the bounty of the land and the season
feasts of the husbandman's year (see FEASTS, § 4 / ) .

Animal sacrifice is still the most important part of
worship, as we see clearly from the historical books ;
neat cattle, kept as plough-beasts, are added to the
victims from the flock. ^ First-fruits or tithes of grain
and wine and oil must be consecrated in their season
according to an established ritual. T h e worship was
offered at the 'high places,' that is, in general, the old
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and sacrifices and oblations and frankincense
the house of Yahw^.'

unto

T h e H e b . zebah, ilDI, is ordinarily rendered in tp hyBva-ia, the
corresponding verb by fluw, less frequently Bvxi\.d^ia. The verb
means properly 'slaughter,' and may be used of the killing of
domestic animals for food without religious rites (e.g., D t .
1215 21) ; but since in earlier times animals were seldom if ever
killed thus, it ordinarily imports sacrificial slaying. The place
to which animals are brought to be killed is the Jiiizbeah^ literally
' slaughter place' ; in Canaan this was generally the stone or
pile of stones on which the fat was burned, wlience inizbca-h
comes to be equivalent to altar (see A L T A R , MASSEBAH, g 5).

The occasions of sacrifice were of different kinds (see
above, § 2, and below, § 15), and distinctive names
for some of them were probably early in use ; peculiarities of ritual, too, no doubt belonged to certain varieties
of sacrifice, as to the Pnssover or the covenant sacrifice
(cp Gen. 159 ff. Jer. 34x8 / ) , but, however ancient
the custom itself may be, our knowledge of the details
of the sacrificial ritual comes chiefly through later
sources. For this reason, as well as to avoid repetition,
the species of sacrifice and their characteristic rites will
be considered below in their place in the completed
system (§ 23_^).
One term is, however, so certainly old and so frequent that it
cannot be passed over here ; viz. selem, D?ty (Am. 5 22), generally pi. scidjiilni ( E V 'peace offerings').
In many passages
seldiiiliii are coupled with 'oloth (burnt offerings) m descriptions of greater sacrificial occasions, precisely as 'oloth and
2('(^rt/i?w/elsewhere ; see, f,^., Ex. 20 24 326 2 S. 6 I7_/C 2425 i K.
815 925 Ezek. 45 15 4327 46 2 12 etc. I n other instances we
have the phrases D'D^c? n^), C'DTty 'n3T, * sacrifices of peace
offerings'—e.g., i S. 108 Jos. 22 23 Prov. 7 14. T h e setdi/izm
appear to have been by far the most common kind of sacrifices,
so that when the word zebdimn was used without qualification it
would be understood to refer to setdmtm; on the other hand,
the name seldinhn is probably shortened from zibhe setdviim.
T h e original significance ofthe word is not certain. © translates, CTwnjpia, (QvfriaC) TOV (Twnjptov, so also Philo, De victi-niis,
§ 4, 2245 M a n g e y ; © in Samuel and Kings (flvcrtoi) etpTjctKai or
TWf etpTji'iKoii', so Aq. Symm. Theodot. ; Vg. victima
pacifica,
paciffcum
(sc. sacrifciu/n);
hence EV, 'peace offerings.'
These interpreters connect the Heb. word with the simple stem
of the verb QSK', ' b e whole, sound, safe,'or the noun sdlo/n,
Dl7iy, ' peace.'1 Josephus, who renders Ova-Cai x^-P'-'^'^'VP'-^'(Ant. iii. 9 2), apparently associates it with the meaning of the
intensive stem, sillain, 'requite, repay, p a y ' ; so that these
sacrifices would be a return to God for benefits received from
him, or the payment of an obligation to him ; cp Prov. 7 1 4 ; ' 1
had /^/(fwJw-sacrifices to make ; to-day I have paid
(siltamtt)
mv vows.* T h e word occurs also, as the name of a species of
sacrifice ('?''?D DSEOI on an inscription from a Phoenician temple
at Marseilles (CIS 165 3 _ ^ ) . It is perhaps a Canaanite term
adopted by the Israelites. [On Ass. sulmu see R I T U A L , § 11, ia.]

The blood of the victims was poured or smeared upon
the sacrificial stone as had been done by their nomadic
forefathers.
Besides this, portions of the animal,
especially of the internal fat (i S. 2 1 5 / ) , - were now
burned upon a raised altar—monolith or heap of stones
or earth—as upon a hearth ; and this part of the perCanaanite holy places (see H I G H P L A C E , §§ 2-4).
formance was so essential that the verb ' burn,' with or
The most general term for offering, whether of
without an object ( ' t h e fat'), becomes equivalent to
animals or of other things, is 7ninhdh, rin'iy:i, ' gift' ' offer sacrifice.'
11 5?n '
^® bu/pov, more frequently ^ufffa), a word
In older times the intensive stem kitier, "lt2p, ' m a k e smoke,
burn'—rarely with the object ('^^\}, i S. 2 1 5 / ) — i s u s e d ; so
nf sa fi • ^^^ confined to religious uses.* In disfrequently
in the prophets, of the heathenish sacrifices of their
,. ,
* tinction from other offerings specifically
contemporaries.
In later texts the causative hiktir, "I'^irn,
named — such as 'dldh, zibak — minhdh
prevails.
See We. Prol.\^\ 64 f , n. i.
T h e burning of the
sometimes refers particularly to oblations of bread,
otfering is probably to be regarded as a means of conveying it
meal, oil, and the like (see § 14).^ Animal sacrifices
to God ; the fragrant smoke was, at least in later times, thought
fall into two main classes : 'oldh, EV 'burnt offering,'
of as containing the ethereal substance of the sacrifice. ( W R S ,
in which the victim was all consumed by fire ; and
Rel. Sem.(^), 236 ; see also below, § 41.)
zibah, EV ordinarily 'sacrifice,' in which, after the
The flesh of the victim was boiled (2 S. 215/. i K.
e.xta had been burnt upon the altar, the flesh was eaten.
1921), and furnished a feast for the offerer with his
These species are often enumerated together, as in Jer.
family, friends, and guests [\S. \ 4 ff. ^12 22 ff., etc.).
1/26: ' they shall come
bringing burnt offerings
In Canaan, bread, wine, and oil, the products of agriculture, took their place in the feast beside the flesh of
1 W R S , Rel. Sem.i'^, 363. Nowack (HA 2205) includes in
animals from the flock or herd (see e.g., i S . I24);
the same class the killing of Zebah and Zalmunna, J u d g . 821.
2 GASm. Hist. Geog. 5 2 3 / ; cp N u . 32 i 4 2 K. 3 4, etc. See
these again were in part obligatory offerings—first-fruits,
al.so C A T T L E , § 3.
3 On changes in the rites of sacrifice see below, § 11.
^ In the technical language of the later ritual the comprehensive term is korbdn ; see below, § 24.
_ S On the more restricted technical use of the word in the later
ritual see below, § 24.

1 See also the etymological explanations in Siphra on Lev. 3 i
(fol. i3(Z, ed. Weiss).
2 From J u d g . 6 i 9 _ ^ it has sometimes been inferred that in
early times boiled flesh was offered (cp also^Nu. 6 19) ; but the
evidence is insufficient to sustain the conclusion.
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tithes, etc.—in part occasional and voluntar}-.
Of
them also a part was given to God, probably upon the
altar by fire (see Am. 45). The bread offered was that
which the participants in the feast themselves ate ; that
is, in ordinary cases leavened bread; ^ unleavened cakes
when, for religious reasons (as in the 7nassdtk feast) or at
a meal hastily prepared for an unexpected guest, they
ate their own bread unleavened.
T h e bread offered
was probably moistened with oil or dipped in it, as was
the bread eaten by the worshippers (cp the later rituals,
§ 30). Of the wine a libation was made to God (Hos.
94). See below, §^ 14, 31a.
The pecuUarity of the'J/aA (nH') is that no part of
the victim was used for food ; the flesh as well as the
1« -D
J. sacrificial portions of the inwards and
12. B u r n t
. ^
x.
A
«, .
'-1-I1 fat was burned.
°'
* The term is derived from the common
verb 'dldh (nSy), ' g o up, ascend,' and signifies, according to the prevailing interpretation, the sacrifice
which (all) 'comes u p ' upon the altar (Knob., Wellh.,
Nowack, etc.), or that which ' goes u p ' in smoke to the
sky (Bahr, Del., Dillmann, etc.). In ^ generally
6Xo/cat'rw/ia, bXoKavTOiffis, Vg. holocaustu/n.
Another term for the sacrifice given as a ' whole
offering' to God is kdlil'^''^r^ (Dt. 33io i S. 79 Ps.
5I21 ; cp Dt. 13i7 Judg. 2O40), which appears as a
technical term in Phoenician also ; see the sacrificial
tariffs of Marseilles and Carthage, CISi. 1653 5, ^^c.,
1675.
The whole burnt offering was naturally much less
frequent than the sacrifices which furnished a feast for
the worshippers ; it is seldom mentioned alone, and
then in peculiar circumstances.^ Ordinarily the burnt
offering occurs in conjunction with other sacrifices
[zSbdhim or sHami/n) ; e.g., 2 S. 617 f. 2425 i K.925
2 K. IO24, etc. It was probably originally an extra-"
ordinary offering made by great persons or on great
occasions (We. Pi-ol.^^\ 70). T h e daily burnt offering
in the temple at Jerusalem (2 K. I615)—and doubtless
at other royal sanctuaries—was the king's daily sacrifice,
and was followed by many ztfbdki/n for the court and
by private persons.
The ritual of the burnt offering is not described in
any ancient account ; it may be assumed that the blood
was treated in the same way as that of the other
sacrifices ; it is supposed by both the narratives in J E
and by the laws that the flesh and fat of the holocaust
were consumed upon the altar. ^ T h e hide, according
to Lev. 78, fell to the priest, and this is not improbably
an ancient rule ; it was, in fact, the only toll he could
take for his services.'*
It is possible that at an earlier time the burnt offering
was burned on the ground or in a pit, rather than in a
raised altar ; this is said to have been done for a special
reason at the dedication of Solomon's temple ( i K,
864).^ T h e analogy of the human sacrifices at the
Tophet

(see M O L E C H ,

T O P H E T ; cp, however.

Gen.

229), and the burning of the carcass of certain sin
offerings without the sanctuary, may also be noted. It
is probable, however, that the burning of the holocaust
upon the altar was the Canaanite custom, adopted by
the Israelites.^
Whether the burnt offering was accompanied by an
oblation of bread or by a libation is uncertain.^ When
t I S. IO3 Am. 45 ; leavened bread in certain si-ldml/n even
in Lev. 7 13, cp 2317.
2 G e n . . S 2 o 2213 N U . 2 3 T ^ J u d g . G 20 (I31623) i S . 6 1 4
I K . 3 4 18 38.
•* T h e carcass was previously cut u p ; i K. 18 23 33.
^ So in the sacrificial tariff of Carthage (CAS" 1 167); in that
of Marseilles the priest ha.s a fee in money, and a part of the
flesh, whilst the hide belongs to the offerer.
5 So al.so at Hierapolis; Lucian, Dea Syria;
W R S , Rel.
Se>n.i-\ 378.
6 An arL^ument may perhaps be drawn from the size of the
Canaaiiit. rock-altars that have been discovered.
7 I n I K. b 64 the words ' and the mintidh ' are a gloss.
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it was part of a great sacrificial occasion these probably
went with the other sacrifices {zfbdhl/n).
T h e regular
daily burnt offering in the temple may have had such
an accompaniment ; but the earlier custom seems to
have been to offer the //linhdh daily as an evening
oblation corresponding to the morning 'dldh (see below,
§§ 19, 32). In the passages which speak of the burnt
offering alone (cited above, col. 4191, n. 2), there is no
mention of a minhdh.
Judg. ^20 f 1819 ff. cannot be
alleged ; in these places a meal prepared for a guest is
miraculously consumed by fire ; this may be called an
*dldh, but obviously no inference can be drawn as to the
ordinary ritual of burnt offerings.
The animals sacrificed were neat cattle, sheep, and
goats ; also, at least in certain rites, turtle do\es and
_ V* +•
pigeons, clean birds easily procured by
* dwellers in towns and cities. The choice
of victims for particular sacrifices or occasions was
doubtless to some extent regulated by custom ; in
ordinary cases it was left to the worshipper to determine
what his offering should be, in accordance with his
means, his disposition, and his motive, or his previous
intention or \o\\.
It is very likely an ancient rule that
the burnt offering should be a male ; though i S. 614
shows that it was not always so. Sometimes very
young animals were offered even as a burnt offering
(i S. 79, sucking lamb) ; but ordinarily, no doubt, a
mature animal was chosen for this sacrifice.^
That the offei'ing of a human victim as ^ holocaust
was not unknown in old Israel we learn from the story
of Jephthah, Judg. 1 1 3 0 / 34-40. T h e narrator represents this sacrifice as extraordinary, but does not condemn it as abhorrent to the rehgion of Yahwfe." T h e
statement in i K. 16 34 to the effect that Hiel, who in
the days of Ahab rebuilt Jericho, ' laid its foundations
with Abiram his firstborn, and set up its gates with
Segub his 3'oungest son,' hardly admits any other interpretation than that he offered them as foundation
sacrifices, in accordance with a widespread and persistent
custom.^
It does not appear, however, that human sacrifices were
frequent in the early centuries of the Israelite occupation of
Canaan.
T h e offering by parents of their own sons and
daughters, especially the firstborn, about which there is so
much in the prophets and laws of the seventh century,-* was not
the recrudescence of ancient custom, but a new a n d foreign cult
(see M O L E C H , § 4 ff.). T h e lesson of Gen. 22 is that though
Vahwe might claim even an only son, he does not require such
sacrifice but accepts instead a victim from the flock ; cp Mi. G7.
T h e expiation of Saul's massacre of the Gibeonites by the
execution of seven of his sons and grandsons ' before Y a h w e ' at
the famous sanctuary of Gibeon (2 S. 21 9), important as the
story is for the idea of e.xplation a n d thus for sacrificial conceptions, is not itself to be considered as a sacrifice. N o r is the
devotion of the inhabitants of a conquered city—or an Israelite
city that has_fallen into the worship of other gods (Dt. 13 1 2 ^ )
—to the deity by slaughter and burning (hdrem, see B A N )
properly regarded as a form of human sacrifice.

The offerings of bread, oil, and wine which formed
part of the sacrificial feast have been spoken of above
14. Oblations. ' " that connection ( | 11), There were
also independent offerings of the products of agriculture. The deity which gave the increase
to man's labour received from him portions of all; only
when these had been duly rendered could the rest be
used by the owner (see Frazer, Golden Bough'!'-), 2318/;
459#)These offerings, which fall under the general head of
first-fruits, were called by ^'nrious names : first-fruits
[bikkurim. Ex. 3426 2319), tithes (md,islrdth),
prime
portions (resith), portions set apart (Uriimdh), and
others. The original distinctions are not always clear ;
1 Mi 6 6 speaks of burnt offerings of yearling calves • the
daily burnt offering in P is a yearling lamb.
'
- J E P H T H A H , § 6. Compare Mesha's sacrifice of his son
2 K. 3 27.
3 See H I E L . On these sacrifices cp Tvlor, Prim
Cult (3)
1 i04if:; Liebrecht, Z » r F ^ « | ^ t « « * , 2 8 4 ^ ; especially Sartoril
J'as hauopfer, Zeitschr. f Ethnol. Z^ x ff. (^Zcyi)
•• .See J e r . 7 31 Ezek. 20 26 23 j,f,ff. Lev. 18 21 20 '-iff. D t . 18 10
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the definitions of P and the Mishna may sometimes be
suspected of making systematic discrimination between
terms once loosely equivalent. T h e tendency of the
ritual development was to reduce to rule and measure
what was once more free, and to convert into a tax, for
the support of the clergy, what formerly, as a gift to
the deity, had actually fallen in whole or in part to his
ministers. Aparchce were offered not only of things
that were eaten, but also of flax and wool (Hos. 259 Dt.
I84). Inasmuch as these offerings have 1 history of
their own it has seemed best to treat them separately ;
see T A X A T I O N , T I T H E S .

Religious dedications of .1

different character are the 'orldh of fruit-trees in the
first three years of bearing, followed in the fourth by
the consecration of the crop as hillfilJ/n (Lev. 1923-25),
which corresponds to the sacrifice of the firstlings of
animals ; the Je dh, or unreaped corner of the grainfield ; the gleanings of the harvest-field, orchard, and
vineyard (Lev. l O g / ! ) ; and the spontaneous crops of
the fallow year (Ex. 2 3 1 0 / ).

(See N A T U R E W O R S H I P ,

§3-)
The form of presentation of first-fruits is described
only in part. In Lev. 2 3 i o / i 14 (old laws in H) the
first sheaf of barley (originally from each field, or from
each village) is brought and ' w a v e d ' [henlph, n'jn, a.
gesture of throwing) before Yahwe at the local sanctuary;
until this is done the new crop must not be used in any
form (i'. 14); unleavened cakes [tnassoth) of the new
barley meal are eaten for se\'en days (see FEASTS,
PASSOVER!. At the end of wheat harvest a corresponding ceremony is the presentation in a similar way of two
loaves of ]ea\ened bread (originally from each household, Lev. 2315-17 2oiz). Cp Frazer, Golden Bough^\
2319.
Dt. 261 ^ prescribes that specimens of the
choicest of the fruits of the land shall be brought by
each landowner in «. basket and set down before the
altar with a solemn liturgy of thanksgiving ; the presentation is followed by a feast (see below, § 22).
Another kind of oblation, which, though of much less
primitive character than the kinds just mentioned, can
be traced back to an early period in the history of Israel
in Canaan, is the setting before the deity of a table
spread with food and drink (see, further, below, § 34^)Such was the custom at Nob ( i S. 214-6 [5-7]) as well as
at Jerusalem ( i K. 748), and probably wherever God
had a house or temple. On this table stood bread,
which at certain intervals was exchanged for fresh loaves
hot from the oven ; the loaves that were removed were
eaten as 'holy bread' by the priests, and—under exceptional circumstances—by laymen who had ' hallowed'
themselves ( i S . 2I4-6). It is natural to suppose that,
as among other peoples, wine too, in cups or chalices,
was placed upon the table ; but there is no mention of it
in the OT. (On P see below, § z\'^-)
I^i ^^ ^^^^i'
sternia of other religions flesh also was thus set before
the deity ; it is not probable, however, that such was
ever Israelite custom. Like the flesh or fat of animal
sacrifices and the oblation of bread, wine, and oil with
them, the loaves of 'shew b r e a d ' were ' t h e food of
God' (cM'-N DnS).
Offerings of wine in the form of libations were made
at the sacrificial feasts (above, § 11) ; a libation of
Sekdr, properly any fermented drink other than wine, is
spoken of in a late law (Nu. 287 ; see below, § 35),
but in no ancient source ; there seems to be no reason
why such libations should not have been made. Honey
was excluded from the preparation of sacrificial cakes
(Lev. 2 i i ) , in which it was much used in other cults ; ^
it was brought with the other choicest products of the
land in the ceremony described in Dt. 2 6 i j ^ , but did
not come upon the altar. Milk, often offered by other
peoples in libations,^ was not so used by the Hebrews.
^ Libations of honey in antiquity, Theophrastus in Porphyry,
De abst. 2 20 f.; reasons for the prohibition in Jewish law,
Philo, De sacrificantibus,
% 6, 2 2«;5, Mangey.
2 In Arabia, W e . Heid.i^), iiif
Milk in Abel's offering
(Jos. Ant. i. 2 i) is a mistranslation of the ambiguous DnnSn-
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That independent libations of oil were made is intrinsically not improbable, though not conclusively established
by reference to Gen. 2818 Judg. 99 Mic. 67. (See Now.
H-4 2 208 : cp below, § 31 a-)
Sacrifices were generally offered at home ; every
village had its altar [mizbech, slaughter place), where
the victims were slain and feasts held ;
15. Seasons
and occasions, "^''h"'' " ] ! '^''"""g^ '''"^ °'her obligatory offerings were brought (see
H I G H P L A C E , % 4). There were more famous holy
places to which men resorted in numbers, especially
at the autumn festival (see FEASTS, § 4). T h e
times of sacrifice were in part fixed by custom, in
part dependent on the occasion or on the will of the
worshipper. T o the former class belong the Passover
at the vernal full moon (see above, §§ ^ff.), and the
agricultural season feasts at the beginning and end of
the grain harvest, and at the close of the vintage (see
FE.ASTS).^ At the last three custom required every man
to ' s e e the face of Yahw^,' with an offering (Ex.
2817). T h e new moon was a favourite time for feasts :
Saul expects all his court to be present on such an
occasion ( i S . 2 O 4 / . , cp i%24ff.)\
the annual sacrifice of David's clan at Bethlehem is held on a new moon
(i S. 2 O 5 / 29). See N E W MOON. The Sabbath, apparently in a lesser degree, enjoyed the same preference.
When a regular cultus became established at the greater
sanctuaries, more numerous victims were offered on
these days (see below, § 33). The specific occasions
of sacrifice were manifold—the circumcision or weaning of a son, marriage, the coming of a traveller, the
making of a compact, consultation of an oracle, the
mustering of a. clan for war or the return from a
campaign, the accession of a king, the dedication of
a temple, the staying of a plague. Many sacrifices
were offered in fulfilment of vows for the obtaining
of the most varied objects of human desire. Men
sacrificed alike when they rejoiced in the evidence of
Yahwe's favour, when they besought his bounty or
his help, and when they had need to propitiate the
offended God. Many kinds of uncleanness required
purification by sacrifice.
The companies of worshippers for whom and by
whom sacrifices were brought originally corresponded
16 WorshiDDers ^° *^^ natural groupings of the
16. Worsmppers. ^^^^^^^ ^^^ family or clan for itself
[e.g., I S. 206), the village community at its own high
place [e.g., i S. 912). Even at the greater holy places,
which were frequented at the festival seasons by
multitudes from different tribes, these groups preserved
their identity. Deuteronomy assumes that this will be
the case at Jerusalem when all bring their sacrifices
thither; and in the Passover the 'household,' even
when casually constituted, continued to the last, and,
indeed, still continues, to be a distinct sacral group ;
the great mass of worshippers did not become one worshipping community, but remained many companies.
The only body of worshippers in ancient times in which
the natural groups are sunk is the army in time of war.
How far the persistence of the family as a society of
worship in the national religion is to be attributed to
the survival of proper family cults, the worship of
ancestors, it does not fall within the province of this
article to discuss. ^
The worshippers prepared themselves for participation in the sacrifice as ' holy ' by ' hallowing themselves '
[hithkaddeS, i S. I65 Nu. II18, cp Ex.191014). An
obligatory part of this ' hallowing ' on solemn occasions
was abstinence for a time previous to the appearance
at the sacred place from sexual intercourse (cp 1 S.
2 1 5 / . Ex. 1915);^ other preparatory ceremonies were
purifications, ablutions, the washing of garments. Men
put on festal attire, garments and ornaments not of
1 Sheep-shearing was also a time for feasting, i S. 25 7.
2 See FAMILY, § 2 ; Sta.
GVI\3goff
•A See W R S Rel. Sem.{^), 4 5 4 . ^
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everydav wear (Ex.322 1 1 2 / I 2 3 5 / . Hos. 2i3[i5]
Ezrk. 1 6 i 2 / ) . i
For the ordinary sacrifice [zSah) the assistance of a
priest was unnecessary ; the rites were simple and known
-_ « - , o to all. T h e older historical books
17. P n e s t s . 1
.
•
r
-c
^abound m instances of sacrifices by
laymen of all ranks ; the father offered sacrifice for his
household, the ' elders ' for the clan or the village community, the commander for the army, the king for the
people. The offerer slew and flayed his own victim—
as, indeed, continued to be the rule to the latest period ;
doubtless he also in early times poured the blood upon
the sacred stone or altar, afterwards a specifically
priestly act. At the holy places which had a resident
priesthood—often proprietary—the priests burnt the fat
upon the altar ; for this service they took toll (i S.
2^3ff.).
T h e customary right of the priests may have
differed at different places, as it certainly changed in
course of time (cp i S . 2 i 3 _ ^ Dt. I83 Lev. 734)-^ T h e
priests participated also by guest-right in the sacrificial
feasts. The most important functions of the priesthood
were not, however, direction or assistance at sacrifices,
but the custody of the sanctuary, the consultation of the
oracle, and instruction concerning purifications, piacular
rites, and the like.
The sacrificial worship of ancient Israel had a prevailingly joyous character ; to eat and drink and rejoice
-,
,
before Yahwe (Dt.) is a description of
it which holds good to the end of the
of worship.*^
kingdom. The stated feasts in harvesttime and vintage, the new moon and sabbath, were
all seasons of rejoicing ; aud the occasions of public
and private sacrifice at other times (see above, § 15)
were, in general, of a joyful nature. T h e banquet
was accompanied by music and song (Am. 523, cp 65),
not always of what we should call a religious kind ;
dances, also, were customary (Ex. 32i9 i S. 186 Ex.
1520 Judg. 11 34 2 1 1 9 ^ ) . T h e excesses to which such
festivities are exposed did not fail to occur (i S. I i 3 ^
222 Is. 2 8 7 / Am. 2 7 / Hos. 414).
But while joyfulness was thus the predominant note
of worship, it must not be imagined that ancient religion
had no other note. In times of private distress or
public calamity men set themselves to expiate the
offence, known or unknown, that had provoked God's
anger, to propitiate him by gifts and recover his favour
(see 2 S . 2 1 i i ? : 24 1 8 ^ Dt. 2 1 i / : etc.). Such scenes
as are described in r K. 1826,^ (the priests of Baal on
Carmel) were probably not without parallel among the
Israelites on like occasions.
Fasting before Yahw6,
wearing the garb of mourning, was an ancient a n d
common means of appealing to his mercy (see FASTING).
In ordinary cases propitiatory sacrifices differed from
common sacrifices, not in rite, but in the spirit and
mood of the worshippers, ^^''hen God was manifestly
perilously incensed men would hardly venture to
approach him with sacrifice till thej' had reason to hope
that his wrath was somewhat appeased (see, e.g.,
2 S . 24).
Like other ancient monarchs, the kings of Judah and
Israel built temples at old holy places, such as Bethel,
IQ FfTfioi- nf ^^^ '^ their capitals, as at Jerusalem
and Samaria. Worship at these royal
monarchy.
sanctuaries was under the direction of
the sovereign ; on great occasions the king in person
offered sacriflce in them ( i K. S564 ; especially 925 2 K.
1 6 1 2 ^ ) ; the priests were appointed by him.
Itwas
probably in these temples that the custom of offering a
daily holocaust grew up. This sacrifice was made early
in the morning ; in the late afternoon the oblation of

bread or dough, oil, wine (the 7ninhdh) was presented
(see I K. IS29 36, cp Dan. 921 Ezra 9 4 / ) . ^ The animals
required for food by the king's great household were, no
doubt, slaughtered at the temples with a sacrificial dedication ; thename tabbdhim, lit. ' butchers,' applied to the
palace guard, has been thought to bear witness to this
custom ( W R S Rel. Sem.O-^, 396). .\t the festivals and
on special occasions greater numbers of sacrifices were
offered by the king and his court, as well as by the
people \\ho came together to celebrate the feast.
Foreign luxuries, such as incense, came into use at
these sanctuaries. T h e support of the regular cultus
came from the king's treasury, either from imposts
levied in natura ( 2 K . I615 Ezek. 459_^), or by the
assignment to the temple of the revenues of a district.

1 We. Prol.C^), 71. See D R E S S , § 8.
2 See P R I E S T , § 4f.
3 To prevent controversy or extortion, tablets on which the
leg.-il tariff for various species of sacrifice was inscribed were
sometimes set up before ancient temples (see CIS\ 165 167 ; CIL
fi =:2o).
•* See F E A S T S , § ^f.
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(See T A X A T I O N . )

A considerable number of priests must have been
attached to the greater temples, and the necessity of
order and authority was doubtless early felt.
In
Jerusalem we read of a chief priest and a second priest.
T h e better organisation probably in part recognised, in
part created, a differentiation of functions. The same
conditions were favourable to the growth of the ritual
in elaborateness and splendour, and to a concomitant
estimate of its importance. In a word, the ritualistic
and sacerdotal tendencies in the religion of Israel had
their seats at the royal temples, especially at Jerusalem.
By degrees the worship at Jerusalem came to be a very
different thing from that at the country high places,
and thus things were preparing both for the deuteronomic reforms and for the ritual law.
The greatest change, however, which followed the
establishment of the kingdom was the institution of a
regular public cultus maintained by the king for himself
and his people. Thus a national religion was created.
When Israel took its place among the nations,
political and commercial intercourse opened the w ay for
20 Foreie-n ""^^^^'^^^ influence.
Solomon's new
. 'a
temple was built by a Phcenician architect after Phcenician models ; Ahaz
exchanged the altar for a copy of one he had seen in
Damascus. T h e more complete apparatus of worship
—the bronze reservoir and portable lavers, the many
utensils provided for the service of the altar, for example
—suppose corresponding elaboration in the ritual. T h e
vestments and ceremonial ornaments of the priests also
were probably patterned after those in use in Phcenician
temples. The influence of foreign religions was much
deeper in the seventh century, during the long reign of
Manasseh. Not only were many new cults, especially of
Assyrian origin, introduced (see Q U E E N O F H E A V E N ,

N A T U R E ^^'oRSHIP, § 5 / ) , but the worship of Valiwe
was enriched by new rites and offerings ; the burning of
costly gums and spices, for example, is first heard of in
this period.'^ T h e sacrifice of children as burnt offerings, with peculiar rites, to Yahw^ under the title
' k i n g ' [ham-7nHek), which also became prevalent in this
age, is probably a foreign—Phoenician or Syrian—cult
adopted by worshippers of Yahw^ (see M O L E C H ) .
The reforms of Josiah not only suppressed for a time
these foreign rites, but also made a radical change in
20a Reform ^^ whole sacrificial system by destroyand reaction. ''^^. ""=. ^'^^ f'"'^^
f r j ? , ? ^"'^^
their priesthoods, and forbidding the
offering of sacrifice at any place in the kingdom except
the temple in Jerusalem.^ A necessary corollary of
this restriction of sacrifice to one altar was the slaughter
of animals for food at home without sacrificial rites
(Dt. 1 2 1 5 / 20-25), contrary to the ancient rule (see
Lev. I T s / ) . ' '
A large part of the occasional private and family
1 On the Inter custom, see below, g 32.
2 See iNcrN^K, § 3. It is worthy of note that Ezekiel gives
it no place in his reformed cultus.
** See DEUTERONO.MV, ISRAEL, § 2I/-1 J O S I A H , § i.
•* Disregarding redactional changes ; see L E V I T I C C S S 28.
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sacrifices thus drop out. The change is even greater
on the other side ; the season feasts must now all be
kept at Jerusalem ; thither firstlings and tithes, firstfruits—in a word, all obligatory offerings—must be
brought, there all vo\\s must be paid, and freewill offerings made. Various modifications of the ancient custom
became necessary ; the lustration of houses with blood
at the Passover must have ceased (see above, § 7) ; the
age at which firstlings should be offered (eight days,
Ex.2230 [29]) is now a minimum limit—they may be
brought at any time after they are a week old (Lev.
2227). The removal to Jerusalem of the feasts in which
the tithes were consumed, besides other changes (Dt.
1 4 2 4 ^ ) , deprived the poor of the village ofthe participation in these feasts which they enjoyed by ancient
right of hospitality ; compensation is made by the conversion of the tithes of one y<:ar in three to charity

14 23j cp 12 6 II ; in the third year, 14 28_/:; liturgy, 2(j 12/?; ;
firstlings, 15 1 9 ^ .
^ S p e c i e s : 'otdli Lev. 22 18, etc., 'dldh and zebah 'il 8, zibhe
seldi/ttm 17 5 Ui 5, toddh 22 2 9 / , ndder and fied<lt>dli 22 18 21'; 2
tithes and firstlings are not named in the remains of H (nor in
Ezek. 40-48) ; sacrifices as Icddrislin 22 2 \$f., cp U' 8 ; offerings
are ' the food of God ' (lihem eldhmi), 21 6 8 17 21 22 25, cp Ezek.
4 4 7 ; animals sacrificed, bdkdr and son, sor, kibes, 'ez; human
sacrifice forbidden, 18 21 20 !_/?:; victims must be perfect, 22i8_^,
less strict rules for freewill offerings, 22 23 ; must be brought to
the holy place, not slaughtered elsewhere, 17 3 ^ , cp By: ;3
blood not to be eaten, 17 10, cp 17 1 3 ^ 19 26 ; the ritual is not
described (17 6 probably secondary); the flesh of setd/nhn must
be eaten on the day they are offered or on the following day,
^ 9 5 ^ . ; of the toddh on the day of sacrifice itself, 222gf.\
feasts, offerings, and ritual, 2'd (the parts of the chapter derived
from H).-l

(Dt. 1 4 2 8 / ;

The

on uncleanness and purification (see LF.VITICL'S, § 24/".);

country priests who were transported to Jerusalem were
net allowed to offer sacrifice in the temple, though they
had their living from its revenues ; an inferior order of
ministry was thus, in fact, established.
By the centralisation of worship its natural connection
with the common life of men was much loosened. T h e
Israelite could visit the holy place to offer his sacrifices
at most but thrice a year, more commonly, perhaps,
but once or twice. At other times he knows that stated
sacrifices are offered in the temple daily, and with
greater pomp at all the festivals. The possibility of a
cultus carried on for the benefit of those who are not
present, of a sacerdotal religion done for the people by
the priests, and operative, if correctly performed, is
thus prepared.
These consequences were not perceived, much less realised, in the few remaining years
of Josiah's reign, nor, in their full effect, for many
generations afterwards.
The spirit of the sacrificial laws in Deuteronomy is
that of the older time ; 'rejoice before Yahwfe' is still
the common expression for worship. The increased
emphasis on the olden hospitality of the sacrificial feast
is in accord with the prominence of motives of charity
and humanity in the deuteronomic legislation, but is
doubtless due in part, as has been already suggested,
to the consciousness that the transfer of these feasts to
a distant sanctuary imperilled this feature of them.
In the disastrous times that followed the defeat at
Megiddo and death of Josiah, in the reaction from the
deuteronomic reforms which not unnaturally ensued
upon the disappointment of the high hopes based upon
them, every trace of these reforms was swept away.
Not only were the old altars at the high places rebuilt
and the foreign worship restored, but men sought more
efficacious means of expiating guilt and securing divine
protection in private cults—in part, perhaps, revivals of
old Israelite practices, in part of foreign origin, such as
are described in Ezek. 8.
These strange rites were
celebrated as mysteries by societies of initiates. Their
sacramental sacrifices were ' unclean ' beasts, such as
swine, dogs, mice.^ The strong taboo of the flesh of
these animals made them peculiarly potent/z'^trw/a, the
highest grade of ' uncleanness' being convertible with
exceptional 'holiness.'
The laws in Dt. relative to sacrifice and offering
represent older custom adapted to the plan of reform
which made Jerusalem the sole place of worship (see
above, § 20).

cases requiring sacrifice are enumerated, 126/. 1514/.
2 9 / 141-7 (49-53)In Lev. 1-7, also, the older sacrificial toroth, not
only in 1 and 3, but also in parts of bff., represent
pre-exilic usage and formulation in later redaction. ^
Another source from which knowledge of the worship
in the temple at Jerusalem may be gained, is Ezekiel's
rt- p plripl programme for a restored and purified
cultus in 40-48. The prophet's purpose was not to create a new system of sacrifices and
rites, but to introduce such safeguards as should prevent
those invasions of Yahwe's holiness which had provoked
him in anger to destroy his desecrated house and make
an end of the polluted worship. Knowing as we do
the characteristic motives of Ezekiel's reformatory zeal,
and having from other sources reasonably good information about the temple worship in the last half-century
before the fall of Judah, we should not find it difficult to
distinguish the old from the new in Ezekiel's sketch,
and thus to use 40-48 for the history of the cultus.^
This testimony is the more valuable because Ezekiel
had 1 priest's intimate acquaintance with the ritual
and affection for it.

see

TAX.VTIUN,

g 10,

TITHES).

T h e sacrificial laws in H are of the same age.^

Contemporary with the laws in H, and from the
same or cognate sources, is a large part of Lev. 11-15,

In comparing Ezek. 40-48 with the sources hitherto examined,
it is important to observe that Ezek. deals almost exclusively
with sacra publica,"^ the others with private sacrifices. As the
public ceremonies had, doubtless, in all ages, a more solemn
ritual, the fuller liturgical details in Ezek., as compared, for
example, with Dt., signify much less than has sometimes been
made of them. Besides the species of sacrifice with which we
have already become acquainted ('dldh, zibah, seldmfm), Ezek.
repeatedly names two others, hattdth and dsdm (EV sin offering
and trespass offering—RV gui4t offering), 40 39 42 13 43 1 9 ^
442729 45 1 7 ^ 4620 (see below, §§ 27f).
The tninhdh is an
offering of flour and oil in specified quantities (465711, etc.);
a libation (nisek) is also provided for (4517). The animals
sacrificed are the same as in the other sources (birds are not
named).
T h e public sacrifices are provided by the prince from the
proceeds of a tax levied in kind (terumdh 45 13-17)- A lamb is
offered every morning, the regular holocaust (golath tdmid), with
an accompanying oblation (w/w/iaA 4613-15) ;^ the sabbath
burnt offering is six lambs and a ram, with their oblations
(46 4f.) ;9 on the new moon, the victims are the same, v i t h the
addition of a bullock (46 ef).
At the passover a bullock is
offered on the first day as a sin offering for the prince and
people; during the seven days of the feast, each day seven
bullocks and seven rams as burnt offerings, and a he goat as a
sin offering (45 23^^); the feast of the seventh month has the same
sacrifices (4525); there is no summer festival (Pentecost). At
the great festivals, new moons and sabbaths, the prince also
provides seldju'iin (Vo 17), doubtless as a feast for the people.

1 Is. 6 5 3 ^ 663 17 (late post-exilic rites of the same k i n d ) ; cp
Ezek. 8 9 / See W R S , Rel. Sem.V^U 2 9 0 . ^ 343-

1 Setting aside the double redaction. See LEVITICUS, §§ 1 4 ^ .
2 The dsdm in 19 21 is from R p .
8 The principle, no slaughter without sacrificial rites, is reaffirmed ; see LEVITICUS, §§ 15, 28.
•* Passover is not named.
5 See LEVITICUS, §§ sf ^^d, on dsdm and hattdth,
below,
§§ "27 f
fi The custom of the temple after the restoration, which frequently followed the older usage rather than Ezekiel's innovations, furnishes an additional criterion.
'^ Even the seldml/n at the feasts, new moons, and sabbaths*
are to be provided by the state, 45 17.
8 N o evening tdifiid; see below, § 32.
^ T h e general rule for the oblation to be offered with each
kind of victim, 46 11, cp 5 7 ; the quantity of wine for the libation is nowhere fixed.
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Species of offerings : Dt. 12 6, cp 11 17, see also 27 6f 33 10;
prescribed offerings (firstlings, tithes, etc.) are koddslm, ' sacred '
(belonging to God by right), in distinction
21. S e v e n t h from votive and free-will offerings, and from
cent. laws,
animals slaughtered for food, 12 ?6; victims
from the flock and herd (bdkdr, son ; Sor, sd) ;
human sacrifice prohibited, 12 31, cp 1810; victims must be
perfect, 17 i, cp 15 21 ; ritual of holocaust and sacrifice, 12 27 ;
burning of fat, libations, cp 3238; offerings at the feasts and
ritual, IQiff., cp 2 6 1 ^ ; prie.sts' dues, 1 8 1 ^ ; tithes, 12 17
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T h e number of these \ ictims is necessarily left undetermined.
A table (or altar) for the shewbread stands in the temple (41 22);
but no rules are given for the presentation of offerings upon it—
probably the old custom is to be followed without change.^ An
elaborate ritual is provided for the consecration of the altar
(4318-27), and for the semi-annual//ac/^/rt (on the first of the
first and seventh months) by which the temple and altar are
purified (4.*) 18-20).2
The rites of sacrifice are given in some
detail: the slaying and dressing of the victims (4u 38-43, c i r t h e
description of the court and altar, 40 28_^. 43 1 3 ^ ); the dashing of the blood upon the altar (43 i8), or—of the sin offering in
consecration and purification ceremonies—the application to the
altar and other parts of the temple and court (43 2o45 loi. T h e
fat and blood of sacrifices are the food of God (44 7I. The flesh
of public sin offerings is burned (43 21); that of private sin
offermgs and of trespass offerings belongs to the priests (44 29);
there are kitchens in the inner court where they boil their meat
and bake their mi/ttidh bread (46 i g ^ l , and chambers in which
ihey eat this ' very holy' food (42 13).
Of private sacrifices the freewill offerings of the prince K'oldh
or Seldmlm) are sacrificed by the priests (46 2); the private
sacrifices of the people are slain for them by the Levites (degraded priests of the old high places), who wait upon the offerers
and serve them (44 11); the flesh is boiled in kitchens in the
four corners of the outer court by temple servants (4621-24).
The priests are supported by offerings: the flesh of the (private)
sin offerings and of trespass offerings, the oblations of flour and
oil, and everything that is devoted to Yahw6 fall to them;
besides this they have a right to all kinds of first-fruits and
dedications i44 28_^.).

established (ISRAEL, § 45), with survivors of the old
priesthood for its ministry.
Probably, however, the
public sacrifices—the daily holocaust and the offerings
on Sabbaths and feast days—which had been supported
by the king, ceased, and only private sacrifices were
offered, as at other high places. With the appointment of a native governor and the rebuilding of the
temple, the public services were doubtless resumed on
such a scale as the poverty of the community permitted.
The ritual, also, no doubt, conformed to the ancient
custom and tradition of the sanctuary as far as possible
under these conditions; and as the prosperity of the
Jews increased, and Persian kings and governors from
time to time made contributions to the support of the
temple, it recovered something of its ancient splendour.
The opinion that the cultus was first restored by priests
returning from the exile, and afterwards thoroughly
reformed by Ezra in accordance with the prescriptions
of a liturgical work (' Priest's Code') which he brought
with him from Babylonia, rests in both parts on the
same late testimony, and greatly exaggerates the share
that the Babylonian Jews bore in the development of
Palestinian Judaism in the Persian period. Babylonian
influence upon the terminology of the later ritual, if not
upon the rites themselves, is indeed manifest; but, in
view of the evidences of the same influence in other
Syrian religions in the Persian and Greek period, it is
not clear that we must look to the exiled priests in
Babylonia for the explanation.

Ezekiel supposes that his readers are familiar with
the terms he uses and their significance; he does not
deem it necessary, for example', to define the nature or
occasion of the trespass offering (see below, § 27).
T h e sacra publica, which before the fall of Judah had
been maintained at the king's charges, are to be provided for by the prince from the taxes.8 The rules
prescribing the kinds and numbers of victims to be
offered at the feasts, and the proportion of flour and
oil with each, may perhaps make new requirements;
but it may safely be assumed that there had been similar
rules fixed by the custom of the temple under the kings.
The periodical expiation of inadvertences or mistakes
by which the holiness of the temple might have been
sullied, appears to be an innovation; •* but the rite is
simple and old, and had probably been practised in
earlier times when occasion required. In general, the
ritual of public sacrifice does not seem to be much
changed in Ezekiel's new model of temple worship.
The consequences of Ezekiel's system would doubtless
have made greater changes in the sphere of private sacrifices. The tax to be paid to the prince and the assignment of all first-fruits to the priests apparently are to take
the place of all the offerings (firstlings, first-fruits, tithes,
sacrifice for appearance at the holy place, and the like)
which in former times the Israelite had been bound to
bring to God. Even the sacrificial feasts (Seldj/i'im) at
the great festivals were provided from the public treasury.
There would remain vows and freewill offerings, and
the sin and trespass offerings, in which, as it appears,
no change was intended.
In the ritual of private sacrifice Ezekiel proposed a very radical departure from
immemorial custom : the owner was henceforth not to
offer his own victim, but to look on while one of the
inferior ministry of the temple (Levites) slaughtered it
for him. This innovation, however, did not prevail;
in the ritual law and in the practice of the Herodian
temple, the worshipper retained his old right (see
below, § 26).
The destruction of the temple in Jerusalem did not
cause a long interruption in sacrificial worship in Judsea.
22 Cultus
after 586

"^^^ ^"^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^"^^ °*'^^'^ ^°^y places in
theland (seeHiGHPLACES,§9; M I Z P A H ,
i ) , but there can be no doubt that the
altar in Jerusalem was soon rebuilt and worship re' There is no mention of incense or an altar of incense, of a
candelabrum, or of anointing oil.
2 Observe the use of the terms kipper and hittd ; see below,
§45.
'^ On the question how far this is a change of system, see

An important landmark in the history of the ritual is
the description of a typical series of sacrifices—sin
offering, burnt offering, peace offerings—at the inauguration of Aaron in Lev. 9, a chapter which is universally
assigned to the original History of the Sacred Institutions, and was written probably in the fifth century
B.C.

(see

H I S T O R I C A L L I T E R A T U R E , § 9).

The

rites

agree closely with the older sacrificial toroth; many
refinements of the later laws are still unknown to the
author, in particular such as are connected with the
inner altar, the sprinkling of blood in consecrations and
expiations, and the like.
It can hardly be questioned that the philhellenic
priests of the Ptolemaic and Seleucid times introduced
22 a . L a t e r ^^^'°^s ceremonies in imitation of the
cults of Syrian-Greek temples, some of
which were preserved till the destruction of Jerusalem.
The procession at the offering of first-fruits, headed by
an ox with gilded horns and crowned with an olive
garland, the flute player making music before them,
etc., is an example in point.i But such innovations
were probably in matters of vestments, processions,
and the like, rather than in the ancient rites of sacrifice
themselves.
The two features in which the sacrificial cultus of
later times differs most from the worship of old Israel
are the enhanced importance of the sacra publica and
the greater prominence of expiatory rites.
Both are
natural consequences of the conditions of the age.
The Jews were a widely scattered people; most of
them could visit Jerusalem only at long intervals—
perhaps but once or twice m =. hfetime. But sacrifices
were regularly offered for them—the daily holocausts,
the burnt offerings and sin offerings on the sabbaths
and new moons and at the feasts. These sacrifices
were now maintained, not from the revenues of the
king or prince, but b y a tax collected from Jews in all
parts of the world, who thus became participants in all
their benefits. The cessation of the daily sacrifice was a
calamity that deeply affected the whole race (Dan. 8 11/".
1131 12 II, cp Jos. y?7vi. 22).
Piacula of various kinds were doubtless common in
old Israel, as in other religions (see, eg., Dt. 211-9);
many of the purifications—which fall under the same
head—are unquestionably ancient customs (e.g„ Lev.

TAX.\TION, § 15/"

* It did not establish itself in the restored temple, where in
later times a corresponding, but much more elaborate, rite was
celebrated annually. See A T O N E M E N T , D A Y OF.
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' M Bikkurim.

Lcgg- ritual,

83; Philo, DeFesto cophini.

lib. 4, cap. 10.

See Spencer,
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1 4 1 ^ . cp Dt. 248 Nu 19). Solemn public piacula,
however, seem in earlier times to have been performed
only on occasions when some calamity \\arned the
people that they had offended God [e.g., 2 S, 2 4 i 8 ^ ;
above, §§ i 8 , 20). In the Persian period, they became
an established institution. \ \ ' e ha\-c seen that Ezekiel
provides for such ceremonies at the beginning of each
half year (above, § 21); the oldest stratum of P in LLV.
16 seems to have had in mind a yearly expiation ; ^ the
Dav of Atonement was in later times the most solemn
of the year. All rites of consecration and inauguration
are begun by piacular sacrifices. Not infrequently, as
in Ezekiel, the whole cultus is regarded as expiatory.
The prevalence of such a conception of God's holiness
as we find iu Ezekiel, inevitably led to the multiplication
of expiatory rites ; the depressed and unhappy state of
the Jews in Palestine during ,L large part of these
centuries may be regarded as a contributory cause.
The differences between the sacrificial worship of
old Israel and that, say, of N T times must not,
however, be exaggerated. T h e public cultus did not
supersede private sacrifices. T h e Jews, even from the
remoter parts of Palestine, frequented Jerusalem at the
feasts in great numbers, bringing the prescribed offerings
and paying their vows ; the population of the city itself
and of neighbouring Juda?a alone was sufificient with
their sacrifices to give employment and support at
ordinary times to a great number of priests. Nor must
it be thought that the worshippers were habitually
oppressed by a sense of sin, or that the expiatory side
of the cultus so domi^iated their conception of sacrifice
as to exclude all others.
T h e contrast sometimes
drawn between Dt., with its rejoicing before Yahwfe,
and P, with all its sin offerings and trespass offerings,
even if it fairlv represented the spirit of two legislations,
cannot legitimately be taken as evidence of a corresponding difference in the spirit of religion in two ages.'^
From our other sources it is easy to show that no such
radical difference exists.
IL D E V E L O P E D J E W I S H .SYSTEM
It is proposed in the following paragraphs briefly to
•describe the Jewish sacrificial system in its final form,
- - T J. J J.
as it was in practice in the last
23. I n t r o d u c t o r y , ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ before the destruction of
Jerusalem. I n this system the rules and rites of sacrifice
in the Pentateuch, of v\hatever age and origin, were
•combined, and their often conflicting requirements in
some fashion harmonised. There was also a traditional
usage, not wholly dependent upon the written law, and
at all events much more detailed, without a knowledge
of which we should often be hopelessly at a loss in our
effort to reconstruct the ritual.^ Our sources, therefore,
include, besides the Pentateuch, the descriptions of the
cultus in Jewish authors—Sirach, the Epistle of Aristeas,
Philo, the N T , Josephus, etc.-—and the school tradition
embodied in the legal midrash (Mekiltd,
Siphra,
Siphre), the Mishna, and the Tosephta.**
The comprehensive name for offerings of all kinds,
24 Offf "
including dotations to the sanctuary, is
in"general^ ^cr^aw (;ri,?). ' present, gift' (Nu. 712-17.
species. * ^^^-'^ cp also Neh. IO35 133i)This term, which is found only in technical
use, first appears in the sixth century (Ezek. 20 28 40 43, sacrificial
laws in Lev. 1 3), and is probably a borrowed word, as is suggested also by the unusual form of the noun ; cp Assyr.
kurbd/iu ( R I T U A L , %% 1, \\\a),
Aram.-Syr. ktirbdn.
The
technical use of the verb hikrib (::'i"n), ' p r e s e n t ' an offering
to God, is of the same age. <B render^; the noun b y hdpov, \ ' g .
variously and often freely T.c:. a-nd Pesh. kurbd/i.
1 .See A T - ^ X E M E X T , D A V O F , § 2 ; I,r:viTicus, § 12.

^ -M; iiy critics appear to be misled by the word ' sin offering.'
See below, § 28a.
^ It would be quite impossible, e.g., to understand the
•ceremonies ofthe Day of Atonement from Lev. 16.
^ This tradition—carefully to be distinguished^ from the
scholastic exegesis and casuistry in t h e same writings—goes
back to priests who had served in the temple.
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The old Hebrew minhdh, 'gift,' which in eariier
times w.is used more broadly (seu above, § i i ) , is m
the ritual la\vs specifically the oblation of flour and oil
or of cakes baked therefrom.
Tlic species of sacrifice are the same as in Ezek.: burnt
offering ['oldh), tresp.iss offering (didm), sin offering
[hattdth), and peace offerings (sc'ldmim) ; some of these
embrace several varieties.
The public sacrifices are either stated or occasional.
25 larrn ^^^ stated public sacrifices are :
-. ,.
,
I. T h e regular djiily burnt offerings, every
pUOllCd 61 morning and evening (I'^x. 2938-42 N u . 283-8).
peivatH.^
2. T h e additional burnt offerings on the
sabbatlis (Nu. 2 8 9 / ! ) and the new moons (ib.
11.14), and at the aiinurd festivals, viz., Passover (ib. 16-25X
Pijiilc. (.st ('J'i-31), New \'ear (20 i-(,), Day of Atonement (7-11),
Tribernadcs (12-38).
3. Tile sin offerings at tbe new moons and feasts (Nu. 2315 22 30
'.!li 5 II 16 ig 22 25 28 31 34 jS).
4. The goat of the 1 '.,y ,ji Atonement (Lev. 10 15, etc.).

Occasional piacula are ;
1. T h e sin offering of the congregation (Nu. 15 2 2 ^ Lev.

J '3 ff-)2. T h e sin offering of the 'anointed priest,'because his sin
brings guilt upon the people (Lev. i^ff.', cp Lev. I(i6 11 14).

In this class may be included also sacrifices of consecration for the temple and altar (Lci. .S14/I ; cp
Ex. 4 0 i _ ^ ) ; and the sacrifices for the instalkiuon of
priests, especially the high priest (Ex. 29 Lev. 8).'-^
Public sacrifices as a rule are either burnt offerings
or sin offerings ; the trespass offering is always a private
sacrifice, and the only public peace offerings are the
two lambs at Pentecost (Lev. 2319, see below, § 4 0 ) ;
the consecration ceremonies also include ^eidiniin.
Private sacrifices may be of any of the four chief
species, and frequently comprise more than one kind.
They are either prescribed or voluntary. The prescribed
sacrifices are :
1. Sin offerings, trespass offerings, and purifications of various
kinds according to the occasion.
2. The sacrifices obligatory upon tbose who appeared at the
temple at a festival season ; with which m a y be included the
Passover.

Voluntary private sacrifices were brought either in
fulfilment of a vow, as freewill offerings, or as expressions of gratitude (nider, nlddbdh, toddli)It will be most convenient to begin with private
sacrifices, since these are more full}- described in the
Pentateuch, and afterwards to treat of the public cultus
in the temple, for the details of which we are mainly
dependent upon Jewish tradition.
The victim might be from the flock or the herd
(Lev. I2) ; a turtle-dove or a pigeon was also accepted.^
P
. If a quadruped, it must be a male w ithout
26. B u r n t ^ g ^ j ^ h , a bullock, ram, or he goat. A
Ottering.
jj^^. ^j twelve defects which rendered an
animal unfit for sacrifice is given in Lev. '.^222-25 ; much
more minute rules are found in the Talmud." If the
dissection of the victim disclosed abnormal or diseased
organs, this also caused its rejection. The age of the
victim is sometimes prescribed ; in general, animals that
had attained their full growth were preferred for burnt
offerings.
The oftercr brought the victim to the
court of the temple, rested both hands heavily upon its
head, slaughtered and flayed it, and cut up the carcass.
The priest received the blood and carried it to the altar,
and afterwards burnt the flesh and fat.
That the offerer slew his own victim is the rule in Lev. 1 5 11,
and is universally assumed in Palestinian tradition (see, e-g-,
M- Zebdhim, .3 i ; Siphr,!., Par. 4 ; cpyl/. Kelim Is, etc.; so also
Jos. Ant. iii. 9 i). ffi, indeed, in Lev. l-c. has indefinite plurals
1 ' Publica .sacra, qua; publico sumptu pro populo f i u n t . . .
privata, quae pro singulis hominibus, familiis, gentibus fmnt,
Festus ; the distinction is made b y Josephus (Ant. 111. U i), Phiio
(,'.g-. Be z'ictiinis offer, i i), and'mtheUtshna..
2 T h e installation sacrifices might from another point of view
be regarded as private sacrifices, and are in fact so regarded
bv Jewish tradition.
.
,
'3 T h e offering of birds as burnt offerings is permitted as ttie
only kind cf sacrifice possible to the poor in cities.
^ On the name see above, § 12.
,
^
6 See -U. Bekoroth C, Tos- Bekoroth 4, Bekoroth
-yiajf.
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(a^d^ov<Ti), and is naturally followed by Philo, De
victimis,
2241 M a n g e y ; but their interpretation is not to be accepted.!
K/tkiel would have the sacrifices of laymen slain by Levites (see
a!iu\e, § 21) ; but there is no evidence that this ever became the
a._tu,il practice.2 The place for the slaughter of the burnt
.ifferliiL: was in the Court of the Priests (see TK.MPLE), on the
N . sklu of the great altar (Lev. 111), where also the sin offering and the trespass offering were slain (peace offerings might
be slain in any part of the c o u r t ; M. Zebdhim 5 i ^ ) .
Here
were rings in the pavement for tying the victims, posts supporting
beams with hooks to hang them up on, and low marble tables
for dressing the large cattle (AL Middoth 8 5 6 2 M. Tdmld 3 5
. ] / . SluJkdltm'o 4, etc.). T h e blood was caught by a priest in a
bason, and thrown from the vessel against the altar in such a
way that some of the-blood struck each of the four faces of the
altar.
T h e carcass was then cut up according to a certain
order ; the inwards and shanks (with the feet) were washed ; and
all the parts of the animal, except the hide S and the contents of
the intestines, were borne by priests to the sloping ascent o f t h e
altar, where they were salted ; finally they were carried up to
the top of the altar, flung on the great fire,* and burned. In
later times, at least, an oblation was offered with private holocausts ( N u . 15 i-ff.).
T h e offering of a bird had necessarily a different ritual (Lev.
1 14-17 ; M. Zebdhi/n^s).
The dove or pigeon, which might
be of either sex, was taken by the priest to the a l t a r ; ascending
the ramp and standing at one corner, he pinched off the bh-d's
head with his thumb-nail, squeezed out the blood so that it
flowed down the side of the altar, drew out the crop with the
entrails through an opening in the breast, and threw these, v/ith
the feathers, on the ash heap E. of the altar.
Then with his
hands he rent the fowl by its wings without actually pulling it
in two, rubbed it with salt, and threw it upon the fire.

61-7 [ 5 2 0 ^ ] , 5i4-i6; cp Lev. 22i4-i6 and Nu. 05-8).^
In such cases restitution of the property with the
addition of one-fifth its value must be made, and a ram
offered cs a * trespass offering.' The term dsdm probably originally signified the mulct by which such an
offence was punished ; the application to the sacrifice is
secondary. An asa/n in siher is named in 2 K. Il^i6
as one of the sources of the priests' income ; as a
species of sacrifice dsd/zi is mentioned first in Ezekiel,
but in a way which implies that it was well known.
In the redaction of the laws the distinctive character of
the d.sd/n is lost, and a 'trespass offering'.is prescribed
in many cases in which the offence is of a different
nature and restitution is impossible (see, e.g., Lev.
t>iff. 17 ff. 1 9 2 0 ^ ) ; the confusion with the sin offering
remarked above thus arises.
The victims required by the laws differ in different
cases—a bullock, he goat, she goat, ewe lamb or kid,
_.
or a dove (see below).
The animal is
2oa. o i n
brought to the temple court, and after the
offering.^
imposition of hands, as in the burnt offering,
is slain by the offerer (Lev. 429) on the N. side of the
altar. The distinctive feature of the ritual is that the
priest, instead of dashing (pii) the blood against the
sides of the altar from the ground, ascends the altar,
and, dipping his finger into the bason, smears (?n3.
* p u t ' ) blood upon each of the four horns of the altar
in order ; the rest of the blood is poured out at the
base of the altar. The parts offered upon the altar are
the same which are thus consumed in the peace offerings
(§ 29) and the trespass offering (§ 27).
The flesh
belongs to the priests ; it is, like that of the dsdm,
' very holy,' and must be eaten under the same restrictions.
The holiness of the hattdth is in other respects more
intense than that of the dsd//t; everything which comes
in contact with the flesh becomes ' s a c r e d ' (cp Hag.
212), that is, becomes the property of God—in effect,
of the temple ; an earthen pot in which the flesh is
boiled must be broken, a metal one scoured and rinsed ;
a. garment upon which the blood has accidentally spirted
must be washed in a ' holy' place (Lev. 627-29 [20-22]).
The piacular character of the sacrifice accounts for this
higher degree of holiness.
In offering a dove as a sin offering the priest kills it
with his thumb-nail (as in the burnt offering), but does
not completely sever the head from the body ; sprinkles
some of the blood upon the side of the altar (not on the
horns), and squeezes out the rest of the blood at the
base ; there are no altar portions to burn ; ^ the flesh
goes to the priest (Lev. 67-9 626 [19]).
In cases of extreme poverty a sin offering consisting
only of a tenth of an ephah of fine flour, without oil or
frankincense, was accepted ; the priest burned a handful
of it upon the altar and took the rest for himself as in
other oblations (Lev. 511-13).

In the Pentateuch, especially in Lev. 5, there is some
confusion between trespass offerings and sin offerings
27

Trespass ^^'"'^ LEVITICUS, § 5 ) : . the original dis-

' -.

. *^ 5 tinction both in occasion and ritual is,
^'
however, sufficiently clear, and is in
general justly observed by the Jewish tradition. In the
dSdm the victim is regularly a ram [dyil, S'N Lev. 5 1 5 / .
18 66 [625], Nu. 5 8 Lev. 1 9 2 i / . , cp Ezra 1019 ; in two
late laws kibes, \:'-2'2, Lev. 1412 21 Nu. 612).^
The
animal, according to the Jewish interpretation of Lev.
5 15, must be worth at least two shekels. The ritual in
Lev. 11 ff. prescribes that the trespass offering shall be
slain, like the burnt offering, on the N. side of the great
altar ; ' the blood is thrown against the altar precisely
as in the burnt offering (§ 26) ; when the animal is cut
up cert^iin parts are taken to be burned upon the altar,
viz., the fat tail, the fat that covers the entrails
(omentum), the two kidneys with the fat upon them,
and the excrescence on the liver.**
No oblation or
libation accompanies them. The flesh of the animal
falls to the priests (according to Lev. 77, to the officiating priest) ; it is 'very holy,' and may be eaten only
by males in a state of ceremonial purity and in a holy
place.
In the ceremonies for the purification of the leper prescribed
in Lev. 1 4 9 ^ , which have a striking—and surely not accidental
—resemblance to the consecration of priests (Lev. 8), the he lamb
with whose blood the leper's right ear, thumb, and great toe
were anointed is called an dsdm;
but the ritual—note the
' w a v i n g ' of the lamb, the accompaniment of oil, the anointing
with blood and oil, sprinkling of oil, etc.— has nothing in
common with that of Lev, 7 (see below, § 28/').
I n t h e o l d e s t l a w s a b o u t t h e dSd?n this s p e c i e s of
sacrifice s e e m s to h a v e b e e n r e q u i r e d o n l y in e x p i a t i o n
of t h e u n l a w f u l a p p r o p r i a t i o n of t h e p r o p e r t y of a n o t h e r
( c o n v e r s i o n ) , o r of t h e t r i b u t e d u e to Y a h w e (see L e v .
1 A man might have his sacrifice offered by a n o t h e r ; but the
other was not necessarily a priest.
^ T h e slaying of the paschal lambs by the priests had «
particular reason in the urgent need of expedition.
3 T h e hide fell to the priest who conducted the sacrifice (Lev.
7 >••); a different rule seems to have prevailed in the Herodian
temple; see Schiirer, GJV{^) 2248.
•1 Ep. Arist.. ed. Thackeray, 5357^, admires the strength as
well as the skill with which this was done.
B H e b . dsdm (CC'N'), 05 TO Trepi Ty\s irky)iJ.fxekeia.^, rj irXy\fj.fj.ik€i.a,
Vg. hostia p?-o delicto.
On the technical meaning of the term
see col. 4204, beLrin.
6 The female victim in Lev. 5 6 is a sin offering. So are also
the doves and the offering of flour allowed to be substituted by
the poor, Lev. 5 7-13 ; see LEVITICUS, § 8.
7 There is no mention o f t h e imposition of hands.
" T h e same parts of the sheep are burned when it is a sin
offering or a peace offering, or an inauguration sacrifice.
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A late law (Lev. 4 ; see LEVITICUS, § 5) establishes

a shding scale of sin offerings according to the station
of the offerer ; the common man has to bring a female
goat or sheep (428 32), as was doubtless the older rule
(cp Lev. 56 Nu. 1627).^ If too poor for such a sacrifice,
he is allowed lo substitute two doves or pigeons, one
as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering ; or, in
extremity, an oblation of flour (see above) ;^ a prince
(N^b-a) in a similar case must offer a he goat (Lev. 4 2 3 / . ,
cp Nu. 716, e t c . ) ; the 'anointed priest' a bullock (see
below, §
"^70).
The name ' sin offering

suggests to the niodern

1 Affinity to H has been noted in the primary stratum of
these toroth.
2 H e b . hattdth Cnxan), © TO Trepi Wjs a/iapTt'a?, Vg. hostia
pro peccato.
3 For this reason a second bird is ordered as a burnt offering.
•1 Female victims in piacula, see, e.g., Schoemann, 2 226 : cp
also Xu. I'.i2 Dt. 213.
J
' r
5 These mitigations are not understood to apply to those sin
offerings in which a certain victim is prescribed for all.
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reader a. sacrifice for the expiation of sin in our sense
of the word, and it is often imagined that the Jewish
sacrificial system provides and requires such expiation
for eve/y sin. Both these notions are erroneous. T h e
cases in which a hattdth is prescribed fall for our apprehension into two classes: first, the ignorant or inadvertent transgression of certain prohibitions (' taboos
—including some in which we see a moral character),
or unintentional failure to observe the prescriptions of
the law ^Nu. \022ff.; from the context it is clear that
religious observances are primarily meant) ; second, in
purifications of various kinds, as of a woman afiur
childbirth, .1 leper, etc., or of things, such as an altar
(see below, § 45). For the former cl^:^s the general
rule in the Mishna is that any transgression the penalty
of which, if w ilful, would be that the offender be cut off,
requires, if comm.tted in .gnorance or through inadvertence, a hattdth [M. K^rithdth I 2) ; the catalogue of
these transgressions [ib.\i)
ranges from incest and
idolatry to eating the (internal) fat of animals and
imitating the composition of the sacred incense, but
does not include the commonest offences against morals.
In the second class (purifications) fall the hattdth of a.
woman after childbirth (Lev. 126) ; of a man who has
suffered from gonoiThoea ( 1 5 1 4 / . ) , or a woman from
menorrhagia ( 1 5 2 9 / ^ ) ; of 1 Nazirite accidentally
defiled by the proximity of a dead body (Nu. 610/".)—iu
all these cases the victim is a dove or pigeon ; of a
leper (Lev. 14io_^; a ewe lamb, for the poor a dove or
pigeon); ^ of a Nazirite at the end of his term (Nu. 614 ;
ewe lamb); a man defiled by contact with the carcass
of an unclean animal, etc. (Lev. 5 2 / ! , ewe lamb or
she goat, 'c 6).

the trespass offering ; the sin offering alone requires a
peculiar application of the blood. The portions consumed upon the altar are the fat that covers the entrails
(great omentum) and all the fat upon the entrails, the
two kidneys with the mass of fat upon them, and the
excrescence upon the liver, which is to be separated
with the kidneys ; if the victim was a sheep there was
added to these the whole fat tail, removed close to the
OS sacrum.

In connection with the hattdth brief reference may be
made to certain peculiar ceremonies of similar intent and
„_, p
,.
effect. The most characteristic of these
IBD. r e c u l i a r j ^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^^ purification of the
piacma.
^^^^^ ^^ev. 141-8); a clean bird is killed
over an earthen vessel containing fresh wafer in such a
manner that its blood mingles with the water ; the priest
dips cedar wood, wool dyed crimson, and 'hyssop,'
together with the living bird, into the vessel, sprinkles
the water upon the leper, and lets the living bird fly
away.- The expiration of the term of the Nazirite's
vow (Xu. 613-21) is celebrated by a complete series of
sacrifices, beginning with a ewe lamb as a sin offering,
a he lamb as a burnt offering, and a ram for a peace
offering ; the oblation consists of a basket of different
kinds of cakes. The boiled shoulder (only here) of the
ram with a specimen of each kind of cake is ' waved '
before Yahwe (see § 2.ga), and then belongs to the
priest.
The Ordeal of Jealousy has been described elsewhere
(see JEALOUSY, O R D E A L OF).

The best description of the peace offering ritual is in
Lev. 3, corresponding to that of the burnt offering in 1 ;
29a Peace ^^^ also 7 n / : 2 8 / : 2 2 2 1 / : , N u . l S i / :
™* .
3 The victim may, as the owner pleases, be
° • from the flock or the herd, either male or
female, and of any age ; it is required only that it be
without blemish (see above, § 26), a rule that is relaxed
in the freewill offering alone. T h e presentation and
imposition of hands occur precisely as in the burnt
offering ; but whereas 'oldh, hattdth, and dSdm must be
killed on the N. side of the altar, the Si^ld/nivi may be
slain in any part of the court — obviously because at
certain seasons they were brought in such numbers that
the space on the N. of the altar, with its apparatus, did
not suffice. T h e slaughter of the victim and the dashing
ofthe blood upon the altar, again, differ in no respect
from the corresponding acts in the burnt offering or
^ The later law ; cp the old purification, Lev. 141-8; see
below, § z8 b, L E V I T I C U S , § 10.
2 See C L E A N AND U N C L E A N , § 16. On the later ritual (Lev,
14102?;) see also above, § 27.
5 On the term seld/nu/i and its meaning see above, § 11.
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T h e precise

meaning

of the phrase

133n ^i' m n i ' n ,

or

"IDDrr ninV (Lev. 8__i6 919) is disputed. % 6 ko^bs b ETTI TOO
TjTTUTO?, o Ao/Sby TOO TjTrttTO?, Vg. reticulum jeeoris, etc., E\*
' the caul upon the liver.'l According to Jewish tradition it
was not fat (Tos. IJullin 914) ; iu the Mishna it is called U^^iN,
' linger'_(yi/. Tdmid^3)',
Saad. translates, ziyddat
al-kabid,
an Arabic anatomical term which etymologically corresponds to
H e b . rnnV- The question cannot be discussed here ; the view
of the present writer is that the lobus caudatus is meant,
which lies close against the right kidney.
Another phrase which has been variously rendered is
niiUn nop?, Lev. 39.
T h e r\1^ is not the 'coccj-x,'as many
modern writers absurdly say, nor the vertebral column, but the
OS sacrum.

These parts having been removed, the carcass was
cut up, and the owner proceeded to present his offering
to God by taking upon his two hands the altar portions
and the breast and ' waving' them before Yahwe (Lev.
l-^gf).
In conformity with the example in Ex.2924,
the priest, in later times, put his hands beneath those
of the offerer and moved them backward and forward,
up and down ; the right leg was also added to the
breast (cp Lev. 9 21 Ex. 2927). After this ceremony the
priest salted the altar portions and burned them ; the
breast and leg went to the priests ; the rest of the flesh
made a feast for the maker of the sacrifice ; women as
well as men might partake of it, if only they were in a
state of ceremonial purity (Lev. 719-21). (See C L E A N
AND UNCLEAN. ) It might be eaten anywhere in Jerusalem on the day on which it was offered or the following
day before sunset ; whatever remained after that time
must be burned (Lev. 7i6-i8 195-8). One species of
Si^ldmi/n, however, the toddh, had to be eaten on the
day of sacrifice (see § 2<^b ; also § 39a).
T h e increase of the tariff in V 32 appears in the ver>' construction of the sentence. In Dt. the priest receives a foreleg, the
jowl, and the stomach (tripe) ; the older stratum of priestly laws
gives him the breast (T\]T\, fnyiBvvLov, pcctuscutu/n) instead (see
Ex. 29 26 Lev. 7 3 1 ) ; this is presented to God (' the wave breast')
and ceded by him to his priest. Lev. 7 32 adds the right leg as
a tax (nonri) paid by the Israelites to the priest (cp N u . O20).
T h e rules of Dt. and P are harmonised in t_he Mishna by applying the former to hultim, the latter to kodaslm (M.
Hullin\Qi,
Siplird on Lev. I.e.).

The priests' portions of the s!Ildmi/n were not subject
to the severe restrictions of the hattdth and the dSdm ;
the flesh might be eaten by the priests and their families,
including slaves, anywhere in Jerusalem. The same
rule of time applies to the priests' part of the flesh as to
the offerers
The ordinary S^ldmi7n described in the last section
were offered either in fulfilment of a specific \ow to
, _,
, sacrifice such and such victims as peace
2^*'*^.^^*^'offerings [/lider],^ or as a 'freewill
Oflering. offering' [nt^ddbdh)^1\i-^\. is to say, a
sacrifice not made obligatory b}- the law or by the
owner's engagement (vow). These two kinds only are
named in Dt. I2i7 Lev. 2 2 1 7 / : Nu. ISi^?;
Lev.
7 i i _ / : (see also 2 2 2 9 / ) joins with these a third species
of SSIdmim, the toddh (AV 'sacrifice of thanksgiving,'
' thank offering '; on the name, see below, begin, of next
col.), to which in some respects different rules apply.
The toddh was accompanied by a prescribed oblation
of a peculiar kind, in which, besides various kinds of
sacrificial cakes, leavened bread is included (see § 30).
The flesh of the victim must be eaten on the day of^the
sacrifice, ' none of it must be left until morning' (715.
1 On the history of interpretation, see Dillmann-Ryssel on
Lev. 34.
2 The votive offering might also be an 'olah, § 26.
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2230 [H]), T h e cakes and bread were naturally subjcctud to the same restriction [Z-fbdhim, 36./). T h e
limit of time is the same which is fixed in Ex. 2318 3425
for the sacrifices of Yahwe's feast (jn),^ and in Ex. 1210
(P) for the Passover. It is therefore evidently an old
rule for at least some sacrifices.

and eaten by the males of priestly families within the
temple precincts.
[b) The oblation of cakes baked in the oven [-\M7\)^ Lev,

AiMonJin^ to x.he'\i3.\m\n\(Zebdhlm,
36a) the limit applied also
to the d.stliii and hattdth
the flesh of which was eaten by the
priests, and to the peace offerings of the congregation (Lev.
2'.^ l'l) and the peace offering of the Nazirite (Nu. 0 17).

The offering of leavened bread, also, is doubtless an
old custom (see above, i? n ) ; the cakes of unleavened
bread seem to be an accommodation to the ordinary
rule. Lev. 2II. There seems, therefore, to be no sufficient reason for regarding the toddh as a late development.
T h e n a m e niTi signifies 'praise, thanksgiving' (cp <3 9vaCa
atce'treo)?, Lev. " 5 , xapp-ocrvirq'; 2229, Vg. hostia pro
gratiariaii
actione);
its use in connection with sacrifice is old (Am. 4 5
^ i i n i'pnp 1U;P [note the conjunction with /leddt'dh], cp J e r .
17 3o 3311), and the law in Lev. jii 2'^ was apparently contained
in H. It \vas perhaps, as Jewish scliolars explain, a sacrifice of
gratitu(.le for some signal inanirestati'>n ul God's goodness, such
as (.ieliveranue from a great peril. T h e apparent conflict in the
laws m a y be explained by the fact that the toddh was regarded
by some compilers as a distinct species of sacrifice, by others as
a variety of seldmim.

To the class of the.Wdmim belongs also the hdgigdh. to
which a bookof the Mishna is devoted—i.e., the sacrifices
made by pilgrims at the feasts, especially in the spring.
The animals thus offered furnished the flesh for the
sacrificial feasts which are so often commended in Dt.
[e.g. 1 2 6 / ! , izf, etc.) ; they might be purchased with
the proceeds of the sale of the ( ' s e c o n d ' ) tithe (Dt.
14:24/^), or be taken from the cattle tithe (Lev. 2732).
Besides the hdgigdh SiHdmim, which were obligatory,
the Rabbis distinguish .>-t2//«(" j?;«M/;, 'joyous sacrifices,'
at the feasts, which might be either votive or freewill
offerings ; the cattle tithe might be used for these also.
The oblation [minhdh) consists of flour and oil either
merely kneaded in a mass or baked or fried in cakes of
«« i-vLi J.o various kinds. Salt is required in all,
30. Oblations.,
..
. ^
and ^ portion of frankincense accompanies many of these oblations ; leaven, and honey,
which in other countries was commonly used in sacrificial cakes, are prohibited (Lev. 2 i i ) . T h e minhdh \%
either an independent offering—voluntary or prescribed
—or the obligatory concomitant of certain species of
sacrifices.
The rules for the //tinhdii as an offering by itself are
found in Lev. 2, which corresponds to 1 (burnt offering),
and 3 (peace offering).
The following varirties are
recognised :
[a) T h e oblation of fine wheat flour (n"^;, a^fxlbaXts),^
Lev. 21-3, as a votive or freewill offering. The quantity
is for the giver to determine ; tradition fixes the minimum
at one tenth of an ephah. For each tenth of an ephah
one log of oil is required.^ The offerer put the flour
and part of the oil into a vessel and mixed them by
stirring, transferred the mass to a liturgical vessel,
poured the rest of the oil over it, and put frankincense
on top of it.^ T h e priest carries it to the altar, takes
a handful of the mass and puts it in another vessel
with all the frankincense, ascends the altar, puts salt
upon the oblation, and places it upon the fire. T h e
portion thus consumed is called the azkdrdh (Lev. 22,
'reminder,' E\'^ ' m e m o r i a l ' ) ; the rest of the dough
goes to the priests.
It is 'very holy,' like the sin
offering and the trespass offering, being ceded to the
priesthood from the ' offerings of Yahw^^ made by fire ' ;
it may not be leavened (Lev. 6 i 6 / [ 9 / ] ) , but is baked,
1 T h e words ' the P a s s o \ e r ' in the second passage are regarded
by many as a gloss.
- .See above, § 14.
3 On the preparation of the wheat, see M. Mendhoth 65 ; cp

24 (see B A K E M E A T S ,

BREAD).

Of

these

the

law

describes two species—unleavened cakes (/^t^//o^A) mixed
with oil, and unleavened wafers [r(!klki77i) smeared with
oil. Both were made of fine flour ; the halloth were
thicker cakes shortened with oil, the r^kiktm thin wafer
bread mixed with water only and after baking smeared
with oil (as we should butter it). These cakes were
baked in the temple ; the offerer broke them into pieces,
put them into a liturgical vessel with the quantum of
frankincense, and brought it to the priest, who proceeded as in the former case.
[c) Baked on a griddle or fried in a pan (Lev. 2 5/. 7 ff.).
H e b . ni^sn*?.! "^y nmO, ri;;in"in nnJD respectively.
The
utensils are described in Siphrd, ad loc, and in M.
Mendhoth
5 8 : the -juahdbatli is a griddle ; the marlieseth a somewhat deep
pan with a cover, in which the dough fried in its own fat; see
C O O K I N G , § 7.

The flour and part of the oil were put in a vessel and
mixed by stirring, the mass was kneaded with lukewarm
water, baked on the griddle or fried in the pan as the
offerer chose (or as he had vowed to do) ; the cakes
were then broken into pieces, the rest of the oil poured
over them (Lev. 26), and frankincense placed upon
them. T h e priest proceeded as in the previous cases.
An independent oblation is prescribed by the
law as the sin offering of the very poor (Lev. 511-13) ;
it consisted of one tenth of an ephah of flne flour [sdlcth],
without oil or frankincense. The priest burned a handful of it on the altar as an azkdrdh, and took the rest
for himself.
A similar offering of coarse barley
meal, without oil or frankincense, is required in the
peculiar ritual of the ordeal of jealousy, Nu. 5 ii_^ (see
JEALOUSY, O R D E A L OF).

T h e oblation at the installa-

tion of priests and the daily oblation of the high priest
will be treated below under sacra publica [^ 39^).
The general rule for the oblation accompanying
private sacrifices is laid down in Nu. 15i-i6.
Every
victim from the flock or the herd.,^ offered as 'oldh or
zibah, whether in fulfllment of a vow, as a freewiU
offering, or at the feasts, must be accompanied by an
oblation proportioned to the value of the animal: - with
a lamb or kid, one tenth of an ephah of fine flour
mixed with one fourth of a hin of oil ; with a ram, two
tenths of flour, one third of a hin of oil ; with neat
cattle, three tenths of flour and one half a hin of oil for
each animal.
T h e preparation and offering of the
oblation are the same as in the independent oblation of
fine flour (above, a).
The following oblations are prescribed as the accompaniment of certain sacrifices of purification :
[a) In the (secondary) ritual for the purification of the
lepers (Lev. 1 4 i o ^ 21 ff.), with the animals to be
offered, are required three tenths of an ephah of fine
flour mixed with oil and one log of oil (T'. 10); in case of
poverty the flour may be reduced to one tenth, but the
quantity of oil remains the same (t'. 21).
(<^) The
Nazirite, on the completion of his vow (Nu. 615), has to
brin^, with his three victims, a basket of unleavened bread
of both kinds which are baked in the oven (viz, cakes
mixed with oil and wafers smeared with oil; above, b ;
according to the Mishna, ten of each variety), ' and
their [the victims'] oblation and libation'—i.e., as
understood by Jewish tradition, in addition to the cakes,
the oblation of fine flour and oil that according to rule
should accompany every burnt offering and peace
offering.3
T h e purification of a woman after
childbirth required a lamb as a burnt offering (Lev. 126);
an oblation is not named in the law, but the case was
brought under the general rule of Nu. 15 3-5.

•» Prei>aration ofthe Oil, J / . Mendhoth 83 ^ ; see O I L .
5 Ihi^. it is observed, corresponds to the b l a j i n g a n d dressing
o f a \ i i.iini !iy the owner.

1 Birds are not offered on the occasions specified, and therefore are not mentioned in the rule.
2 Sin offerings and trespass offerings have no oblations. The
Mishna makes an exception of the sin offering and trespass
offerini,^ ofthe leper, Lev. 1410 (M. Mendhdth 96).
•' This is perhaps only an exegetical oblation.
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Xu. 15i-i6 prescribes with the oblation, and in the
same cases, a libation of wine as the obligatory accom31a L i b a t i o n s ' P^"''"™'. °f prixatc burnt offerings
and sacrifices ; with a lamb or kid
one fourth of ^ hin ; with a ram, one third ; with a
victim from the herd, one half
i\(j libation is made
with any oblation offered by itself without the sacrifice
of an animal (see l.cw 2 li 19-23 [12-16] Nu. 615); nor
with sin offerings or trespass offerings, for the same
reason that these sacrifices have no oblation ; - nor
with birds. .-V libation accompanies the pc.ice offering
at the release of the Xa:^irite's vow (Nu. G15 17) ; it is
not named with the burnt offering and oblation of
the cleansed leper (Lev. 141020), nor \\ith lliat of the
pnerpera (Lev. 126/".).
In. these cases also Jewish
authorities apply the rule in Nu. 1 6 3 ^
N o ritual
directions for the libation are found in the O T ; see
below, § 35.
Nothing is said in the Pentateuch about an independent
libation ; but the Mishna recognises a votive offering or
freewill offering of wine (.)/. Mendhoth 12$, cp I05),
and there is other evidence that such libations were
made (cp Jubilees 7s) ; the quantity is fi.xed at three
logs, all of which was thrown upon the fire (Zc'bdhnn
91.*. cp Jubilees, I.e.).
A votive offering or
freewill offering of oil (without fiom-) is also recognised
by the Rabbis, though R. '.\kiba does not allow it
(.1/. Zebdhim 108) ; the quantity should be not less
than one log ; a handful was thrown upon the fire, the
rest went to the priests for food.

in the Herodian temple, however, the offering was, on
ordinary days, between three and four o'clock in the
afternoon (.1/. PUsdlum 5i) and on the fourteenth of
Nisan even earlier, in order to give time for the slaughter
of thc paschal lambs after the Tamid.
The
liimbs for the daily holocaust, after having been duly
examined, were kept (never less than six at a time) in a
room in the temple, set apart for this purpose, in the
N W . corner of the priests' court (^1/. Middiith 16) ;
they had to be in readiness four days before they were
offered ; a second inspection preceded the slaughter.^
No peculiarities in the ritual of these sacrifices are indicated in the laws ; in the Mishna the chief difference
between them iind private burnt offerings (above, § 26)
is the participiition of a greater number of priests.
In addition to the proper oblation for the holocaust,
there was offered at the same time the high priest's
daily oblation of cakes (Lev. 619-23 [12-16]), made of
one tenth of an ephah of fine flour baked on a griddle,
broken in pieces, and soaked in oil. These were made
fresh every morning in a special chamber in the temple ;
one half was offered in the morning, half in the evening.

Frankincense (see INCENSE, § 1 / ) is a necessary

accompaniment
•^^h FrnnkiT,
c e n s e ; salt.

of every private oblation (Lev. 2 i / i
^ ' " t ^ t ^ . ^ ] ' ' ^'"'''P' °^ " ' ' ' pauper's sin
offering of fine flour and in the ordeal
of jealousy ; the offering of first-fruits of
grain—roast ears, crushed corn—also requires it (Lev.
Inf.)The quantity was fi.xed : one handful for every
minhdh, whether great or small.
The frankincense
was put on the dough of fine flour mixed with oil, or
the broken pieces of the sacrificial cakes, in a liturgical
vessel, and, with i handful of the dough or the cakes,
was thrown upon the fire on the great altar and consumed. Frankincense might also be given by itself as
a votive or freewill offering.
Salt was used
with all sacrifices and oblations (Lev. 213, cp Ezek.
4.324 Mk. 949, Jos. .-J 7z/. iii. 91, Mlndhith 20 a). See
below, ^ 3 6
The custom of offering 1 daily burnt offering and
oblation probably originated in the royal temples of
_
Judah and Israel. In the ninth cenhr " ^
tury the burnt offering seems to have
^ H 1*^^ •
been in the morning and the oblation
aaily
j ^ ^^^ evening (above, § 19). Ezekiel
nolocausts. ^^^^^^.^.^ provides for both holocaust
and oblation in the morning only. The rule in Nu.
281-8 Ex. 2938-42 requires holocaust and oblation both
morning and evening, and such was the practice of
later times (Dan. 811-14). Similar sacrifices once or
twice daily were frequent in antiquity ; Nebuchadrezzar, e.g., is said to have offered six lambs daily ;
at Hierapolis there were regular sacrifices morning
and evening, etc.
The technical name in Hebrew is l'~Pl (n^il, hnjc), <B
oKoKav-catxaevSeicexccrpoci, Vg. holocaustnnt sempiternum,
liolocaustiim juge.

The vjctims were yearling lambs, perfect m.ales ; the
accompanying oblation for each consisted of one tenth
of an ephah of fine flour mixed with one fourth of a
hin of fine oil; tliL libation was one fourth of a hin of
wine. The morning sacrifice was offered between dawn
and sunrise [M. Tdmld 2,^); the evening sacrifice,
'between the two evenings' (E.x. 2939; see D-\Y, § 2)
—i.e., perhaps originally between sunset and d a r k ;
^ Heb.

i p : , © OTTOI/STJ.

2 They are not meant to be
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pulchra.

In the Herodian temple the daily burnt offering formed part
of a complex and minutely regulated service of which only a
brief outline can lie given here.
T h e regular duties ofthe temple service were distributed daily
among the members of the course of priests on duty by a method
of counting out. Four such drawings were held in succession
in the early morning ; the first designated the priest who should
have charge of the removal of the ashes from the great altar and
the rebuilding of two fires upon it—the third fire was kept burning night and day. By the second drawing thirteen priests were
chosen for different' specified parts in the sacrifice of the lamb
and the offering ofthe oblations, and for the cleansing ofthe altar
of incense and the l a m p s ; the third, to which only those were
admitted who had not previously enjoyed the honour, determined who should burn the incense in the temple ; the fourth,
who should put the parts of the victim upon the fire. As soon
as dawn lighted up the E., a lamb was taken from tbe pen,
inspected by torchlight, given a drink of water, and led to the
place of slaughter on the N . side of the altar. The two priests
whose duty called them into the temple, opened the great door
of the temple, gathered into a vessel tbe ashes from the altar of
incense, and trimmed and refilled the lamps, removing the old
wicks and oil. The lamb was laid on the pavement with its
head toward the S., its face to the W. (i.e., toward the temple),
and at the sound of the opening door the sacrificing priest slew
i t ; a second caught the blood in a vessel, carried it to the N E .
corner of the great altar, and standing on the ground threw
some of the blood against the angle so that it spread on both
faces, repeated the ceremony at the SW. corner, and poured
out the rest of the blood at the base of the altar on the S. side,
where it was carried off by a drain. The carcass was then
hung up, .skinned, and dissected by the sacrificing priest in a
particular manner and order, and the inwards cleansed and
washed. Six priests, standing in order before him, received the
several parts ofthe victim as they were separated j three others
held respectively the oblation of the burnt offering, the high
priest's oblation of cakes, and the wine for the libation. They
now carried all these to the ramp of the altar, laid them down
in order less than half way up the slope, salted them, and
descended to the marble hall (nMjn n?::'^) for the morning
prayers. T h e offering of incense on the inner altar followed, as
described under INCENSE, § 7. After this the priests took their
stand on the steps of the prostyle, those who were for the day
the ministers of the temple at the S. end with the vessels in
their hands. The priest to whose lot this service had fallen
carried the parts of the victim one by one up to the top of the
altar and threw them upon the great fire ;_ the priests upon the
steps of the temple intoned the benediction; the altar pnest
offered the oblation, the high priest's sacrificial cakes, and last
of all the wine. At the moment of the libation, upon a signal
from the master of ceremonies, the cymbals clashed, twopriest.s
gave a blast upon their trumpets, and the chorus of Levlte.s set
up the song of the day ; when they paused, the trumpeters h\ew
another blast, and all who were m the court prostrated themselves—nine times in all.
T h e same ceremonies were repeated in the evening by the
same priests—no fresh drawings were held—except the removal
of the ashes from the ^reat altar and the renewing of the fires,
which took place only in the morning.

As the daily burnt offering was made for the people,
the people was represented at it each morning and
evening by a deputation appointed for the purpose (the
anSe ha-ma'dnidd, called also anSe kol-Is7'dcl).'^ There
1 On the blemishes which made them unfit, see above, § 26.
2 yi/. Ta'dnlth^^,Tos.
Tddnith ^if.
A similar delegation
of twelve laymen appears at the Samaritan Passover as celebrated in our own time ; see Petermann, Reise/i, 1236.
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was such a delegation of the laity for each of the twentyfour weekl\' courses of priests.
Any members of a
deputation wlio were not present with their fellows in
the temple held a special synagogue service at home.
T h e age of this institution is not known ; it long outlived the destruction of the temple.^
In addition to the daily burnt offerings more numerous
sacrifices wtrc made on the sabbaths and new moons,
.,_.,.
. the first of the seventh month (civil new
i,K tl, ° ^ ^ ye^O- the three season fe.asts, and the
sabbatns and ^ ^ ^ ^^ ,\tonement.
N u . 2 8 / . , which
testivais."
^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^ j^-^^ ^ ^ ^ number of the
victims for these occasions, is late (see N U M B E R S , §
lo) ; but the multiplication of public as well as private
sacrifices at festivals is common, and doubtless ancient
among the Israelites as well as other peoples.^
On the Sabbath the additional (milsdph) sacrifice was a burnt
offering of two yearling he lambs, with their oblation and
libation according to rule (two tenths of an ephah of fine flour
with one half a hin of oil, and half a hm of w i n e ; cp E x . 29 40
N u . 15 4f etc.). T h e sacrifice—like all the additional sacrifices
—wab made immediately after the morning holocaust, by the
same priests, and with the same rites. T h e priests of the outgoing course pronounced at the proper place an additional
benediction on those of the incoming course (M. Tdmid
bi).
For the new moon are prescribed (Nu. '2S 11-15) two bullocks, a
ram, and seven yearling he lambs as burnt offerings, with the
oblation and libation demanded for each by the rule in N u .
1 5 i - i 2 , with the regular r i t u a l ; further, a he goat as a sin
offering for the people (below, § 37). At the Passover, from the
first (fifteenth of Nisan) to the seventh day ofthe feast inclusive,
were offered daily the same additional victims as on the new
moon (Nu. 28 19-24); on the second d a y (sixteenth of Nisan),^
besides these, one he lamb as a burnt offering in connection
with the wave sheaf (Lev. 23 10-13 ! ^^^ below, §34 (5). At Pentecost, the same additional offerings as on the first of the month,
the oblation from the new flour (' the two loaves,' Lev. 23 15-21 ;
see § 34b), and with this bread, one bullock, two rams, and
seven he lambs as burnt offerings and a he goat as a sin offering ; 5 finally, two he lambs as peace offerings of the people (see
below, § 40).
T h e first of the seventh month, the civil new year, was celebrated by the so-called Feast of Trumpets. Its sacrifices are,
first, the daily holocaust; second, theofferings for the new moon ;
and third, the sacrifices proper to the season—viz., one bullock,
one ram, and seven yearling he lambs as burnt offerings, with
their oblations, and a he goat for a sin offering ( N u . 2'^ 1-6).
If the d a y was also a sabbath, the additional victims for the
sabbath were offered directly after the daily sacrifice.
The
order of victims in each is—bullocks, rams, lambs, goats ; which
is to be noted, because by general rule the sin offering should
precede burnt offerings. T h e additional offerings ofthe D a y of
Atonement (icth of the seventh month) are the same as those
of the N e w Year's d a y (Nu. 297-11) ; the piacular sacrifices of
Lev. 16 are distinct (see below, § 37). At Tabernacles, the
greatest feast ofthe year, the additional sacrifices are multiplied
prodigiously (Nu. 29 12ff).
They begin on the first day (15th)
with thirteen bullocks, two rams, and fourteen Iambs as burnt
offerings, with their respective oblations and libations severally,
and a he goat as a sin offering. On the succeeding days the
number of bullocks diminishes by one each daj', so that on the
seventh d a y there are seven bullocks, the other victims remaining throughout the same. On t h e eighth d a y the sacrifice consl-.ts of one bullock, one ram, and seven he lambs as a burnt
offering with their oblations and libations, and a he goat as a
sin offering (Nu. 20 35-38). At this feast all the twenty-four
courses of priests took part, in a fi.ved order (I\I.
Sukkdhbe).
A ceremony peculiar to Tabernacles was the libation of water ;
see below, § 35.

baked and set upon the table in two piles of six each ;
frankincense in golden urns stood beside them.
The
bread was changed every sabbath ; the loaves that were
removed were eaten by the priests within the precmcts
(' in a holy place ').
Additional details are derived from Josephus and the Mishna.l
T h e loaves were unleavened ; the dough was mixed with water
only—not, like other oblations, with oil. T b e y were, as we
should infer from the quantity of flour, of considerable size;
according to the Mishna, shaped like a brick, ten handbreadths
long, five wide, and seven fingers thick. In the Chronicler s time
the loaves were made by a family of Kohathite Levites ( i C h .
9 32) ; in the first century of our era by a family of priests named
Garmo, with ^\•hom the a r t was a secret.^ T h e y were moulded
in forms, and baked in a chamber on the N . side of the temple
court. T h e loaves were piled on two salvers, six on each. On
the sabbath four priests of the outgoing course entered the
temple to remove the old loaves and frankincense, followed by
four of the new course, two bearing the salvers with the new
bread, and two the urns of fresh frankincense. T h e change was
so effected that there was no moment when there was not bread
upon the table. T h e last week's oblation was carried out, the
frankincense burned on the great altar (at the close of the
additional sacrifices of the sabbath), and the loaves equally
divided between the incoming and the outgoing course of
priests ; each course gave some of its loaves to the high priest.
E x . 25 29 provides vessels for wine to stand upon the table, as
well as for the bread and the frankincense ; according to i Macc.
1 22, Antiochus Epiphanes carried off with the table its flagons
and chalices.3 It is not likely that empty cups were set before
Yahwe ; but there is no reference in the O T to the presentation
of wine with the shewbread, and neither Josephus nor the
Mishna mentions it.* See § 35.

Ex. l^.')3o merely prescribes that bread shall always
stand on the table before Yahwe; more particular
-^tLn ^hPwbreade directions are given in Lev. 24 5-9
34a. SHewbread. ^^^^ L E V I T I C U S , § 21).
T h e bread
was made of fine flour, t^vo tenths of an ephah of which
was required for each loaf
Twelve such loaves were
1
2
3
the

See Hamburger, RE 2^7 f
See above, § 21 (Ezekiel).
See, e.g., for the Egyptians, Erman, Aegypten,
Greeks, Stengel, Kultjisattertiimer^),
97.

4 See Now. HA

37s f ; for

2 \76f. ; PASSOVER, § 15.

5 This duplication results from taking tlie laws in N u . 2S and
Lev. 23 as independent of each other ; see R. 'Akiba in Mi'ndhoth 45^. I t is possible that the practice was not so lavish as
this exegesis ; cp R. Tarphon, l.c.
6 See above, § 14.
H e b . C'l^n cn'^ ( i S . 2 l 6 [ 7 ] E x . 2 5 3 0
3d 13 3936), cp Babylonian akalpdni;

also n3i>"5n 7, from its

arrangement on the table(1 Ch. O3223 29 Neh. 10 34); TCPin 7,
Xu. 47. iP usually aproi TVJV TrpoSeVeioy (so in N T ) , \%.
proposi tionis.
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T w o interesting survivals of ancient agricultural rites
are the presentation of the sheaf of barley at the Pass„ , p
T
over and of the two loaves at Pentecost
K i * - ^ ^ ^ {Lev. 239-1415-20; see L E V I T I C U S . §
oblations.
^ \
T-I
I J ^- -i. r
. J •
20).
T h e old torah (mcorporated m
H ) required in the case of the Passover that at the beginning of harvest a first-fruit sheaf of barley should be
brought to the priest (at the local holy place), who should
wave it before Yahwe ; until this has been done the new
crop may not be used in any way—in bread, parched
corn, or grits (see above, § 14).
When this rite was
made part of the public cultus of the temple in Jerusalem
its character was greatly changed.
T h e reaping of the
barley (on the night preceding the sixteenth of Nisan)
became a liturgical act ; the sheaf itself was not waved,
but the grain was threshed, winnowed, cleansed,
roasted, ground, sifted, etc., in the temple precincts,
mixed with oil, like the ordinary mi/ihdh, ' waved,' and
burnt.
T h e accompanying sacrifice was a yearling
l a m b as a burnt offering (Lev. 2 3 x 2 / . ) .
T h e two leavened loaves of new wheat flour at
Pentecost (§ 14) were also originally a local offering ;
in later times they were presented in the temple for the
whole people.
T h e preparation of the fine flour, and
the leavening and baking of the loaves, are minutely
regulated.
T w o yearling lambs are presented with
the loaves, waved before Yahwe, and offered as peace
offerings (§ 40).
T h e bread does not come upon the
altar, but is eaten by the priests.
T h e additional burnt
offerings on this day have been enumerated above
(§ 33).
A libation of wine and an oblation accompany every
public burnt offering: the daily holocaust (Xu. 2 8 7 /
35. Libations.= ' = f - 2 ^ ' » ° ^ ) '
^^^ additional burnt
ottenngs on sabbaths, new moons,
a n d festivals (Lev. 281837 Nu. 2,8914 2918 etc. 3339);
the lamb offered ^^ith the first sheaf (Lev. 2813) ; and
the bullock of burnt offering sacrificed with the sin
offering of the congregation (Nu. 1524).
T h e manner
of offering wine is referred to only in Nu. 287 : ' i n the
holy place i-c-ip:. iv rep dyicp) offer a libation of strong
drink (n3C', (sUepa) to Yahwe.
1 .4nt- iii. 6_6, 10 7. See esp. .1/. Mendhoth 11 pf.
2 .V Yiimn 3 i i ; M. Slifkcilim i i ; '/er. S'h,k-dlim 48rf,
etc. On the special art of baking ^ncrifi.;ial cakes see Athenajus
3n5a.
3 See also Ep. Arist., ed. Thackeray, 532^?
*! E x . 30 9 prohibits a libation on the inner altar.
5 See above, §§ 14 and 31a.
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The passage is difficult; Sekdr is not elsewhere prescribed for
libations ; if ' old w i n e ' (Tg.) or ' unmixed wine ' is meant it is
hard to see why the u n u s u a l t e r m should be used (cp W I N E ) ;
equally strange is a libation in the temple itself, yet the words
admit no other natural explanation.

The oblation, of which the libation is c^ standing
accessory, was oftered on the great altar, and there,
undoubtedly, the libation accompanying the burnt offerings also was made. I'.vidence that this was the custom
is given by Sirach ( 5 0 i 5 [ i 6 / . ] ) : the high prie:^t 'stretched
forth his hand to the chalice and made a libation of the
blood of the grape ; he poured it out at the base of the
altar, a fragrance well pleasing to the Most High the
universal king' ; so also Jos. .-/r//. iii94. Li the same
way the rite is described by Maimonides.^ M .Mhidlidth 86 names some places where the bust wine for the
temple service was produced, and forbids wine giown
or prepared under certain conditions. It must be pure
natural wine, not sweetened, smoked, or boiled.
One of the most striking ceremonies of the Feast of
Tabernacles \\ as the libation of water which was made
every morning during the seven days of the feast at the
same time as the libation of wine accompanying the
morning holocaust.- The water was carried up from
Siloam through the water-gate, and poured into a basin
on the top of the altar at the SW. corner, the \vine
being poured into another. The bringing of the water
into the precincts was accompanied by trumpet-blasts
and loud jubilation.^
The oblation in the sacra publica was not accompanied, as was that of individuals (§ 31 b), by a portion
of frankincense burned on the great altar.
,.
' In place of this, a costly compound incense was burned on the small altar in
the temple at the morning and the evening sacrifice (see
INXEN'SE, § (if).
Urns of frankincense stood on the
table of shewbread ; the contents were removed every
sabbath and burned on the outer altar (above, § 34 a).
Salt was required with all public as well as all private
offerings ; even the compound incense contained salt.
Large quantities of salt were consumed in the temple ;
Josephus [A/it. xii. 83) records that Antiochus the Great
ordered 375 medimni (annually) to be delivered to the
Jews for the maintenance of the worship.* Rock salt
(' Sodom salt'} is specified in the formula for the compounding of incense, and was doubtless used for other
purposes (see S A L T , § 2).

[a] Stated sin offerings at new moons and feasts.
With the additional burnt offerings ( N u . 2 8 / ! ; above,
S qq) it is ordered that one he goat (I'yi;')
37. Public shall' be sacrificed as a sin offering
s
\ von
./
piacula.
the new moon, on each of the seven days
of Unleavened Bread, at Pentecost,^ on the first of the
seventh month, on the tenth of the same month, on the
seven days of Tabernacles, and on thc closing (eighth)
day of that festival. N o special rules for these sin
offerings are given in the Pentateuch ; the ritual is
doubtless the same as that described in Lev. 915, cp
8-11 ; that is, identical with that of the private sin
offering (§ 28«), except that there is no imposition of
hands (.1/. Mendhdth 9?); the flesh was eaten by the
priests under the same restrictions as that of the private
sin offering.^
[b) The sin offerings of the Day of Atonement. Nu.
1 Ma'dse hak-korbdnoth,
2 1. R. Abraham b. David, on the
contrary, holds that the wine—as at the water libation at Tabernacles—was poured into a basin on the top of the altar, whence
it was carried off by a drain. This difference need not much
concern us.
2 i^I. Sukkdh
49, 5 i ; .S'ukkdh $iab, cp 421^, 44a, 4%ab;
Jer. Sukkdh^^b ; 'Ta'dnlth3a; t\'('.\lt ha-Skdndh i^a, etc.
^ For an explanation o f t h e rite see N A T U R E W O R S H I P , § 4.
4 Cp Ezra 6 9 722, Jos. Ant. xiii. 2 3 .
^ The sin offering of Lev. 23 19 is thought by most critics to
bean interpolatipn from Nu.2827_2?^; the Jews, however, decide that it was distinct from that. See M. Mt'iidhetli 4 2 ; Jos.
Ant. iii. 106.
^ See Jos, .4nt. iii. 10 s. This is the rule for all sin offerings
whose blood is not brought into the holy place.

135

4213

SACRIFICE
29II demands, with the additional burnt offerings, a h e
goat as a sin offering, ' beside the goat of atonement'—
that is, the goat chosen by lot in the special rites of the
day as .:i hatfdth (Lev. I659 15). It ^\'as offered after
the peculiar expialuiy ceremonies of the day, with the
ordinary ritual ; its flesh was eaten.
The propria of the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16)^
begin wilh the sacriiice by the high priest of a bull as a
sin offering for himself and the priesthood in general ; 2
its blood was carried by him into the ' most holy place'
and sprinkled there in .., minutely prescribed manner.
The sin offering of the congregation, H he goat, was
next offered, and its bluod in hke manner sprinkled in
the adytum. The ijlood of both was then applied to
the horns of the altar and sprinkled with the finger
seven times upon the altar—that is, according to the
later practice if not to the original intention of the
law, the altar of incense (Ex. 3010); cp Lev. 4? 18 ; the
rest of the blood vvas poured out at the base of the
great altar.
The usual parts of both victims were
burned on the altar of burnt offerings ; the rest of the
flesh (cut up as for an 'oldh), with the head, legs, inwards, and hide, were carried out to the place where
the ashes from the altar were emptied, and there consumed by fire. The general rule is that the flesh of sin
offerings whose blood is brought into the temple must
not be eaten (Lev. 63o[23], cp 4 ; 11, etc. I627). The
attendant who thus comes in contact with the holy flesh
is unclean, and must bathe before again coming into
the city (Lev. I628, cp Nu. ]95-io).
[c) Occasional sin offerings. The sin offering of the
anointed priest (Lev. 43-12) must be regarded as pubfic,
because the premiss is that his inadvertent transgression
has brought evil consequences upon the people ( 4 2 / , ) .
The victim is 1 bull ; the blood is taken into the holy
place, sprinkled seven times before the veil, and applied
to the horns of the altar of incense ; the subsequent
procedure is the same as in the case of the high priest's
bull on the Day of Atonement. The sin offering of the
whole congregation (Le\\ 413-21) for an unknown transgression, the consequences of which they suffer, is a
bull ; the imposition of hands is by the elders ; the
minister is the high priest ; the ritual is the same as in
his own sin offering above. An older parallel to Lev.
4x3-21 is Nu. 1522-26.^ The sacrifices here required
are a bull as a burnt offering, W'ith the regular oblation
and libation, and a he goat as a sin offering. It is
assumed that the ordinary ritual is followed ; the flesh
is eaten by the priests.
[d) Sin offerings in ceremonies of consecration.* In
the consecration of priests, Ex. 2 9 i ^ (cp Lev. 8 1 ^ } , a
bull is offered as a sin offering, with the usual ritual;
the flesh, hide, and offal are destroyed by fire. Similarly
in the inaugural sacrifices of Aaron, Lev. 9, he sacrifices
for himself a bull-calf as a sin offering with the same
rites. The disposition of the flesh is not mentioned ;
from V. 15 it may be inferred that it was burned ; but a
late passage (1016-20) maintains that it should have been
eaten, since it did not fall under the rule of 630. At the
dedication of the Levites (Nu. 88) a bull is sacrificed as
a sin offering without specification of the ritual.
In addition to the several sin offerings of the Day of
Atonement, a goat, on whose head the sins of the people
had been solemnly laid by the high
38. scape-goat; ^^.^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^^, j ^ ^ ^ ^^^ wilderred neiier.
^g^g ,^^ Azazel' (see ATONEMENT,
DAY OF ; AZAZEL). This was the great expiation for
the sins of the year (see below, § 51).
Another
5 See ATONEMENT, DAY OF.
2 Inasmuch as the purification ofthe priest is an indispensable
preliminary to the grand f taenia of the day, this sin offering is
here classed with the sacra
publica.
3 Rabbinical exegesis harmonised them by Interpreting N u .
15 22 of the sin of idolatry as the violation of all the commandments, Siphre l o c , Hordyoth 8/'.
•* The consecration sin offerings are not without significance
for the theory of such piacula.
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peculiar rite which, though widely differing from
ordinary sacrifice, must be mentioned here, is the
burning of the red heifer, with whose ashes is prepared
a holy water that purges the uncleanness arising from
contact with a dead body (Nu. 19). The rites, as described in the Mishna [Pd/'dh), are plainly assimilated
to those of a burnt offering (see C L E A N AND U N C L E A N ,

§ 1 7 ; NUMBERS, § 20).
Another noteworthy
piaculum is the slaying of a heifer to atone for a
murder the perpetrator of which cannot be detected
(Dt. 2I1-9).
In the directions for the consecration of Aaron and his
sons (Ex. 29, cp Lev. 8), after the sacrifice of a bull as a
39 7 I n s t a l - ^"^ offering (above. § 37) and a ram as
.' ,.
f ' ^ burnt offering, another ram, called the
l a t i o n Ot .installation r a m ' (cx^o S-N, V. 22) is
priests.
offered. Its blood is rubbed on the tip
of the candidate's right ear, on his right thumb, and
his right great toe ; ^ the blood is then dashed against
the altar as in other sacrifices. T o the parts usually
burned upon the altar in the sacrifice of a sheep as a
peace offering, is added in this case the right leg, which
in a layni.ui's sacrifice would fall to the priest. From a
basket containing loaves of bread, cakes made with oil,
and w5.fers smeared with oil—all of fine flour (cp Lev.
luff., § 30)—one of each kind is taken and placed,
with the altar portions and the leg, on Aaron's hands,
and ' waved' by Moses before Yahw^. They are then
burned upon the altar. The breast of the ram, which
Moses waves before Yahwe, is his portion ; the rest of
the flesh of the ram is boiled in a holy place and, with
the remainder of the contents of the basket, eaten by
the newly consecrated priests. Any that is left till
morning must be burned ; it may not be eaten after
that time.
It is implied in Ex. 2 9 2 9 ^ (secondary)
thut the same ceremony is to be performed whenever a
high priest is to be inducted ; cp Lev. 8 3 3 , ^
In E x . 2 9 3 6 / , the blood of the bull offered as the
sin offering of the priests also purifies the altar ('re„_, -moves its sin, 'expiates for i t ' ; see
390. C o n s e c r a - ,

,

Q

,

T7

^ A<y r, a-

-T^-L.

t i o n of a l t a r

^^^°'^' ^ ^ 5 ) ; cp E z e k . 4 3 i 8 / : Thus
the altar becomes ' very holy' ; whatsoever touches it is thereby made sacred [i.e., belongs
to God). I n a still later supplement, Ex. 3026_^, the
holy anointing oil is applied to the lent and all its
furniture, as well as to the priests.
Peace offerings were ordinarily private sacrifices ; the
feast of the worshippers was their characteristic feature.
p
It is, indeed, not improbable that at
„' .
•
the high festivals the kings furnished
s aQ+Jgj'ijicrg
c r a publica.
T71 will offerings)
'^
''
for the assembled
people.
°, ,.plainly
animals
in great the
numbers
(as theiroffreeand Ezekiel
contemplates
continuance
this
custom (4517); but in P there is no recognition of
offerings of this kind.
In the completed sacrificial
system there are, however, certain public or quasipublic sacrifices which fall under this head. The installation ram of the priests (Ex. 29) is plainly a peace
offering with certajn peculiar rites.
T h e inaugural
sacrifices of Aaron in Lev. 9 include an animal from
the herd [SJ/-) and a ram as peace offerings for the
people ; whether the author means it to be understood
that their flesh was eaten b^- representatives of the
people or by the priests is not clear.
T h e annual
sacrifice of the two lambs offered with the two loaves of
new wheat bread at Pentecost (Lev. 2319) are public
peace offerings ; - the flesh fell to the priests and was
very holy. "W'ith this exception the rule holds that all
public sacrifices are either burnt offerings or sin
offerings.
1 T h e aspersion "f blood and anointing oil on the vestments of
the p[:est ia a I.'ittr addition.
2 This results from transferring a local rite in which the
lambs were real Sclamt/n to the central s a n c t u a r y ; see §§ 14
and 34b.
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IIL B E L I E F S A N D IDEAS
The prevailing conception of sacrifice and offering in
the O T is that of a gift or present to God.
T h e two
_
.generic terms 77iinhdh and ko/'bdn both
41. b a c r m c e a ^^,^^^^^ ^his idea.^ Min'hah applies
g i l t t o Ixoa. gq^aiiy to (^^^ain's gift of the fruits of
the earth and to .Vbcl's of animals from hisflock(Gen.
43-5, J). The same word is used of a gift to a. fellowman as a token of friendship (Is. 39i), an act of
homage ( i S. IO27 i K. IM25), tribute to a suzerain
(Judg. 3 15 17 / . 2 S. S 2 6), to propitiate a powerful
person who has been wronged or offended (Gen. 3213 18
3310/.), or to procure favour and assistance (Gen. 43ii_^
Hos. 106), etc. In the later technical language of the
r\\.n2X ko7'bdn, 'present,'is the comprehensive name for
sacrifice and offering of every kind. T h e general rule
that no man should come into the presence of God
without a gift holds in all ages ; see Ex. 2315 342o Dt.
1616, Ecclus. 354 J / . Hdgigdh IT.
Gifts to God were
made with the same variety of motive as to man.
Theophrastus names three : homage, gratitude, and
need [fj yap 5td TL/J.r]v 7) bia x^P'-^ ^ ^'^ xpetap TQ/V
dyadu/v, ap. Porphyry, De abstin.224).
Philo distinguishes sacrifices in which men pay to God the
honour due to him with no self-regarding motive from
those brought for the benefit of the offerer, either that
he may obtain good things or be delivered from evils.'The commonest gift to God is something to eat and
drink, the flesh of the domestic animals used for food
by the Israelites, grain, fruit, oil and wine.^ T h e
phrase 'food of G o d ' (cn'r'N cn^), which occurs repeatedly even in comparatively late contexts (see Lev.
2I6817 21 2225 [H], i:zek.447 c p l 6 i 9 ; a l s o L e v . S n
16 Nu. 28224), shows to what end such offerings were
m a d e ; cp Dt. 3233 : the gods whom the Israelites
worshipped ' eat the fat of their sacrifices and drink the
wine of their libations ' ; see also the protest of Ps.;'0 13.
Doubtless those who first used the phrase ' food of
G o d ' meant it quite literally (see the end of the third
tablet of the Babylonian Cosmogonie Epic), though
observation and reflection may have early led men to
draw the distinction which modern peoples in low
planes of culture often make between the visible things
offered and their subtle essence or ' soul' w-hich the
deity extracts for his enjoyment — a conception as
literal, ihough not so crass, as the other. The mode
of presentation varies. T h e shewbread (originally accompanied, doubtless, by wine ; see above, § 34a) was
kept standing continually on a table in the house of
Yahwe (i S. 21 6 Ex. 25 30 Lev. 24 5-9) ; in animal
sacrifices certain parts—in the holocaust all the flesh—
of the victim were consumed by fire upon the altar, as
were also sacrificial cakes of ^'arious kinds and unbaked
dough ; other offerings, as the firstfruits, were set down
before the altar with a dedicatory formula (Dt. 264-10),
or ' waved'; that is, wilh one of those fictions so common
in ritual, in make-believe thrown upon the fire.
The custom of burning the offerings to God upon
a sacrificial fire seems to have been adopted by the
Israelites after their settlement in Canaan, from the older
inhabitants (see above, § 12), probably without much
inquiry or reflection about the significance of the new
mode or the reason for it. The verb which is commonly
used, however [hitter, see above, § 11), implies that the
object was not so much lo consume by fire as to make a
savoury smoke (see INCENSE, § i and n. i). In this
fragrant smoke, as it arises, the flner essence of the
gift, etherealised, is conveyed lo the deity. ^ This is
1 See above, §§ 11, 24. C p a l s o in N T , M t . .523^: 84 23 i /
(Swpoi').
2 De vict. offer. § 4, 2 240 IMangey. On the relation of
Philo's analysis to Theophrastus, see Bernays, %2f. io3_;?:
3 Dotations and votive offerings to temples which do not fall
under the definition of sacrifice are not considered in this article.
See V O T I V E O F F E R I N G S .

•* C p / / . 1 317, etc. Porphyry
aTra9avaTC^€i.v (De absti/i. 2 5).
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manifestly an advance upon the setting before God of
food and drink just as the worshippers use them.

primitive apprehension, against the spirits which cause
these evils. To the same end the modern Ai'ab rubs
the blood of ^ sacrifice upon his tent-ropes, or smears
The offering by fire {iSseh, .l£j'K)produces a ' soothing—that is,
an agreeable — o d o u r ' (re^^h. nikdafi^ nn'3 rC"!, Gen. 8 21, J ;
it upon his camels (Doughty, Ar. Des. 1 499). It is
often in the ritual laws). Yahwe ' smells ' this odour, and is
said that in an outbreak of cholera at Hamath in 1875
appeased or gratified by it (Gen.S::i i S . - O i g ) ; when he is
Christians procured blood from the slaughter-house and
angry he will not enjoy the smell of it, that is, he rejects thc
made with it a cross on the door of every room in their
sacrifice (Lev. 2631 Am. 621). The burning of aromatic gums
houses (Curtiss, Primitive
Semitic Rcligio/i
To-day,
and spices is a later refinement (sue INCE.NSE, § 3); the ideas
1 9 7 / - . cp 181, 1S9/.). With the same motive sacriwhich prompt it are the same.i
ficial blood is applied to sick persons or animals—the
All common private sacrifices [zibah, Silamim, toddh),
Siiino power which averts evil can expel it. I'he use of
whether obligatory or voluntar\-, wxre accompanied by
blood in ' purifications ' is similar.
The leper whom
a feast, in which the offerer participuiud
the priest's inspection proves to be free from the
42. Sacrificial with his famih'. neighbours, and guests.^
disease is sprinkled with water mingled with the blood
feasts.
Since these feasts were held * before
o f a bird,^ while another bird after being dipped in the
Yahw^,' at the holy place, after God had received lus
bloody water is allowed to fly away.^ In the later rite
portion, it is ..<. natural surmise that a meal in which
Mood is applied to the man's lar, hand, and foot. It is
God and men join is an essential feature of ordinary
not improbable that in other purifications the blood was
sacrifice, and that the hospitality of table communion is
primitively applied to the person to be cleansed, rather
a pledge and bond of friendship bet\\een Gud and his
than to the altar only, as in the actual ritual of the
worshippers as it is among men, a bond closer than
' sin offering.' The efficacy of blood in removing unthat which is established by the acceptance of a gift.
It
cleanness is exemplified also in ceremonies of dedication
musl be admitl':rd. however, that this conception of the
for the lemple or altar, and for their periodical purificanature and efficacy of sacrifice is nowhere distinctly
tion from accidental and unknown defilement, as well
expressed in the OT, and il is diflicult to say how
as in the consecration of priests ; ^ the removal of
clearlv it was present in the consciousness of Israelite
* uncleanness' and the establishment or restoration of
worshippers.*^ Much less do our sources throw any
' holiness ' are effected by the same means.
light upon the origin of such a conception.
The
Different from these uses of blood as a means of
scholars who contend that the sacrificial meal was
averting or removing disease and defilement is the disprimitivelv not a mere hospitable fellowship but sacraposition made of it in ordinary sacrifice, wheie it is
mental communion in the divine life of a totem animal,
poured, splashed, or smeared upon the sacrificial stone
do not maintain that the Israelites in OT times regarded
[7/iassebdh, altar).^ The significance of this rite seems
their sacrifices in any such way ; the most that would
to be that by it the sacrifice is not only brought imbe claimed is thai certain survivals in the cultus and
medialely to the attention of the deity to whom it is
superstitions without it point to this as the original
oftered, but—at least in earlier conception—physically
character and significance of the sacriticial feast.
conveyed to him ; in Arab sacrifice nothing else is
It is clear, however, that whether the feast at the
made his. Covenant ceremonies like that in Ex. 244-8,
sanctuary was conceived of as a table-companionship of
in which the blood is applied both to the altar and to
God and men or not, it must actually have strengthened
the people—that is, to the two contracting parties, as
the bond of religion by the sense of God's presence and
in blood covenants between men—are also to be noted.
friendliness.
The profane use of blood is stringently prohibited ; to
Our investigation in the first part of this article of the
taste blood, or flesh with blood in it, is one ofthe worst
histor\' of Israelite sacrifices and of the ritual has shown
and most dangerous things a man can do.
Domestic
T?l H ^^^^ from first to last the utmost imanimals were in old times slaughtered at the sacrificial
, ' . ,.
portance attaches to the disposition of
stone and the blood poured out there; after the
Ot Victim. ^^^ victim's blood.
Indeed, it may be
abolition of the high places il must be allowed to drain
said that this is the one universal and indispensable
into the ground, as that of beasts killed in hunting had
constituent of sacrifice. When Saul's victorious followers
previously been. The blood of some species of sacriflce
nished upon the spoil of the Philistines and began to
made taboo everything it touched.
slay cattle and eat them, the king had a great stone
The common root of these di\'erse uses and restricrolled up, and commanded that they should slaughter
tions is the almost universal belief that blood is a fluid
there, and not sin against Yahw6 by eating ' with the
in which inheres mysterious potency, no less dangerous
blood,' that is the flesh of animals whose blood had not
when misused than efficacious when properly employed.
been poured out at a sacriticial stone or altar (i S.
In the outpouring of the blood al the sacrificial slone
1433-34); cp Lev. 1 7 3 / : (see L E V I T I C U S . § 15).
We
we may perhaps recognise the feeling that this is the
have seen that in Arab sacrifice also the pouring of the
safest disposition of il, as well as the belief of =1. someblood upon the sacred stone or anointing of il with
what more developed theology that it belongs to the
blood was the essential rite.
This use of sacrificial
deity of right. What makes the blood so powerful for
blood is older than the offering of part of the victim by
good or ill is that the life is in it; the theory of Lev. 17 11
fire, and is the necessary antecedent of the feast, its
is ba.sed on a fact of the simplest observation.
rehgious consecration. The offering or application of
Many of the practices that have been noted above
the blood cannot very well be regarded as a gift to God,
manifestly originated in an animistic nature religion, in
or as a mere incident in the preparation for a comwhich alone they have meaning.
In the national
munion meal. It is, indeed, plain in the OT itself that
religion of Israel they become part of the worship of
the ideas and beliefs that are connected with the use of
Yahw6 or of the custom of the people under his
sacrificial blood belong to a different and a more primisanction. This connection logically involves a change
tive circle of ideas.
of apprehension : the rites are not efficacious by the
In the application of blood to the doorposts and
inherent potency of the blood or the virtue of the
lintels of a house to prevent ' t h e D E S T R O V E R ' [q.v.)
1 Cp tbe 'water of uncleanness'' containing the ashes of the
from entering to slay the inmates (see above, § 7) we have
red heifer in purification from contact with death.
an instance of the belief that the blood of a victim serves
2 Cp the Arab custom of release from widowhood, Tdj.,
V. 70 TSff \ Wellh. Heid.m, 171; WR.S Ret. Sez/i.C^), 422.
as a protection against disease and death ; that is, in
* Cp the Babylonian Flood Tablet, /. 1 6 0 ^
2 See above, § 11. T h e flesh of the trespass offering and of
all ordinary sin offerings furnished a banquet for the priests.
3 The idea of communion in sacrifice with the deity is expounded by Pau], I Cor. 10 18-21.

3 That this ceremony was felt to be a purification is shown by
the imitation of it in the late rite for the cleansing of the leper,
Lev. 14 1 4 ^
4 Curtiss, op. cit. ch. 15, has collected many modern instances
in which the blood of a victim is smeared on the portal of a
shrine, which takes the place of the old sacred stone.
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operation, but as the means which God has appointed.^
The more positive the conception of religion becomes,
the less motive there is to seek any other explanation
of such practices than that God has commanded them.
If, finally, the irrationality of such ceremonies comes lo
be fell, and their incongruity with spiritual religion,
allegory and symbolism will find some profound significance in them.
Yet the ignorant multitude will doubtless continue to have faith in the virtue of the ceremony
itself, and to understand better than their teachers its
true import, because the old animism is still a reality to
them.
A corresponding change is wrought in the conception
of ' uncleanness.' Whereas originally it was a physical
thing whose evil was in itself, it becomes in the national
religion a pollution offensive lo Yahwe ; it is incompatible with his holiness and the holiness which he
demands of all that approach him ; its consequences
are not only natural but penal; it requires lo be not
merely purged but expiated. Uncleanness is in this light
a moral wrong, and involves guilt On the other hand,
a not inconsiderable class of what we regard as moral
offences were included in the category of taboos requiring purifications. W e have difficulty in realising that
guilt was believed to have the same physically contagious quality as uncleanness — one man who had
touched h^rem (mn) could infect and bring defeat upon
a whole army (Josh. 7)- Almost equally strange lo us
is the notion that guilt, like uncleanness, can be contracted without knowledge and intention ; and that the
first intimation a man may have that he has offended
God is that he suffers the consequences [dSam), with
its converse, that misfortune is the evidence that
he has offended without knowing how.
These are
things, however, which must be kept in mind if we
are to understand the piactilar aspects of Israelite
sacrifices.
A man who has offended God may seek, to propitiate
him by a gift, as he niight an earthly ruler ; so David
»» -n
-I.- i.in the time of plague offers burnt
44. Propitiation ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^
in the threshing floor of
aud expiation. ^^^^^^)^ ,^ S. 24x8-.5).
More frequently, perhaps, he made & vow that if God's anger
under which hewas suffering were withdrawn, he would
make him a specified sacrifice, either holocaust or peace
offering,- or both together, with such and such victims.
This was probably in all periods the most numerous
class of votive offerings. The same means by which
man in prosperity sought the continuance and increase
of God's favour were employed to recover it when in
any way it had been lost.

effect and operation of sacrifice the meaning of the
verb kipper with its cognate words and
45. Effect Ot synonyms has filled a large place ; and,
sacriiice: ^^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^ method which has been
terms.
fruitful of error in the study of the O T ,
the investigation has frequently set out from etymological
assumptions instead of from the plain facts of usage.

The special piacula called sin offerings have a very limited
range of employment (see above, § 28a). They are prescribed
chiefly for unintentional ceremonial faults or as purifications ;
the trespass offering is even more narrowly re^^tricted (above,
§ 27). T h e great expiation for the whole people, in later times
a t least, was the scape-goat; not any form of sacrifice.

Sacrifices offered to propitiate the offended deity
require no peculiar rites ; the outpouring of the blood,
the burning of the fat or of the holocaust, are precisely
the same as when these species of sacrifice are made,
say, in gratitude for the signal goodness of God. The
blood of the sin offering is smeared upon the horns of
the altar instead of being splashed against its corners; but
whatever the origin of this difference may be,^ we may,
in view of the whole character of the hattdth, confidently
affirm that it is not a purposed heightening of the
application.
In the discussion of Hebrew ideas concerning the
' The constant tendency is to assimilate ceremonies of protection or purification to the ritual of sacrifice to Trod.
- Neither sin offering nor trespass offering could be vowed.
3 If a conjecture may be allowed, we may surmise that the
presence of the polluted man requires a purification of the altar ;
or that the blood which in the primitive rite was applied to the
person of the man to be cleansed has in the cult been transferred
to the altar.
4219

Kopher, a word of jural associations, is the means—payment,
gitt, bribe—by which a man buys himself off from the consequences of his deed : see Ex. 21 30 ( = a ransom for his life),
N u . 3531-33 Prov. 635 13 8 J o b 33 24 Am. 5 12 i S, 12 3 (bribe ;
cp Is. 47 11); Ex. 30 12 (head money).
T h e verb kipper (denominative use of the intensive stem) means to make satisfaction
by such m e a n s ; see especially 2 S. 2 I 3 Gen. 3220 [21]. Since
the object is to avert the consequences of misdoing, the verb
often signifies to seek or procure remission, without regard to a
material satisfaction, to propitiate; thus E x . 3:2 30 (Moses' in*
tercession with God for forgiveness ofthe people's sin), cp 2 Ch.
30 18. T h e passives regularly mean ' be forgiven,' e.g., Is. 22 14
I S. 3 14 Dt. 218 ; and conversely the active, frequently, ' forgive,' e.g., Ezek. 10(J3 Jer. IS23. With the.se senses and uses
in common life and religion the uses which we should call
specifically ritual connect themselves.
Offences against God
are not confined to moral wrong-doing ; the infringement—even
unwitting—of ceremonial rules or of the many laws concerning ' uncleanness' may have dire consequences unless expiated.
T h e defilement may be contracted by things:^'; well as by persons,
and these also require to be purged in a similar w a y ; in the
consecration o f a new altar it is necessary to "remove its sin,' to
' e x p i a t e ' (kipper) the altar (Ezek. 43 20 26) ;1 the semi-annual
purification of the temple is a removal of the sin of the sanctuary,
an expiation of the house (Ezek. 45 20); cp E x . 29 3 6 / ! Lev. 815
111 T6 24. The sacrifices or rite^, of whatever nature, by which
t!ie consequences of unwitting or inadvertent invasion of the
sphere of * holiness' are nullified are expiatory, and the verb kipper
is the technical term for their effect. Other verbs are frequently
joined with it, especially hittd, Nt^n (privative), 'remove sin'
(of things), tihar, "in::,'make pure or clean' (of things and
persons), kiddaS, E ' l p , ' make holy,' which is the positive counterpart of the preceding terms.
T h e word kipper is not so common in old toroth as might be
expected. It occurs with especial frequency in the old laws for
the trespass offering in Lev. 5 and the supplements to them, the
usual formula, standing after the directions for the sacrifice,
being, ' and the priest shall make propitiation (13^) in his behalf
('7y), and he shall be forgiven' (see Lev. J 6 10/' 13 16 18 6 7 [5 26]
77 19 22 N u . 5 8); also in tbe purification of the leper (Lev, 14
18-20, cp 2931 53), the Nazirite defiled by death (Nu. 611),
purification after childbirth, gonorrhoea, menorrhagia (Lev.
127f. 151530); further, in the sin offering of the congregation
or an individual for an inad\ertent omission (Nu. 1525 28, cp
Lev. 4202631 35), and in the se\eral strata of the ritual of the
D a y of Atonement (Lev. I'J). In most of these passages, where
tbe priest iv subject, kipper (i^ikadKOfxat), ' make propitiation,'
might equally well be translated, ' make intercession,' as in Vg.
(orare, rogarc, deprecari, etc.), by Saadia (istagtifara,
' beseech
forgiveness'), and others.

The propitiatory or expiatory effect of sacrifice is not
restricted to any particular species or class, though
specific offences have prescribed piacula, not only
trespass offerings and sin offerings, but also the private
burnt offering (Lev. I4), and even peace offerings and
oblations ' atone' ; the whole public cultus is a means
of propitiating God and obtaining remission for sin and
uncleanness (Ezek. 45 15 17).
Nor is the operation of
propitiatory sacrifice centred exclusively, as has often
been contended, in one part of the ritual, the shedding
and apphcation of the victim's blood : it is only in
certain peculiar purifications that this is really the case ;
elsewhere the very formulation of the laws shows that
the whole ceremony has atoning value {see, e.g.. Lev.
426 31 35 510 13, etc.). The sin offering of the pauper,
which is only a little meal, is as effectual as the bloody
sacrifices of his more prosperous fellows.
The term kipper is used in relation to other than
sacrificial expiations ; thus when a plague broke out,
Aaron went among the people wilh a censer of burning
incense, and made expiation for the people icv^ Sy "I2D"I),

and the plague was stayed (Nu. I 6 4 6 / ! [17 n / - ] ) ; ihe
slaughter of a guilty man by Phinehas made expiation
for the Israelites (Nu. 2513) ; murder profanes the land,
no blood-wite [ko'pher) shall be taken for it, ' the blood
which has been shed shall not be expiated save by the
blood of him that shed it' (Nu. 8632/.) ; an offering of
1 Cp expiandum

forutn
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jewelry from the spoils of war serves ' to make expiation
for our lives' (Nu. 3150) ; cp also Nu. 819 Lev. 1 0 J 6 ^

God requires of men is not gifts and offerings but faithfulness and obedience, not cult but conduct.
This
was the necessary consequence of their idea of God and
of religion. Yahw^ is a righteous God ; that is to say,
his character is perfectly moral ; being such, by his very
nature he demands righteousness of his people, and can
accept nothing in lieu of it. The sphere of righteousULSs is not ritual and ceremonial but social and political;
it means truth, integrity, justice, goodness to fellow-men,
in all the relatinns of life. The demand of righteousness is not something aside from rehgion, is not a minor
part of religion ; it is its fund.amental law, its sum and
sulistance. The sacrifices of unrighteous men are an
insult to God, because they imply that he is like themselves.
They deceive themselves fatally when they
think that they can buy his favour or his forgiveness.
.\nd where there is the character in which he delights,
there is the pure religion and undefiled which has no
need of sacrifice. The utterances of the prophets are
too familiar to need more than the briefest reference
h e r e ; see Am, 44 621 7;^ Hos. 48 13 56 811 iK H s / .
Is. I117K 2 2 i 2 / . 2 8 7 / Jer. 6207 = 1 ^ , etc.

UiSff. I610.
Whether the primary meaning of the root ns3 in
Hebrew was 'cover up,' as in .-Vrabic, or 'wipe, wipe
off,' as in Syriac, we need not here inquire, inasmuch
as it is not used in the O T in a physical sense at all, or
with any reminiscent consciousness of such a sense. It
is of more moment that the same verb is used in Assyrian
of ritual purifications or e.vpiations for persons ;in<l
things, performed by the asipu-pnest.^
Cp R I T U A L ,
§8.
On kapporeth, see M E K C Y S E A T .

One passage only seems to contain a more explicit
theory of expiation by blood. Lev. 17 n (Rp) gives as
_,
a motive for the oft-repeated prohibition
01 D 00
atonement.

-g j ^ ^.jg blood, and I have given it to
,
.u
i.
.
i
you to use upon the altar to make expiation for yourselves ; for the blood makes expiation
by virtue of the life [in i t ] ; ^ cp z'. 14. That the life or
soul of the animal is in the blood, or, shortly said, the
blood is the soul (cp Gen. 94 Dt. 1223 Lev. I714), gives
it the mysterious potency which is the ground both of
the prohibition and of the piacular efficacy of blood (see
above, § 43).
The author of Lev. 1 7 i i merely says
explicitly what is implied in the use of blood in rites
of purification and expiation ; it is not as i fluid like
water or oil or wine that it is efficacious, but by virtue
of its inherent life.^ This beginning of reflection on
the operation of sacrifice is interesting because it is reflection ; it also truly expresses the conception which
underlies the rites. W'e should err, however, if we
sought in it the profounder idea of the substitution of
the victim's life for the sinner's which is suggested by
the Greek translation, T6 yap alfia a^TOu avrl TTJS ^VXV^
e^iXdfferai, or perhaps even that the offering of a life to
God is the essential thing in sacrifice.^
There is no doubt that the Israelites in all ages firmly
believed in the efficaciousness of sacrifice to preserve
4.7 Pffi
f ^ ° ^ restore the favour of Yahwe. In
.- ^ .
times of prosperity they acknowledged
popular belief ^'^ goodness and besought its con*^ ^
' tinuance by sacrifice ; in times of
distress they multiplied sacrifices to appease him and
make him again propitious. T h e worship of God by
sacrifice and offering was, indeed, the central thing in
their religion, we might almost say was their religion.
Its rites, as they had been received from their forefathers, they believed—long before the age of the written
law books—to have been ordained and sanctioned by
Yahwe himself; the experience of generations had
shown that he honoured the faithful observance of
them ; how should they not have confidence in them ?
That this confidence was often the sincere and earnest
faith of godfearing men is beyond question ; but bad
men also confided in sacrifice as an effective means of
placating God, and persuading him to wink at their
unrighteous deeds, just as a gift might serve to turn
aside the anger of a king, or to corrupt a judge.
This
confidence in the efficacy of sacrifice involved an immoral idea of God and of religion; itwas, indeed, the
very stronghold of these false conceptions. Against it,
therefore, the prophets direct their attack.
The prophets of the eighth century not only denounce
the abuses and corruptions of the worship at the temples
48 The ^"^ ^'^^ places—the drunken revelry, the
*, . consecrated prostitution, the greed of the
"
' priests and their perversion of the torah ;
they deny the efficacy of sacrifice altogether.
\\'hat
1 See Zimmern, Beitr. 2 292 ; H a u p t , JBL, 19 61 y.o (1900).
- So sygj^ is probably to be taken, not 'instead o f (©
V^. etc.).
** See above, § 43. It may be recalled that in the temple pains
were taken, by stirring it, to keep the blood from coagulating
before it v.'as brought to the altar.
* No such theory appears in later Jewish thought.
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T h e substance of the prophetic conception of religion is
summed up for all time in Mic. 6 6-8 : Wherewith shall I approach
Yahwt;; bow to the exalted God? Shall I approach him with
burnt offerings and yearling calves?
WiU Yahwe accept
thousands of rams, myriad streams of oil? Shall I give my
firstborn for my transgression, the child of my body for my own
sin? H e has told thee, O m a n ; what Is good, and what doth
Yahwe seek ,d thee, save to practise justice and to love charity
and to walk in humility with thy God?

It is not probable that the prophets distinctly entertained the ideal of a religion without a cultus—a purely
spiritual worship ; sacrifice may well have seemed to
them the natural expression of homage and gratitude.
But they denied with all possible emphasis that it had
any value to God or any efficacy with him ; he had not
appointed it ; his law was concerned with quite different
things (Jer. 722/".).
The deuteronomic reform attempted to cut off the
abuses of the worship at the high places against which
the prophets had inveighed by suppressing the high
places themselves ; and made by consequence considerable changes in the old customs, the most serious of
which was that which permitted domestic animals to
be slaughtered for food without any sacrificial rites ;
but, so far from detracting from the religious importance of sacrifice, Dt. greatly enhanced it by incorporating its ordinances in a law book of professedly
Mosaic origin, divine sanction, and national authority.
Ezekiel lays out a detailed plan for the sacrificial cultus
of the restoration ; Haggai and Zechariah zealously
urge the rebuilding of the temple, in the conviction that
the prosperity of the community depends upon it. The
collections of ioroth made or edited in the sixth and
following centuries are largely occupied with ritual
prescriptions.
It is manifest that in the Persian and Greek periods
sacrifice held both in the actual worship and in the
.
estimation of the people the same place
49. i^ersian j^^ religion that it had had under the
"•^ifnH^
' ' i ^ g ^ ' =^'=' ''S'- M a l . 1 7 / : 3 3 / . iff
periods.
j o e l l 9 i 3 2i4 Dan. 811 i ^ , cp 1X31
1 2 i i Ecclus. 5O11/; I Macc 4 4 2 ^ , etc.
In the Psalms the religious spirit of sacrifice finds
frequent and pious expression ; e.g., 2 6 6 / 276 66:3-15
10722, The teaching of the prophets was, however,
not forgotten : God has no delight in sacrifice and
offering ; what he requires is to do his will v ith delight
and have his law in the heart, etc. (Ps. 406_^); the
fault God finds with Israel is not about their sacrifices
and continual burnt offerings ; how absurd to imagine
that he to whom belongs the world and all that is therein
needs their beasts, or that he eats the flesh of bulls and
drinks the blood of goats ! (Ps. 5 0 7 # ) ; he desires not
sacrifice, nor is he pleased with burnt offering ; the
sacrifices of God are a broken spirit, a broken and
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coutriic heart God does n<'t spurn—repentance, not
expiation {Ps. .">! i6f, cp 7f ). The Proverbs teach that
to practise uprightness and justice is preferred by God
to sacrifice (Prov. 2 I 3 ; cp i ,s. 1522) ; the sacrifice of
wicked men is the abomination of Yahwfe, but the
prayer of the upright is well-pleasing to him {Prov. 158,
cp 2127 ; see also 166).
The teachings of the wise concerning sacrifice in the
second century B.C. are well illustrated by Jesus son of
^
„.
, _ Sirach.
He describes with enthusiasm
*p, .,
* the splendour of the temple service when
the high priest Simon offers sacrifice
[hOiiff.), and evidently has much interest in priesthood
and cultus (cp 731 45i4/".). But his rehgious estimate
of sacrifice is thoroughly ethical.

in the law ; for what kinds of offence the burnt offering
atones (Lev. I4) is discussed in Tos. Mendhdth\<^\2.'^
In the O T all sacz-a publica are sometimes regarded as
atoning (propitiatory) ; so Ezek. 4515^7 (above, § 41^).
Piacular value attached, however, especially to the sin
offerings—goats—at the new moons and feasts, and
on the Day of Atonement (see above, § 37^.
In M
Sht^budth 12-5 the things for which these sacrifices
respectively atoned are classified. It would be profitless
to enumerate them here ; it must suffice to say that they
are without exception cases of ignorant or unwitting
intrusion of the ' unclean ' into the sphere of ' holiness,'
as when a. man ceremonially unclean, in ignorance of
the fact, enters the precincts of the temple, or eats
' holy' food without knowing that he was unclean or
that the food was holy, and the like C^y *i^^':^ pND |SD
VL—ipi :;'ipD nx:^:;, -^I- Shib. I4 end, cp I s e n d ) . Even
the special sin offering of the Day of Atonement, whose
blood is brought into the adytum of the temple, atones
for the same kind of offences, but for such as were
committed presumptuouslv ; cp Lev. 1616 with v. 19.
' For the rest of the transgressions defined in the law,
venial or heinous, presumptuous or inadvertent, conscious or unconscious, of omission or commission,
including sins the penalty of which is excision from the
people [by God] or death by the sentence of a court,
the scapegoat atones' [ib. l 6 , end).
This is the
authoritative statement, based upon Lev. 16 21 f
Another authoritative formulation of the doctrine of
sacrifice is found in M. Yomd SS f : Sin offering and
prescribed trespass offering atone ;^ death and the Day
of Atonement atone if accompanied by repentance;
repentance (by itself) atones for venial sins whether of
omission or of commission, and in the case of heinous
sins it suspends the punishment till the Day of Atonement comes around and atones.
{9) If '^. man snys,
' I will sin and repent over and over again,' no opportunity of effectual repentance is given him ; if he snys,
' I will sin and the Day of Atonement will atone,' the
Day of Atonement does not atone for him.
Transgressions which are between a man and God, the Day of
Atonement atones ; transgressions that are between a
man and his fellows, the Day of Atonement does not
atone until he has propitiated the injured party (cp Jer.
Vdmd, 39 b, ed. Sitomir).

T h e long passage, 3-ii8-35 [3121-32], is of high Importance
throughout. The sacrifices of the wicked are a mockery of
God ; he will not accept them, nor forgive men's sins for the
multitude of their sacrifices {34 19); it is vain to try to bribe
GuJ by offerings (cp Jubilees a 16), for he will not accept them,
or to rely on an unrighteous sacrifice, for the Lord is an
impartial judge (35 12ff.); offerings made of goods wrung by
extortion from the poor are like murder (34 20-22, cp 16). A
man who fasts for his sins and then repeats them is as one who,
after performing his ablution to cleanse him from contact with a
dead body, ,ij;u'js and touches it again ; who will hear his prayer,
or what prurit is there in his humiliation ? (34 2$f.).
Obedience
to God and love to men take the place of sacrifice ; he who
observes the law makes many offerings; he who u'i\-ts heed to
the commandments sacrifices a peace offering. He who shows
kindness offers fine flour ; and he that practises charity sacrifices
a thank-offering.l T h e acceptance of God is secured by avoiding wickedness, and forgiveness by abstaining from unrighteousness (^biff.).
Literal sacrifices are to be brought when men
visit the temple, because they are enjoined by the commandment (v. 5), not because they ha\'e a moral or reliL;ious value in
themselves. But the character and disposition of the worshipper
is still the essential thing (v.r,//.).
T h e same lessons are
emphasised elsewhere in the book; see, e.g., 1 &ff.

For a representative of Hellenistic Judaism we turn
to Philo. It must suffice to quote a single passage.
There are those who think that slaughtering bulls is religiousness, and who set apart for sacrifice—inexpiable sinners that
they are !—a portion of what they have got by theft or breach
of trust or robbery, in order to escape punLshment for their
misdeeds. To such I would say : T h e tribunal of God Is incorruptible ; those who have a guilty conscience he turns away
from, even if they offer a hundred bulls every d a y ; but the
blameless, even if they bring no sacrifice at all, he receives.
For God delights in fireless altars surrounded by the chorus of
virtue.?, not in altars blazing with a great fire that the impious
sacrifices of unhallowed men (avUp<uv aOvroi dvaiai) have set
aflame, which do but remind him of the ignorance and deep
guilt of each who so offers (De ptantat.
Noe, ii. § 25, 1 345
Mangey). See also Fit. Mos. iii. § 10, 2i--,i; and on the
character of the worshipper, especially De 'z-ic't. § 5, 2241 ; De
saci'iffcantibus,
§ iff.; De i/ierc. 7neretr. § i, 2-1^4 f . Frag.
34, etc.

The superiority of uprightness and goodness to sacrifice is not infrequently emphasised by Palestinian
= n « 1- 1 e rabbis ; Hos. 66 (' I desire mercy and
5 1 . S c h o o l s 01
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sacrifice, cp Mt. 9i3 127) IO12
^li<-" '>S Prov. 213 are quoted in proof
T-U . ,^ J u
A
. .
.U
That God has regard, not to the
magnitude and costliness of the offering but to the spirit
ofthe worshipper, is authoritatively declared.
Without dwelling longer on this aspect of their teaching, we pass directly to the inquir}', \\'hat was taught
in Palestinian schools of the first and second Christian
centuries, or defined by their authorit}' concerning—
tz, the efficacy of sacrifice or of particular sacrifices ; b,
the religious and moral conditions of their efficacy (§
52) ; and c, the mode of their operation (§ 53) ?
[a) The effect of sacrifice is e.xpressed. as in the
Pentateuch, by the verb kipper (see above, § 45},
' make propitiation, e.xpiation ' ; in translating passages
in which it occurs we shall render as consistently as
possible ' atone.' The general principle is that all
private sacrifices atone, except peace offerings (including
thank offerings), with which no confession of sin is
made.'^ Sin offerings and prescribed trespass offerings
atone in the specific cases for which they are appointed
1 Cp the saying of Simon the Just, Aboth, 1 2.
2 In the 'world to cpme' the thank offering (toddh) will be
the only species of sacrifice ; Tanchu/nd, Emor, 14.
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Somewhat fuller, and fortified by biblical proof texts, is the
teaching of R. Ishmael concerning four kinds of sins and their
atonement, which, in slightly varying forms, is repeated in
many places, and may be regarded as containing the generally
accepted doctrine; see Tos. ]'t~>m Kippiirimbe
[ie];
y'omd
Zt/a; Jer. J omd 45*^; Jer. Shibuoth
33b; Jer.
Sanhedrin
27c; Mekiltd, Yithro, g 7 (76a, Weiss), etc. Ishmael recognises
the chastisements of God as expiating sin in whole or in p a r t ;
see heloW, § 52.

[b] The Mishna and R. Ishmael include repentance
among the things which obtain the remission of sins,
R2 Moral anrt ^""^ bring us naturally to the question
whether, in general, repentance is rereligious
conditions of T^''" ' ° " l ^ f " ' ^ ^ ? °^ P'^™^^"" .'^'""
„.
„
J. fices, or whether they expiate sm ex
atonement.
,
.
.
-.u
, . .u
opere operato, without regard to the
penitence of the subject.
The latter theory was held by some eminent authorities,
among them, if he be rightly understood, by R, Jud,ih
the patriarch, who maintained that the great expiation
of the Day of Atonement (the scapegoat) atoned for
the sins of all Israelites who had not deliberately put
themselves outside its effects by breaVcing with the
religion of their people,^ independent!}' of anything in
the conduct or disposition of man himself, a view which
might find support in a literal interpretation of I-ev,
I622.
In/(•;-. rj;»,f 87, where this utterance of Rabbi
is recorded, it is asked with surprise whether he can
have meant that repentance is not essential, and it is
1 See also Jer. T a r g . on Lev. e, g.
2 They expiate certain specified offences.
3 ];y atheism, the effacing of circumcision, irreverent liberties
in the interpretation of the law.
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explained that he held that in this respect the Day of
Atonement was like death, of which also he taught—
contrary to the general opinion—that it expiates sin
even without repentance.^ The prc\ailing view, however, was that repentance is the conditio sine qua non
of expiation and the forgi\eness of sins, as is laid dow n
in the Mishna quoted above (.1/. Fi);«ay8), and even
more sweepingly in Tos. i bin Kippiirini .fig [49] : Sin
offering and trespass offering and death .T.nd the Day of
..Vtonement none of them atone unless accompanietl by
repentance ; for it is said, ' Only ' (-jo, Le\-. 2827) ; if a
man repent, atonement is made for him (iS i£;Dn:r—i.e.,
he is forgiven), but if not no atonement is made for
him. R. Eleazar quoted, '.And clearing' (npii, Kx.
347); he clears those who repent, but not those who do
not repent. R. Judah (ben 'Ilai) taught ; Death and
the Day of .\tonement atone, with repentance ; repentance atones with death, and the day of death is like
repentance (another reading is, ' by means of repentance'). See also Yomd 85/', and esp. S6a. In accordance with this doctrine the importance of i-epentance
and its effects are much dwelt upon : see especially -i'bina
86a b, a collection of eulogiums on repentance from the
lips of various teachers.
.\ fine saying may be quoted from Jer. Makkoth2& (also
Pesikt,l, Shubah, 158^) : INlen asked philosophy (niDrn), What is
the consequence of sin? It answered: E \ i i piirsucth sinners
(Prov. 1321). They asked prophecy. It answered: The soul
that sinneth it shall die (Ezek. IS 4). They asked the law. It
answered : Let him bring a trespass offering and it shall be
forgiven him (iS n^^n'l)- T h e y asked God, and he answered :
Let him repent (n^lc'n riL'i''^' ^"'I it shall be for,L,'i\en him.

The nature of repentance is well defined. WTio is a
truly repentant man ? it is asked. One, the reply is,
who, having sinned and repented, does not yield to the
same temptation again (YoindZiib).
Genuine repentance is a resolute turning from sin ; a man who
commits a sin, and confesses it, but does not turn from
it, is like a man who holds some crawling vermin [-ci\!i)
in his hand ; though he were to bathe in all the waters
in the world it would avail him nothing ; but if he
throw it away, a bath of forty s6ahs suffices to make
him clean, for it is said. He who confesses and forsakes his transgressions shall obtain mercy (Prov. 2813,
Ta'anlth i6<z ; cp Philo, De vict. § 11, 2247 Mangey).
The ethical distinction is clearly made between the
repentance that springs from love to God and the
counterfeit of it which is only the expression of fear
inspired by chastisement ( Ydmd&6ab).
For a wrong done to a fellow-man, we have seen
that neither repentance nor the great expiation of the Day
of Atonement avail to obtain of God remission, until
the offender has propitiated the injured party (.1/. Yomd
89, above). This propitiation includes the reparation of
the material injury, the confession of wrongdoing and
sorrow, and the obtaining of forgiveness (op ?vlt. 623/.).
If forgiveness be not granted at the first seeking, the
penitent must return with other members of the community, and in their presence confess his fault and
beseech pardon (Jer. YCindSii).'^
An expiatory character is attributed to suffering,
regarded as the chastisement of God ; whence R. 'j\kiba
taught that a man should praise God not merely in
chastisement but for it, since through it his sins are
atoned for (cp i Cor. 1132) ; and R. Eleazar ben Jacob
quoted : ' Whom the Lord loveth he correcteth, even
as a father the son in whom he delighteth ' (Prov. 312,
cp Heb. 126).
Death in a state of penitence also
expiates sin f.l/. Yomdii)]
or, in the more detailed
exposition of R. Ishmael, death finally wipes out (pno)
the remainder of guilt which, in certain great sins,
neither repentance nor the piacula of the Day of Atonement nor the chastisements of this life suffice wholly to
atone for. Hence, for example, a criminal sentenced to

SACRIFICE
death was exhorted to make a penitent's confession ; only
then will his death be an expiation for all his crimes.
The sufferings, and especially the death, of righteous
men atone for the sins of others. Is. 5312 is interpreted
of Moses, who ' poured out his soul unto death (Ex.
323=) and was numbered with the transgressors (the
generation that died in the wilderness) and bare the sin
of many ' that he might atone for the sin of the golden
calf [Sotj'ih 14a).
k'.zckiel suffered ' that he might
wipe out the transgressions of Israel' [Sanhedrin 39a).
The general formulation of the doctrine is, ' the death
of the righteous makes atonement' (Aided kdldn 28a,
etc.); cp 4 Macc. 627-29 I722.
(c) The only explicit answer to the question how
sacrifice c.\pi;ites in the Jewish authorities of our period
is that of Lev. 17 n (see above, § 46) ; what atones in
53. How doea f "''^<^'= l}^''. blood (•iy//"^ on Lev.
Baorifice
'•'••'^P y^^'--i'^-f^bahim
^a).
The
expiate ?
question, How has the blood this
^
efficacy? is not raised ; and the speculations to which Lev. 17II seems to invite by its
association of the blood with the life, and in which
Christian theology has been prolific, appear not to
have been started. ^
The theory that the victim's
life is put in place of the owner's is nowhere hinted
at, perhaps because the Jewish doctors understood
better than our theologians what sin offerings and
trespass offerings were, and what they were for. Nor
is there any discussion of the mode in which the blood
of sacrifice operates expiation. The verb kipper and its
derivatives are used, precisely as in the OT, in the
sense, ' make propitiation, expiation, procure remission,'
without recourse to etymology and imagined ' primary
meanings.' Hence we hear nothing about the 'covering' of the sin or the sinner, or the 'wiping off'—or
' o u t ' — o f guilt.2 The ancient etymological midrash
attaches itself not to the verb kipper but to the noun
'lamb.' The daily morning and evening holocaust
was a lamb (kibes); the school of Shammai said : It
' tramples down ' (kdbaS) the sins of Israel (cp Mic. 69) ;
the school of Hillel replied ; What is trampled down
comes up again ; sacrifice ' w a s h e s ' (D23. kibbes) Israel
free from sin [Pesikta, ed. Buber, 61/').
Outside the ritual sphere—in the ethical sphere of
religion, that is—it is repentance that atones ; it is the
condition of God's forgiveness ; and the ultimate ground
of forgiveness is God's love ; love covereth all transgressions (Prov. IO12), for God loves Israel [Wayyik/'d R. u. 7 begin.). As a motive, the merits of the
forefathers are often referred to. See also, on the
nature of repentance and its relation to God's forgiveness, the fine passage in Philo, De exsecratio7iibus, § Zf
It does not fall within the scope of the present article
to describe or discuss later theories of the nature and
effect of sacrifice, such as the poena vica7'ia, or the
sacramental theory, further than to say, as the result of
the whole preceding investigation, that they are not
derived from the O T but imported into it.
IV. SACRIFICE IN N T
It is assumed in the Gospels that Jesus throughout
his life observed in the matter of sacrifice, as in other
_ . ,
respects, the Jewish law as it was
* ._
commonly practised in his time. Lk.
tlT^^G
1 ''^^^^^s ^^^^ ^""^^ mother offered in due
P
time the sacrifice of purification after
childbirth prescribed for the poor (Lk. 2 2 2 ^ , cp 39,
Lev. 122468) ; at the age of twelve he first went with
his parents to Jerusalem to the Passover (Lk. 2 4 1 ^ ) .
Ho kept the Passover with his disciples the night before

\ An attempt to harmonise the opinion of Rabbi with the
Mishna is made in Yomd 85^.
2 Cp a corresponding procedure, Mt. 18 i^ff.

1 Philo, indeed, calls the blood ^vxv"* O-TTOI/STJ, but pursues the
'subject no farther.
2 These senses—unknown to the ancient translators or interpreters—were discovered in the Middle Ages. If either ctj'mology had suggested it.'^elf to the Jewish scholars in the Talmudic
period it would doubtless have been the latter (' wiping off').
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his death (Mk. I 4 1 2 / : and ||s). The Fourth Gospel
tells of several other visits to Jerusalem at the annual
feasts (2i3_^ ^'^ff- 1 "^ff-)- Jesus bids the leper whom
he has healed offer the sacrifices appointed in the law
for his purification (Mk. I44 and ;Js, Lev. 14). The
injunction to effect the reconciliation of an injured
fellow-Israelite before offering sacrifice (Mt. 5237^),^
supposes the continuance of sacrifice among those
who should be his disciples; cp also 2318 ff. 23.
There is in the Gospels no such denunciation of
the sacrificial worship of Jesus' contemporaries as we
find in the prophets (see above, § 48) ; the forms
of Pharisaic piety which Jesus assails are of a different
kind—the ostentatious fasts, almsgiving, and pravers.
He quotes Hos. 66, ' I desire mercy and not sacrifice'
{Mt. 9i3 127), as proof that goodness to our fellowmen is of much higher value in the sight of God
than offerings to himself; the scribe who recognises
that love to God and man is worth more than all burnt
offerings and sacrifices is not far from the kingdom of
God (Mk. 1232 34). Such utterances are, however, not
infrequent in the words of the scribes themselves. It
cannot be said that the teaching of Jesus in this respect
differs from that of the Jewish masters of his time,^
though it may be inferred from his whole attitude that
he set far less value on observances of any kind than
they did. Mt., indeed, represents him as declaring
emphatically that not the minutest particle of the law
should cease lo be obser\ed ' till all things be accomplished'—i.e., so long as the present order of things
lasts (617) ; and as bidding his disciples do and observe
all the things that the scribes and Pharisees, as the
custodians of the law and successors of the legislator,
enjoined (2:} 1-3); but this is rather the evangehst's
attitude than the master's ; c p M k . 7 5 ^ { — M t . l S i ^ ) .
In the accounts of the last supper Jesus calls the wine
' m y covenant blood' [rb alfid pLov TTJS biadTjKTjs),'^ in
obvious allusion to the blood by which the covenant at
Sinai was ratified (Ex. 24b-3). The various additions,
'which is poured out in behalf of many' (Mk.), ' u n t o
remission of sins ' (Mt.), bring out the accessory idea of
atonement through his blood; cp Mk. IO45 Mt. 2O28
(see below, § 60). Scholars have often found in the
' new covenant' an implicit abrogation of the old, with
all its institutions ; it is certain, however, that the early
Christians in Palestine saw nothing of the kind in it ;
thev continued to worship in the temple like their
fellow-countrymen.
The inference is first explicitly
drawn by the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews
(chap. 10).
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W'e have already referred (above, § 42) to the
important passage, i C o r . lOiSJ^, in which Paul, in
warning his readers against heathen sacrificial feasts,
argues, as from something that would be understood
and conceded by all, that, as among Jews (cp also
Heb. 1310) so also among Gentiles, those who eat the
flesh of the sacrifices, sharing it with the altar, become
commensals of the God whose altar it is—the sacrificial
meal is a communion, just as the Christian eucharist is,
in which men partake of the table of the Lord.
Figures drawn from sacrifice—some of them more
ingenious than natural — are not infrequent in the
Pauline epistles. In Rom. 1516 Paul describes himself
as a priest {Xeirovpybs) of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles ;
the ministry of the Gospel is a sacerdotal function
{^i^povpyovvTO. rb evayyeXtov TOV deou), which he performs
in order that the offering [rrpoa^opd) of (consisting
of) the Gentiles, may be made acceptable to God, being
consecrated by the Holy Spirit. In anticipation of his
approaching deaths he speaks of his blood as a libation
poured out upon the sacrifice and priestly ministry of
his converts (PhiL2i7, cp 2 T i m . 4 6 ) ; Christians are
exhorted to furnish their bodies as a sacrifice, living,
holy, well-pleasing to God, their rational worship
(Rom. L^i, cp I P e t . 2 5 ) ; the contributions of the
Philippians to the apostle are ' a gratifying odour,' an
acceptable sacrifice, well-pleasing to God (Phil. 4iB).
The references to the death of Christ as a sacrifice will
be discussed below (§ 57). It is to be noted here only
that Paul does not, like the author of the ]'2[)istle to
the Hebrews, explicitly declare that the sacrifices of the
law came to an end with the death of Christ. To
draw from his silence the inference that his JewishChristian opponents themsehes no longer regarded
sacrifice as binding is most unsafe.
The argument of the Epistle to the Hebrews is
developed in a running comparison between the sacri__ ,
fices
and priestly ministrations of the
old covenant and the work of Christ,
to which we shall return in a later paragraph (see § 58).
Here we shall touch only upon the author's view of the
intent and effect of the sacrifices of the law. Sacrifices
and offerings are made for sins (5i, cp 83 9g).
In the phrase ' gifts and sacrifices' (Siopd T« Kal 9v<rCai) the
words, according to prevailing O T use, correspond to Heb.
korbdn and luinhdh respectively, and, thus coupled, the Stopa
are by pre-eminence 'sacrifices,' the Qvaiai, 'oblations,' not vice
versd, as N T commentators frequently take them (cp EV ' gifts
and sacrifices ')•

They do not, howe\'er, really take away sin or purge
the conscience of the sinner ; the blood of bulls and
According to Acts Paul more than once plans a ,
goats cannot possibly do that (IO411); they serve
journey so as to bring him to Jerusalem in season for a
rather, in their stated recurrence—the author is thinking
p . feast (1821 2016 ; in the former passage the
of the solemn piacula of the Day of Atonement—to
words are lacking in NAB, etc.); he declares
bring to mind the sin which they cannot expiate (IO3).
in his defence before Feli.^ that he came thither to
The system, indeed, contemplates only what we should
worship (2411), to bring charitable gifts to his countrycall ceremonial faults. The sin offering of the Day of
men and make offerings [irpoacpopds, 2417), and was
Atonement, whose blood is taken by the high priest
arrested in the temple in the midst of this pious occupainto the adytum of the temple, is offered for tlie untion [v. 18). To give the lie to reports that he perwitting offences of the people [dyvo-qixaTO., 9? ; cp
suaded Jews in the provinces to abandon the observance
IGNORANCE). Sacrifices and offerings cannot restore
of the law, he consented to assume the cost of sacrifices
the worshipper to his integrity in the forum of confor the release of four Jewish Christians from the
science ; they have to do only with such matters as
Nazirite's vow (Nu. 6i3_^), and, after the usual purififoods and drinks and diverse ablutions'—prescriptions
cations, accompanied them into the temple (2120-26),
of bodily purity imposed till the time comes for making
where offering was made for each of them, thus proving
things right ( 9 9 / . ) . The blood of goats and bulls, and
that he himself lived in observance of the law [v. 24).
the ashes of a heifer sprinkling those that have conThat Paul really made a profession so contrary to his
tracted defilement, make them (ceremonially) 'holy,' so
own precept and e.xample it is difficult to believe (cp
that their body is clean ; in contrast to the purging of
Gal. 2 1 1 ^ ; also A C T S , § 7).
conscience (9x3). The application of blood is a rite of
lustration or purification ; at the ratification of the
^ Without this the sacrifice would be of no avail, as the
covenant Moses sprinkled the law book and the people
Rnliliis taught. See above, § 52.
- See above, §§ 5 0 ^ , and Sukkdh
4gb. T o Infer from Mk.
with the blood of young bulls and goats, ' with water
1228-34 ^hat Jesus himself probably offered no sacrifices is
unwarranted.
^ M k . 14 24 Mt. 2628, cp Lk. 2220 1 Cor. 11 25, ' t h e new
covenant in njy blood ' ; cp Jer. 31 31 Heb. n 1 5 ^ etc. On the
original form o f t h e saying, see E U C H A R I S T , §§ \f.

^ T h a t is, inadvertent transgression of the ndes of clean and
unclean. This is, at least, the more probable interpretation of
the obscure connection.
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and scarlet wool and hyssop* (919);^ in like manner he
sprinked with blood the tent and all the utensils of
worship (cp v. 23) ; according to the law nearly everything is purified with blood, and without outpouring of
blood no remission ((i0eo-ts) is effected ( i ' 2 i / . ).^
The writer's conception of the expiatory rites of the
law thus agrees entirely with the teaching of the Jewish
authorities (see above, § 5 1 ) . For him, however, the
system was typical and prophetic of the one real and
all-sufiicient sacrifice of Christ. When this had been
made there was no longer reason or room for the
sacrifices of the law (IO18).
Henceforth the only
sacrifices are praise to God and goodness \o n u n
( 1 3 i 5 / . alluding to Ps. 107^2 II617 Hos. 142 ete.).^
That ' Christ died for [inr^p) our sins according to
the scriptures' is an article of the common tradition of
-« -r* J.T- JJ the Christian faith which Paul deliveied
57. Death of . , •
.
u 1 i
• A •.
«, • J. -n T to his con\erts as he had received it
Christ: Pauline r
.,
,
u r
w
. ..
from those who were before him
epistles.
(I Cor. 153). By his death men are
redeemed, justified, forgiven, reconciled to God ; see
Rom.4r5 58y! S 32 2 Cor. 5 15 Gal. 14 i T h e s s . S i o Cnl.
I 2 1 / . Eph. I7 Tit. 2 14 etc. The death of Christ, that
is, was expiatory ; he suffered on the cross, not for his
own sins but for those of others, and by the expiation
which he thus made they were delivered from the consequences of their transgressions (see further, below, § 60).
The idea of expiation is, however, as we have seen,
closely associated w ith sacrifice ; one great class of
sacrifices, among both Jews and Gentiles, was piacular
in motive and intention ; and in a looser sense the whole
sacrificial worship was often thought of as atoning (see
above, § 45). It was natural, therefore, that the death
of Christ should be conceived as a sacrifice, or spoken
of in sacrificial figures. In Paul, however, this conception is not developed as it is in some of the other
NT writings.
In the much-vexed passage, R o m . 3 25, ' whom God set forth as
a hilasterion through faith in his blood' (ov iTpo49eTO 6 Seb?
tAao-TTjptoc 5ia. Trtcrretiiy iv TW avrov alfxaTi), the interpretation
'atoning sacrifice' (after the analogy of o-tor^ptoi', X'^P'-O'T^ptoi',
TeAecTTTJpioi', etc.) is not entirely certain, though highly probable ; the more general ' means of expiation * satisfies the context, and the addition of the words ' In his blood' does not
necessarily imply that this means is thought of as sacrificial.
Cp MERCY SEAT, § 8.

Even ifwe translate Rom. 825 outright ' an expiatory
sacrifice' the expression would still be only a passing
metaphor in ^ context of a different tenor—Christ's
death the demonstration of the righteousness of God.
Christian theologians, indeed, have been so long
accustomed to regard the O T sacrifices from the jural
and governmental point of view—that is, in the light of
their construction of the atoning work of Christ ^—that
they hardly feel the reference to an expiatory sacrifice
here as even a change of figure ; but Paul was not a
modern theologian.
No greater emphasis is laid on the idea of sacrifice in
I Cor. ^7 f, where, in an exhortation to put away evil,
its leaven-like working suggests the scrupulous care with
which a Jewish house was purged of leaven on the eve
of the Passover, and that, again, leads to the thought
' for indeed our Passover is sacrificed, Christ ; so let us
keep the feast not with the old leaven of malice and
wickedness, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity
and truth.'
Evidence of a more pervasive association of Christ's
1 The heightening of the rite described in E x . 24 9. by traits
borrowed from Lev, 14 ^ff'. (the leper) shows that the author
conceives it as a lustration.
2 Cp the use of the verb in the dsd/n laws (see LCA'. 5 10 16 iS,
also 42031 34 etc.) : /cal eliAao-erat ;repi auTOU 6 iepeu? . . . Kal
a0e6^o-eTai. o-vtii {^^ nSojl)- T h e remission is the consequence
ofthe propitiation made by the priest with the sacrifice.
^ The Rabbis also taught that the 'praise offering'
(toddh)
was the only sacrifice that would remain In the ' world to come '
(cp above, col. 4223 n. 2).
•* The assertion sometimes made that the Jewish conception
of sacrifice was similarly influenced by the Idea of divine justice
is unsupported.
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death with sacrifice has been sought in the references to
his blood as the ground of the benefits conferred bv his
death (Rom. 825 Sg) ; the thought of sacrifice is so
constantly associated with his death, it is said, that the
one word suflices to suggest it. But in view of the
infrequency, to say the lea^t, of sacrificial metaphors in
the greater epistles, it is doubtful whether aX^xa is not
used merely in allusion to Jesus' violent death. Nor
is the case clearer in CoJ.lao Eph. 1 7 2 1 3 ; the really
noteworthy thing is that the context contains no suggestion of sacrifice either in thought or phrase. The
words 'for sin' [-wepX dp.apTias) in Rom. 83, are often
mechanically translated ' sin offering,' because in
Leviticus this phrase is the common rendering of
hattdth ; even afxaprlav, 2 Cor. 521, has been understood
in the same way—the death of Christ specifically a sin
offering. The misconception of the nature of the sin
offering which underlies this strained interpretation has
been commented on above (f; 28 a).^
In conclusion, it may be noted as an indication that
the idea of expiatory sac7'ifce was not prominent in
Paul's thought of Christ's death, that he nowhere uses
the characteristic terms inseparably associated in the
O T with these sacrifices, iXacr/co^ai, e^iXda-KOfiaL, and
their derivatives; IXaaT'tjpLQv, Rom. 825, is the only
word of the family in all the Pauline literature. This
group of words is, however, rare in all the N T ; even
in Hebrews IXdcTKeaBai occurs but once ; IXacrfxbs but
twice in the N T (i Jn. 22 4io).
For the author of Hebrews the priesthood and
sacrificial institutions of the old dispensation are but
CO T TT V
types and shadows of the heavenly
68. I n Hebrews. -^ ,-. .. ^
.
/o in
reality that was to come (85 lOi, cp
99). The main thesis of the book is that the Son, the
mediator of the new and better covenant (86-13 915
etc.), is the true high priest. Now every high priest
must have something to offer ; this is his constitutive
function (83); Christ, therefore, brings his sacrifice.
The nature and effect of this sacrifice is developed in
chaps. 8-1018, in contrast to the sacrifices of the law,^
particularly to the sacrifice (Ex. 244-8) by which the old
covenant was ratified ( 9 T 5 ^ IO29, cp 1224 1820),^ and
to the specific piacula of the Day of Atonement, in
which the Jewish system culminated.
The Jewish high priest, having human weaknesses
(728), had first of all to offer a sacrifice for his own sins
(727 97) ; Christ, the perfect priest, had no such need
(72628). In the Mosaic sacrifices was offered the blood
of bulls and goats, which could not possibly take away
sin (10411), but effected only a purification of the
body ( 9 9 / 12/.) ; Christ entered the holy place of the
greater and more perfect sanctuary, that is, heaven itself
{924), through his own blood, having found an eternal
redemption(7 27 91215 1010). Sacrifices could not relieve
men's conscience, but served rather to call sin to mind
(99 IO1-3) ; the blood of Christ purges the conscience
from dead works to serve the living God (9i4. cp IO22).
They had, therefore, to be perpetually repeated, just
because they had no real efficacy either objective or subjective (96 IO3/.) ; his sacrifice is made once for all, forever perfecting them that are sanctified (727 91225/! 28
1012 14). The sacrifices of the law, finally, did not open
to men -.^ way of access to the holy presence of God
(98); by the blood of Jesus a new way is made by
which they may confidently approach him ( l " i 9 ^ ) .
The sacrifice of Christ thus not only expiates the sins
of the people [IXdaKeaOai, 217), but also establishes the
new covenant foretold by Jeremiah (3131^^), under which
God lays his laws upon men's hearts and inscribes them
1 There are less excusable errors in tbe books. In SandayHeadlam, Romans,
T93, we are told that ' t h e ritual o f t h e
sin-offering is fully set forth in Lev. iv. T h e most characteristic
feature in It is the sprinkling with blood of the horns of the altar
of incense.'
2 On the author's view of the latter, see above, § 56.
3 This parallel is suggested in the Gospel accounts of the
institution ofthe Lord's Supper.
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on their minds, and no longer remembers their sins and
iniquities ( 1 0 i 6 _ ^ , cp S^ff.)—a
real remission which
makes all other sacrifice useless.
Two things are
e:^;ieeially U'jteworthy in the author's treatment of the
subject; first, the importance attached to the subjective
effect of Christ's blood in purging the conscience of man ;
and, second, the ultimate end, the creation of a new
^vav of access to God by which men may confidently
draw near to him.
In these conceptions we see a
positive ethical and religious interpretation and valuation
of the death of Christ going far beyond the mere sacrificial expiation of sins or forensic justification of the
sinner. How the blood of Christ has these effects the
writer d(jes not reflect, any more than he or his contemporaries reflected on the mode of operation of the
blood of the OT sacrifices.

to discuss the various theories which theologians have
„
. from time to time set up concerning the
bl. u e n e s i s 5a^j,jigj,i3i ^^^^^i of Christ, nor even the
constructions of biblical theology. Many
of these, even among the most recent, rest upon profound misunderstandings of the nature of the O T sacrifices, and entirely ignore Jewish conceptions of the effect
and operation of sacrifice. The task which remains to
us is only to explain briefly the facts that have been set
in array in the foregoing paragraphs.
To begin with, it is necessary to say that in describing
the dealh of Christ as ci sacrifice the N T writers are
using figurative language. Some modern theologians,
indeed, still afifirm that ' the apostles held it to be a
sacrifice in the most literal sense of the word ' (Paterson,
in Hastings, DBA343f);
bul such writers do nol
expect us to take their * literal' literally. The author
By the side of sacrificial ideas and terms, such as pavri^eiv
of the Epistle lo the Hebrews, for example, regarded
9 13 19 21 10 22, Ko^apL^etv 1 3 9 14 22, ayta^eti' 10 10 14 29, words
the death of Christ as the true sacrifice, because by it
of different association sometimes occur: AiiTp<u(ri5 9 12, aTroAvTpwcrts Hi^, dTrakkd<r<T€Lv 2 15; but the characteristic Pauline was really effected what the O T sacrifices only pre'justify ' (StKaLovv) and cognate words and phrases are absent.
figured ; but he was too good an Alexandrian to identify
' true ' with ' literal.'
The references to the death of Christ in i Pet. are
In the second place, it is essential to note what the
in the nature of allusions rather than of doctrinal stateproblem was which confronted these early Christian
en i T3 4- nient or argument; their phraseology
thinkers, in the effort lo solve which they came to conoften suggests reminiscences of earlier
ceive of the detilh of Christ as a sacrifice. They did
N T writings. Christ died once for sins, a righteous
not set out, as has frequently been supposed, to answer
man for unrighteous men, that he might bring us to
the question how God without detriment to his justice
God (3i8) ; he suffered for his followers, leaving them
or lo his moral government, could remit sin, and find
an e.xample (22i, cp 4 i ) ; persecuted Christians are
the solution in the sin offerings of the law, by whose
partakers of Christ's sufferings (413, cp 4 i , e t c . ) ; he
blood the sinner was ' covered ' (so the common etymocarried their sins in his body on to the cross (224}—the
logical metaphor) and protected from the righteous
whole passage, vv. 21-25, is an application of Is. 53 to
wrath of God ; they had a far more urgent task, namely,
Christ ; they are redeemed (Aurpw^T/re) from the foolish
to account for the death of Jesus.
way of life they learned from their fathers by costly
blood as of an unblemished unspotted lamb, Christ
The death of Jesus was a severe shock lo the faith of
[liSf);
one of the ends of Christians' election is
his disciples ; and Ihough the resurrection speedily resprinkling with the blood of Christ (I2). The latter
established this faith, they had need both for its conphrase suggests a passage in Heb. (I224, cp 1022
firmation and for its defence before their unbelieving
9131921), in which epistle alone the expression occurs.
countrymen, to whom a crucified IMessiah was an inIn liSf it is not improbable that the blameless lamb
superable stumbling block, of proof from the scriptures
of Is. 537 (cp g) is in the mind of the writer, who
that his sufferings were the fulfilment of prophecy.
makes such large use of that chapter in '2 2iff.; for That there were predictions they could not doubt ; and
the rest cp Eph. I 7 ('redemption [dTroXi^rpwcris] through
as now with a new insight they searched the scriptures,
his blood, the remission of our trespasses') Rom. 8 2 4 / .
it was as if the Master himself opened their mind to
Heb. 912. A direct allusion to the paschal lamb (Ex.
understand them (Lk. 2445_^), and interpreted to them
125) would probably have been more distinct.
the prophecies concerning himself [vv. 25-27).^
The references lo the sacrificial aspect of the death of
Thus the cross, instead of being the refutation of his
Christ in the Fourth Gospel are few and of the slit;htest
claims, became their most conclusive demonstration.
Among the scriptures which they thus for the first time
60. Johannine ^'''"^' '^^'^ '^^P"'* ^"^^ ^^^""^ ^= * ^
understood. Is. 53 was, with good reason, the most
Lamb of God which takes away the
writmgs.
important. Not only did the picture of the suffering
sin of the world (l2g), with evident
Servant of Yahw^ seem lo foreshadow even in minute
allusion to Is. 537, cp 4 / ! 11 ; in 17 19 ' i n their behalf
details the experience of Jesus, but in fact the author of
I hallow myself,' dyidfw is a word of sacrificial associathe chapter had undertaken to solve the same problem,
tions, whether we refer it to the consecration of the
viz.. W h y did the Servant (Israel), for no fault of his
victim or (with greater probability) to the preparation
own, suffer what seemed the extremities of God's disof the priest for his functions. In 1 Jn. the allusions
pleasure ? His answer was, T h e sufferings of the Servant
are more frequent ; we read not only that Christ
of Yahw6 are an expiation for others' sins, ' the Lord
laid down his life for us—wherefore we ought to lay
laid on him the iniquity of us all and by his stripes we
down our life for the brethren (316)—and that our sins
are healed.' ^
are remitted for his name's sake ('212), but also that he
was manifested that he might take away sin (85), that
T h e idea that sins could thus be expiated by the
he is a propitiation (IXacsp-Ss) for our sins and for those suffering of one who had not deserved it was not reof the whole world ('22 410), and that the blood of Jesus
pugnant to ancient minds, in which the sense of social
cleanses us from every sin (179). But everywhere such
solidarity was stronger than that of individual rights ;
expressions appear as famiUar Christian phrases, rather
it seemed, in fact, most natural. The sufferings of the
than as part of the distinctive Johannine conception of
righteous were frequently represented as an atonement
the salvation in Christ.
for their people. Thus, of the Maccabasan martyrs it
The lamb in the -\pocalypse is probably, as in Jn.
is said : ' Having become as it were a vicarious ex129, derived from Is. 53 ; as in i Pet., the idea of purchase
piation (dvT'L^pvxoy) for the sins of the nation, and
(dyopdt^ecv. I Cor. 620 723) by the blood of Christ has
through the blood of those godly men and their atoning
been combined with the older conception of the expiatory
death [IXaa-Trjpiov davdrov), divine providence saved
suffering of the Servant of Yahwe ; see 06 ff- 138 I 4 3 / .
Israel which had before been evil entreated' (4 Macc.
The other representation of purification by his blood
1722, cp 627-29) ; cp also Rom. 67 Col. 124.^
appears in 714 ; cp 2214, and note the variant in 1 5 :
1 See Holtzmann, NT Theol. 1 367_/?:
XvcsavrL
, eK, Xovaavrc
dTtb [ruiv dpcaprlcjiv)2 Lipsius in Schenkel, . 5 X 2 4 9 3 ; Holtzmann, i V r r ^ o / . l 369/
It does not fall within the scope of the present article
3 See above, § 52, end.
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The great influence o^ Is. .'J3 upon the early conception of the
death of Christ i-^ manifest not only in Acts 8 32-35 (Philip and
the Ethiopian eunuch ; cp also S 13 26 ^27 f 30—n-ais, ' servant,'
Is. 52 13, a standing title of Jesus), and the epistles (Heh.'.'28
i P e t . 221-25 i j n . 35, etc.), but also in the fact that it has
worked back into the gospel traJitiun (Lk. 2'.1 37 Jn. 1 29 36).
The first point established was, therefore, that the
death of Christ was not for his own sins, it was not a
triumph of the wicked over the good, an inexplicable
tragedy ; it was an expiation for the sins of others.
This is the tradition which Paul had received (above,
§ 57).
This expiation -was originally thought of in
relation to the punishment of sin ; by virtue of it the
sins whose penalty would otherwise h a \ e been visited
upon the offender are remitted and he is cleared.
From
this side Paul w orks out his theory of atonement.
'1 he
association of expiation with sacrifice in the law and in
the common ideas uf the lime leads to the employment
of sacrificial figures and terms in speaking of the work
of Christ ;^ but e\en in Hebrews, where the idea of the
death of Christ as a sacrifice is most elaborately developed, it is plain that the premise of the whole is that
Christ by his death made a real expiation for the sins
of men, by which they are redeemed.
It was not, therefore, the conception of the death of Christ as a sacrifice
which brought in the idea of expiation and propitiation,
but the opposite.
Hence the freedom and variety in
comparing his death to the different species of O T
sacrifices, as they suggest different aspects of his work—
the covenant sacrifice, the Passover, the expiations of the
Day of Atonement.
Hence also the fact that there is no
doctrine of the sacrifice of Christ in the N T as there may
be said to be doctrines of redemption or of justification.
On the O T sacrifices see the commentaries on the Pentateuch
(see E X O D U S , § 7, L E V I T I C U S , § 33, N U M B E R S , § 23, D E U T E R O -

NOMV, § 33), among which those of
62. B i b l i o g r a p h y . ^ Knobel-Uillmann m a y b e specially mentioned ; also, for their Jewish learning,
Kalisch on Exodus and Leviticus.
Spencer, De legibus
ritualibus, 1675 (bk. 3 ) ; J . D . Micliaelis, Mosaisches
Recht,^)
1775; Saalschutz, Mosaisches Recht, 1S46, Arch. d. Heb., 1855 ;
Wachner, .-{nt. Ebreeo-nim, etc., 1743; E w . Alt. Isr.,{^) 1866,
E T 1876 ; Xowack, HA, 1894; Benz. HA, 1894. On sacrifices
in particular : Outram, De sacri^iciis, 1677; Kurtz, Der AlttcS'
ta/jienttiche Opferkultus,
1862, E T 1865 ; Bahr, Symbolik des
mosaischen Cultus, 1837; also articles 'Opfer,' 'Sacrifice,'
etc., in the Bible dictionaries of Schenkel, Riehm, Smith,
Hastings, and in PRE. On particular species of sacrifice : Thalhofer, Dif^ unblutigen
Opfer des mosaischen Kultus,
1&48;
Riehm, ' U b e r das Schuldopfer,' Studien und Kritiken,
1S54,
P- 93 . ^ ; Rinck, ' D a s Schuldopfer,' ib. 1855, P- 399 ff'-'->
Schmoller, 'Wesen der Siihne in der a.-test. Opferthora,' St. Kr.
1S91, 205 _ ^ ; Vatke, Religion des Alten Testaments,
1835;
WeUhausen, Proleg. (i378),(5) 1899, E T 1885; H . Schultz,
Alttestamentliche
Tlieologie,\^ 1896 ; Smend,^/i*. Rel.-gesch.,<%
1899; Dillmann, ^/i". Theol. 1895; Marti, Gesch. der Israelitischen Religion,'^) 1897.
Signification of sacrifice: Riehm,
Begriff der Sune im Alten
Testament,
1877 ; H . Schultz,
'Significance of Sacrifice in the O T , ' Amer. Journ. of 'Theol.
^ 2 5 7 ^ (1900). Systematic works: Ritschl,
Rechtfertigung
und Versdhnung,(^) 1889 ; Cave, Scriptural
Doct?'ine of Sacrifice,!^'^) 1 8 ^ . See also Hubert and Mauss, ' Nature et fonction
du sacrifice,' Hannec Sociologique,
1897-1898, 29-138 (based
on comparative study of Jewish and Hindu sacrifice).
On the Jewish sacrificial system : Maimonides,
Yadhdzdkdh,
in which the material from the Mishna and similar sources is
collected and methodically arranged, is indispensable, not only
as an exposition of the system but also as a key to the scattered
sources. Modern works a r e : Duschak, Gescli. u.
Darstellung
des judischen Cultus; Edersheim, The Temple and its
Ministry,
1874. For Jewish ideas concerning sacriiice Christian scholars
generally turn to Weber'.s Lehren des Talmuds, a work not only
uncritical but dominated by a false theory; Bacher, Die Agada
der TanTiaiten, 3 vols, (critical sifting of the material) ; see also
Kohler, ' Atonement,' Jewish Encyclopedia, 2 2 7 5 , ^
Sacrifice in the N T : in addition to the commentaries on the
N T and the comprehensive works named a b o v e ; Pfleiderer,
Urchristenthum,
1887, (2) 1902; Der Pa7(linismus,{'^) 1890;
Weizsacker, Das apostolische Zeitalter,^) 1892 ; H . Holtzmann,
NT Theol. 1897; Sanday, Priesthood
and Sacrifice,
IQOO ;
W. H . Ward, ' T h e N T doctrine of the relation of Christ's
death to the O T sacrificial system,' Bibl. Sac. 51 246,^ (1894).
G. F. M.
•^ In Is. 53 10 (dsd/n) the connection .seems to be preformed ;
but © translates otherwise.
^ Of the immense literature on the various aspects of the
subject only a selection can be given here. T h e list is intended
to include works which either are of value to the modern student
or hold an important place in the history of discussion.
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In Rom. 2::2 the question: ' T h o u
that abhorrest idols, dost thou rob temples' (AV 'commit
sacrilege' ; 6 ^SeXvacrbfievos TO, e'idwXa lepoavXeTs) is to
be interpreted in the light of Dt. 725 where not only is
it commanded to burn the graven images of the gods of
the nations with fire, but it is also forbidden to covet
the silver or gold that is on them or to ' take it unto
thee ; for it is an abomination (n3j;in) to Yahwe thy God,
and thou shalt not bring an abomination into thy house
so as to become an anathema like it ; thou shalt utterly
detest and abonnnate it, for it is anathema ' (see ABOMINATION, 4 ; IiJOL, ;; 2d).
In Jos. .-//^^. iv. 81'.., § 207,
this law is rendered ' Let no one blaspheme those gods
which other cities esteem such ; nor may any one steal
the sacred things of strange temples [/XTjd^ ovXdv Iepd
^evLKd) nor take any treasure that may be dedicated to
any god.'
In accordance with this, in Acts 1^37 we find
the town clerk of Ephesus urging in the case of Paul
and his Jewish companions that their offence has at
least not been of the most aggravated kind, they being
' neither robbers of temples ['LepoauXovs) nor blasphemers
of our goddess.'
As regards sacrilege against the temple in Jerusalem, 2 Macc.
4 39-42 records the sacrileges (tepotruA^jLtara) committed In the
city by Lysimachus with the consent of Menelaus, the riot it led
to, and the death of the sacrilegious person (iepdcrvAos) beside
the sanctuary. T h e alleged attempt of Antiochus Epiphanes to
rob a temple (tepocrvkCLv) in Persepolis is aUuded to in 2 Macc.
9 2, and in 2 Macc. 13 3-8 the death of Menelaus by precipitation
from the tower for the punishment of ' h i m that is guiUy of
sacrilege (iepocruAt'a) or has attained any pre-eminence in any
other evil deeds ' is related. I n A nt. xvi. <.i 2 Josephus records a
decree of Augustus in the course of which it is enacted that the
sacred things [of the Jews] are not to be touched (ra re iepa elcat
kv acruAta), and that ' if any one be caught stealing their holy
books or their sacred money, whether from the synagogue (cra^(Sareiov) or from the public school (a.vhpiavos), he shall be deemed
a .sacrilegious person (iepoffuAov), and his goods shall be brought
into the public treasury of the Romans.' In .wiii. 3 ~,f the expulsion of the Jews from Rome in Tiberius's time is said to have
been due to the wickedness of four Jews who embezzled Fulvia's
gift of purple and gold for the temple at Jerusalem.
SADAMIAS [SALAME),

4 Esd. 11 A V = SHALLUM, 6.

SADAS (d^cTAA [A]), I Esd. 513 AV, RV A S T A D ;
see A Z G A D .
T h e AV is derived from the Geneva
version.
SADDEUS, RV L O D D E U S {AA^Ad^ioc [B]), i Esd.
845.
See I D D O (i.).
SADDLE. T h e word 23"lD, 77ierkdb, is in Lev. l o g
rendered ' s a d d l e ' in E \ ' , but A\'"'&- has * carriage' (cp
I K. 4 26 [56]),
T h e word hterally means 'place of
r i d i n g ' — i . e . , riding seat (cp CHARIOT, ^ L, begin.),
and in Cant. 310 it clearly means the seat of Solomon's
palanquin (see RV and L I T T E R ) .
Xot less evidently
this sense will not suit in Lev. [I.e.).
A suggested
emendation is n n c , ' r u g ' (see T A P E S T R Y ) .
It is to be remarked that though riding was the most common
mode of travelling in Bible days, saddles in the modern sense of
tbe word were not used but only 'horse-cloths,' or, failin-.^ that,"
a garment (Mt. 2I7). Furrer (BLb\g\)
compares E7<_k-i?7 20
as showing that costly horse-cloths were brought to market at
Tyre by the Dedanites. But the_text is corrupt (cp AV and
K \ ' ) . For the most probable reading see Ci <^TVL, n. i ; young
steeds, not cloths, are referred to. On the camels' 'furniture,'
see C A M E L , § 2, end. T h e word for ' t o saddle' (t'^rii hdbaS),
N u . 1^2 21 etc., literally means ' to bind.'
SADDUC, RV Sadduk {CAAAOYKOY l^l CAAAOY"
AOYKOY [B], ceAAOYK [L]), i Esd. 82. See ZADOK.
SADDUCEES.
T h e origin of the name Saddukim
(D''p-TlV, so probably, rather than D''pnV) has been
explained in two wnys :
I. As if from saddik {p'*'^)i), the specially righteous—•
a. most imsatisfactory derivation, although favoured by
.J^
Jerome and other of the Fathers.
The
ame.
change from saddik (pn:;;) to saddiik
exclamations ^^'^^"'^ '^ warranted by no analogy, nor
explanations. ^^ ^^^ ^^^.^^^ ^^ explained at all appropriate.
There is no evidence that the Sadducees e\-L-r
made any special claim to 'righteousness,' as under4234
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stood by the Jews, and certainly they were not credited
with it by their opponents. Such a claim was far more
likely to be made by the Pharisees.
^- From the personal name Zadok (pins). This is
not much more satisfactory than the other, for it does
not account for the well-attested double d in saddukim
(•'pni')' 3.nd besides there is no direct proof of - connection with Zadok. Three persons of that name have
been suggested : (a) a certain Zadok, otherwise unkno\vn, who is said to have been with a certain
Boethos, a disciple of -\ntigonus of Socho; (b) an
unknown founder of the aristocratic part}-; (^r) Zadok
the priest in the time of David and Solomon.

hazarded, though with great diffidence. In modern
,
..
Persian the word zindik is used in the
2. Anoiner ^^^^^ ^^ Manichasan, or, in a general
explanation. ^^^^^^ ^^^ infidel, one who does not
believe in the resurrection or in the omnipotence of God.
It has been adopted in Arabic (zindik"", plur. zanddik"
and zanddika'"") with the meaning of infidel, and also
in Armenian (cp Eznik [5th cent.] against heresies,
chap. 2 on the errors of Zoroastrianism). Mas'iid! (loth
cent.) says that the name arose in the time of Manes to
denote his teaching, and explains that it is derived from
the Zend, or explanation, of the .Avesta. The original
.Avesta was the truly sacred book, and a person who
foUowed only the commentary was called a Zindil<, as
one who rejected the word of God to follow worldly
tradition, irreligious.
But the term cannot have
originated in the time of Alanes (3rd cent. A.D.), for
the Zend ' commentary,' whatever view be taken of its
date, was by then already becoming unintelligible. It
must be much earlier and have acquired the general
sense of infidel very soon. Mas'udi, indeed, himself
implies that C-Xi i was used long before in this sense,
and makes Zoroaster the author not only of the .Avesta,
but of the Zend and Pazend (super-commentary), parts
of which he says were destroyed by Alexander the
Great.' Makrizi (15th cent.), who borrows largely from
Mas'udi, confuses the Zanadikah with the Samaritans
and Sadducees, and says that they deny the existence
of angels, the resurrection, and the prophets after
Moses, whence it has been suggested that Zanadikah
is a corruption of Zaddukim. T h e reverse may, however, be the case. It is quite possible that the Persian
word was used about 200 B.C. in the sense of ' Zoroastrian,' ^ and if so, it might well be applied by opponents
to Cl party in Judasa who sympathised with foreign
ideas, and rejected beliefs which were beginning to be
regarded as distinctively Jewish. It would thus have
been used at first in a. contemptuous sense, and later,
when the original meaning was forgotten, was, in the
well-known Jewish manner, transformed in such a way
as to bear the interpretation of ' sons of Zadok ' (piiii 'jn)
with a suggestion of 'righteous' (n'pns). This would
explain the daghesh (for suppressed 3) with pathah, and
the 1 for \
It may be mentioned, though perhaps as a
mere coincidence, that zanddika is used for Sadducees
in Arabic translations of the N T . That they did not
hold Zoroastrian views is no objection to this explanation. In later Je\vish literature Epikurus (onip'SKJ is
used for a freethinker, without any idea of his holding
the views of Epicurus (see EpictJREANS), and is connected, by a popular etymology, with the root nps. In
fact, after the real meaning of the name has been forgotten, Epikurus becomes in the Talmud doctrinally
almost the exact representative of the earlier term
Sadducee, the errors chiefly condemned in the ' sect'
being their denial of the resurrection and the rejection
of the oral law. It is very probable that Sadducee
never had any more definite sense than this.

a- For the first (disciple of Antigonus) we have only
the authority of the Aboth di R. Nathan, a late compilation, probably of the ninth century, which carries
no weight with regard to historical events earlier by looo
years.
It is likely that this represents ^ Talmudic
tradition, since the Boethusians are sometimes confused
with, and {even in the Toseftii) put for the Sadducees.
The story is, in the common Rabbinic manner, due
solely to a desire to account for the supposed origin of
Sadduceism from the well-known dictum of .\ntigonus
(Pirke Aboth, 13) that we should serve God without
expectation of reward, which is then said to have been
perverted by his disciples to mean that there will be no
retribution after death.
Apart from the unhistorical
nature of the story, however, the saying refers quite as
much to rewards in this life as to the future, and, in
any case, accounts only for one side of Sadduceism.
b. T h e second Zadok (a person assumed to account
for the name), although supported by Kuenen, may be
dismissed as purely hypothetical.
c- The least unlikely is the third (Zadok the priest,
temp. David and Solomon). Ezekiel certainly insists
strongly on the 'sons of Zadok' (pna 'i2) as the only
legitimate holders of the priestly office ; but his prophecies were littered in circumstances wholly different
from those in which the Sadducean and Pharisaic
parties became distinguished. In Ezekiel's time Israel
appears to have been sunk in idolatry, and he depicts
an ideal state of things which for the most part was
never realised.
. \ great gulf is fixed between his
time and that of Ezra. Modern Judaism, a system
quite distinct from anything pre-exilic, may be said
to have begun with Ezra, and the people never again
fell into idolatry.
The breach of continuity is so
definite that what might be true or desirable in the sixth
century B.C. forms no argument for what was the fact
in the third century. It must be remembered too that
Ezekiel was himself ". priest. .\ much stronger argument might be derived from the Hebrew text of Ecclus.
5112 [9] (ed. Schechter), 'Give thanks to him who
chose the sons of Zadok for priest,' if the passage is
genuine, as it probably is. However, there is evidence
that this view did not prevail exclusively, for in i Ch, 24
the sons of Ithamar share in the priesthood, and in
later times the priests are designated by the wider term,
' sons of ,\aron.' The form of the name is not the
only difficulty ; it does not appear that the Sadducees
ever claimed to be, or were regarded as, sons of Zadok.
W'hilst they chiefiy belonged to the priestly or aristocratic
caste, that party was in its essence political, and the
name, which denotes a certain set of doctrines, or rather
the negation of them, seems to have been applied to them
as a term of reproach by their opponents. That is to
say, it was used as a theological, not a political term,
referring not to the origin of a particular family, party,
or caste, but to the speci.al form of supposed heterodoxy
which happened to be characteristic of that party, so
that a man might have been described as a Sadducee
on account of his views, although not necessarily being
c member of the party—a case which, however, was
unlikely to occur.
3. A third explanation of the name may perhaps be
4235

The beginning of the party naturally can not be
traced.
In its political aspect it must have existed
. Tijoin—, -f actually or potentially ever since there
Sadducees
"^^ ^ Jewish state, if the view taken
below is correct. Doctrinally too, if
it is in essence the opposite of the Pharisaic development, its origin goes back to the first beginnings of a
law which had to be interpreted. The uncertainty of
the evidence and its paucity prevent our assigning any
definite date for the first (Pharisaic) amplification of the
Torah. W e may, however, feel sure that the Law-book
of Ezra enlarged the existing documents sufficiently to
meet all the requirements of the time. It must have
1 T h e question of the origin of the Zoroastrian writings is
extremely difificult, and very little is certain except that the
Gathas are the earliest stratum. See ZOROASTRIANISM.
2 The meaning of ' infidel' would then be due to the later
influence of Christianity and Islam.
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been later that the progressive school began to develop
tradition.
In the Mishna tractate Aboth, after the
canonical authorities, the first link in the chain of
tradition (n'^^pn n'T^c') is the ' Great Synagogue," ^ and
the first personal name is that of Simon the Just (probably early in the 3rd cent. B.C.). No doubt the first
steps had been taken before his time ; but it seems that
historical record did not go farther back, ^^'c shall
perhaps not be far wrong in placing the actual beginnings of the new teaching about 300 B.C., and this
agrees very well with the conclusion which has been
drawn from other evidence, that after the time of Alexander the Great Judaism became powerfully affected by
that Persian influence to which may be traced the
increasing popularit)' of the doctrine of a future life with
rewLu-ds and punishments.
The rise of the liberal
party, or school of theological development, implies the
formation o f a conservative opposition. It is not to be
supposed that the two parties were from the first sharply
divided, still less that they acquired distinctive names.
It is historically more probable that the divergence
increased gradually, and was intensified, and at last
definitely realised m the religious re\ival of Maccabean
times. As to the first use of the name to indicate
differences consciously felt, it does not occur in the O T
or in Ecclus., and, in fact, the earliest documents which
mention Sadducees are the Gospels (but not Jn.). There
is, however, no reason to reject the testimony of
Josephus that the name ^\as used in the Maccabsean
period, and if it was then well-established, we may
assume that it was used, if not generally, at least
sporadically, at an earlier time to denote opposition to
doctrines which are afterwards known as Pharisaic. In
Josephus they ahvays appear as a definite political party,
an inexact, though convenient, view which is due to the
colouring of the historian. Under the earlier Maccabasans, as would be expected, they are not much in
evidence ; but with the Hasmoneeans they again come
into prominence. John Hyrcanus definitely allied himself with them. Alexander Jannasus, as being himself
high priest, was supported by them (cp Sukkah, 4%b),
and his war may be regarded as a contest between the
Pharisaic and the Sadducean parties. In their political
relations they show a sympathy with foreign influences
which was strongly reprobated by the nationalistic
Pharisees. Thus we find them accused, perhaps justly,
of tolerating Greek religious practices, and even of
adopting them. This is the less surprising if it be considered that the Judaisin which they professed can have
had (to use a modern phrase) no religious hold on them.
It was rather the machinery by which a certain political
system was worked, and when circumstances changed,
it could be adapted to the new conditions. In the
Roman period their influence diminished again. T h e
party, always in a minority, was not likely to be largely
recruited. They apparently had no existence outside
Jerusalem with the temple and its ritual, the centre of
religious and political life. With the fall of Jerusalem
they disappear from history, and a century later the
Mishna knows of them only by tradition. (See, further,
It would seem that Sadduceeism is to be rightly
regarded as negative. Wherever reference is made to
4 Doctrinp • ^^' ^^^ suggestion is that certain views are
'
..
* rejected.
This naturally follows from
°
' what has been said above, Phariseeism
represents the tendency which ultimately resulted in
modern Judaism, It was at once exclusive in that it
strenuously opposed all dealings with the foreigner, and
popular in that it provided for the spiritual needs of the
people. The doctrines which we find the Sadducees
rejecting are precisely those which had been deduced

from the law and the prophets to suit the requirements
of the time. If Judaism was to continue as a living
system, it became necessary to adapt it to altered conditions not contemplated by the law of Moses, and
hence arose the whole body of oral tradition (Sy^ty mm
,13). At a time, too, when theological speculation was
widely cultivated, it was equally natural that Judaism
should be aff'ected by the striving after those spiritual
hopes which at all times have been, rightly or wrongly,
the most cherished source of comfort in human sufl'ering. Hence arose the doctrines of a future life with
rewards and punishments compensating for the apparent
incompatibility between virtue and happiness in this
life. How keenly this problem appealed to the Jewish
mind is evident from the Psalms [e.g., Ps. 7;-i). Perhaps to no people has it appealed, for various reasons,
more poignantly. Naturally, however, it was to the
poor, the weak, and their sympathisers, that the need
for a future rectification in the cause of justice was most
apparent. It is, therefore, only what would be expected
when we find that those who reject such comfortable
words are a relatively small party of the well-to-do [TOVS
evirbpovs fibvov ix^^'^^^)Vv'hilst, however, it appears
to have been generally the case that Sadducean views
were held by the aristocratic (i. e., primarily, the priestly)
party, we must beware, as suggested above, of regarding
aristocrat, priest, and Sadducee as convertible terms.
Many of the priests were Pharisees, as we see, e.g., from
the names of doctors quoted in the Mishna with the
title 'priest' (jn^). etc., and, moreover, the separation
between the higher and the lower classes of priests was
as great as between the aristocratic party and the common
people. Xor again was the difference between Pharisees
and Sadducees politically insuperable. They could sit
together on the Sanhediin (Acts 236), and priests and
Pharisees could combine in a common cause (Jn. 732
45). That the Sadducees were, however, in an oligarchical minority is evident from the fact that they seem
to have found it advisable to conform at times to the
more popular Pharisaic practice—e.g., Yo/nd igb,
' although we are Sadducees we are afraid of the
Pharisees' (D'cnsn p pNTnn UN fpni-'E^ b y N). where
the whole passage snows a strong anti-Sadducean feeling.^ Cp also Jos, ^K^. xviii. I4.
Taking then the view that Sadducean opinions were
held mainly by members of the dominant aristocratic
_. .
class, we have now^ to consider those opinions
5. i l a t a . .^ ^^^^.^_ y^^ ^^^^ furnished by the N T ,
though clear, are meagre. The account in Josephus is
fuller (see especially ^w;". xvhi. I2-4, .5/ii. 814). His
statements are, however, coloured partly by his own
strong Pharisaic prejudice, and still more by a desire to
express himself in terms of Greek philosophy. It must
be remembered that philosophical notions which appealed
to the Greek mind were entirely foreign to the methods
of thought underlying Sadducean belief or disbelief
In this respect Jew and Greek start from different
premises, representing a racial distinction.
Roughly
speaking, the one founds his faith on the will of God
and the revelation bound up with it, the other deduces
his scheme of the universe from » metaphysical conception of the necessary conditions of being.
The distinctive Sadducean views may be classed (as
by Schurer) under three heads: (i) they denied the
resurrection, personal immortality, and retribution in a
future life ; (2) they denied angels, spirits, and demons ;
(3) they denied fate [elfxapfxhi)), and postulated freedom
of action for every man to choose good or evil, and
work out his own happiness or the reverse.
1. With regard to the first point, Sadduceeism undoubtedly represents the old Jewish standpoint. Whatever doctrines may be inferred from the Torah, it is

Jl The rabbinical accounts of the great synagogue are irreconcilable with the received chronology.
If Ezra's date cnuld be
put a century later, as has been suggested, many difficulties
would be removed.

1 This seems possibly true to the circumstances, though
Talmudic references are not to be implicitly accepted. The
Gemara is not to be trusted for distant historicalyat:/.?, but may
represent a true traditional
attitude.
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the Talmud the system is further extended, and later, in
evident that the theory of a future life and future
the ' practical Kabbalah,' it passes all bounds.
_
..
retribution is not inculcated in it.
6. Kesurrection. ^^^ ^^.^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^jj^^. 3. For the third point—the freedom of will and the
denial of fate—we have only the authority of Josephus.
parts of the Torah was not spiritual teaching, apart
Schurer points out that this way of stating
from the edification to be derived from the historical
8. Free-will. the case is entirely un-Jewish, although
narrati\e. but to set forth the practical details of the
the question of God's providence was undoubtedly disritual of Vahweism.
Such words as ' holiness' and
cussed. In spite of its not being confirmed by other
' purity ' had a technical religious meaning quite distinct
evidence, it is very probable that Josephus' account is
from the moral content which has been put into them
substantially correct.
The doctrine is in agreement
by later theology. From a. law-book the poetical, the
with the worldly, materialistic character of Sadduceeism,
spiritual, the emotional were fittingly excluded.
Into
noted above, and with their tendency to keep to the
the causes of the development which we find in the
simplest elements of faith, rejecting all admixture ofthe
other canonical books, in Phariseeism, and in later Jewish
supernatural.
It also probably represents the point of
thought, we need not enter here (see P H A R I S E E S ) .
view of the Pentateuch [e.g., Dt. 4 and 6). The SadThat development was necessary.
Sadduceeism only
ducees would not have denied that good and bad actions
emphasised the earlier point of view by rejecting the
brought their respective consequences in this world, for
new doctrines with unvarying conservatism. When we
a moral sanction is necessary ; but they would reject
consider that the Sadducees had a certain sympathy with
any theory of predestination as well as that of future
Greek and foreign influences generally, this attitude
retribution. Possibly Persian influence may be traceable
may be thought remarkable. It is not so if we rightly
here.
understand the nature of the original Torah and the
Semitic mind which is deeply interested in the problems
There remains yet a fourth point to be considered.
of the present, but shows only a. slight capacity or
According to the church fathers (Origen, Jerome) the
inclination for dealing with the questions of modern
_
, Sadducees accepted only the Torah, rejecttheology. The Jewish mind can indeed insist on the
* ing all the other canonical books.
This
oneness of God ; but how misplaced in a Midrash, nay,
seems to be a misconception based on Mt. 2231/i
how impossible, would be for instance a discussion of
Why should Jesus have chosen an argument from the
the doctrine of homoousia, even if it could arise. Such
Pentateuch, when others more obvious were to be found
questions have, or had, an attraction for the western
in the other books, unless the Sadducees acknowledged
mind. They have none for the Jew. Moreover, we
only the authority of the Pentateuch in such matters?
may well suppose that in the aristocratic party a certain
W e have, however, no evidence for such a view, which
materialistic tendency would show itself, that practical
could hardly fail to be laid to their charge if there were
politics would absorb attention to the exclusion of more
the least ground for it. The argument from silence is
contemplative pursuits. Whilst thus holding to priminot conclusive ; but it is very strong here, for nothing
tive, formal Judaism, the Sadducees would, so far as
could have been better calculated to damage an opponent
they were disposed to be controversial, look with susthan to show that he rejected any of the canonical
picion on Pharisaic developments, as tending, by a sort
books. The truth is, however, that the Jews have
of self-contradiction, to vitiate the observance of the
always regarded the Torah as on a wholly different
Law, The Pharisee was, indeed, exact in paying tithes
level of holiness and authority from the other books.
of the mint and the cunmiin ; but a later teacher could
In the time of Ezra, which may be regarded as the
say, * Whoever gives a. poor man a coin attains six
starting-point of Judaism, as we understand it, the
blessings ; but he who addresses to him soothing words
Torah must have been the only sacred writing. Other
attains eleven blessings' (n:;x'3 TinnD'J;'"^ n-j:-\^D |m3n ^D documents won their way only gradually to a canonical
m-in iS"3 TiDnn D-imn iD"3Cm m^il). Besides the danger
position. The conservative Sadducees would, no doubt,
of such ti^aching in undermining the foundations on
hold more rigidly than others to the supreme position of
which the Sadducean position rested, there may also
the Torah, and would view with a certain suspicion any
have been a conscientious desire to arrest the breaking
enlargement of the canon as showing a Pharisaic
up of that system by which alone the nation could
tendency. (Cp the attitude of the Protestant churches
rightly serve God. They accordingly rejected entirely
towards the Apocrypha.) It must be admitted too that
the oral tradition (ns ^yic min) by which the Pharisees
the prophets and hagiographa generally lend more
supplemented the written Law, According to Pharicountenance to Pharisaic views than the Torah, and
saic doctrine this was of equal authority with the
were, in fact, a result of the same development.
Though
written Law, and in a sense even more binding, since
we need not suppose, therefore, that they rejected them,
it provided for what was not to be found in the Law.
the S.adducees may well have used them only ' for
Later teachers claimed that the whole of tradition was
example of life and instruction of manners ; and the
revealed to Moses, who transmitted it orally to Joshua
argument in Mt. 2232 is probably chosen from the Torah
and the seventy elders. The difliculty of preserving it
in order to be above criticism. The statement of the
intact through so many centuries was evaded by the
fathers is no doubt partly due to a very common contheory of a sort of apostolic succession [n^^pn nSt^W). a
fusion with the SAMARITANS [q.v.), who did accept only
series of authoritative teachers.
The whole of this
the Torah (for the same reasons which caused the
superstructure, and therewith the doctrines deduced by
Sadducees to regard it with special veneration), and,
it, chief among which was that of the future life, were
curiously enough, use the very passage quoted in Mt.
ignored by the Sadducees.
as an argument for the future life.
A. E, C.
2. With regard to the second specific point—the disbelief in angels, spirits, and demons—the Sadducean
»
1 position was probably in advance of the
°
' Torah, where we still find traces of the belief,
common to all primitive peoples, in the existence and
power of demons. How they could abandon this, still
more how tney could explain it [f.g., the rite connected
with Azazel) we do not know. It is, howe\er, a natural
consequence of the materialistic tendency and of the
attitude descril^ rl above.
Xo doubt it was also
emphasised by opposition to the Pharisaic development
of angelology and demonology. Already in the Book
of Daniel angels have names ; in the Midrashim and
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For the literature see ScRiBES AND P H A R I S E E S , § 21.
SADOC.
I. [SADOCH) 4 Esd. 11.
See ZADOK.
2. (a-a&toK [Ti. WH]), Mt. 114. See GENEALOGIES ii.

SAFFRON {n2-\2, karkdm; KpOKOC, C a n t . 4 i 4 t ) .
The Hebrewword is probablyidenticalwith Syr. kurkfrnd,
Ar. kiirkum, both of which denote the crocus or saffron.
The same word is found in Persian and Armenian (in
the latter probably borrowed from Heb. ; Lag. GA =^8,
.4r/n. St. 161), and the common origin seenis to be
Sans, kunkiima.
The source of saffron is Crocus sativns,
L., o. plant of doubtful origin,^ which, though found in
i See the discussion In Fliick, and Hanb.(2) 6 6 4 / ;
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Palestine [FFP 422), is not apparently indigenous there.
D. H. Muller, on the other hand, sepai-ating karkom
from the other words nientioned above, connects it with
Ar. kamkdm (Sab. c::::;^) and * rk. Kd-^Kapov} and so
takes it to be the resin ofthe clii-,o or mastic tree—i.e.,
sdri, —s [Sab. Denkm- 82). But Muller's identification
of Kd-^Kapov with the resin of the mastic tree is a
mistake : Kd-yKapov is, according to I'raas (.S\n. PI. Fl,
class. 87), deri\'ed from .-Iniyris [ — Balsani,>dciidroii]
Katafr and is in .all probability therefore the fragrant
gum much esteemed in the cast as ' Bissa b61'—in fact,
an inferior kind of myrrh,
Mordtmann d<.ies not
believe in the connection uf Db"i3 \\ ith kamkdm and
KdyKapov -- and it seems best to follow ancient tradition
in identifymg the Heb. word with saffron.
N. .M.—\v. T. T.-D.

SAIL.

1. L " 1 S ' 0 , OTj/JAra/,-cxpcoAANH, Ezek. 277,

' T b y sail to serve as ensign ' (D3; fio^a).
2. 2\ nes; crc\pelov or Tix Itnia (?), Is. 3323, ' T h e many.
coloured s.alls served in ancient times as distinguishing marks.'
See S H I P .

SAINT, ^^'e have to deal, in this article, not with
the subject of Christian, or rather biblical, ' perfection,'
.._
J, but with the use of ' s a i n t ' and ' h o l y ' in
1. use 0 the EV. The former word, as a rendering,
terms, ^j^j^^j. ^^ ^-^^-^ ^j. ^ j ;,^j^,-^/ j^^g j^^^i j^g
unfortunate efloct of obscuring characteristic biblical
ideas. Readers of the \i\' must therefore supply for
themselves the necessary mental correction or interpretation. . W applies the term in OT :
». To the angels [kedoSini, c-c-ip). J o b 5 i 15is Ps.
S95 7[6 8] Zech.145.
R^', however, calls the angels
'holy ones.' "Whether even this phrase conveys the
right idea to a modern reader may be doubted {see
c), and we may well be grateful to Budde (note on Job
5i) for his suggestion ' heavenly ones.'
2. To persons who are ' h o l y ' — i . e . , consecrated
[Lidos, rnij, kaddis, ••-i^:\—e-g-, Ps. 10616 (Aaron), a i g
[to] Dan. 7i8 2 1 / . 2527 (faithful worshippers of Yahwi).
So, too, RA'.
3. To Israelites who fulfil the duties of piety (hasid,
- r - i Sirios, sanctus, see LOVINGKINDNESS), I S. 29 (ffi
UKaioi o r o m . ) P s . l 6 i o 304[s] .5O5 529 [ n ] 79= Prov.
28 ( 6 . ei^a^ovpAvciv), etc.; so R\', e.xcept in i S. 29,
where it gives (not happily) 'holy ones,' and in mg.
' godly ones.'
' Loyal ones ' would give one side of
the meaning (cp Ps. .5O5?). In X T (see above) the EV
uses ' saints ' often of Christians. It may be a convenient term ; but if ideas are to be translated, ' God's
people' would perhaps be a. better rendering, with a.
marg. 'holy ones—i.e-, consecrated ones.'
Two pass.ages in Rev. deserve attention. In 15 3, AV's * thou
king of saints' (o /Sao-tAeu? TWI/ ayt'wi', T R , Ti.WHmg. o/3. T.
Uvw) has become in R V * thou king of the a:.;es' (6 ^acs- TMV
axbtvcav, RV, W H ) ; and in 18 20 AV's ' y e huly apostles and
prophets' has become ' ye saints, and ye apostles, and ye
prophets.' Textual criticism certainly has had its rights : but
the rendering ' saints' seems an unnecessary concession to a
us:ij;e more honoured in the breach than in the observance.
' Ve holy ones' would surely have been adequate.

There are also great difficulties connected with E \ ' ' s
use of the rendering ' holy,' especially when it is used
9 Mo!.r,iT,a. for/;<fi/a'(onwhichcpDr./'d/-. ft. 4 4 3 / ;
Mh^M
Kirkpatrick, Psalms, ^ 4 4 / ; BDB, s.v.).
mijasia.
^ Ps. 862, 'Preserve thou my soul,
for I am holy' [hasid) ; so AV, cp Vg. and Jer. ; but
RV ' godly.' AV is here even more misleading than in
505 ('gather my saints [kdslday'] together unto m e ' ) .
' Who can be the speaker of these words but the Sinless
One?' asks Augustine. This of course is theology, not
exegesis (cp OPs. 260), and even if we take Ps. 86 to be
a psalm of the pious community (Smend, Ba., etc.), yet,
like Job, the community, while maintaining its consciousness of righteotisness, would abstain from calling itself
1 On this see Diosc. 1 23. Plin. / / A ' 1 2 44.
' Sprengel (Hist, rei Herb. 1 172) calls this Amyris
which is possibly the same thing.
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subjectively ' holy' or ' sinless.' ' It is not to the state of
hohness that the Psalmist lays claim, but to the oxermastering affection of moral love, the same in kind as
that of which he is conscious towards his brother Israelites, and in some degree towards his brother men. To
a good Israelite there is no boastfulness implied in such
a claim as the Psalmist's. A\ hom should he love but
A'ahue, who has granted Israel ., "covenant ordered
in all things and sure," a cu\enant based on the presupposition that those \\ho desire its benefits are bound
by practical love to each other, and, both as indi\idua]s
and as a community, by worshipping and obedient lo\'c
to Jehovah ' (.-//i/y, 3 4 5 / . ) ? Kirkpatrick [op. cit.), however, foUowiiij; Hupfeld, thinks the passive sense, 'beloved '—i.e., the object of thy lo\ iugkindness, ' far more
suit.ible.'

S e c LtJVINGKINDNIiSS.

2. l's. lOio, 'Neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy One'
(hasid), etc. RV removes the capital letters ; R\'"'^'
' Or godly ; or beloved.' Any rendering would be better
than ' holy one ' or ' Holy One.' Perhaps ' thy loyal
o n e ' gives the most important part of the sense best.
The phrase implies an argument ; ' thou wilt preserve
me beeause of the covenant-bond of lovingkindness.'
In Ps. 25 Ib, too, the same idea underlies the te.xt, if Gritz is
right in emending the very doubtful ydhid (i-n-) into hasid
(I'Dn), ' have mercy upon me, for I am loyal (to the covenant).'
In all such passages pious Israel is the speaker, not an individual
(though a Christian application can be reasonably defended).
In Ps. 16 the reading of the text (Kt.) is ' thy holy ones,' E \ ,
however, in following the Hebrew margin (Kr.) has the authority
of the versions, and the best ]\ISS and editions. The case with
Ps. 89 19 [20] Is somewhat similar.

3. Ps. 89 IQ [20], © tiiots, A \ ' ' Thou spakest in vision
to thy Holy One' (hasid) ; RV ' to thy saints,' because
' Holy One ' (kddo!) precedes in v. 18, and because the
text (Kt.) and the versions have the plural, though
the singular is supported by the Heb. marg. (Kr.) and
by some MSS and early editions. Certainly the ' vision '
of 2 S. 7 was to an individual (Nathan) ; though uUimately it belonged to all the hdsidim.
' Godly ones (or
one),' as Driver, or ' t o thy loyal ones (one),' would be
an improvement on AV's rendering.
4. I S. 1^9, ' He will keep the feet of his holy ones,'
RV™s- ' of his godly ones' [luisiddw, Kt. ; but liasldd,
Kr.). EV is unfortunate.
5. and 6, i Tim. 28, E V ' h o l y h a n d s ' ; Tit. IB, 'just,
holy, temperate.' 6'o-ios is never = ^7105; it comes nearer
to 5katos, and denotes the righteousness of him who
regards not chiefly the law, but the lawgiver ; in shoit,
piety. So Philo, OITIATTJS ph rpbs Qeuv. SiKatocruvr] S^
Tcpbi dvdpd}Trovs decnpetrai [Op. Mangey, 230).
But there are difficulties of another order—difficuUies
inherent in the prevalent system of translation. .Are
only words to be translated, or ideas
3. A (
also? Must not, in certain cases, ...
tion of God. concession be made to a \\ider theory
of translation than that which is possible in a mere revision of an old version? The names of God, at any
rate, it would seem, need to be retranslated, at least in
the margin. ' T h e Holy One of Israel' is .^ phrase
which, taken simply as it stands, scarcely con\cys any
idea. KMoiim and liluhiin being so nearly synonymous
terms, we might give as an altern.ative rendering ' the
Majestic One whom Isr.ael worships.' ' T h e Devoted
One of Israel'—i.e., ' H e who is devoted to Israel'
(Duff, OT Theol,{i;y, 1190)—can scarcely be the meaning;
/wifl'ff/implies one who dwells in unapproachable light,
and has no contact, save by acts of judginem or by
coienant favour, with earthly things ; Ezekiel once has
the phr.ase ' t h e Holy Ono in Israel' (Ezek. .'597; see
Davidson, ad loc.). Lsrael is ' holy [i.e., devoted, dedicated) to V.ahwe,' no doubt ; but this phrase imphes a
secondary sense of the word 'holy.' The rendermg
' Majestic O n e ' (majesty and dazzling purity are connected ideas) will suit also in Hos. 119 (of which Duff
also gives an unusual exposition, OT Theology. lio8),
which contains the words, ' I am God, and not man,
4242

SALA

SALEM, THE V A L L E Y O F

the Majestic One in the midst of thee.' Hosea announces
the destruction of Ephraim or Israel (see Nowack),
because God is not, like an impressionable human
being, to be cajoled into forgiveness ; he is in the midst
of Israel in all his awful majesty, and must sweep out
of existence those who persistently reject his gracious
condescension. ' Holiness,' as early as the age of Hosea,
tends to become ethical. On the holiness of Israel and
of Israelites, cp Weber, ///(/. Theol. 52 _^; Lazarus,
Die Ethik des Judenthums, ^ri ff. (1898).
T. K. c.

the Great farmed the Cyprian copper mines (Jos. Ant.
xvi. 4s). Hence we find apparently more than one
synagogue at Salamis, whither of course the majority of
the Jews would congregate (Acts 135)Various reasons account for the fact that Salamis \\as
the starting-point of the missionary work of Paul and
Barnabas. Not only was Barnabas himself a Cypriote
(Acts436, ^v-wpLosri^yeveC), possibly, for aught we know
to the contrary, a native of Salamis ; but many natives
of the island were Christians and had set the example
of missionary enterprise (Acts 11 1 9 / ) ; and lastly, the
number of the Jews established there and in other parts
of the island was a guarantee of the existence of a proportionate number of proselytes. If Cyprus was to be
visited at all, entry would be most naturally made from
Syria at Salamis, which besides was connected with
Paphos by two good roads—one by way of Soli, the
other along the S. coast by \\'av of Curium and Citium
(vid. Tab. Pent.).

SALA (cd.Ac\ [ T i . W H ] ) ,

Lk.335;

and SALAH

(n'^w*. Gen. IO24) ; RV S H E L A H .
SALAMIEL (CAAAMIHA [BA]), Judith 81 RV,

See

SHELUMIEL.

SALAMIS (CAAAMIC. Acts I35).
Salamis {represented by the modern town of Fa/nagusta) was situated
on the eastern side of Cyprus, near the river Pediseus
which traverses the fertile plain which runs inland to
Nicosia, the present capital of the island. It had the
advantage of a good harbour, which in history is famous
for the double victory of the Athenians over the
Phoenicians in 449 B.C., and the great sea-fight in
\\hich Demetrius Poliorcetes defeated Ptolemy I. in
306 B.C. From prehistoric times Cyprus \sas famous
for its copper mines {copper in fact deriving its name
from that of the island ; see CYPRUS), and its valuable
timber supplies. From the ninth century B.C. iron also
was worked (cp Plin. HIV 342). The forests, though
much reduced by the continual export of timber, had
not wholly disappeared even in imperial times (Strabo,
684).
Corn, wine, and oil were also exported, and
salt was prepared at Salamis and at Kition (Plin.
//.V3I84).
In all these natural advantages Salamis
largely shared, and in fact became by far the
largest and most prosperous town in the island, to a
great extent owing to its favourable situation with
respect to the Syrian coast and also to that of Cilicia.
Even distant Lebanon is visible from the mountain
Stav/'OV tin i [22,60 fi. high) ahove Larnaka [^.nc. Kition)
on the SE. coast (cp Is. 231, ' from the land of Chittim
it is revealed to them'—i.e.. the smoke of burning Tyre).^
Much more readily then is the opposite coast in the
neighbourhood of Seleucia and Antioch visible from
Salamis.
The natural result was that Cyprus displayed a longcontinued struggle between Phoenician and Hellenic
civilisations.
Greek tradition, however, consistently
claims Salamis as \ very early Hellenic colony, along
with Curium ; and we now know that both were
centres of the civilisation called • Mycenaean,' which is
certainly not Semitic. Nevertheless, in Salamis as elsewhere, Phoenicians and Greeks were settled side by side,
and although Hellenic influences had a firm hold upon
the town, this affected little the general condition of the
island, where upon the whole the original basic population was in affinity with the Phoenician element. After
the withdrawal of the Greeks from interference in
Cyprus upon the conclusion of the Peace of Cimon,
there took place a reaction against Hellenism, until
about 410 B.C., when Evagoras won back his ancestral
throne of Salamis. Salamis was thus once more open
to Hellenic influences and was connected bv close bonds
with Athens (Isocr. Evag. 47 / , CIA 2397). Subsequently it was to Egypt that Cyprus succumbed ; for in
295 B.C. Ptolemy reconquered the island, and under the
Ptolemaic regime large numbers of Jews settled in it
(cp I Macc. 11*23). Their numbers would be increased
under the early Empire owing to the fact that Herod
t [One form ofthe ordinary view is thus expressed by Delitzsch
(Isaiali, E T , 1405), ' Cyprus, the principal Phcenician emporium,
is the last place of call. A:^ soon as they put in here, what they
had heard as a rumour on the high sea is disclosed to these
crews (i'^::)—i.e., it becomes clear, undoubted certainty.' But
this docs not exhaust the possibiUties of meaning. See, further,
Crit. Bib.-\
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As regards the later history of Salamis, mention should be
made of the great insurrection of the Jews in the time of
Trajan (117 A.n.), in which a large part of the city was destroyed. Hadrian in consequence expelled all Jews from the
island and closed it to them under penalty of death (Milman,
Hist, of the Jews, 3 mf).
In Constantine's time, having been
ruined by earthquakes, Salamis was rebuilt, and renamed Constantia (cp J e r . Philem.).
I n the fourth century A.D., consequent upon the discovery o f t h e relics of Barnabas, with a copy
of the First Gospel, at Salamis. Cyprus was made autonomous
and the patriarch has ever since enjoyed the right of signing his
name in red ink.
w . J. W.

SALASADAI

(CAAAC^AAI [A]), Judith 8r.

See

ZURISHADDAI.

SALATHIEL

('pX'-nW,

iCh.317:

ct,Kd.Qmh

[ T i . W H ] , Lk. 327), RV S H E A L T I E L .

SALCAH, RV Salecah (nj'pp ; [cJeAxA [BAFL]),i
an ancient city on the E. border of Bashan {Josh. 13ii,
^Xf^ [^])' possibly also the name of a district (cp I25,
ceKXM [B], AceAx<!< [•^])' ivhich belonged to the b'ne
Manasseh (Dt. 3io, AV Salchah) and later to Gad
{i Ch. 5 i i ) . Salcah, the mod. Salhat or Sarhad, is
situated four or five hours E. of Bosra, on an eminence
(probably once a crater) in a very strong position on the
S. extremity of the Jebel Hauran. It seems to have
been hotly contended for by the Aramaeans and the
IsraeUtes respectively, and may have played a prominent
part in the legends, legendary genealogies, and history
of the Israelites, though Cheyne thinks a geographical
confusion may well be suspected, see G I L E A D , RAMOTHG I L E A D , cp also Z E L O P H E H A D .
It was well known to

early Arabian geographers. The Nabatceans called it
-irh'ji, and an inscription found there (of 66 A.D.) refers
to the fact that the goddess al-Lat [rhu) was especially
honoured by its inhabitants [CIS 2 182). For descriptions of the modern place see Burckhardt, Reisen, 180 ;
de Vogii^, Syr. Centr. 107-9 ! ^P ^^so Buhl, Pal. 252.
SALEM, or rather SHALEM (D'PK^, G e n . l 4 i 8
[ A D L ] : Cd.AHM. Ps. 762[3]. GN eipHNH [BNRT]).
See J E R U S A L E M , S H I L O H , M E L C H I Z E D E K , SODOM.
SALEM. THE VALLEY OF ( T O N AYACONA CAAHM

[BXA], Syr-OW"! NJI^IN), one of the localities where
the Jewish inhabitants took defensive measures against
Holofernes {Judith 4 4). Some well-known place must
be meant—not, therefore, the Salumias of (9^ 14918,
8 R . m. from Scythopolis (Reland), or the Salim near
Nablus (W^olff). Probably the whole verse should run
thus, '. . . Samaria, and CYAMON [q.v.], and IBLEAM

(see BELMF.N), and Jericho, and the circle of Jordan
(Syr.; see CHOBA), and to Esdraelon.' The words Kal
aicrwpa Kal Tbv avXCiva <raX-qfi seem to be made up of
three fragments of eadpTjXwv eadptjXujfji. (Cp avXo}vos
for 'aiSx in Dt. 1130, ol Xoiwoi in Hex.)
T. K. C.
1 Owing to the fact that in nearly every case the Gk. name
follows eios, the initial of the name has been often dropped,,
and it appears under the form ekxa.
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SALEMAS {SAL.4ME), 4 Esd. 11 RV. bee S H A L LUM, 6.

' sons' of Salma include Netophah and Atroth-bethJoab. Now Netophah is most probably a modification

SALIM (cAAeiM [ T i . W H ] , v.l. cA\AeiM [A],
CAAHM [V, Eus. Cyr. Theophylact)], a place, on the
W. of the Jordan, near which was /Enon, where John
baptized, Jn. Saat. T h e reason given for the choice
of/Enon ( = a place of fountains) is, 'because there
were many springs (ibara) there,' so that u. multitude
could spread themselves out, and John could pass
from one spring to another baptizing them, Eus.
and Jer. ( 0 5 240 91 I S i a j ) place /Enon 8 R. m.
S of Scythopolis, 'juxta .Salim et Jordanem,' and it
is true that about se\en miles from Beisan there is
a large Christian ruin called Umm el-'.Amdan. near
which are several springs. But no name like Salem
or .iEnon has been found there.
Conder himself,
who points this out, identifies ^ n o n with the springs
between the well-known Salim (near Nablus) and
a place called '.\inCm, in the Wady Fari'a. T h e
place is accessible from all quarters, especially from
Jerusalem and Galilee (see the attractive description in
Tent Work, 'Isjf)But the distance of the springs
from S.ilim (about seven miles) is rather against this
identification. It should be noticed, too (i) that Jesus,
as we are told, was at this time baptizing in the
country districts of Judsea [v. 22), and was apparently
not very far from John, and (2) that 'near Salem' is
really mentioned to explain the ready access of the
Jews to John (bri. i'Sara TroXXa ijv eKel has the appearance of being a gloss).
Considermg the frequent
errors of the text connected with 'Salem,' it is very
plausible to correct rov ffaXt^p. (see above) into lepovcaXrip,^ in which case it becomes natural to identify
.Enon with '.\m K.irim, which boasts of its beautiful
St. Mary's \\'eU, and to the W. of which is the '.Ain
el-Habs (the H e r m i t s Fountain), connected by a very
late Christian tradition with John the Baptist. T h e
legendary connection should not prejudice us against
the view here proposed, which rests solely on exegetical
and geographical considerations. Cp BETH-HACCEREM,
and, for an analogous emendation, N A L \ .

of Nephtoah or Naphtoah (cp N A P H T U H I M , S A L M A H ,

On the tradition connecting 'Ain Kilrim with J o h n the
Baptist, see Schick, ZDPVii
['99] 81 pf.
T . K . C.

SALIMOTH

(cAAeiMcoe [B]), i Esd. 836 RV =

E z r a s 10, S H E L O M I T H , 4.

SALLAI i''^D), i. Neh. 1220; in 12? S A L L U (q.v.
11).
2. See GABBAI S.ALLAI.

2), and .Atroth of Ephrath. See jABEZ, SHOBAL, and,
on the .Arabian affinities of this clan, SALMAH [VV. 51 54,
iraXcjipoiv [BA], trapa, -aa [ L ] ; 1.. n , aaXuav I B L I -av
[A]).
r. K c.
SALMAH (TYobb ; CAAA^WN [AL], -AN [ B ] ) .
1. Ruth-lao R\""t', according to MT's reading.
See S A L M A , SALMON.

n. T h e name of an Arabian people mentioned in
several O T passages—Cant. I5 i K . 4 i i Xu,2423 Ezra
255 58 (and II passages), Neh. 11 3. (i) In Cant. 1 5 the
poet couples the ' tent-curtams of Salmah' (read
IID'^'C', not n.-; "?;;•) with the 'tents of Kedar' (see
C A N T I C L E S , § 6, col. 687).

Now the tribes of K E D A R

[q.v.] tenanted the region afterwards appropriated by
the Salnia-ans (m^ei), and the Salmasans were followed
by the Nabatasans. The two latter jjeoples are mentioned together in a NabatEean inscription (675 ii. 197 9).
Pliny mentions the ' Salmani et Masei Arabes' [NH
630), and Steph. B3'z., quoted by Euting, refers to the
SaActyttioi as an Arab population in alliance with the
Nabatseans. T h e emendation in Cant. I.e. is due to
Wellh. [Prol.i^> 218, n. 1); cp \Vi. AOPl 196292. (2)
Most probably in 1 K. 4 i i nc^c-ra should be pointed
.noSb-na. This suggestion assumes that two of Solomon's
prefects, supposed to have had daughters of Solomon
as wives, really married Salamian or Salmsean women.
One of these is called Basemath (neba), a corruption of
' Ishma'elith' ;^ the gther T A P H A T H , perhaps a corruption of Naphtuhith (cp i C h . 254, reading Naphtuhi).
(3) The impossible words '?tt iot'O in Nu. Ic. should be
emended into ,ncScn or Q-NCSI;',':. The context relates
to the Kenites. Observe that in the Targums 'No'^ty is
the equivalent of the Heb. -yp. See, however, BALAAM,
§ 6 ; Wi. AOF 2423. (4) On the passages relating to
the t^i2'?e> n^v in Ezra-Neh., see SOLOMON'S SERVANTS,
SONS O F .
winckler (..4 ^ 7 ^ 2 545^)proposes to substitute the ' Salamians'
for ' Shalman' in Hos. 10 14, as the barbarous captors of Betharbel. In this he shows much acumen ; but it is more probable
that ' Shalman' is the name of one of the N . Arabian kings v ho
invaded the Negeb.
H e was apparently a king of the N .
Arabian Cusham or Cush (see Crit. Bib. on Hos. 1014 Am. 1 3).
This article illustrates the names SALMA, SAMLAH, SALMON,
SAMLAI, SHELUMIEL.

T . IV. C.

SALMAI Cnhb

[ord. text]), Neh. 748 RV, AV

SHALMAI.

SALLAMUS ( C A A A O Y M O C [ B * A ] ) , I Esd. 925 = Ezra
IO24, S H A L L U . M , I I .

SALLU (N^p [Xeh.], X-l^D [Ch.]), a Jud:san
Benjamite ( B K M A M I X , § 9 , iii.), temp. Nehemiah (Neh.
I I 7 ; CHAt.3 fiiN'A], CHACOM [N'=»], CAMAA. [ L ] ;
I Ch. 97 ; c&AcoM [BL], CAACO [A])-

Cp S A L U .

SALLU (IpD^, a priest enumerated in one of the
post-exilic lists (Xeh. 127 c&AOYAI [K':^'mg. sup.]^
CAAOYIA [L], om. B ! < * A ) .

In Xeh. 12=0 the name is

SALLAI ('Sp; traAAai [X^.a mg. inf.]^ aoKovai [L], om.
BX*A); and the head of Sallai's ' father's house ' in the
time of Joiakim, Joshua's successor, is said to have
been K A L L A I ('^p).

SALMANASAR

(Salmanassar),

4 Esd. 1840 ; in

Kings, S H A L M A N E Z E E .

SALMON (flD^V). Ps. 6814 [15]+ RV, AV ZALMON, ^.
SALMON (flloVK';

CAAA^AN

[ B ] : -MCON [AL]),

father of Boaz, Ruth 4 2 0 / (a variant to MT's SALMAH
in I/, 20, cp ffi Vg.),

M t . 1 4 Lk. 332 (EV

CAAMCON

[ N = A D ] ; butcAAA[X*B]), S e e R u T H , § 4 . Mt. (I4)
makes him the husband of R A H A B , whom, ho^\e\'er,
Talmudic tradition makes, as a proselyte, the wife of
Joshua. Cp Nestle, £:r/. 7^1091, and see G E N E ALOGIES ii., § 2.

SALMONE (CAAMCONH T i . W H ) , a cape at the
eastern extremity of Crete, as appears from the passage
in Acts 277, where it is spoken of as the first land sighted
after leaving Cnidus.

SALMA (ND7'-"|, the name of the clan which was
reckoned as the 'father' of Bethlehem, iCh.'25154,
and introduced into the genealogy of Jesse, v. ji. According to A\'ellhausen [CH-nS,, cp De gent. 29),
' Salma is the father of Bethlehem after the exile-' But
to the present writer there is good reason to suppose
that the Bethlehem intended is not the Bethlehem in
Judah, but another Bethlehem—i.e., Beth-jerahmeel, in
the Negeb ( R U T H , § 4). It will be noticed that the

T h e ship on which P.iu! sailed beat u p with difficulty (poises,
V. 7) to the latitude of Cnidus from Myra. A true course W. by
S. from Cnidus would have taken her by the N . side of Crete.
As she was unable to hold that course, but was yet able to
fetch the eastern cape ofthe island, which bears SW. by S. from
Cnidus, we may infer that the wind blew from between N N W .
and W N W . (assuming that the ship could make good a course
about seven points from the wind). T h e wind, therefore,^ in
common language would have been termed N^\^ (see Smith,

^ It Js true that the Fourth Evangelist, according to the
^l-'iS, invariably uses lepocro^vpa. But he may now and then
have used lepoutraATj/i, like other evangelists.

t This explanation of Basemath accounts for the double name
of Esau's wife—Basemath and Mahalath—i.e., ' Ishmaelite ' and
' Jerahmeelite.' T h e initial B (or M ? see ©) is secondary.
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ravage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, 74 f).
Such winds prevail
in ihc eastern Mediterranean in the summer, and are the Etesian
wimis o f t h e ancients (Aristotle, De Mundo, ^is', Pliny, HN

.\5 regards the identification of Salmone some doubt
is possible. The name appears in various forms.
2aA/i(jii/7j, Acts "277; 2aAju.a)cis a/cpa, Apoll. Rhod.
Argon.
4 1 6 9 3 ; ! 'S.ak^lu}vl.ov, Str. 106; 2 the most frequently recurring
form is Sa/ituftoi/ (Str. 472, etc., Stadiasm.
i/i.m., §§ 318 and
355, Ptol. 3 17, P l i n . / / A ' 4 20 [Sammoniumj).

The extreme N l i . cape, now called Cape Sidhe/'o
(the ' Iron Cape ') or C. Salomon, is generally supposed
to be the ancient Cape Salmone ; but it is perhaps more
probable that Cape Salmone should be identified with
the promontory called Plaka, some 7 m. to the southward {so it is in the map in vol. i. of Spratt's Travels
and Researches in Crete; see discussion of the point,
ibid, 189/.)- It is very possible also that the usage of
the name may have varied in ancient times in the case
of two conspicuous promontories lying so close together.
w. J. w.
SALOAS (CAAOAC [ B ] ) . I Esd.922 RV=zEzral022.
E L A S A H , I,

SALOM {cAAtOM [ANV]), I Macc. 226 AV, RV
SALU.
SALOME (CAACOMH, see N A M E S , § 50, cp • She-

lomi,' ' S h e l u m i e l ' ; or, perhaps, ' S a l m a , ' s e e ISK.\KL,
§ 79, ad fin. and cp SOLOMON, § 1), one of the women

who witnessed the crucifixion and afterwards visited the
sepulchre of Jesus, Alk. ir)4o ItiifShe is almost
certainly to be identified with the wife of Zebedee, the
mother of James and J o h n ; see Mt. 1^756, and cp
CLOPA-S, § 2.
Tliu name Salome was borne also (i) by the daughter of
Hernilias; see H E K O D , § l o ; (2) by the wife of Alexander
Jarni.Lius ; see ISRAEL, § 80.

SALT (n^D ; © AAC. also ^ A A C AAA)-^ Indispensable as the use of salt appears to us, it must have
been quite unattainable to primitive
1. Domestic
man in many parts of the world.
uses of salt, i^^^^^ where men live mainly on
milk and flesh, consuming the latter raw or roasted,
so that its salts are not lost, it is not necessary to add
sodium chloride, and thus we understand how the
Numidian nomads in the time of Sallust and the
Bedouins of Hadramaut at the present day never eat
salt with their food. On the other hand, cereal or
vegetable diet calls for 1 supplement of salt, and so
does boiled meat. T h e important part played by the
minural in the history of commerce and religion depends
on this fact. At a very early stage of p r o c e s s salt
became a necessary of life to most nations, and in many
cases they could procure it only from abroad, from the
sea-coast, or from districts like that of Palmyra, where
salty incrustations are found on the surface of the soil.
The Hebrews had ready access to an unlimited supply
of this necessity of life in the waters of the Dead Sea,
and in the range of rock-salt at its south-western extremity.
When the waters of the ' Salt S e a ' (see D E A D S E A ) subside
after the spring floods have caused them to rise several feet
beyond their normal level, the heavily impregnated water, left
in the marshes on its borders, rapidly evaporates, leaving a
deposit of salt. T h e Dead Sea is said to yield by evaporation
24.57 lbs. of salt in 100 lbs. of water, as compared with 6 lbs.
from the same quantity of water taken from the Atlantic O c t a n
(Hull).

It has been adduced as evidence of the ' practical turn
of the prophet's m i n d ' (Dr. /«/r.(^) 294) that the
marshes found on the western shore of the Dead
Sea in Ezekiel's day are expressly exempted from the
sweetening and reviving influence of the river of the
prophetic vision {Ezek. 4 7 n ) . T h e second source of
supply, above referred to, was the famous ridge of Jebel
1 '^aKft.iiyvi.'; jcal SaA/j-wviof, axpajT^pioi' Kp^TTjs, Scliol. in loc.
Cp l>ion\5, Peric:^. T.i<>f
- Cp "A^avaia "^aXji-iJivia in CIG 2555, /. 13.
3 Certain parts of this article which it has not been deemed
necessary to mdicate specially are taken from Professor Robertson
Smith's contribution to the article ' S a l t ' in Ency.
Brit.i^).
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Usdum, whence probably came the mt'lah sedomith
{n-:::nD p>ri) or 'salt of Sodom' of the Talmud. This
ridge, which geologists tell us must once have formed
the bottom of a larger lake, consists mainly of rock-salt,
the friable nature of which, under climatic influences,
causes portions of the range to assume fantastic shapes.
One of these, a pillar resembling in outline a gigantic
female form, gave rise in the prehistoric period to the
familiar legend of Gen. I926 {cp \ \ isd. IO7—where the
pillar of salt is characterised as ' a monument of an unbelieving soul'—Jos. Ant. i. 114 [§ 203], and the illustration in Stade, Gl'IXwg).
T o one or other of these
sources of supply reference is made in the obscure
mikreh /nilah (n'^n m:;^) of Zeph. 2g (EV 'saltpits'; ®
difiCijvla dXajvos), it being uncertain whether the expression signifies salt-pans for evaporation (rds TOU dXbs
Xi/jLvas of I Macc. 1135), or salt-pits for the excavation
of salt.
As among ourselves, salt entered in countless ways
into the domestic and social economy of the Hebrews.
A morsel of bread and salt and ' water by measure' (Ezek.
4 J I ) are given by a late Jewish thinker as the irreducible
minimum of human sustenance [Pirke A both Q 4).
Similarly, among the principal things for the whole
use of man's life, the son of Sirach assigns a prominent
place to salt (Ecclus. 3926, cp Job66).
Bread (n^::^3 HB, Aboth t.c.) and olives (Ma'dser. 4 3) dipped
in salt were the poor man's fare ; or the salt might be dissolved
in water for this purpose (Shabb. \\.2\
cp Erub.Zx).
In a
stronger form as brine (^'^•t]—i.e., oXp.i\), salt water (H^^.T 'D)
was used for pickling vegetables and meat (Baruch, 6 [Ep. of
Jeremy] 2S) and in the preparations of olives for the table
( F R U I T , § 9).

The practice of rubbing the flesh of newly killed
animals with salt for the purpose of depleting it of every
particle of blood required a large supply of salt. So,
too, the process of pickling (raptxeiJai) and preserving
fish, which formed so important an article of commerce
(for methods adopted see FISH, § 7). Salt was also
employed for preserving hides [Middoth, 63). In the
Messianic age, even the domestic animals are to share
in the material joys of the period by having their provender seasoned by the addition of saline herbs (Is. 3024
pen, KV"'a- ' s a l t e d ' ) . Besides the natural sea- and
rock-salt, the Jews of later times were familiar with the
sal conditum or spiced salt of the Romans [T\'"^I'^}^^'Ab.
Zdr.26—for
other readings and explanations see
Jastrow, Diet, of Targ. etc., s.v.).
Salt was also used
medicinally. A grain of salt in a decayed tooth was
reckoned a cure for toothache [Shabb. Qs)- Here, too,
may perhaps be classed the rubbing of new-born babes
with salt, attested by Ezekiel (I64, see FAMILY, § 9),
varied by washing in salted water (Van Lennep, Bible
Lands, 569), although it probably had its origin in 1
quite different circle of ideas as a safeguard against
demonic influence (cp Bckhd/'dth ^oa, where salt at meals
is alleged to have this effect).
For the medicinal
properties of the water of the ' Salt Sija ' see DEAD
S E A (col. 1045). Many other illustrations of the curative properties of salt itself, as employed among semici\-ilised races, are given by Trumbull in his exhaustive
treatise The Covenant of Salt, 1899. T h e economic
importance of salt is further indicated by the almost
universal prevalence in ancient and mediseval times, and
indeed in most countries down to the present day, of salt
taxes, or of Government monopolies.
An interesting and exhaustive study of the working of the salt
monopoly in Egj'pt under the Ptolemie.s is given by U. Wilcken
in his recent work Griechische Ostraka
aus .eEgypten, etc.
(\141ff., 17 aAiKij, salt-t:i.\-). In Palestine under th'e Seleucids,
the salt-pans on the shuire ofthe Dead Sea were also a government property, as we^ learn from the remission of the royalty
upon salt (17 Ti/iT) TOV aAos)-"- decreed by Demetrius in the hope
of gaining the support of the Jews (i Macc. 10 29 11 33). We
1 T h e identical expression aTrb TI/J.^-; OAOS is found upon an.
Egyptian ostracon (Wilcken, op. cit. 1 T44),
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have no further information, unfortunately, as to the details of
the operation of this tax.
That -I religious significance was attached to a
substance so highly prized, which was often obtained
. ,, with difficulty, is no more than natiu-al.
2. Salt in t n e g^^ j^ ^^^^^^ .^^^^ ^^ remembered that the
aacrinoial jj^t^tug^i ^^^ gf g^ij jj intim.Uely connected
•
with the advance from nomadic to agricultural life, i.e.—with precisely that step in civilisation
which had most influence on the cults of almost all
ancient nations.
The gods were worshipped as the
givers ofthe kindly fruits of the earth, and, as all over
the world ' bread and salt' go together in common use
and common phrase, salt was habitually connected vvith
offerings, at least with all offerings which consisted, in
whole or in part, of cereal elements. This practice is
found alike among the Greeks and Romans, and among
the Semitic peoples(1 .ev. 'J 13); Homer calls salt ' divine,'
and Plato names it ' r, substance dear to the g o d s '
(Timceus, 6 0 ; cp Plutarch, Synipos. 5 10).
Bread and salt were the chief and inseparable constituents of the Hebrews' daily food. It was, therefore, to be e.xpected that every offering—was it not
the ' bre.ad of God ' (•'.i'^x c-'^ Le\-. '21 22) ?—laid upon
the altar should also ha\'e the accompaniment of salt.
It is immaterial whether we regard the actual provision
of Lev. 213 f^: ' W'ith all thine oblations thou shalt offer
salt' as younger than the more special provision of 13a
' every oblation of thy Tneal offering (minhdh) shalt thou
season with salt (RV),' as Dillmann and some others
are incUned to do (but see Ezek. 4824), since both the
fundamental conception of primitive sacrifice and the
extant testimony to the actual practice in historical
times point to the constant practice of adding salt to
every species of offering, animal and vegetable alike.
Hence the statement of Mk. 9 49^, ' every sacrifice shall be
salted with salt,' though absent from the oldest authorities, is a
statement of fact (cp for the N T times Jos. -,\nt- iii. 9 i , Mishna,
Zeb,ik- 6 sf)Even incense was not excepted (see INCENSE, § 6),
and the Greek te.\t of Lev. 24 7 is doubtless right in adding salt to
the SHEWBREAD (which see, and cp Philo, I it- Mos. 3 10 [ed.
Mangey, 2 151] ' loaves andsalt').
Grants of salt for the services
of the restored worship of the returning e.xiles were thus entirely
in place (Ezra 6 9 7 2 2 ; cp for a later period the decree of
Antiochus '345 medimni of salt,' Jos. .-int- xii. 8 3 [§ 140]).

Whilst, however, the origin of the presence of salt in
the cultus is to be traced to a primitive conception of
sacrifice, it must be borne in mind that at the stage of
religious thought reflected in the priestly legislation, the
use of salt has already become symbolical (see § 3).
In the cults of Greece and Rome we find the same appreciation
of salt, as is shown by the frequent references in classical writers
(see DL-Ryssel, Kurzgef
exeget- Handb., on Lev. 2 1 3 ; also
Hehn, Das Sah, tff-, Schleiden, Das Sah, 7 3 ^ [1875I). It
also appears in the lists of offerings in the older cultus system of
Babylonia (ZIm. Beitrdge zur Kenntnis der Babyl.
Religion
1901, 95).

Cp R I T U A L , § 10, col. 4123.

The absolute barrenness of the region bordering on
the Dead Sea, owing to the saline incrustations with
, „ .. .
which the ground is covered, naturally
' , ,
suggested the employment, by various
symDol a n a Hebrew writers, of salt as a figure for
metapnor. barrenness and desolation (Dt. 2923 [22] ;
cp Job 396 Jer. 176). Such a barren waste, innocent of
ever}- form of vegetation, formed a fitting contrast to
'the fruitful land' (P.s. 10734 render with RV ' a salt
desert [ii'-rt]' for ' barrenness ' of AV). This figurative
use of ' salt' and ' saltness ' is not confined to Hebrew,
being found in several of the other Semitic dialects (Toy,
' Ezekiel,' SBOT, 74 ET). The same idea has usually
been regarded as underlying the expressive symbolical
act, once referred to in the OT, of sowing a city that
had been put under the ban (Mrem, see B A N ) with salt
(Judg. 945). It is more probable, however, that this
practice is to be brought into connection with the use of
salt in sacrifice (Rel Sem.C^'i 454 n.), the idea of the
complete dedication of the city to Yahwe, as symbolised
by the strewing of it with salt, being more in harmony
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with the fundamental conception of the ' ban.'i This
practice is also attested for Cyprus (Rel. Sem.I'-'i I.e.,
Schleiden, Das Sah, 95, who adduces as historical
parallels the tradition that Attila so treated Padua, and
Friedrich Barbarossa, Milan).
[Cp also Zimmern's
correction (in Gunkel, 'Gen,' in HK, 193) of the
translations of Assyrian inscriptions (Tiglath-pileser and
.\siu-bani-pal) in ABl^j
2207, where ' s a l t ' should be
read for ' stones' and ' dry sand.']
;\.s covenants were ordinarily made over a sacrificial
meal, in which salt was a nccc.ssarj' element, the expression ' a covenant of salt' (Nu, 1819) is easily understood ; it is probable, however, that the preservative
qualities of salt were held to make it a peculiarly fitting
symbol of an enduring compact, and influenced the
choice of this particular element of the covenant meal as
that which was regarded as sealing an obligation to
fidelity. Ainong the ancients, as among orientals down
to the present day, e^•cry meal that included salt had a
certain sacred character, and created a bond of piety and
guest-friendship between the participants. Hence the
Greek phrase dXas Kal rpaTre^av Trapa(iaivecv, the Arab
phrase ' there is salt between us,' the expression ' to eat
the salt of the palace' (Ezra4i4 RV ; not in ©i^*), the
modern Persian phrase namak haram, ' untrue to salt'
—i- e., disloyal or ungrateful—and many others. The
OT expression ' covenant of salt' (Lev. 213 Nu. 1819) is
therefore -. significant figure of speech, denoting the
perpetual obhgation under « hich the participants in the
covenant of God with Israel (having in the sacrifice and
sacrificial meal partaken of salt together) lay to observe
its conchtions.'- So also in 2 C h . 135 the expression
may legitimately be rendered without a figure by ' a
perpetual irrevocable covenant.'
Although salt, from one aspect of its effects in nature,
might be used, as we have seen, by Hebrew writers
as a figure of desolation and death, on the other
hand, in virtue of its giving piquancy and, so to say,
life to otherwise insipid articles of diet (cp Plutarch,
Sympos-, cited by Trumbull, Covenant of Salt, 53), or it
may be, as Trumbull suggests (I.e.), from its being
associated with blood in the primitive mind, 'salt seems
to stand for life in many a form of primitive speech and
in the world's symbolism.' It is as a symbol of hfe that
salt is employed by Elisha in healing the death-dealing
spring at Jericho (2 K. 2 1 9 ^ ) .
Here, too, may be classed the familiar description of the true
followersof Jesus a s ' t h e salt of the e a r t h ' ( M t . 6 i 3 ) , the living
embodiment of the highest ideals of life, a permanent and per.
vasive influence in the world making for righteousness. Paul's
exhortation to the Colossians (46) to have their ' speech seasoned
with s a l t ' is not to be understood of ' wit,' the ' Attic salt' of the
ancients, but rather of sober, good sense, a.s contrasted " i t h
' profane and vain babblings' (i Tim. 6 20 2 Tim. 2 16).

For the many interpretations of the cru.c interpretum, Mk. 949 (3 ('salted with fire'), reference must
be made to the commentaries (cp also Trumbull, op. cit.
6s f-)
Finally the much discussed reference to the impossibility of restoring to salt its lost savour (Mt. 513 and
parallels) is ingeniously connected by Robertson Smith
with the oppressive taxation of salt, referred to above,
one result of this being that the article is apt to reach
the consumer in a very impure state largely mixed with
earth. ' The salt which has lost its savour' is ' simply
the earthly residuum of such an impure salt after the
sodium chloride has been washed out,'
T h e use of salt in various rites of the Christian church, as m
the baptism of catechumens, in holy water, etc., falls without the scope of this article (see Smith's Diet, of Christ. Antig-,
S.V., Trumbull, op. cit.)W. E. S,—A, E, S, K,
1 This view is also preferable to that suggested recently by
Schwally, Semitische
Kriegsaltertihiier
(igoi) 32, that the
' strewing with salt denotes dedication to the demons of sohtary
and barren places.'
2 For a shghtly diff'erent explanation of the origin of the expression see Kraetzschmar, DieBundesrvorstellungim
AT46n.
207.
Cp Rel. Sem.m 479 (the Arab oath taken over salt strewn upon
a fire). For other examples of salt in covenants and oaths see
Wellh. Heid.m 124, 189, Landberg, Arabica, b 134 157(Leyden
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SALT, T H E CITY O F
SALT, THE CITY OF inh^r\

'\'p ; ^ |

noAeic

CAAoiM [B], Al TToAic AACON [AJ, Al n o A e i c TOON

AAOJN [ L ] ) , one of the six cities ' i n the wilderness,"
grouped with NIBSHAN and E N - G E D I [q.v.] in Josh.
1 fioj. If the VALLEY OF S A L T [q.v.] or rather ' Valley of
ham-melah,' is the H'ady el'.Milh, the 'Ir ham-melah
may be placed on the site now known as el-Milh, a
little to the SE of Kh. Sawe (the ancient SHEMA or
JK.SML'.V ?) on the great route from Hebron to the Red
Sea through the'Arabah (cp M O L A D A H ) .
in this case, it is plain that, as, e.g., in i S. 2829 241, E n gedi must have come from E n - g a d i s , En-kadesh (Kadesh' barnea'), and the wilderness be that of Arad (Judg. 1 16, if
we may read n y 131D ', see K E N I T E S ) , the term 'ir ha//i-milah
is a corruption of 'irjeralimeel,
' c i t y of Jerahmeel." A ' c i t y
of J e r a h m e e l ' is referred to in i S. 15 5 ; also probably in
J u d g . 116 (crit. emend., see K E N I T E S ) . See J E R A H M E E L , § 4.
T. K. C.

SALT, THE VALLEY OF (n'?Dn 'I. in Chronicles
and Psalms [ H J K O I A A C [or (JjApArSl TCON AA^ON ; in

Samuel and Kings peBeAeM, p€MeAe [B], THM^VAA,
TAlMeAd. [A], pAlMeAAX, -ex [L-])- the scene of ^.ncounters between the Israelites and the Edomites (or
rather, perhaps, Aramites — i.e., Jerahmeelites), first
under David (2.S. 813 [DIX], i C h . I812 [Dnx], Ps. 60
heading [both DIX and cnx]).^ and then under Amaziah
(2 K. 147 [onNJ. 2 Ch. 2 5 i i [see closing sentence]).
The ' Valley of hain-m^lah ' has been identified with the
great marshy plain (es-Sebkhah) at the S end of the
Dead Sea (see D E A D SK.V, § 3), which is strongly
impregnated with salt. It is true, it is described as at
the present day ' too spongy to walk upon," nor can we
easily understand how it can ever in the historical period
have been otherwise than marshy. An examination of
the text of the passages referred to, however, makes
it seem in the highest degree superfluous to choose
this site for the famous battlefield.
It is plausible
(Buhl, Pal. 88)2 to identify the ' v3.\\ey of ha/n-milah'
with the W'ddy el-Milh, one of the two wadys into
which the \V. es-Seba parts at Beersheba. This wady
and the W. es-Seba' may be regarded as forming a
first frontier between Canaan and the steppe-country.
It is important to notice that ha/n-milali
(in the Hebrew
name) is an easy corruption of JERAH.MEEL (q.v., § 4), and that
the Wddy cl-.Milli would naturally enter into the Negeb o f t h e
Jerahmeelites. Most probably we should read DIN* ( ' A r a m , ' a
popular corruption of Jerahmeel) instead of D"IN in all the
pn^srigcs quoted above, e.xcept the last (2Ch. 2 5 i i ) , where
T>L*'"''J3 should be emended into 11i'D"''33—i.e., the Misrites.
C p J u K T H E E L ; S A L T , C I T Y OF; S A L T S E A .
*. K . C .

SALT SEA [rhr^r\ D ; ; see D E A D S E A , § i), a
name of the Dead Sea, Gen. I43 Na. 34312 Dt. 817
Josh. 3i6 123 l.'>25 ISigt- It is an expressive name,
no doubt (cp Hull, .Mount Seir, 108), but need not on
th.Lt account be original
If the ge-kammilah (see
S.VLT, V.VLLEY OF) has arisen, by a popular corruption
from ge-yS)'ahme'el [veiWey of Jerahmeel), the presumption surely is that j a r a ham-milah (EV ' salt sea') has
arisen in the same way out of yam ye rah mc el [' sea of
Jerahmeel'), which is most naturally viewed as the
original Hebrew name of the Dead Sea. Winckler, however [GI236), thinks that the identification of the ' Salt
Sea ' with the ' vale of SIDDIM ' [q.v. ] is due to a mistake
on the part of the second editor or reviser of the original
narrative. His theory is that the first editor or reviser
meant Lake Huleh (cp M E R O M ) , called by A\alliani of
Tyre Melcha. on the N W . side of which is a fountain
still called 'Ain el-Mellaha. The water of Lake Hiileh,
howfver, is not salt.
T h e same editor, it is added,
interpreted the phrase ' the vale of Siddim (?)' as
1 T h e latter part of the heading is evidently a later addition,
which vvas made after the probable original text of the heading
had assumed its present form.
T h a t text may have been
-iiKD ciNi '?x:rni- CIN yn^n (PSALMS, BOOK OF, § 4 5 ; c p g z S ,
IV.).
- I n Gesch. der Edo/niter, 20 (1893), Buhl had accepted the
ordinary identification (es-Sebkhah). Cp also E D O M , § 6.
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referring to a ^\•ad^' running towards Lake Hlileh, the
same in which the 'Ain el-Mellahah is situated.
Winckler {GI2g2f. 108) also offers a new explanation
of 'salt sea.' H e connects the phrase with the widespread Oriental myth of sweet and bitter waters (cp
M A R A H ) . It may be remarked, however, that placenames compounded with mdlih, mdlik, and the like,
are at the present day of not infrequent occurrence in
Palestine.

See SUDOM A N D GOMORRAH.

T. K. C.

SALT-WOET (n-l^'P), J o b 3 0 4 RV, AV MALLOWS.
SALU ( M ? D , cp SALLU)-, a family of SIMEOX [q.v.),
Nu. 25i4 (C(\AMCON [ B ] , CAACA) [A], - M [ F L ] ) , I Macc.
2 26 (CAACOM [ A X V ] , A V SALOM). Jer. T a r g . identifies

the name with Shaul of Gen. 4610.
SALUM,

I. (CAAOYM [A]), i Esd. 528 = Ezra 242

Neh. "45, SHALLUM, 8.
2. RV SALEM, troAij/xou [BA], i Esd. 8 i = i Ch. 6 1 2 / [5 38 p.],
Ezra 7 2, SHALLUM, 6.

SALUTATIONS.

T o ' s a l u t e ' is EV's equivalent

for Heb. 'D U'hw^ ? X ^ , lit. ' to ask after the welfare
of some o n e ' (2S. I I 7 and elsewhere), and 27 /^NE^
D'IPCV. ' t o ask some one as to welfare' ( i S . IO4
and elsewhere), and for Gk. daird^ofxai (Mt. 647 Rom.
1 6 3 ^ and often) whence dciraaixbs, 'salutation' (Mt.
237 and elsewhere).
T h e Hebrew phrase, however (cp L a l . salutatio,
' wishing
health') means to greet," whereas the Greek includes both
greetings and embraces. In Rom. 16 16 i Cor. 16 20 2 Cor. 13 12
the phrase atriratratrSe kv (f)iA^.
I Thess. 5 •: [ P e t .
jLtan (ayto) or [i Pet.] a-ydTn\<i ', see § 3).

We take salutation here in the widest sense, and
begin, not with formulae of greeting, but with those
conventional gestures which are even more significant.
Of prostration as a sign of deep humility and respect,
not much need be said.^ David bowed himself three
, „
. ..
times before his friend Jonathan
1. Prostration. , ,. .j., . -, .
^v. t
(r S. 2O41) ; Jacob, seven times before
his offended brother Esau (Gen. 33 3).
T h e lowly
prostrations exacted by sovereigns are too familiar
to require examples from the O T or illustrations from
other nations. T h e prostrations of women before men
(or, at least, men of rank) are more startling (Gen. 2464
I S . 2.023); K. Niebuhr found the same custom in
Arabia. Kneeling will be referred to later (see § 5).
The custom of embracing and kissing calls for fiiUer
treatment.
When Esau ran to meet Jacob, he
~. .
' embraced him, and fell on his neck, and
2. i i i s s m g . j^.^g^^ ^^^.
(Gen. 334); and Joseph's
recognition of his brethren, and especially of Benjamin
(Gen. 4514/^), and the meeting between ' the prodigal
son' and his father (Lk. I520), are described in exactly
similar terms. ^ In the last two biblical passages
KaTa<}>CK4(j} is the word used in the Greek ; but in Gen.
334 0iX^w. There is no strongly marked distinction
between them, nor is there more than a theoretical
difference between Heb. ndSak-AnAniSSek (Piel indicating
•a.for/nal kiss).
Parting friends quite as naturally used these conventional acts. Thus, after his father's death, Joseph
' fell on Jacob's face, wept upon him, and kissed him '
[ecpiXriaev Gen. 50i), and the disciples from Ephesus
' wept sore, and fell on Paul's neck and kissed him'
[KaretpiXovv, Acts2037), when he continued his journey
to Jerusalem.
Such is still the mode of exchanging salutations
between relatives and intimate friends practised in
Palestine. ' Each in turn places his head, face downwards, upon the other's left shoulder and afterwards
kisses him upon the right cheek, and then reverses the
action, by placing his head similarly upon the other's
1 On Mordecai's refusal to prostrate himself before Haman,
see E S T H E R , § 4.

2 Compare the recognition scene in Hom. Od. 21 223.
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right shoulder, and kissing him upon the left cheek' ; ^
'or, again, a man will place his right hand on his
friend's left shoulder, and kiss his right cheek, and then
lay his left hand on his right shoulder, and kiss his left
cheek.' A third mode of salutation may be mentioned.
The person who gives the kiss la}s the right hand under
the head of his friend and supports it while it receives
the kiss. This cvistom is referred to in the account of
Joab's assassination of Amasa (2S. 2O9). One or the
other of the two former customs may explain the account
ofthe entertainment of Jesus by Simon the I'haristr, in
which none of the usual courtesies were ,t;ranted to the
wandering teacher—' thou gavest me no kiss ' (Lk. 745).
Absalom's self-seeking geniatitv to the common people
(2S. 105) may best be brought into connection with the
second form {the hand on the shoulder).
The cheek, the forehead, the beard, the hands, the
feet may be kissed, but not (in Palestine) the lips.

It hardly needs to be remarked that freedom of intercourse between the sexes was unknown to the Jews in
„ Thp
'•^^ period of the rise of Christianit}'.
'Holv Kiss.' ^'^^'^s- ^ - ' ^ (^P J"- -^27) is proof enough
^
' that the exchange of a kiss between men
and women, as a sign of their common membership in
a rcligious society, must have shocked Jewish sentiment.
It appears to be the received view that such a shock to
Jewish sentiment was really given in early Christian
worship, and whenever recognition of a common
Christian standing was called for. In the article ' Kiss '
in Wace and Cheetham's Diet, cf Christian
Antiijuitics,
it is stated that ' the primitive usage was for the " holy
kiss " to be given promiscuously, without any restriction
as to sexes or ranks, among those who were " all one in
Christ Jesus," ' and that only when this indiscriminate
use hnd given rise to scandals was it restricted by the
church authorities. The evidence, however, is not so
distinct and certain as to justify so positive a statement. ^
Paul (reff. above) does not expressly direct this startling
mode of applying the truth that ' ye all are one man in
Christ Jesus.' W e know, however, that he does enjoin
that women should have their heads veiled in the Christian
assemblies (I Cor. l i e ) , which implies that hewas on his
guard against the occurrence of scandals. W'e also know
that the Apostolical Constitutions (2 57 8 n ) direct that the
men of the laity should salute the men, and the women
the women separately, and that the DidascaUa (early
in 3rd cent.), on which Book II. of the Constitutions is
based, distinctly refers to the separate places of men and
women, though the 'kiss of peace' is not referred to
at all.

Two passages of A \ ' seem to contradict this. In the M T of
Gen. 4140 (literally rendered) the Pharaoh is made to say to his
Hebrew ^-izler, ' U p o n thy mouth shall .ill my people kiss.'
Dillmann and Pelitzsch render ' Accordinc; to thy mouth ( = command) shall all my people order themselves' (so too RVmff). This
is, at any rate, not against the social customs of the East ; but
no Hebrew writer would have expressed his meaning thus.
It is better to read 'shall obey t h e e ' (2^'^'pl ^I-^V ; see Crit.
Bib.). The other passage is Prov. 24 26 ' (Every man) shall kiss
(his) lips that giveth a right answer.' EVmg- gives a. less
objectionable rendering, ' H e kisseth with the lips that giveth a
right answer.' But yisSak should be yaksibii, and the passage
(see Crit. Bib.) should be rendered—
26 Even the simple will listen
T o him who gi\es a right sentence,
25 And those that rebuke will they trust,
And upon such a blessing will come.

Kissing the hands or even the feet, or the hem of the
garment, is at present the respectful salutation given to
a superior. Kissing the feet of Jesus was the grateful
tribute of the sinful bul reclaimed woman at Simon's
feast (Lk. 745, Kara^iXoDcra). A kiss on the hand is
nowhere expressly mentioned in O T or N T . Still, such
a kiss mav be meant in the narrative of the betrayal of
Jesus (Mt. 2649 Mk. I445). If Delitzsch is right in supposing the kiss of i S. 101 to be the kiss of homage, we
may further conjecture that Samuel raised the hand
of Saul respectfully to his lips.
More probably, the
narrator means that Samuel greeted the new king as a
friend, on the cheek. In the Assyrian inscriptions the
vassals of the great king are said to signify their submission by kissing his feet (see BABYLONIA, § 69). Xo
Hebrew phrase of this sort occurs, though the phrase
' to lick the dust' in Is. 4923 Ps. 729 may be suggested
by the custom of kissing the ground on which a superior
has trodden (' to smell the dust' is a parallel Egyptian
phrase). The Assyrian kiss of vassalage may also
perhaps have been less humiliating than it seems;
primitive usages early began to lose their original crudeness. In modern Syria, when a man seeks to propitiate
one placed over him, he will just touch the feet of his
superior \\ith his right hand, and then kiss the hand and
place it on his forehead.^ This, or some other modification of the complete ceremony, may be meant by
Ziba's ' I do obeisance' in 2 S. I64 (see OBEISANCE).
There is only one OT passage in which, if the text is
correct, the kiss of homage (whether given to hands or
feet) must be referred to,—viz., 'kiss the Son' (inips'])
in Ps. 212.
Acting on the principle that a text
which contradicts the social usages of Palestine cannot
be correct, we are bound to try all available means of
emending the text.^ Such a cautious critic as Baethgen
admits ' kiss the Son' into his version only with a
parenthetic note of interrogation,
^ Neil, Kissing : its curious Bible mentions, 37 (1885).
2 Neil, op. cit., p. 7.
^ © renders opd^aaSe iraiSeCas; T g . N:DSIN l'7'3p, perhaps
reading lo^ie^. See L a g . and Baethgen, ad loc, and, for a new
solution [since proposed independently by Marti and J. D .
Prince], Che. Jew. Rel. Life, 112. Hupfeld's suggestion T3 Ip^'J,
though often referred to, is inadmissible, because unidiomatic.
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It seems very possible that the Constittitions
do, in fact,
represent the mind of the original founders of the churches on
this subject, and that we are not compelled by a somewhat
obscure passage in Tertullian (/J^^ Cxorcm, ii. 4), who can only
speak for Africa, to suppose a violation of Jewish sentiment
in any of the earliest Christian assemblies. There may, however, of course, have been a deviation in some places from the
earliest church practice.

W e have still to refer briefly to the kiss of adoration.
' It was dim night,' writes Doughty, * and the drooping
_.
- clouds broke over us with lightning and
A*^
+^^^^"- ^ ^^'^ *° Thaifullah, " G o d s e n d s
Adoration, ^^j^ blessing again upon the earth." '' Ay,
verily," he answered devoutly, and kissed his pious hand
toward the flashing tempest' [Ar. Des. 26?). But there
was a time when this religious hand-kiss was a sign of
idolatry. Job denies having practised it, for it would
have proved him a worshipper of sun and moon, and
not of him who created both (Job 3126-28). In Farther
Asia as well as in Greece the rising sun was greeted by
his worshippers with L hand-kiss (Lucian, De Saltat.
17).
This was, in fact, A substitute for the kiss
which would be offered to an idol—such ^ kiss as is
referred to in Hos. 132, ' T h e men that sacrifice kiss
calves'2 (see

CALVES,

GOLDEN),

and

in

i K . 19i8,

' Every mouth which has not kissed (Baal).'
The ordinary salutations of worship were two—
prostration, and spreading forth the hands (see the Pss.
.^
,.
passim, Ex. 2O5 2 K. 5i8 for the former,
5. Kneehng. ^^^ 1K.82238 I s . l i s for the latter).
A substitute for prostration was kneeling, which Hebrewcustom set apart as an act of homage to the Deity
( i K . 854 2Ch. 613 Is. 4523 Dan. 610 Lk. 2241 Acts 7 60
and elsewhere), though from Mk. I40 IO17 15i9 Mt. 17 14
2729 we may infer that, when haste was required,
kneeling might take the place of prostration as a sign
of respect to a man of rank.
Formulse of greeting are either inquiries as to the
1 Cp Nell, op. cit., 2 7 ^ 7Zff.
On the 'holy kiss,' etc.
Conybeare (Expos.
1894«, 461) Points out two passages m
Philo's Qucestiones in Ex., preserved in Armenian, which seeni
to imply that the *kiss of peace' or 'of concord was a formal
institution of the synagogue.
'
2 1 here is some difficulty in this passage. But at any rate the
phrase ' kiss calves' is possible. Cp C/dt. Bib.
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welfare of the friend, or prayers for his continued pros- „
,.
perity. The treacherous Joab addresses
^ • Amasa, ' Art thou in peace, my brother '
((!5 ei vyiaiveis [(ri)] d5eX(p4 ; 2 S. liOg). Jesus bids his
disciples say, on entering a house, ' Peace be to this
house' (Lk. IO5}. Boaz, when he meets his reapers,
says, ' \'ahwe bu with you,' and the friendly answer is,
'Yahwe bless thee' (Ruth 2 4 ; cp Ps. 1298).
Saul
piously addresses Samuel with the words, ' Blessed be
thou of Yahwe ' ( i S . 1513). T o a king the loyal salutation was, ' Let the king live' (i S. IU24 2 S. I616 i K.
1 39 2 K. 1112), or ' Let the king live for ever ' (i K. I31 ;
c p D a n . 24 39 510 6621 Neh. 23), possibly with an
allusion to legendary tales of highly favoured mortals
who had escaped Sheul. In the N T we find the Greek
expression xaipe, as a substitute for ' Peace be to t h e e '
(Mt. 2649 Mk. 1518 Lk. I28, and elsewhere). For epistolary greetings, see Ezra 417 7 12 Acts 23 26 30, and the
close of Pauline Epistles.
* Peace be on you' is still the commonest form of
salutation among Moslems. T h e conventional reply is,
' And on you be the peace (of God),' to which it is usual
to add, ' a n d the mercy of God, and his blessings.'
This salutation may not be used by or to an ' infidel';
a Moslem who finds that he has addressed it by mistake
to a wrong person generally revokes his salutation. H e
may also do so if a xMoslcm refuses to return his greeting, saying, ' Peace be on t^s and on (all) the riij^ht
worshippers of G o d ! ' This seems to Kitto [Bib.
Cyclop., s.v. 'Salutation') a striking illustration of
Yk.lOsf
2 Jn. II. T h e sald/n, however, is only the
beginning of a string of conventional formulae which
take up much time, and are evaded by persons in haste.
Specimens of these are given by Lane [Mod. Egyptians,
1253). N o doubt Jewish politeness had also its optional
formulae, which would be evaded in circumstances such
as are described in 2 K. 429 Lk. IO4.
T. K. C.

and Manasseh, in Mt. Ephraim, about 6 m. N W . of
„. .
the earlier capital Shechem.
Of its
^ ' foundation \\e have a definite account in
I K. 16=4, where it is stated that Omri purchased the
hill from Shemer for two talents, and built on it the
city which he called after the name of the former owner.
Kittel confirms the accuracy of this notice by a reference
to the case of David in 2 S. - l 2 i ^
From Omri's time
(about 925 B.C.) it became the capital of the northern
kingdom, although it never attained to the religious
prestige of the older Shechem. . \ h a b adorned it with
a temple of Baal, and Baal-worship soon became
recognised there as on a level with the original Israelitish
calf-worship.
T h e city was in a natur.ally strong
position (cp Jos. .-Int. xiii. IO2), standing on an oblong
isolated hill which is precipitous on the one side, and
easily fortified on the other. In the reign of Ahab it
was besieged (901 B.C.) unsuccessfully by the .Vranuti-ans
under Ben-hadad (i K. 20), and again in the .'eign of
Joram (892 B.C.), when it was relieved by a panic among
the.\rain:v:ins (2 K.624). It\\"as captured by the .Assyrian
army in 721 after c siege of three years, many of the
inhabitants were deported and the kingdom of Israel
was finally brought to an end. For its colonisation
and the little that can be gathered as to the history of the
district down to the time of Xeht-miah, see SAM.-VRITANS.
It was again taken by Alexander the Great who deported many of its inhabitants to Shechem, and
substituted .S\TO-Macedonian settlers.
T h e district,
^ap.apetris x^P^, '-'-•^'^ then given over to the Jews.
The city seems to h a \ e remained in the occupation of
Ale.xander's settlers until the time of John Hyrcanus,
who completely destroyed it (109 B.C.) and seized the
whole district (Jos. .-Int. xiii. IO3). It was partially
restored under Gabinius (Jos. .-Int. xiv. 53), and shortly
afterwards (in 25 B.C.) entirely rebuilt on a large scale
by Herod the Great (ib. xv. 85), who named it Sebaste[ia]
[^e^aar-f] or"Ze^dcjTeLa; Rabb. 't;D3D or'DDUD) in honour
of the Emperor. After Herod's death in B.C. 4 the kingdom of .Samaria together with that of Judtea went to his
son Archelaus. In the N T the city is not mentioned ;
the name .Samaria denotes the district. .As Samaria lay
between Galilee and Judasa, Jesus passed through it
on his w.ay S. to Jerusalem (Lk. 1 7 i i Jn. 4) although
the Jews ordinarily avoided doing so. Later, Christianity

SAMAEL ( C A A A M I H A [BA]), Judith 81 AV, RV
S A L A M I E L ; the same as S H E L U M I K L .

SAMAIAS (cAM<MAc)-

^-

i E s d . l 9 = 2Ch.359

S H E M A I A H , 15.
2. I Esd. 839 = E z r a 8 13, S H E M A I A H , 16.
3. I Esd. 8 44 = Ezra 8 16, S H E M A I A H , 17.
4. T o b i t 5 13, see SHE.MAI.\H, 23.

SAMANASSAR (cAN&MACCd.pco [B], i Esd. 2.2
RV^s-), see SHESHBAZZAR.

SAMARIA ( ; h ' 3 b ' . the Aram. piO'J', whence the
Gk. CAMiS.p[e]l<>.i has become assimilated to nanieslil<e
1 N a m e '^^^^'^"•^™> R^^^athaim [cp . \ A.MES, § 107];
Ass. Samerina).^
T h e city so called is
said in i K. 1624 (cp Jos. Ant. vm. l i s ) to derive its
name from i;^-^ ( S H E M E R ) , the owner of the hill on
^Thich it was built. ^ Shemer may in fact quite well be an
ancient clan-name, though it is plausible enough to
derive the name of such a loftily-placed city from n,T^i
in the sense of 'outlook' (so r,.4Sm., HG, 346).
ShSm^rSn may denote (r) the hill, (2) the city built on
it, (3) the whole district of which the city came to be the
capital. In the last sense Shom'^ron, EV ' Samaria,' is
equivalent to the Xorthern or Israelitish kingdom
(Hos. 7 I 86, etc. [Wellh.]), and hence [I-,:;L'' —ill means
Israehtish cities (2 K. 172426 2819).^
The city is situated close to the borders of Ephraim
1 On the question whether Samerina always means Samaria,
see ME.S'AHE.M.
2 According to Stade (Z--1 TIV, 5 171), the punctuation with
Holem implies an erroneous explanation of the Aramaic forms
with a. T h e lateness of this pronunciation may be inferred
from (B's representation of j n - c ' in i K. 1624, which is (i)
iTep.tpu,v [B], tptpov [A], cropopiav [L], (2) cTatp.ripc.iv [B], iropripuiv
[A], cropopcov [L]. Cp, however, Kittel's note in SBOT on
2 Ch. 134, and note in HK on i K. 16 24.
3 [On the possibility of frequent confusion between -.Mc-c,
Samaria, and -M-^::'. Shiinruu in the Negeb, see P H O P H E T , ' § §
8| 35, SHIMRO.N'.]
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was

preached

there

(ei's rT)v TTOXIV TTJS

Xapapeia^)

by Philip the evangelist (.ActsSs/;). T h e subsequent
history of the city is obsctu'e, and there is no record of
its final destruction. According to Jerome Sebaste was
believed in his time to be the burial-place of John the
Baptist, as well as of the prophets Elisha and Obadiah.
It apparently was a place of some importance in the
early centuries of the Christian era, since we find a
Bishop of Sebaste at the Council of Nicsea (325) and
again at that of Jerusalem (536). It was occupied by
the Crusaders, and a bishopric re-established there in
H 5 5 . T h e site is now represented by a village named
Sebustlyeh, where is the interesting half-rnined church
of John the Baptist, ^\ith other Christian rem.ains.
Not far off, at about the same level, run the streets of
columns with which Herod adorned the city.
A. E. c .

SAMARITANS
Origin (§§ i-ja).
History (§ 3b).
Literature (§§ 4a so-c).
Bibliography (§

Beliefs (§§ 4a-c)Institutions (§ 4e)Language (§ 5<f).
6).

The Samaritans are cilled once in the O T (2 K.
1729) SomSronim ( • ' J i c t " ) , a name which becomes
1. Name. '=°™™°" '''"='•• ^' is a gentilic form from
~\'CC. In Rabbinical literature they are
called kuthim (o-m:), .1 term intended to be contemptuous, referring to the colonists from Cuthah.
The Greek 'S.apapetrai properly means inhabitants of
the district of Za^dpeia. They call themselves'>^,•^c" 'j3,
•1256

SAMARITANS
or specifically D'I:::'L" from -\:2-S\ properly keepers, sc. of
the Law. On the name of the place, see SAMARIA.
The history of the Samaritans, as such, begins where
that of the northern kingdom ceases. W'e read in
2 K. 'il3ff that Shalmaneser went up
2. Colonisation. to Samaria, and that in tlie ninth year
of Hoshea, the king of Assyria took Samaria, and carried
Israel away into Ass}Tia and brought men from Bab\lon,
and from Cuthah, and from Avva, and from llamath
and Sephan^im and placed them in the cities of
Samaria, "^n Ezra4:2 it is ' Esar-haddon, king of
Assvria, who brought us up hiiher.' Lastly in l^/ra
4io thev are ' t h e nations \\hom the great and noble
Osnappar brought over.' ^ The importation of foreign
colonists is thus attributed apparently to three se\eral
kings, the last of whom bears a name not otherwise
known. To these names yet a fourth must be added.
It is noticeable that in 2 K. I 8 9 / . it is stated that
Shalmaneser besieged Samaria, ' and at the end of
three vears fluy (not he) took it." It is now known that
SHALMANESER [i/-^'.], who began the siege, died in
723 B.C., and that it was his successor, Sargon II., who
actually took the city in 721
Perhaps the death of
Shalmaneser mav account for the length of the siei;e.
It is natural therefore to infer from the accounts in 2 K.
that Sargon introduced the (first) settlement of colonists,
and this is definitely stated to be the case in the annals
of Sargon.^ With regard to the other names, most
recent critics rightly identify Osnappar with Asur-banipal. The accounts are further simplified if Esar-haddon
be taken as a corruption of the same name, due to the
similarity of the first element in each (see ASNAPPER).
We shall thus have two colonisations, the first by
Sargon, the second by Asur-bani-pal. As to the list of
cities from which the colonists were drawn, Sepharvaim
should no doubt be the Babylonian Sippar.
The
cuneiform account expressly states that Babylon, Cuthah,
and Sippar opposed Asur-bani-pal, and it would be
consistent with Assyrian policy to deport the inhabitants
of those cities to the distant province of Samaria. On
the other hand, it would be altogether an unusual step
to transfer the inhabitants of Hamath or of A\'va (in
Syria ; but cp AVVAH) to a neighbouring district. See
HAMATH. Sargon ?nay indeed have brought colonists
from Hamath, which he reduced in 720, and the
combination of the two sets of malcontents may have
led to the necessity of his reducing Samaria for the
second time in 720 ; but there are no grounds for such a
conjecture. It is far more consistent with the facts to
suppose (with Winckler) that just as the Deuteronomic
redactor has combined into one the two Assyrian
kings, and inserted a long passage to point the moral
of the story, and imparted to the whole a tone hostile to
the Samaritans, so he has combined the two colonisations into one, and amplified his account from 2 K.
18 34 which he took to refer to the same events. But
this last passage has not necessarily anything to do with
the colonisation of Samaria. The Rabshakeh is there
citing instances of towns which have fallen before
Ass5Tia, so that Hamath, Sepharvaim, and I w a h (see
AVVAH) are quite in place as being comparatively close
at hand and therefore the more likely to appeal to the
inhabitants of Jerusalem.
The redactor's view was
doubtless based on a confusion of Sippar (in Babylonia)
with Sepharvaim (in Syria) ; see SILJ'HARVAIM. From
the bibhcal and the Assyrian accounts together we thus
restore the history as follows : Shalmaneser besieged
Samaria but died during the siege : Sargon took the
city in 721, deported 27,290 of its inhabitants, and
introduced in their place (? in 715) colonists from other
conquered cities : in 720 the country had to be subdued
again : later Asur-bani-pal further colonised the country.
^ Cp Winckler, Alttest. Unt. 9 7 ^ ; also E Z R A - N E H E M I A H ,
§9.
^ Winckler, Keilinschrift-texte
Sargons, 1 5 7 21.
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The resulting population was called by the general
name Samaritan.
How far must it be considered
3a. Population. \°f-l
(aXXoyevi,,, L k l T i S ) ? The
^
later Samaritans have alwa3's claimed
very strongly to be Sxnc" 'jn. regarding Joseph especially as thi.'ir ancestor (cp Ijfreshlih Rabba, § 94, on
(ion. 4613).
On the other hand, the Jews deny
them any right to the name of Israel, representing
theni as merely dc-sccnilunts of the Assyrian (Cuthasan)
colonists.
The truth lies midway.
It is now generaUy admitted that the deportation under Sargon
was not complete.
A district so important as
Samaria \\ould not have been entirely depopulated by
losing 27,290 of its inhabitants. (When a similar fate
befel Judah, upwards of 200,000 went into ctiptivity.)
The number undoubtedly reprtj-sents the persons of
importance (including the priests), who alone \\ere
likely to be dangerous, \vhilst the poorer class were left
as before and the inhabitants of the outlying towns and
villages were probably hardly affected. This seems
indeed to be definitely stated by Sargon, though the
passage is not very clear. The account in 2 K. 17 is
written from the Jewish point of view ; but the real state
of the case comes out in the later history—e.g., when
Josiah, a century afterwards, put down idolatry ' in the
cities of Samaria' (2 K.23i5i9y^) obviously among
Israelites (cp 2 Ch. 346/".), and collected money for the
repair ofthe temple from 'Manasseh and Ephraim, and
of all the remnant of Israel' (ib. v. 9). There can
hardly be a doubt that in N ehemiah's time, for example,
the population of the district of Samaria consisted of
the ' remnant of Israel' with an admixture of foreigners.
What was the proportion of the two elements to one
another cannot now be determined. Nor have we any
means of knowing how far they were intermixed, and
how far the colonists really adopted the religion of the
' God of the Land.' So long as the name ' Samaritan '
meant only the inhabitant of Samaria and the surrounding country, it no doubt included all the mixed population ; but when the name of the city was changed the
term acquired a purely religious significance, and then
probably denoted the descendants of the ' remnant'
together with such of the colonists as had become
proselytes and intermarried with Israel. But it w as
just this (perhaps slight) admixture wdiich gave colour
to the Jewish taunt implied by the term Cuth^an.
As to the early history of the Samaritan people, we
have little information. Wit are indeed told in 2 K.
, _.. .
17 25 that the country w as infested by lions
3fi. History, j j ^ ^ ^^^_ j ^ j ^ ^ ^ g ^89, says a pestilence)
and that the inh.abitants in consequence made request
to ' the king of .Assyria' for a priest who was accordingly
sent to 'teach them the manner of the god of the land.'
Josephus says, ' some of the priests,' and it is probable
that this was the original reading of 2 K. iTa?, since
the text StiU preserves the strange plurals ' let them go
and dwell' (ui;"i IDS'I). The idea is quite in keeping
\vith the common view of a tutelary deity whose
protection was necessary in his own land and \\hose
power was connected with and restricted to it. Cp a
similar incident in the story of Naaman, 2 K. 617. It
is generally thought that this request could only
have been made by the foreign colonists ; but since
the ' r e m n a n t ' consisted of ' t h e poorer sort,' the
people of the land (pxri py) who in Rabbinical literature are proverbially ignorant of the law, it is only
natural that all alike should recjuire a teacher who
understood the technicalities of Yahwfe-worship. So
'they feared Yahwe, and served their own gods
(2 K. 1733). However, the high-places which Josiah
suppressed need not have been idolatrous : they may
have been merely unauthorised Yahwi-shrines.
That
' the remnant' joined with Judah in the use of the
temple at Jerusalem at this period, m a y b e inferred from
2 Ch. 349 and also from Jer. 415 where it is mentioned
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that eighty men came ' from Shechem, from Shiloh, and
from Samaria' tom.iKe their offerings there (cpSHECHF.M,
§ 2, SHILOH, § 2). U is unlikely that these were apostate
Jews : they can only have been Samaritans.
After another period of nearly i century, during
which we have no information about the Samaritans,
they are mentioned in the account of a return of Jews
from Tialj}-lonia under Cyrus, when they ask to be
allowed a share in the building of the new temple—
a request which was refused (Ezra^s). It is usually
considered that this refusal was the cause of a mutual
estrangement and an implacable hatred between the two
peoples. There can be little doubt, however, that the
real cause was something deeper and w^ent back farther
than this mere incident. If we admit the presence of a
strong Israelitish element in the Samaritan people, we
shall not be far wrong in seeing here the old spirit of
opposition between Israel and Judah, always ready to
break out, which definitely asserted itself under Jerob o a m , — the refusal to recognise Judah's claim to L..
hegemony, the revolt against centralisation.
It was
based on a difference of race, an incompatibility between
N. and S., and was more political than religious. N o
reason is assigned for the refusal: the Jews do not charge
their ' adversaries' with idolatry, nor even with heresy.^
Indi-ed it would seem that Israel continued to be willing,
and were allowed, even after this, to join in Jewish
worship in Jerusalem, if EzraGsi is to be so understood.
On the other hand the Jewish policy, while purely
patriotic, was rigidly exclusive. It aimed at fixing the
\\orship of Yaliwe as the religion of Judah, purifying
it from all foreign elements, and making Jerusalem its
headquarters.
Hence it was out of the question that
they should allow the participation of « race whose
devotion to Jewish ideals was open to suspicion and
whose origin was perhaps mixed. T h e Jew could not
risk contamination by having any dealings with the
Samaritan ; but, as we see from EzraGsi and Jer. 4I4,
there was no barrier of the kind on the Samaritan side.
Only when Judah, by refusing their help, proclaimed an
eN:clusive policy, did a political separation become
inevitable, and it then became necessary for the
Samaritans to pursue something of the same policy.
No doubt, in their "condition of social and religious
disorganisation, the restoration of a Jewish state at
Jerusalem appearedan imminent danger, and accordingly
we find them endeavouring by truly Oriental intrigues
to prevent first the building of the temple and afterwards
the erection of the walls ( E z r a 4 : 4 ^ Neh. 4 ? ^ ) ; cp
E/.RA-NEHEMI.A.H, § IO. In thls they were unsuccessful,
and matters must have continued in much thd same
state of political separation, w ith a good deal of
individual intercourse, until the building of the temple
on Mt. Gerizim, which made Shechem the religious centie
of S.iinaria and finally rendered re-union impossible.^
A sanctuary once established on their own sacred
mountain, it became a point of honour to refuse to
rectignise the temple at Jerusalem. Of the Samaritan
temple we have no mention in the OT, and the occasion
and date of its erection are alike difficult to ascertain.
According to Josephus [Ant. xi. 72, xi. 82) the satrapof Samaria under Darius Codomannus (336-330) was
S.mljallat, who gave his daughter in marriage to
Manasseh, the brother of Jaddus the Jewish high
priest.
Manasseh was ordered by the elders and
Jaddus either to give up his foreign wife or to renounce
the priesthood, and thereby the possible succession to
the office of high priest. H e thereupon complained to
Sanballat. who urged him to migrate to Samaria,
promising to get him established there as high priest
under state protection, and to build a. temple. H e

was joined by other Jews who had foreign wives or \-.e:e
discontented with the reforms at Jerusalem, and the
rival temple was ultimately built in 332 under the
sanction of Alexander the Great. This account must
however be received with caution.

1 I n Ezra 412 * to u s ' suggests that Samaritans had been
accustomed to use Jerusalem as a sacred place l>t.r,inj the return.
•^ [''>n the con.stitution ofthe Samaritan comniLinit>'see further
Duhm's commentary on Isaiah (chaps. ^I'-llCi); Che. I/ttrod.
Is. 3 1 6 / , 322, 364-374 385 ; Jew. Rel. Life, 25-6S.]
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Where Josephus differs from Nehemiah we so ofttn find him
to be in the wrong that his narrative is open to suspicion where
we have no such check. I n this instance, from \vhatever cause,
he seems to be confused, and to place his account (which may
very likely represent the facts) a century too late. After the
enactments mentioned in E z r a O l O s N'(jh.l03i 13 23 28, it is
improbable that foreign marriages would stiU be occurring in
Jerusalem in 333.

On the other hand the story fits on very well to the
events mentioned in Neh. I32S, so that it would seem
that JosephusconfoundsDarius Nothus withCodomannus
and fills out his story accordingly. It is possible that
he is following a trustworthy tradition in ascribing the
foundation of the temple to the time of Alexander, and
that he intentionally connects with it the story of
Manasseh in order to cast discredit on the Samaritan
religion as being founded by a renegade priest. Cp
SANBALLAT.
W e may therefore put the secession
of Manasseh soon after 432, and perhaps accept
Josephus' account that the temple was built about 332.
The Temple continued to exist till 128 B.C. when it
was destroyed by John Hyrcanus, in pursuance of the
same exclusive policy noticed above. From the time of
Alexander, Samaria shared the varying fortunes of its
neighbours, gradually losing any political importance
it ever possessed. A few events only need be mentioned.
The city of Samaria was embellished by Herod the
Great and renamed Sebaste in honour of Augustus.
The temple on Mt. Gerizim was rebuilt by the Romans
as c. reward for Samaritan help in the suppression of
Bar Kokhba's revolt. But such favourable treatment
was not often recei\ed or deserved by them.
After
the national existence of Judah had been destroyed
under Titus and Hadrian the animosity of the Samaritans
turned towards the growing power and claims of the
Christians. Their excesses were repressed by Justinian
with a severity from which they never recovered.
During the middle ages only scattered notices of the Samaritans
occur, and the native records are little more than lists of names.
Colonies are mentioned by Benjamin of Tudela (died 1173) as
Hving in several cities ItesMes Nablus (Shechem), and Obadiah
of Bartlnoro (clrciz i.^S;) speaks of them in Cairo.
There
certainly was a community in Damascus, and probably also in
Cairo, as late as the seventeenth century.
I n more modern
times communications were opened with them by Scaliger and
continued by Huntington, Ludolf and others. At the present
day the only remnant of them is at Nablus (Shechem).
They
number about 120 persons, and ' t h e forty' (families) have
become locally proverbial.
According to a recent traveller
attempts are heing now made to save the tribe from extinction
by encouraging intermarriages with the neighbouring Jewish
families, but hitherto with little success, although no difficulty
seems to be felt on religious grounds,

i. Sacred books.—The Samaritans are by no means a
Jewish sect. Though they started from the same point
. y. , . . the development of their respective
'L ,
* systems has proceeded on independent,
though naturally parallel, lines. Their
only sacred book is the Pentateuch, of which they
possess a recension agreeing essentially with the Jewish
(Massoretic) text.

(See T E X T AND V E R S I O N S , § 45.)

At what time they first received the Pentateuch cannot now
be determined ; but it is most natural to .suppose that a copy
(or copies) of the law would be carried by Manasseh to Samaria
at the time of his migration thither. It is not probable that
any but the priestly caste would possess, or would be allowed
to_ possess, a copy of it at that time. If then Manasseh took
with him a book of the law as part of his priestly equipment
about 430, this would explain the fact that the Samaritans
accepted it in its final form, which, according to modern criticism, had probably been attained about that date.

The reason why the Pentateuch alone of Jewish books
was taken over is obvious. The Torah is of the highest
importance, not for its historical contents, but as containing practical rules for the ritual * of the Ciod of the
land,' and the hdtdkhdh or regulations by which the
daily ' w a l k ' of Jew and Samaritan ahk'j must be
4260
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governed. These things alone are of \ital importance ;
as clear. It has often been said that angels were conmatters of faith and theoretical doctrine are secondary.
4C Aneels ^'"^^''^^ merely as aspects of the divine
Moreover, even among the Jews, the other books had
^
' energy, virtutes dei, and this view was
not yet acquired the authorit)' which they possessed at
supported with much ingenuity by Reland. It is indeed
a later time. Having once accepted the Torah, the
true that such apparent abstractions as .muD and ^•y\'c,
Samaritans followed its injunctions \\ ith a rigidity recogare often mentioned ; but there can be no reasonable
nised even by the Jews. For example, in Jn. 4 8 the
doubt that these were considetcd as the names of real
disciples went into .t. Samaritan city to buy food,
persons, nor have we any ground for supposing the
apparently as a matter of course, whilst the question
Samaritan mind capable of any more abstract concepin V. g probabh' refers to the asking of a favour, and tion. In their Targum an angel is regularly introduced
the following comment is a later gloss. At a later time
in.'itead of the name of God wherever it is possible so
Jewish opinion became more hostile, and \arious
to avoid anthropomorphism. Man is formed in the
charges were laid against them, mostly, it would seem,
image of the angels, and it is an angel who spoke with
without foundation.
* He that eatcth bread of a Moses from the bush, This is only one ir.siance, out
Cutha^an is as one that eateth swine's flesh.' They
of many, of their .spiritual conception of G<jd. He is
were accused of worshipping a dove and a god Ashhiia.
eternal, without beginning, without a companion.
He
For the former there is no evidence, nor is it even
uttered a word without a mouth and the world was
probable from what we know of them otherwise ; the
created from nothing. He rested on the seventh day,
latter is due to a malicious misunderstanding of the
but not from weariness.
Possibly owing to the un;^ama^itan pronunciation of nc:;' [eshma, ' t h e n a m e ' )
approachable attributes of God we find prayers offered
which they everywhere substitute for T\^7\^', just as the through the mediation of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,
Jews read 'jix (and earlier Cw^). from motives of leverof Joseph, the seventy elders, the holy angels, and more
ence. But while holding closely to the Levitical law as
especially of Moses. Thus the development of Samaritan
the one thing needful, the Samaritans did develop
theology corresponds in the main with the development
theoretical doctrine, based upon the Torah, if not
of Jewish belief, by which, no doubt, it was in some
derived from it. The earliest evidence for anything of
respects influenced.
the kind is contained in Jn. \.
iii. Mt. Gerizim.—The essential points of difference
were with regard to Moses and Mt. Gerizim. Moses is
ii. Eschatology.—The belief in a Messiah is already
. . p . .
the only prophet and apostle of God,
. u -n 1- J. 1
established, in Tn. 4, and from later
* of miraculous birth, destined from the
4/?. EschatologT. c
•.
I
creation to reveal the law to Israel. In Dt. 34io the
°'' Samaritan sources we now know
Samaritans read cip' NS for op N*?. and on this ground
its character.
The JSIessiah is called ,n2nn) the Taheb, a term variously exadmit no later prophets, From the Jewish point of
plained to mean ' he who returns' or (more probably) ' he who
view the most insurmountable difference was the
restores,' and the belief is founded on Dt. 18 15. H e will bring
Samaritan reverence for Mt. Gerizim. It is called the
to an end the period of Fanuta (nni3D), which has lasted since
'blessed mountain,' ' t h e house of God,' and is rethe schism of EH who removed the tabernacle to Shiloh, and,
as the name probably implies, he will restore the period of
garded as the place which Yahw6 chose to place his
grace (ridwdn, nniJTT) with the tabernacle and the worship of
name there.
the Lord on Mt. Gerizim, as well as the temporal prosperity of
the nation, after which he will die.

The chief external information on such points is in
the writings of the Christian fathers, who assert that the
Samaritans did not belie\e in angels, the resurrection,
or a future life. These statements are due partly to a
confusion, and partly to a disregard of the development
cf theological speculation, since we know from native
sources that all these doctrines were held at least
from the fourth century onward.
Nevertheless the
patristic account very probably rests on a basis of
genuine tradition.
If the Samaritans acquired their law and their priestly system
about 430 B.C., they no doubt took over with them the set of
behefs current at the time in Jerusalem. But in the fifth century
B.C. Jewish theology was not concerned with eschatological
doctrines, or at any rate had never formulated them, and the
Samaritans, being essentially conservative, probably developed
doctrine more slowly than the progressive Pharisaic party in
Judsea.

(Cp ESCHATOLOGY, §

45.)

The native literature, from which alone we can safely
judge of the beliefs of the Samaritans, begins only in
the fourth century A.D., and we then find them in full
possession of those doctrines which the Christian fathers
denied to them. It would therefore seem that the
patristic account perpetuates a tradition which had once
been correct bul had ceased to be so. In the liturgics
frequent references are made to the Taheb. Closely
connected with that belief is the doctrine of the final
judgment, which shall be after the death of the Taheb,
when the righteous shall go into the garden of Eden,
and the wicked be burned with fire.
The full expression is c'-'^n npj QV (sometimes ,^J^ ^y-\ c r )
derived from Dt. 8235, vlicre the Samaritan text reads c r S for
the Massoretic ••'^. The character of the future life to be enjoyed
by the righteous is not further described. It would seem that
the condition of the dead in the interval between the present
time and the final judgment is capable of alteration, since prayers
are offered on their behalf.

With regard to the belief in angels the case is quite
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On Gerizim are still shown the sites of the altars built by
Adam and Seth, the altar built by Noah after the flood, and tbe
altar on which Abraham was about to sacrifice Isaac. A few
yards off was the thicket in which tbe ram was caught, and on
this spot afterwards stood the Holy of Holies of the Samaritan
temple. On Gerizim,' too, are the stones brought up from the
Jordan whereon Joshua wrote the words of the law (Dt. 27 4,
Gerizim bein^ read for Ebal), and there are still celebrated the
most sacred rites ofthe community.
iv. Priesthood

and festivals.—The

priestly family of

the house of Aaron died out in 1624 A. D., and the office
is now held by Levites of a younger
4e. Institutions. branch, who do not bear the title of
'high priest' (nan n^n^)The festivals observed are
the same as those of the Jews in so far as they are
authorised by the Pentateuch. They do not therefore
keep Purim, nor any of the later and more specially
Jewish ceremonies, such as H^nukkah or the 9th of
Ab.
Half-yearly, sixty days before Passover and
Tabernacles respectively, they keep the assembly (niCi;,
also an astronomical term, ' conjunction ') of those feasts,
when every man pays to the priest a half shekel, and a
calendar for the ensuing six months is fixed. The Passover is still celebrated by the offering of sacrifice on Mt.
Gerizim.
The whole congregation assembles before
dawn at the door of the synagogue, and then proceeds
in pilgrimage (the meaning they attach to the term jn,
hajj) up the mountain, where specially selected lambs
are sacrificed, baked entire for some hours in a hole
in the ground, and then, at sunset (D'3-ij;n |'::). eaten
in haste. Then follow the seven days of unleavened
bread, on the last of which they again make the
pilgrimage. The day of Pentecost is kept as the anniversary of the giving of the law. For these, as well as
for New Year, the day of Atonement, the feast of
Tabernacles, and many minor occasions, there are
special services, besides the ordinary prayers for Sabbath.
There are also services for circumcision (which must be
performed on the eighth day, even though it be a
Sabbath), for marriage, and for burial.
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With regard to the sects alleged to have existed among
the Samaritans, it is impossible to arrive at any certain
facts. The accounts are confused, and there seems to
be no mention of them in the native literature.
T h e native Uterature naturally centres in the one
sacred book, the Pentateuch, which has been preserved,
ro T;*™n4.,._„. ^5 mentioned above, in a recension
od. Literature;
,,
' . ,
... .,
Torah and
^gf^^'ng ' ° a^'l essentials with the
TarBTiiiL
^^TIt first became known in
°
Europe from a copy brought, together with the Targum, from Damascus by the great
traveller Pietro della Valle in 1616, and now preserved
in the Vatican library. T h e text was published in the
Paris Polyglott from which it was afterwards copied
by Walton, and its variations from the M T gave rise
to the keenest controversy. The question is by no
means settled yet, nor can it be so until we have a
thoroughly critical edition of the text. T h e many
passages in which the Samaritan agrees with the Septuagint against the Massoretic, show that a study of it is
important. T h e MSS are many, mostly dated, but not
of great age.

with caution, is generally trustworthy, especially for the
period just preceding the date of each several author.
{3) The chronicle of Abulfath written, in Arabic, in 1355
A. D., is a compilation from earlier works. By a comparison of these two (El-tolTdeh and Abulfath) it is
possible to arrive at a. tolerably trustworthy account of
the Samaritan families in the Middle Ages. Of commentaries and theological works there is a considerable
number in MS ; but very little has been published.

T h e copy in the synagogue at Nablus is regarded with great
veneration as having been written by Abisha the great.grandson
of Aaron, thirteen years after the entry into Canaan. N o scholar
has e v e r h a d the opportunity of examining it with a view to
determining its d.ite ; but there are no reasons for supposing that
it is much older than the twelfth or thirteenth century, about
which time its ' invention' is chronicled by Abulfath.

Several translations of the Pentateuch were made.
I. Perhaps it was translated into Greek, rb 'ZapapeiriKbv is quoted by the early fathers ; but we have
no certain information about it, and cannot even say
whether it was a distinct version or whether the citations
of it are only a loose way of citing the Sam.-Hebrew
text.
... It was translated into Samaritan proper, or
Aramaic. T h e most noticeable feature of this Targum
is its frequently close resemblance to Onkelos. Until
this fact has been thoroughly investigated the most
reasonable explanation of it seems to be that both
Targums go back to an oral tradition current in
Palestine at the time when Aramaic was the common
language of the people, and that they were subsequently
reduced to writing independently, and with local variations, in Samaria {probably in the 4th cent. A.D.) and in
Babylon. It was brought to Europe, as mentioned
above, in 1616, and first printed in the Paris Polyglott.
MSS of it are very scarce, since the language died out
before the eleventh century, and copies were no longer
multiplied.
For the same reason the text has suffered much corril{)tion and
is by no means yet definitely settled even in the best edition.
In character the Aramaic translation is very literal; it very
carefully avoids anthropomorphisms. It seems to be by several
hands, and to have received interpolations at a later period.
These and the corruptions of copyists are, according to the latest
researches, responsible for most of the enigmatical words
formerly supposed to be specially Samaritan.

One of the most interesting is a fragment on Genesis b y an
unknown author, in Arabic, remarkable as quoting from many
books of the O T and from the Mishna. A commentary by
Markah on the Pentateuch survives in a late but apparently
unique M S in Berlin, and is linguistically important as being
composed in the Samaritan dialect of which there are fe#
specimens outside the Targum. Others are, a book of legends
of Moses in Arabic, and a commentary by Ibrahim ' of the sons
of Jacob,' from which extracts have been given by Geiger.

The liturgies form a very large and important branch
of the literature.
The earliest pieces which can be
-.,
.
dated with any certainty, are those
5C. Liturgies, ^^ Markah and Amram, composed in
Aramaic in the fourth century A. D. at
the instance of Baba Rabba, a sheikh of some eminence
in his time, who, according to El-Tolldeh, restored the
services of the synagogue. These are called par excellence the Defter or * book.
The later portions are in
Samaritan-Hebrew mostly of the fourteenth and subsequent centuries down to the present time. MSS of the
later liturgies are very numerous.
Finally, there are several letters in existence, written
by Samaritans to scholars in Europe.
The first of
these, in 1589, was an answer to one from Jos. Scaliger;
others were addressed to Huntington, Ludolf, De Sacy,
Kautzsch (in 1884}, and recently to the present writer.
The Samaritan language proper is a dialect of Western
Aramaic as commonly spoken in Palestine, and is found
. .p
in the Targum and in the earlier
. Ijanguage. jj^^j-gies. It may best be compared
with the Aramaic of the Jerusalem Talmud, and with
Palestinian Syriac.
The ' Cuthsean' words formerly
supposed to be found in it, have been shown by Kohn
to be mostly corruptions of good Aramaic forms.
The native dialect probably began to be supplemented
by Arabic soon after the Mohammedan conquest of
Syria, and was no longer commonly understood in
the tenth century, although used for ritual purposes.
From that time onward Arabic has been the language
used both in ordinary life and for literary purposes.
The later liturgies, however (and the letters), are written
in a corrupt Hebrew.

3. The origin of the translation into Arabic is
obscure. It was perhaps made by Abulhasan of Tyre
in the eleventh century, and revised early in the thirteenth century by Abu Said. There are many good
MSS of it. The translator apparently made use of the
Jewish Arabic version by Saadiah Gaon.
The Chronicles \/hich have come down to us are :
( i ) A Book of Joshua, in .-\rabic, giving the history of
, „_
. _
Israel (i.e., the Samaritans) from the
°"- Cnronicles. ^^^^ ^f j ^ j ^ u a to the fourth century
A.D. It is a compilation, dating perhaps from the thirteenth century. As history its value is very small, since
it consists mostly of fabulous stories of the deeds of
Joshua, whilst its later chronology is of the wildest.
(2) El-Tolideh. in Samaritan-Hebrew with an Arabic
translation. It contains the history (or rather annals)
from .Adam to the present time. T h e original part
of it is ascribed to Eleazar b. Amram in the middle
of the twelfth century, and it has been carried on by
various viriters from time to time. The history, if used

In the following bibliography early works which have been
superseded, and most articles in periodicals have been excluded.
i. Pentateuch.—In
the Paris Polyglott, 1645,
6. B l b U o - ^nd ih/^ London Polyglott, i6s7 \ 'Blayne-y, Pentag r a p h y . teuchus Sam. 1790 (in square character); Ges.
De Pent. Sa/n. origine, 1815; '^z.x^'s,. Notice stir
deux fragments
. . ., 1865; Kohn, De Pent. Sa-m., 1865.
ii. Targum.—Besides
the Polyglotts, Brill, Das Sam.
Targum, 1874, etc. (a reprint of the Polyglott text, in square character); Petermann - Vollers, Pentateuckus
Sam., 1872, etc.
(Targum text with apparatus criticus); Nutt, Frag77tents of a
Sam. Targum, 1874 (see also appendix to Brill op. cit.) ; Winer,
De versionis Satn. indole, 1817 ; Kahle, TextkTdiische . . .
Bemerkungen,
i8g8 ; Kohn, Sa/naritanische
Studien, 1868, and
' Z u r Sprache . . . d. Sam.,' pt. ii. (in Abh. f. d. Kunde d,
Morgenlandes, 54), 1876.
iii. Arabic le^erston.—Hwiid, Specimen ined, vers.
Arab.Sa/n., T780; Kue. Specimen . . . exhibensLibru/n
Geneseos . . .
1851 (Gen.-Lev.); Bloch, Die Sam.-arab.
Pent.-Uebers.
Dt,
i-xi, I go I.
iv. ComTnentaries.—Neubauer
in Jour. As., 1873; Drabkin,
Fragm. Co/nin. . . . Sam.-Arab.,
1875; Kohn, Zur
SPracke
. . ., pt. i., V. sup. (part of Marqah's Commentary on the Pentateuch); B2.neih, UesSamaritanersMarqah
. . .
Abhandlung,
1888 (part of the same); Munk, Des Sa7n. Margak
Erztiklung . , ., 1890 (part of the same) ; Heidenheim, Der Covmi,
Marqah's^.
. ., 1896 (bks. i., ii., iv. of the same ; to be used
with caution); Emmerich, Das Siegeslied, pt. i,, 1897 (part of
the same) ; Hildesheimer, Des Sain. Margak Buch d. Wunder^
1898 (with corrections of Heidenheim).
V. Theological.—Ges. De Sam. theologia, 1822; Kirchheim,
Introd. in lib. Talm. de Sam., 1851 (in H e b r e w ) ; Leitner, Die
Sam. Legenden Mosis^ trans, in Heidenheim's
Vierteljahrsschrift, ^i%4ff.\ Taghcht, Die Kuthder
ais Beobachter des
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Gesetzcs, i838; Wrcschner, Sam. l^raditione7i, 1888; Cohn,
Die Zardaih-Gesetze,
i8gg ; Morgenstern, .D/^
I'erleumdutigen
. . d. Juden gegen d. Sam. (Berlin, n.d.).
vi. Liturgical.—Ges.
Carolina Sam. {.-Inecdota
OrientaUa,
fasc. i.), 1824, re-edited by Kirchheim, op. cit.; Heidenhtim's
Vierteljahrsschrift,
passi//i, and Die Sa//i. Liturgie,
1885, t:tc.
(in both the ttxt is often faulty ; cp the criticisms of Geiger in
z i ^ . l / C 1(3-1^2); Rappoport, La Liturgie Sam., 1900.
\ii. Historical
and General.—Juynboll,
Co/nmentarii
in
hist, gentis Sam,, 1846, and Chronicon Sam. . . . tit'. Josiar,
1848; Petermann, Reisen, i 8 6 0 ; Vilmar, .itut/at/ii
-Inimtes
Sam., 1865. Payne Smith, ' T h e Sam. Clirun. >>( Alm'l F a t a h '
(with trans.) in Heidenheim's \'ie/-teljahrsschrift,
1^304^ and
4yz ff. (incomplete).
Neub. 'Chronique Sam.' in
journal
Asiatique, 1869. The k-tters in Notices et E.vtraits, vol. xii.,
1831 (collected by D<J Sat:\'). Hamaker, ' Aanniurkingen over de
Sam. en hunne briefwisstjllnL;' (extr. from .4rchie/ rwor Kerk.
(Geschiedenis, b). Kautz-scli, ' Ein Briufdcs Hoht_'npritsLvrs . . .
J a ' k u b ' (in ZZJ/'I^'S). Almkvi.st, ' K i n sam. J'.ricf an Konig
Oscar' (Skr/ftC'- ntgifiia af K. Human ist isl,-a VetcnskaPssatufundeti I Psiiia, 5 2). Knobel, Zur Geschichte d. Sam. (t:\tract,
1847); liarges, Les Sam. de Napuutse,
1S55; Mills, I Incc
.Months' Resid£?ice at Nablus,
1S64 ; Appc'l, Qua-stioii.s de
7'ebtis sain., 1S74 ; Nutt, A Sketcti of Sam. l/istory,
1874 (an
excellent general account). Freudenthal, IIellenistisclie
Studien,
i., ii., ii^75 ; BriU, Zur Geschichte u. Lite?-atur d. Sam., 1876;
Spiro, ' £tude sur le peuple Sam.' (from the Rexme
Chritienne,
n.d.).
viii. Linguistic:
Castellus, Lc-cicon Ileptagloticu,
i66g ;
Uhlemann, Institutiones
ting. Sa/ii.
1837 ; Nicholls, ,4
Grammar of the Sant. language, n.d. [1858]. Nr^idckc, Ueber
-einige SatJi.-a>\ib. Schriften
(in GGN nos. 17 and 20), 1862;
Petermann, ' \'crsnch einer hebr. Forinenlehre,' iB6B (Abhandlungen f. d. Knude d. Morgenlandes,
5 i), and Brczns ling.
Sam. Gramm. (Porta Lingg. Or. 3), 1S73 (containing a bibliography of earlier \vorks); Kohn, Sai/i. Studien,
186S, and Zur
Sprache, etc., see above.
ix. Catalogues of Manuscripts:
for the Bodleian Library see
in the Oriental Catalogue of Uri, with the corrections in pt. ii.
by Nicoll and Pusey, and in Neubauer's Catalogue
of the
Hebrew MSS, 1886. For the British Museum, G. Margoliouth's
Dt-scripth'e List of the Hebrew and Sam. MSS, 1893 (the full
•catalogue is in progress). For Paris [Zotenberg's]
Catalogue
des DISS Heb. et Sam. [Paris, 1866].
For St. Petersburg,
Harka\y's Opisanie samarityanskikli
/•ukopisei, 1875 (vol. ii.
pt. i. of the Catalog d. hebr. n. sa/zi. Handschriften,
dealing
with the Pentateuch MSS, text and targum. I n Russian).
A. E. C.

SAMATUS (cAMATOC [BA]) i Esd. 934 = E z r a l 0 4 2
SHALLUM, 12.

SAMEIUS, RV Sameus ( C A M , M O C [A]) i Esd. 921
= Ezra 1021 S H E M A L \ H , 18.

SAMMUS (c&MMOYC [A] -OY [B]) i Esd. 943 =
Neh. 84, S H E M A .

SAMOS (cAMOC, I Macc. 1523 Acts 2O15). T h e
thn-d in size of the four large islands (Lesbos, Chios,
1 Geoffraphv ^^"^°^' ^"^ ^•°^) ^^'^i^h he off the
a n d h i s t o r v ^^'^s'^^''" coast of Asia Minor, all appear^' ing in the narrative of Paul's journeys.
Samos lies at the mouth of the bay of Ephesus, into
which the Cajstcr flows, and so midwa}' between
Ephesus and Miletus by the sea route. It gained its
name from the hne of ' lofty broken summits' (so
described by Tozer, Islands of tJie ypgean, 1 5 7 7 . )
running from E. to W . through the island ; for the
namu Samos nieans ' height' (Str. 346, ad/xovs ^KdXovv
rd vxj/y). Cp

id. 457, and see SAMO'I IIKACE).

The

highest point, Alt. Kerki (anc. Kerketeus) is 4725 ft.
high, LL conspicuous feature from all the surrounding
islands. Between the eastern extremity of the island
(Cape Colonna, anc. Poseidium) and the long wellwooded ridge of Mycale on the mainland (Herod.
1148) there is a narrow ' marme pass ' about one mile
in width ; this stiait was the scene of the Greek victory
over the Persian fleet and army in 479 B.C. (Herod.
9ioo/).
The Samians at an early period were distinguished
for their maritime enterprise (cp Paus. vi. 29) ; it was a
Samian who first ventured through the pillars of
Herakles into the western ocean (Herod. 4 152 ; cp Thuc.
113 ; Plin. HA~757).
Samian power and splendour
reached their highest pitch under the so-called tyrant
Polycrates [c. 533-522 B.C.) who made the island for a
short time the mistress of the eastern ^-Egean. At this
period Samos had extensive commercial relations with
Egypt (Herod. 2178). She produced oil in abundance ;
but her wine was not of the best quality (Str. 637).
Her trade was largely in pottery (cp Plin. //A" 3546,
Samia in esculentis laudantu/-).^
Many Jews resided in
the island (i Macc. I523) ; and they, and the Samiaus
generally, enjoyed the liberality of Herod the Great, who
with Agrippa was in the island in 14 A.D. (Jos. Ant.
xvi.22 ; BJi.

21 ii, rds ei's XVKIOVS T) 'ZafiLovs Stopeds).

In Paul's time Samos was a libera civitas (Plin. HN
037 ; Dio Cass. 549) in the Province of Asia by thc
SAMELLIUS (cd^MeAAioc [B]) i Esd. 2i6 RV =
Ezra 48 SHIMSHAL
favour of Augustus ; Vespasian deprived it of this privilege (Suet. Vesp. 8).
SAMGAR-NEBO ( U r i 5 p p with Ba., Gins., not
island and its chief town bore the same name.
•nr'D: ci.Md.rwe [BN], -r^e [A], -A [Q], -P [Q'"^-]). TheThetown
(now Tigani) lay on the SE. shore, whereas
apparently a Babylonian name (Jer. 393). According
-,_
the modern capital, Vathy, is on the N. of
to .Schrader the words are Hebraised from Su/ngi/'-nabd,
'
the island. The question of the meaning
'be gracious, Nebo' [A'AT~K 416); but Giesebrecht con" of the word in the account of Paul s voyage
jectures a corruption of :o it', sa/'-mag, equivalent to
is difficult (cp the case of Chios, Acts 2015)- In neither
::: 3^, rab-mag, which implies virtual dittography. (5
case apparently did the ship stopatthe town or its harbour
connects i'a/3ouwith the following name (see SARSECHI.M).
itself, nor did Paul land. ' The ship evidently stopped
The truth, however, probably is, that the editor bad a corrupt
every evening. The reason lies in the wind, which in the
text before him, and tried in vain to make Babylonian names
out of the false readings. 13: might come from 31i, N O D A B
^ g e a n during the summer generally blows from the N.,
Ci'-?'.); -•.-X:'2 from n:jD"i[o]- SARSECHEM (^.T'.) was therefore beginning at a very early hour in the morning ; in the
written twice over, and once it has taken tbe place of IC' (before
late afternoon it dies away ; at sunset there is a dead
31}). Read therefore ' and tbe prince of N o d a b ' (one of the
calm, and thereafter a gentle S. wind arises and blows
Jerahmeelite princes in the army of king Nebuchadrezzar, at
during the night' (Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller,
least, if some other name—not Baliylonian—does not underlie
293).
It stopped at a point opposite Chios [KarrivT-qXebuchadrezzar').
See NERGAL-SHAKEZER.
T . K. C .
aapev dvriKpvs Xiov, 'came . . . over against,' EV),
SAMI, RV Sabi (c^Bei [A], om. B) i Esd. £28 =
i. e., probably in the strait between Chios the capital of
Ezra 242 SHOBAL
the island, and Cape .\rgennum on the opposite mainland.
Next morning they strtick across to Samos
SAMIS (cOMeeiC [BA]) I Esd. 034 = Ezra IO38,
making a course either E. of S., to the western e.xtremity
SHIMEI, 16.
of that island, by the Great Boghais (so Ramsay, I.e.),
SAMLAH [rhtp,
in Gen. CAA^^MA [A], CAMAAA
or more easterly across the Caystrian Pjay to the eastern
M . AAAMA, C^^AMA [ E ] ) , CAMAA [ L ] ; in Ch. CAMAA
e.xtremity of the island, so as to pass through the Little
LA; B m z'. 31], C^BAA [ L ] ) ; the fifth Edomite king.
Boghaz or strait of Mycale. In either case, the failure
Gen. 3 6 3 6 / I Ch. I 4 7 /
See IMASREKAH. T h e eviof the breeze from the X. found them at Trogyllium
dence offered by Prof Sayce [Hibb. Lect. 54, n.) for
(the reference to which should undoubtedly be retained
a connection between Samlah and Semele is unsound
from D H L ? : see TROGYLLIUM), and there is no need
(cp Tiele, Th.T, 1890, p. 96). Beyond reasonable
to understand Samos to be the to-wn, and not rather the
doubt we should read Salmah (see S A L M A H , and
island merely ; for the Greek word translated ' arrived

SOLOMON, § i).

W a s this king of the Salmcean race?
T. K. c .
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i Cp \\i\g. in Is. 45g, testa de Samiis terree.
4266

SAMSON

SAMOTHRACE

But some better known people or place is surely meant.
T h e reading aafi^l^aKij (cp \"et. Lat.) is almost certainly
an intentional corruption arising from the difhculty
felt in identifying Sampsame (so, rather than Sampsames).
SAMSON (PC^^PS^^. ^i77iSdn, i.e., ' s o l a r ' ; the M T
pronunciation is not so old as that of @, cAMyooN
f [^^-^^] ' *^P -Sa/ziSdnu [Hilprecht]). The
1. Story 01 gj-g^^ enemy of the Philistines is reckoned
Samson. ^^ ^^^ ^^ ^j^^ judges of Israel in two
editorial notes which belong to the chronological scheme
of the book of Judges (152o [see Budde's note], 1631);
but this view is not that of the story of Samson itself.
The story of Samson is a self-contained narrative by a
single hand (Judg. 132-1631^ ; see, hdwever, § 3) and
represents Samson not as a judge but as a popular hero
of vast strength and sarcastic humour, who has indeed
been consecrated from his birth as the deliverer of
Israel, and is not unaware of his vocation, but still
is inspired by no serious religious or patriotic purpose,
Homer, who calls the island the ' Thracian Samos,' describes the
and becomes the enemy of the Philistines only from
seat of Poseidon on its topmost peak overlooking ' all Ida, with the
personal motives of revenge, the one passion which is
city of Priam and the ships of the Acheeans' (It. 13 12, vij/ov ew'
stronger in him than the love of women. In his life,
a/cpoTaTTjff Kopv(f)rj^ Sa/xov vkrfeacn}<; 0p>jtKi>)s K.T.A. cp Verg.
..•^n. 7208, Threiciamque
Samum,
gute nunc
Samothracia
and still more in his death, he inflicts great injury on
fertur; Strabo, 331, frg. 50, iKakelro &e TJ 'S,aixo$p(fKrt 'S.dp.os wpiv).^ the oppressors of Israel ; but he is never the head of a
So excellent a sailing-mark, placed also at a convenient
national uprising against them, nor do the Israelites
distance in the passage from the Asiatic to the Thracian
receive any real deliverance at his hands. The story of
and Macedonian shores was certain to arrest attention.
his exploits is plainly taken from the mouths of the
The ship in which Paul sailed from Troas ( A c t s l 6 i i )
people, and one is tempted to conjecture that originally
' r a n before the wind' [evdvbpo/xrjo-afxev, ' c a m e with
his Nazirite vow was conceived simply as a vow of
[RV ' m a d e ' ] a straight course') to the island, passing
revenge, which is the meaning it would have in an Arab
probably to the E. of Imbros, in order to avoid the
story. Our narrator, however, conceives Samson's life
Mythonaes reef which lies off the coast of Lemnos.
as a sort of prelude to the work of Saul (13 5), and brings
Although the island possesses several good anchorages,
out its religious and national significance in this respect
it has no good harbour [vel i7nportuosissi7na omnium,
in the opening scene (chap. 13), which is closely parallel
is its description by Plin. HN 4 23).
The safest
to the story of Gideon, and in the tragic close (chap. 16);
landing-place is near the promontory Ac/vtcri at the
whilst yet the character of Samson, who generally is quite
western end of the island, and there was probably the
forgetful of his mission, remains much as it had been
ancient anchorage Demetrion, in which Paul's vessel
shaped in rude popular tale in a circle which, like
may have spent the night at anchor. The old capital
Samson himself, was but dimly conscious of the national
(now Palceopoli) is on the northern side. The voyage
and religious vocation of Israel.
to Macedonia thus occupied two days [v. n ) , whereas
Though the name means ' solar,' ^ neither name nor
the reverse journey on a subsequent occasion took five
story lends any solid support to Steinthal's idea that
days (Acts206).
the hero is nothing but a solar myth (cp Wellh. CH
In history Samothrace is chiefly famous as the main
2 2 9 / . [and GASm. HG 222 f ; Wellhausen, whilst he
seat of the worship of tlie Cabiri and the religious
rejects Steinthal's myth theory, also denies Samson's
mysteries connected therewith.
The Cabiri were
historical character]). He is a member of an unknown to the Greeks as ' t h e Great Gods,' and were
doubtedly historical family of those Danites who had
probably pre-Hellenic and in the main of Semitic
their standing camp near ZORAH, not far from the
origin. Their worship was of great celebrity and lasted
Philistine border, before they moved north and seized
to a very late time.
Both Philip of Macedon and
Laish (cp 13 25 with 188 nf).
T h e family of M A N O A H
his wife Olympias were initiated into the Cabiri mysteries
[q.v.) had a hereditary sepulchre at Zorah, where Samson
(Plut. .-Hex. 2). After Delos, Samothrace numbered
was
said
to
he
(I631),
and
their
name continued to be
more \'otaries than any other spot in the ^ g e a n (see
associated with Zorah even after the exile, when it
Herod, lisi ; Aristoph. Pax, 2 7 7 ; Tac. Ann. 254).
appears that the M A N A H E T H I T E S of Zorah were reckoned
The cult was in full vigour in Paul's time.
It was
as Calebites.
The name had remained though the
owing to its celebrity that Samothrace, which belonged to
race changed (i Ch. 252 54). The narrative of Samson's
the Thracian kingdom, became a free state when Thrace
marriage and riddle is of peculiar interest as a record of
was reduced to a province in 46 A.D. by Claudius (cp
manners ; specially noteworthy is the custom of the wife
Tac. Hist. I n ) .
remaining with her parents after marriage (cp Gen. 224).
Literature.—Conze,
Hauser, and Niemann,
Archdologische
a t ' iwapf.iaXou.Fu, SO AV ; 'touched at,' RV) does not
necessarily imply stoppage or landing at the harbour of
Samos. Probably it was this erroneous idea that was
largely responsible for the omission of the reference to
Troi^yllium ; for the distance between the town of Samos
and thc anchorage of Trogyllium (5 m., according to
Strabo 636) is too small to make a distinct stage ofthe
voyage. It ought, however, to be noticed that /j-eivavres
need not be restricted to spending the night at anchor,
but miL,'ht indicate a short stop occurring during the
final run between Samos and Miletus ; but the order of
the words seems to be opposed to that interpretation.
\v. J. w.
SAMOTHRACE RV, AV Samothracia ( C A M O GRAKH. A c t s l S i i ) . The two conspicuous features of
the Thracian sea are Mt. Athos and the island of
Samothrace.
The island is described as a ' huge
boulder planted in the sea,' towering above Imbros
and conspicuous from the Thracian and the Asiatic
shore.

I 'iitersuehungen
anf Samothrake
(Vienna, 1875 ffi) ; Conze,
Reise auf den I/isc in des Thrakischcn .Mcercs {i860). Popular
account in Tozer, Islands ofthe uEgean, 310 f
\ v . J. VV.

SAMPSAMES (cAM^AKH [A], CAMy<\MH [NV],
lampsaco [whence EV™s- LAMPSACUS], samsamce [Vg.])
a locality mentioned first in a list of peoples and countriLS in I Macc. 1623. According to Grimm, identical
with Samsun, which is described by Abulfeda as lying
on the Black Sea between Trebizond and Sinope.
1 Samos = h e i g h t : cpStrabo, 346, crafiov;sKokowrdv^.
The
w.^rtl is of Semitic origin.
T h e Samothracian coins are all
subsequent to the time of Alexander. On an imperial coin of
H a d i i a n occurs the remarkable inscription 'S.aixiujv ev (^pa/cTj.
On M>inj the fore-part of a ram, or a ram's head, occurs, a
.syniliijl of the cult of lower-world divinities of a pre-Hellenic
typ'.:. See H e a d , Hist. Numm.
226.
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See K I N S H I P , § 8, and

D A N , § 3.

After all has been said, the probability of mythic
elements remains. When we consider the great sus2 Mvthic ^^P^'^'^^^y ^^ *^^ J'^^^'s ^^^ ^ai^ei" times for a
elements f°^^'°^^ containing features of mythic
origin, it is intrinsically probable that the
beliefs of the early Israelites were also affected by
mythology. That this is so in the case of the Samsonstory seems likely, if the present text is on the whole
correct (cp § 4).
If the hero's name was really
Samson, and if in the neighbourhood commonly con^ It is worth notinjG; that Samson's tribe or
(Dan, i.e.. judge) which belongs specially to
god, and that there is Egyptian evidence for
place called .SamSan in the neighbourhood of
See B E T H - S H E M E S H , I .
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clan bears a name
the As>?vrian sunthe existence of a
the southern Dan.
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nected with Samson there was really t Canaanitish
sanctuary called Beth-shemesh (but known perhaps, as
Budde conjeclures, in earlier times as Bit-Ninib ; see

than either Missur or E s h t a o l - v i ? . , Cusham. Often its irue
name is (through a faulty geographical theory) disguised as
bHECHEM (y.7,., 2); but sometimes (e.g, i S . 6 9 _ ^ ) .as ' B e t h ,
shemesh (from Beth-cushamt). A similar corruption or dis.
tortion has occurred in the personal name Shimshai, which
comes from Cusham.' See, further, SHI.MSHAI.
2. T o the question. Did the early legend of the Cushamite
deliverer present mythic motives? we reply in the negative for
two reasons, (a) I'he mythic ' motives ' discovered by Winckler
in the legends of the other judges rest, according to our theory
upon a precarious tevtual basis; and (b), not only the name
Samson but also the story ofthe foxes, and that of the jawbone
explained by Steinthal and Stucken as mytliolocical, are, we
suspect, really based on corruptions of the text of thc written
story which lay before the narrator.2 See Crit. Bd
W. K, S. ( § 1 ) ; T . K . C . ( § § 2 - 4 ) .

HERES, MI.IUNT), we may venture lO infer the e.xistence

of a primitive solar myth. In short, \\e may in this
case surmise that there may have been a solar hero
analogous to Gilgames,^ who bore the name or title
Samsan, which ultimately attached itself to some real
or imagined champion of the Danites, or even of the
people of Israel against Philistine oppression. .S.jme
of the exploits of the legendary Samson may also ha\ c
affinities with nature myths ; but nature myths had
become no more th.an ' fairy tales' by the time they
supplied details to the plastic imagination of the people.
See Steinthal's ess.iy on S.imson (1862)^ translated in Goldziher's llebrii,, -Mytliology (by R. Martineau), 392-446, also
Golkiliers remarks, pp. 21 yl, Stucken, --Istratmythen,
14.6
72-7^ (i-^'j?), and leferenres in Moore's commentary, and cp
Budde, D,is Buch der Kichler,
109, Van Doorninck, 771.7",
1S94, pp. T4-32, 1S96, pp. 162-167. i'or mythic elements, see
also H E R E S [ M ^ U N T ] , J.wvitoxE, CUTTINCIS O F T H E F L E S H
(§ 3), H A I R (g 2), and
SH \KL HEN.

cp

B E E , F O X , EN-IL-VKKORE,

LEHI,

Robertson Smith's view that the Samson-story forms
a single narrative would perhaps have been modified by
. ,
..
, him, had he been able to take his part
3. A national .
. j ^ .
T •
•, ,
„v„
.„ „ m current debates. It is very possible
cnampion ? , . , , .
.• - c
•.
• •
•^
that the narrative is of composite origin,
and that in one of its forms it represented the hero as a
national champion.
It is true, iVIoore [Judges, 313)
contrasts the ' solitary hero ' Samson who ' in his ow n
quarrel, single-handed, makes havoc among the Philistines' with Ehud, Deborah and Barak, Gideon, and
Jephthah, ' who, at the head of their tribesmen, " turned
to flight the armies of the aliens," and delivered their
countrj-men.'
But according to Budde [Richter, 92
[1897]), each of the two great sources or strata of early
tradition had - national champion : the S. Israelitish
source (J) Samson the Danite ; the K. Israelitish source
(E) Samuel the Ephraimite. Samuel in J (i S. 9 / . ) is
only Yahwe's messenger to Saul; in the war of liberation he plays no part.
In a similar case (Judg. 4 ;
Jabin and Sisera) the redactor effected a fusion of
kindred narratives ; in the case of the tw o Samson
stories he preserved the individuality of eaoh. Budde
also thinks that there were two forms of the Yahwistic
story of Samson (J^ and Jg) which a redactor harmonised.

SAMUEL

(bx-IDpi,

§S 21,

39,

CAMOYHA

[BNAQRTL]).
I. A prophet, or rather seer, who
1 Name ^"^'"'^'^ distinction in the period of Israel's
transition to regal government. Narratives
respecting Samuel are contained in i S , I1-I613
]9i8-24'25i. He is also mentioned in Jer. 15i (not ®*)
P s . 9 9 6 i C h . IO13 ((5 n o t M T ) 628 [13] 33 [18] 922 I I 3
2628 2 9 2 9 2 C h . 3 5 i 8 .
On the etymology, see SAUL, § i ; S H E M U E L ; SHEM ( N A M E S

WITH).
T h e two etymologies 'asked of G o d ' (i S. 1 20) and
' lent to God ' (v- 2S) come from the narrators and have only the
value of popular etymologies. This is too clear for any trained
biblical scholar to deny (see Dr. IBS 1.3 f)-

1 S . l 1-1613 has the appearance of forming a connected account of Samuel. A closer examination, howo nij„„4. ^^6r, shows that this section contains very
2. O l d e s t
. . . 1
.
.T-,
.
, -^
j._„j,j.. „„ inconsistent elements. The narratives have
traaitions. ,
. .
.,
,.-^
been put together from different sources,
two of which (the parallel reports fused together in i S.
4i<5-7i) make no mention of Samuel, and they have received their present form by a complicated process of
redaction. T h e inconsistencies which they present are
to be explained by the transformation which the traditional picture of Samuel experienced in connection with
the development of religious ideas in Israel and in the
Jewish community. This transformation is no isolated
phenomenon. In many another people a variation in
the national and religious ideals has produced a corresponding change in the picture of the old national
heroes. Since life means continual change, the great
men of a people can live on only through a constant
modification of the forms which they wear in memory.
The oldest notices of Samuel occur in the section i S.

See further, JUDGES [ B O O K ] , and Van Doorninck, Ic- ;

9 IO1-16 131 -ja 16-18 23 141-46 (see S . \ M U E L [BOOKS],

also SHAMII.\H, SHAMCiR (the legends of Samson

§ 3).

present points of contact with the legends of these
heroes).

at the same time officiates as a priest on the bdmdh
[' high place ') of a small country-town in the ' land of
Zuph' (95)—i.e., the district inhabited by the clan so

Whilst granung that the Samson-legends as we now have
them seem to present ' m o t i v e s ' derived from a solar myth, the
. „
present writer cannot any longer admit that
4. JNe'W
there were such mythic elements in the original
h y p o t h e s i s . legend of the Danite deliverer.
, .^ J
,
^- Th^t the scene of the legends has been
shitted, and that as a consequence the name of the hero has
^ " K k°"^ modification, seems for several reasons highly
probable. A close examination of the text may convince
us that this has occurred in other stories in the Book of
J udges ; indeed warning is already given in J u d g . 8 3 , if the
nations by which Israel was to be '^proved' are catalogued,
according to a very probable restoration of the text, as ' the five
princes (read ':I1) of the Zarephathites, and all the Kenizzites, and the Misrites, and the Horites that dwell in the
mountams of Jerahmeel unto the entrance of Maacath.' T h e
hrst heroic impulses, we are told in 1825, came to Samson ' i n
Mahaneh-dan, between Zorah and Eshtaol.' But the original
text may have said, 'between Missur and Eshtaol,' while for
^^"'INEH-DAN (c;.v-), we s h o u l d ' r e a d ' M a n a h a t h - d a n ' ; see
^ 1 A'^^'
'^^^^^ ' ^ ^ Chronicler, lik'e modern critics, is
P"^^'™^t the combination of Manahath-dan both with Zorah
and tshtaol and (see J u d g . 18 1 7 / ) 'with Kirjath-jearim; the
Pp^^".'w^'fer believes that Kirjath-jearim is simply a corruption
ot J^.iijath.jerahmeel, and that all the places referred to lay near
together in the Negeb. According to his theory the Negeb
rph-y-^^
a ' bone of contention' between the Zarephathites
trhilistines) or Jerahmeelites (Arammites or Amorites) and the
Israelites. The Israelite champion known to us as Samson was
known to the earliest narrator only as a Cushamite. There was
in fact another place in the Negeb of even more importance
^ See CAINITES, and cp Jastrow, RBA, 471.
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Samuel is there represented as a seer (TIVCI), who

called.
[Cp P R O P H E T , § 5.]
T h e name of the town is not given, from which Budde (ZA TIV
8 225) infers that it was certainly not Ramah, which is the name
given in the later narratives. But what can have induced later
writers to place Samuel's dwelling in Ramah, unless this were
the view of the older tradition'? For we find other places (Gilgal,
Mizpah, Bethel) mentioned as the scenes of his ofiicial activitj-.

At any rate Samuel is a much respected seer, whose
predictions are thoroughly trustworthy ; but his reputation is only local, for Saul, who dwells at Gibeah in
Benjamin, is unacquainted with him, and has his
attention called to him for the first time by his servant.
The story of the meeting of Samuel and Saul is well
known. Saul was in quest of the lost she-asses of his
father, and his servant wished him to fee the man of
God to tell them where to go. Samuel on his side was
already expecting the visitor. He knew by revelation that
the destined ruler of Israel would be sent to him, and after
announcing to Saul his high destiny, he specified three
t Cp Shaalabbim or SHAALBIM (near 'Zorah') from Beth.
Ishmaelim.
2 InJudg.l54D'S!;(E'niND-i:''7B' I j S ' l s h o u l d b e D ' S ' l ' ' ^ ^ " ^-li
the continuation is given in v. 8a, which should run cniN "1*1
^^H12nl''ttl)2] > ' C u s h ' a n d ' J e r a h m e e l ' are glosses. On ' Lehi,'
Ramath-lehi,' and ' E n - h a k k o r e ' in vzi. 9 ig, see L E H I .
Similar corruptions abound ; see, e.g., SODOM, § 6, n. (correction
of Gen. 1414).
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Striking experiences which he would have as he returned
home. These were to be the sign of the truth of the
announcement. Not long after, the first exploit of Saul
marked him out to the people as their king ( i S. 11).
The narrative contains two mentions of .Samuel; but the
words ' and after Samuel' in v. 7 and the whole of z'v.
12-14 ^re later insertions. Saul and the people are the
two parties in the great ceremony whereby JSaul is made
king ' before Yahwe' at Gilgal,
The later strata in the Book of Samuel are distinguished from this old tradition by the increased
- .
importance which they attribute to Samuel.
, •,.,.
Thev represent him, not as a seer of merelv
traditions.,
,
,
, . ^ , •'
local reputation, but as an authority for the
whole of Israel; and, so far as they have not a deuteronomic colouring, they regard him as a prophet (N'DJ).
W e turn first to the two narratives in [a) i S. 11-28
2ii-26 3i-2o (transpose v. 20 and v. 21 ; see iQ), and [b)
chap. l:>. T h e former describes the youth of Samuel,
bringing him into connection with the old sanctuary at
Shiloh. He was the son of the Ephraimite (or, more
precisely, the Zuphite) ^ Elkanah and of his favourite
wife Hannah, who had long been childless, and had
vowed to give the son who might be born to her to
Yahwe (i S, 1 n).'^ He grew up at Shiloh, where he
acted as Eli's minister, and became the true heir of
Eli's spirit, the two sons of Eli, Hophni and Phinehas,
being worldly and degenerate. While stilt young he
learned by revelation the impending fall of the house of
Eli, and afterwards he became known as a prophet
whose words came true, ' from Dan even to Beersheba.'
The narratives in [b) regard Samuel as a prophet
whose home was in Ramah. T h e command to exterminate the Amalekites was transmitted by him to
Saul, who obeyed, but, in violation of the ban [he/'em ;
see BAN), spared the Amalekite king (see AGAG) and
the best of the animals taken. A revelation then came
to Samuel to the effect that Yahwe repented that he
had made Saul king. T h e prophet announced this to
the disobedient king at the Judaean Carmel, and then
hewed Agag in pieces before Yahwe's altar ( i S. 15).
The chapter presupposes the tradition in 1 S. 9 IO1-16,
since Samuel expressly refers [v. i ; cp v. 17) to his
having anointed Saul. The author must have lived in
the time of the first Hterary prophets, or at any rate
have shared their circle of ideas. Samuel confronts
Saul very much as Isaiah confronts Ahaz (Is. 7), and the
saying in i S. 1622 f is entirely in the prophetic
manner. ^ Much as we sympathise with this fine utterance, the following verses place Samuel in an extremely
unpleasing light from our modern point of view. Vatke
does not mince matters when he says [Die Religion des
AT, 1835, p. 300), 'Samuel appears here as a stern
and obstinate zealot' ; but his words are true. T h e
passage in question is largely responsible for unfavourable judgments on Samuel's character.
The deuteronomistic narratives (i S. 7 2-8 22 1017 27
121-25) show a further tendency to glorify Samuel.
4 Dt Narratives ^^^^ ^^""^ °^ tradition now becomes
' the last of the Judges of all Israel in
succession to Eli. Like Eli, he is also a priest of
Yahwe, and it is he who brings the Israehtes back to
the worship of Israel's God. It is Samuel too who
delivers Israel from the yoke of the Philistines, gaining
a brilliant victory as the reward of a national repentance

old age he appoints his sons to be judges. Their t^ross
misconduct is given as the reason why the chief men of
Israel desire a king.
It is, however, a foolish and
wicked desire, and in obedience to a divine command
Samuel warns the Israelites of the hardships to which
the subjects of a king are liable. Their request, nevertheless, is granted. At Mizpah a religious assemblyof the
people is held. T h e sacred lot falls upon Saul, who
receives the admiring homage of the people. Before
transferring the reins of power to Saul's hands, however, Samuel makes a solemn ' apologia' to the people,
coupling this with a farewell charge. How the writer
of chap. 12 harmonised his representations with 715,
indeed whether he himself noticed the inconsistency
(Josephus, Ant. vi. 13s, certainly did not) we have not
the means of judging.
Subsequently to the time when the historical books
underwent the deuteronomistic redaction, three narratives arose as the result of reflection
5. Post-Deut.
on the traditional narrative. Their
embellishments.
late origin is shown both by the
nature of the contents and by their very loose connection
with the surrounding narratives, [a) One is the story
of the early anointing of David by Samuel in accordance
with a divine command (i S. I61-13), which is inconsistent with the traditional account in 2 S. 24. To
remove this contradiction, or at any rate to justify the
statement in 2 S. 24, the Chronicler assumes that the
anointing at Hebron was in obedience to the word of
Yahwfe by Samuel ( i C h . 113). [b) Another is the account
of the very early rejection of Saul (i S. \'^7b-i^a), inserted
in the account of Saul's war against the Philistines.
This passage is merely an anticipation of chap. 15.
(c) A third is an anecdote in which Samuel appears,
like an Elijah or an Elisha, as the head of the prophetic
community in Ramah, with which David seeks refuge
( i S. 1918-24). See D A V I D , § i (end).

and reformation^ (see E B E N - E Z E R , B E T H - C A R ) .

In his

^ I S. 1 1 should run thus, ' There was a certain man of
Ramathaim, a Zuphite of the hii I-country' of Ephraim.' See
Dr.

(TBS

if).

We.,

Klo.,

Ki.,

Bu.

[but

cp

RAMATHAIM-

ZOPHIM, ZUI^H). On the genealogy, cp E L K A N A H , J E R O H A M .
3 T h a t is, Samuel was to be a priest (not a Nazirite).
3 [Cp Che., ' A Study of i S . 1 6 2 2 2 3 , ' Biblical
World,
April 1894, pp. 281-290.]
•* [Kittel is of opinion (Hist. 2 108) that, though 1 S. 7 in its
present form is 'decidedly unhistorical,' there is an element of
early tradition in it (similarly Budde). H e therefore accepts the
assembly at Mizpah under the presidency of Samuel issuing in a
religious reform as historical.
T o Stade such a distinction
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In one of those passages of the Book of Jeremiah which betray
t h e h a n d of an editor (Jer. 1 5 1 ; not © A ) 1 we find Samuel placed
beside Moses as an intercessor for his people and a hero of prayer.
T h e same view of him, which is clearly due to exegetical study
of the Book of Samuel (see, e.g., i S. 7 9 8 6 1218), is given in Ps.
l:i'.'6 (post-exilic). T h e Chronicler even makes Samuel a member
o f t h e tribe of Levi because, according to the Book of Samuel,
he offers sacrifices; in i Ch. 622-28 [7-13] a n d 33-38 [18-23] he
gives us t u o genealogies which trace Samuel's descent back to
Kohath.2 Some very singular statements respecting Samuel
' the s e e r ' will be found in i Ch. 1'22 2028.

T o assign an equal weight to all these documents is
of course impossible. T h e oldest are the most trustfi Summina- TITI ^^'^^t^y- ^ " ^ wherever the later notices
^ ^' are inconsistent with the earher and
can be understood by that inevitable modification of
traditional pictures of which we have spoken, they must
be rejected. This at once compels us to set aside those
narratives which represent Samuel as a leading prophet
for all Israel, or as a zealous advocate of the exclusive
worship of Yahwe, or as a judge and a deliverer of
Israel from the Philistine yoke. They contradict the
surest facts of the beginning of the regal period. Take
the deuteronomistic narratives.^ The transformation of
facts is here radical. T h e presuppositions are those
of an age which had no kings, and regarded kingship as
opposed to the will of God, and as the means by which
Israel was turned away from its true mission. Its own
ideals were once, it believed, those of Israel ; but by
desiring a king Israel fell to the low level of the other
peoples. T o this we may add that if these narratives were based on an old tradition, the rise of another
tradition which made Samuel a seer of merely local
celebrity would be inconceivable, whereas, granted the
appears unsafe.
See his C F / I 2 0 6 , and cp his review of
Budde's disposition o f t h e text of Samuel in SBOT, Theol. LZ
i8Qb. c o l . 9 . ]

I

•

I

i See Stade, Gl 1647 end of note.
2 See the proof in Bertheau, Chronik^),
60^
3 [On the suggestive but unhistorical idyll of Samuel's youth
in T S. 1-3 see We. Prol. E T 270, and cp his C//(3) 238 n.]
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priority ofthe simpler story, the growth ofthe deuteronomistic account is perfectly natural.
Really trustworthy material for a picture of Samuel
^ve must seek first of all in chaps. 9 10 i-i6. The tragedy
in the fate both of peoples and of individuals springs
from uncomprehended circumstances and neglected
opportunities. T h e greatness of leading personalities
consists in this—that they comprehend the national
aspirations and turn to account favouring circumstances.
Only thus can impending ruin be averted and the
road to progress and prosperity be opened.
Others
besides Samuel may h a \ e conceived the idea that the
deliverance of Israel from the Philistines was possible
only for a king ; but it is his inalienable merit to have
found in Saul the man who appeared equal to the task,
and to have awakened in him the consciousness of his
divine mission. The people itself, tuo, comprehended
the situation, and g a \ e this a le^\\l expression by a
solemn choice of Saul at Gilgal ( i S. 1115).
This view of the historical significance of Samuel is in
perfect harmony with the statement that his course of
action was determined by Yahw^, who pointed out to
him Saul as the future king of Israel. Ideas which
burst upon a man suddenly and seem to have no links
with his other thoughts belong to modern as well as
ancient experience ; to the ancients it was natural to
regaid them as given by inspiration. When Saul's
imposing form came before the seer, revealing doubtless
already something of that impetuous energy which
marked Saul as king, the idea may have flashed through
his mind that here was Israel's king. There is no
reason to doubt that Samuel became accidentally acquainted with Saul, and then anointed him king over

Kings, origin.iUy formed one book, is e.xplained else1. Name where (C.VNON, § lo). The idea of dividing
the respective books of Samuel and Kings
comes from (5,1 \vliere, however, the divided books are
recombined as the four Books of Kingdoms [f^i^XoL
^acnXeiQv).
It is true that the greater part of the Book
of Samuel refers to the regal period, and that the
gap between 2 S. '24 and i K. 1 is less prominent in
the C - arrangement (cp KINGS, § I ) . But the older
Palestinian-Hebrew arrangement has the advantage
of refltLting the fact that Samuel and Kings arose
by editorial redaction out of two different older
works, the limits of which were only effaced when two
chapters which originally Ijelonged to Samuel were
attached to the P.ook of Kings (i K. If).
The Book
of Samuel derixes its name from the fact that it opens
with the story of .Samuel's birth (cp the names Genesis,.
Exudus, etc., which correspond to the Je\\ish custom of
naming books w ith reference to their commencement).
In reality it describes the origin of the Israelitish
kingdom, and the fortunes of Saul, Ishbaal, and David.
A book, in the modern sense, .Samuel can no more be
said to be than any other of the historical writings of
- ..
the OT. It is a compilation from older
*, . ,
-c works which has passed through repeated
•c' redactions, and the final redaction of all
can have occurred only after the close of the Pentateuch , in connection with the formation of the prophetic
canon. Like the Torah, however, and like the other
books of the 'former prophets,' the Books of Samuel
attained in essentials their present form as a result of
the great 'Deuteronomistic' literary movement (see

Israel (cp SAUL, § 1 ) .
On the other hand it i.^ not so certain whether the account of
the details of the first meeting of Samuel and Saul in chap. 9
10 1-16 is based on an exact knowledge of facts. They spoke
together without witnesses, and upon Saul's accession his grownup son Jonathan was already his best support. It is therefore
ven- improbable that at this important moment he was but like
a superior servant who could be sent out to seek for runaway
asses, and that such a person should find, not indeed the asses,
but a kingdom. Surely this representation is but part of the
literary vehicle ofthe tradition.

Besides the kernel of chap. 9 IO1-16 we may regard
as historical the central facts of chap. 151-23 32-35 [see
SAUL, § 3]. The expedition against Amalek would of
course not be undertaken without an oracle, and Saul's
earlier relations to Samuel make it intelUgible that the
oracle would ijome from that seer. The violation of the
ban corresponds to the egoistic character of the Israelites
of that time, and the slaying of Agag before the altar
is consistent with their religious usages. Nor need we
doubt that Samuel himself hewed Agag in pieces.
Probably enough, too, difficulties may have arisen
between Samuel and Saul in consequence of the violation of the ban [cp S.\L'L, § 3]. T h e influences of the
later period when the narrative was written will be confined to the description of the attitude of Saul on his
meeting Samuel, to the statement that Samuel on this
occasion made known to Saul his rejection by Yahw^,
and to the fine prophetic saying ascribed lo Samuel.
According to i S. 28 3, Samuel died and was buried at Ramah,
to which 2.5 r adds that his grave was in his own house, which
corresponds to the early custom (cp 1 K. 234). This of itself
shows that the late tradition which placed his dwelling-place
and sepulchre at Nt;ljy SamwH is wrong.
See M I Z P A H .
^othlng is said of Samuel's age at the time ofhis death. T h e
number 23 in i S. 7 2 is obtained by artificial means. This is
also true of the statements in Josephus (.^?//. vi. 13$ 14 9) and in
the Midrash.
They depend on exegetical inferences which,
from the nature of the sources, are destitute of a n y sure
foundation.
B_ S^

SAMUEL (BOOKS)
Name (§ i).
Literary, history (g 2).
Samuel, S a u l : i S. 1-15 (§ 3).
David : I s . 16-2 S. 8 (§ 4).

Later additlon.s (§ 5).
2 S. 9-1 K. 2 (§ 6).
Summary (§ 7).
Literature (§ 8).

That the two books of Samuel, like the two books of
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H I S T O R I C A L L I T E R A T U K E , § 7).

In the book which

immediately precedes Samuel this movement has left only
too many traces of its influence. In Samuel, however,
we are happily in a position to indicate a series of vivid
and ancient narratives which is only at certain points
interrupted by later insertions and additions. W e must
infer from this that the deuteronomistic editor or editors
found this connection already in existence ; in other
words, the basis of our Samuel was formed by a predeuteronomic redaction of older works.
T h e insertions and additions, however, are to a great extent
derived neither from the deuteronomistic nor from the final
redaction. N o t only do some relate to the time hetween both
redactions, b u t in certain cases it seems possible that they may
have been brought into their present connection before the
deuteronomistic redaction occurred. T h e history, therefore, of
the origin of the Books of Samuel, in spite of the great predominance of the ancient sources, is very complicated. It is,
however, only what might have been expected, when we
consider the manner in which the O T writings have come down
to us ; the processes of copying and of exegetical study were, in
the ca.se of Samuel, combined with redactional alteration of
various kinds, and, more particularly, with additions of new
materials and insertion of explanatory matter.

The Books of Samuel fall into three main divisions,
( i ) T h e history of Samuel and of Saul down to the
rejection of the latter, i S. 1-15 (§ 3 ) ; (2) the history
of David during the reigns of Saul and Ishba.al, and his
own reign at Hebron, i S. I6-2 S. 8 (§ 4 / ) ; (3) the
history of David at Jerusalem, 2 S. 9-24 (§ 6).
Part I. has for its nucleus two sections : (a) i S. 4i71, a fragment—the original beginning and end are now
„
wanting—recounting the subjugation of
3. Samuel j^^^^j ^^ ^^^ pjijiistmes and the captivity
andSa.uI: ^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^j Yahwfe; [b) i S . O i - l O ?
I S. I-IS
-iQg_.,(, 1 1 , - 1 1 1 4 / 132-70 1 7 / 23 141-46,
which describes the anointing of Saul by Samuel, Saul's
victory over .Ammon, his election as king, and his first
encounters with the Philistines.
The first-mentioned section («)—a torso (for it introduces the reader abruptly into the midst of the Philistine
wars, and does not complete the account of the fortunes
of the sanctuary at Shiloh and of the ark)—gives
the necessary premises for the section which follows,
1 There is a trace of i, 2 S. and i, 2 K. having been each one
book in ©B where the first words of 2 S. and 2 K. are also made
the last words of i S. and i K.
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according to which the kingship is Yahwe's way of interposing to si^ve Israel from the Philistines. The two
sections, howe\er, are from different pens. The former
is made up of two parallel accounts, one Yahwistic, the
other Elohistic.^ But, first of all, to satisfy the reader's
curiosity respecting the central figure of chap. 9/^, a,
description of Samuel's childhood has been inserted
{I1-28 '2ii-26 3i-2i), which bears throughout the stamp
o f a later age than the two parallel narratives, but may
quite well be pre-exilic. The substance of the narrative
thus produced has undergone much drastic revision at
the hands of the deuteronomist.

are present in almost a larger proportion. The passage
_ . , , contained in i S I614--3 is old.
Saul
S 1 fi S R ^^ seized wilh melancholy; Da\id is
^
brought to the court to cheer him with
his harp. The narrative is brought by 14 52 into connection with that of Saul's election and his struggles with
the Philistines. The continuation of i S. 16 23 is to be
sought, not in l 7 i ^ ( W R S OTJC 433)—for what is
there related is irreconcilable with 1618 — but in
lS6-8tz (Saul's jealousy of David's growing popularity).
Between these two sections is interpolated a narrative,
compounded from two independent but both much later
sources, describing David's victory over Goliath and his
friendship with Jonathan (171-I85).
Chaps. 17-18
rank among the most interesting of all the sections
in the Book of Samuel, for here we have alongside ot
M T a shorter text in (3^ where 17 12-31 41 50 (in 2: 51,
' and he drew it out of its sheath') 55-I85 8b-ii i^bjj-ig
are wanting—a statement that is unaffected by the
presence of I89 in B. The critics are not at one on the
question whether it is the original that has come down
to us in the Greek recension, or whether we have to
do with an abridgment made in harmonistic interests.^
The main argument that makes for the abridgment view
is that 208 seems to take account of the bond of brotherhood between David and Jonathan spoken of in 18 3
(Kuenen). But this, doubtless, was one of the constant
themes of the older history, and we can all the more
readily imagine 208 to have referred to some passage
which has not come down to us, inasmuch as between
1623 and 186 it is probable that a piece of ancient
narrative has dropped out. But, further, the question
as to the character of the text of ® does not quite
dispose ofthe question as to its composition, inasmuch
as abridgment with a view to obviating contradictions
is an operation that might very well have been performed precisely upon the later portions in chap. 1 7 / .

A specimen of this is met with in i S. 2 27-36—where an unnamed man of God foretells the doom of E h and his house and
his supersession by a ' faithful priest'—i.e., collectively, Zadok
and his house (cp i K. 2 26 f, see ZADOK). According to Kuenen,
Vahwe s revelation to Samuel in the night (i S. 3 11-14) was also
worked over by D ; but it sufficiently meets the case if we regard
3 12 as a redactional back-re ference to 2 2 7 ^ ^ On the notice of
4 18/', added by the last deuteronomistic redactor, see below, § 7.

The second narrative [b) has been much more profoundly modified by inserted deuteronomistic passages
(i S. 72-822 IO17-27 121-25). In fact, the account of
the rise of the monarchy contained in these sections
directly contradicts the original story at every point.
Samuel is Israel's last judge. Under his leadership
repentant and converted Israel throws off the Philistine
yoke (7), and in order to be like other nations requests
Samuel to give it a king. This Samuel does at the
command of God (8). At Mizpah the sacred lot falls
on Saul {10i7'j^). Samuel then reproaches the people
with ingratitude towards Yahwfe (12). The links which
connect this narrative with the older account are 1025-27
1112/
Critics are not agreed as to whether we have before us here a
narrative written with full knowledge of the older account in 9
10 r-i6 11, but with the deliberate intention of altering its scope
(We., Kue.)—in which case the links just mentioned may be
derived from the writer himself—or whether we have an independent source which has been brought into connection with
the older narrative by means of these same links, which on this
hypothesis must be attributed to the hand of a redactor (Co.,
I3ii.). The first of these assumptions is in harmony with the
known habits of deuteronomistic writers, and not less so is the
wording of 820 12 12, which plainly suggests that we have
before us a deuteronomistic narrative, dependent on the older
account. Cornill and Budde fail to perceive the character and
age of these deuteronomistic pieces, holding them to be predeuteronomic and assigning them to an Elohistic source.

The old version of the story of Saul has, however,
undergone other expansions. The oldest of these (it
is perhaps pre-exilic) occurs in I51-23 32-35 (Saul's war
against the Amalekites and his rejection by Samuel).
Verses 24-31, which describe Saul's self-abasement before
Samuel, are a later embellishment to this narrative. T o
another late writer, however, it seemed that Saul's rejection did not occur early enough, and he has therefore
in I S. 138-15 carried back this occurrence, which is
most awkwardly accounted for, to the beginning of
Saul's reign, preparing the way for it by means of 108.
These additions are later than the deuteronomistic
portions, for they regard Samuel as an authority
superior to SauL A later interpolation also is 1319-21,
with its incredible statement that the smith's craft was
suppressed by the Philistine overlords throughout the
land of Israel. The Song of Hannah ( i S. 2i-io) was
interpolated at a still later period,'^ and probably owed
ts introduction here to a mistaken interpretation of the
figure [v. 5) of the barren woman. It is a post-exilic
psalm, which gives expression to the belief of the Jewish
Church in the compensating Messianic judgment of
Yahwfe.
In Part II. ( i S. I61-2 S. 818) the pre-exilic sources
1 C p S t . C r / ( 2 l 2 0 2 / ; U^z, Die Bibel des Jos.-, 62 ff.(iZgs).
2 [So Che^Tie, OPs. 37, wlio points out that the fortunes of
Sarah and H a n n a h were re;:,'araed as types of those of Israel.
Budde, however, finds in 2 i-io the thanksgiving-song of a
victorious king, which must therefore be pre-exilic (Ri.
Sa.
197)-]
427s

_ T h e view that the shorter recension (^^), 17 i - i i 32-4042-49 51
(in part) 52-54, constitutes a narrative, complete in itself, which
has been broken up in M T by fragments of a parallel account
(w. 12-31 41 5 0 ^ [in part] 55-58), is supported by the fact that
z'. 54 marks the conclusion of a narrative, and that v. 32 admits
of being joined on to v. 11, whilst v. 12 is plainly the beginning
o f a new storj'. T h e same phenomena show that w. 55-58 also,
and IS 1-5, which form the immediate continuation of the fragmentary narrative, proceed from another source than the mam
narrative. At the same time it must be allowed that the close
of the fragmentary narrative was perhaps originally 1^2, and
vv. 3-5 an addition ; for v. 2 separates v. i from v. 3.^

The connecting link by which the two parallel narratives are held together is constituted byT7i4<5-i6. Of
the two accounts, the main narrative relates the events
in the form of a history of the kingdom, whilst the
fragmentary narrative has the character of a biography.
If we assume that v. 36 has not been worked over, and
that V. 47 is a later addition, both narratives can only be
exilic, at the earliest (cp G O L I A T H ) .
The contmuation of 18 8a is found in vv. 12-16.
David is removed from the court with honour. His
own popularity, and, with it, Saul's fear, go on increasing. The story of Saul and his javelin in v. Bb-ii,
viewed by itself, can very well have come from an old
source ; but it is here out of place.
Verses 17-19 are likewise foreign to the ancient source, as is
shown by what comes after : Saul promises his daughter Merab
to David, but does not keep his word. This story has grown
out of the fragmentary narrative of M T contained in I'T 12-31
41 50 5 5 ^ , if indeed it does not actually form part of it. It can
very well have come In after 18 2.

Chap. 1816 has its continuation in 18 20-30. Michal
falls in love with David, who marries her in spite of
Saul's malignant plot against him.
(Verse 21^ is
wanting in ©» and is a later addition). W e again come
upon old material in chap. 20—one of the accounts ot
the outbreak of enmity between Saul and David.
1 On the one side (expansion) are Co., St., W R S ' on the
other (abridgment) We., Kue., Bu., and others (for references
see G O L I A T H ) . We. formerly held an opposite view
(TBS
104/).
2 For the proof see W R S OTJC^, 433.
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Jon.tthan helps David in ascertaining what Saul's true
disposition towards him is ; -o-o. 4-17 and 40-42 are
disturbing insertions of a later hand. As it now stands,
this account is without its natural preinises ; if it comes
from the same source as I614 23 186-8<? 12-1620-30,
something has dropped out from between them. T h e
continuation is given in i S. 211-7 (David's flight to
Nob), 221-46-23 (David's sojourn in . \ d u l k m , and
Saul's vengeance on the priests of Xob), 23i-i4 (David
takes refuge in Keilah, but in fear of Saul quits it for
the wilderness); 25 (David's life in the wilderness, and
the N'abal-episode), 2 7 i - i 2 ' (David takes refuge with
Achish and receives Ziklag), 28 1 / 29 i-ii (David takes
the field with the Philistines against Saul, but is mistrusted and sent back), 301-31 (Da\ id finds Ziklag
plundered and burnt by the .\malekites, but pursues
them and recovers the spoil), 3I1-13 (Saul and his sons
fall in battle).
In 2 S. the same source is continued; 2.S. 21-32
(David is made king of Judah at Hebron, Ishbaal king
of Israel at Mahanaim ; there is war between them),
316^-39 (.Abner's betrayal of Ishbaal ; Joab's vendetta
on .\bner), 412115-12 (Ishbaal's assassination — where
w- sf-, on the one hand, and -a- 7 on the other, show
that the section contains renmants of a second parallel
account of this occurrence), 51-317-25 (Da\id becomes
king over all Israel and is victorious over the Philistines),
S (David's wars against external enemies ; his officers).
Chap. S, however, in its present form has been much
revised and corrected throughout (see D.^VID), which
opens our eyes to the fact that what comes after is
derived from another source.
If we have already
found, in chap. 4, traces of an ancient parallel narrative,
we are able to point out other elements also which
interrupt the thread of the narrative. 2 S. 111^-4 11 f.,
is old; an Israelite warrior escaped from the battle
brings David the news of .Saul's death. That the
source here is not the same as before is shown by the
joining in v. la, and by a comparison of v- 4 w-ith
i S . 3I2. \>rses 5-10 13-16, according to which the
messenger is a chance Amalekite who happened to be
on the battlefield, are a. later interpolation, of the
nature of Midrash, based upon 2 S. 4io not rightly
understood. 2 S. 5 6-12 is also old, but from another
source than the adjacent portion.
David conquers
Jebus and enters into relations with Hiram of Tyre ;
and in chap. 6 David brings the ark to Jerusalem.
Both these passages perhaps come from the same
source as that which we afterwards come upon again
in chap. 9.
Part II. has undergone excessive expansions. Probably we ought to assign to a later date (1) both the
5 T nf pr parallel accounts of David's adventure
nj'jji.
in the wilderness of Ziph: [a) i S. 2 3 I Q adaitions. 24
„ . 23 [22],
r , ,,,
,
cS
TL
-,• u-.
(b) chap.
26.
The Ziphites
betray David to Saul.
He escapes Saul's pursuit,
however, and spares him when chance has brought
him into his power.
Both passages are brought
into connection with one another and with the
subsequent interpolation, 2315-18, describing a visit of
Jonathan to David, by means of 23 igb. The expressions ' in the strongholds ' and ' in the wilderness of
Ziph ' bring them into relation with the older section.
(2) 284-25 (Saul's visit to the witch of Endor).
1 S. 17 and the later portions of chap. 18 have already been
considered. 191.16, one of the variants on the outbreak of
enmity between Saul and David, takes account of these
(see z(. 5). Jonathan, we hear, attempts the part of mediator,
nut in vain. Then a victory of DavicTs brings Saul's hatred to
a crisis; he throws his javelin at his rival, who with Michal's
help .succeeds in making his escape. Co. and Bu. mark v. czf
a-'^ a later addition, but with doubtful justification ; for this
would involve the deletion of the whole of z*. 7, which, however,
'S necessary for the connection.

The following are the sections in this part which are
' I S. 2V8-I2 was rejected by St. GK/W 252 (after Wellh., in
Bleek, Eiiil.il] ,,j:,= CH 253) as a later addition.
But in
Cesck-il) Stade withdrew this view. Cp Bu. Ri. Sa. 232.

137
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of later origin ; (i) I61-13 (Samuel, after the rejection
cf Saul, anoints the youthful David at Bethlehem as
king). This was written specially for the place where it
now occurs, for it stands in immediate connection with
chap, 15 (cp V. i / ) , aims at correcting the narrative of
I S. 1614 23, and in v. 12 takes account of 17 42. It is
probable that the parenthesis in </. 19 (' which is with
the sheep') comes from the same hand. (2) 1918-24
(David flees from the presence of Saul to the school of
the prophets at Ramah). This is a probably postexilic development, in the nature of Midrash, from the
proverbial saying ' Is Saul also among the prophets?'
(3) Apart from the passage, already referred to, in
1 S. 2315-28, the old theme of the friendship of David
and Jonathan occurs in another variant in i S. 2O40-42.
(4) 2111-16 [10-15] (David flees from Nob to Achish of
Gath, and, to save his life, feigns madness). Kuenen
conjectures this to ha\e been intended to take the place
of I S. 27. wher'.' David's real relations to Achish are
set forth.
(5) Particulars about David's family ; (a)
2 S. 32-5 (his children born in Hebron); (b) 2 S. 513-16
(the wives he married in Jerusalem and the children born
to him there). Late interpolations in any ease are also
the following poems ; (i) David's lament {2 S. 117-27)over
Saul and Jonathan, the genuineness of which is doubtful.
It has come into its present position from the ' Book of
Jashar'

(see J A S H E R ,

BOOK

OF, § 2).

(2) David's

lament over Abner (2 S. 3 33/!); 34^ in particular, which
is rendered superfluous by v. 32^, betrays the interpolation (cp D A V I D , § 13, col. 1035).
2 S. 7 is also an instance of deuteronomistic expansion in Pt. I I .
David desires to build a house for Yahwe, and is encouraged
in his purpose by Nathan. Afterwards Nathan is commanded
by Yahwfe to prohibit David from doing so. David is not to
build a house for Yahwe, but Yahwe for David—the stabihty of
his dynasty being meant. Verse 13, which conflicts with v. 16
and destroys this point (Wellh.) by making the prophecy of
N a t h a n refer to the building of Solomon's temple, is a gloss.

Chap. 7 is certainly a later addition, for it connects
the accounts of David's building of a house (2 S. 5 11/.)
and of the removal of the ark to the city of David
(2 S. 6 1 ^ ) , and is occasioned by these. It is rightly
held by Wellhausen and Kuenen to be deuteronomistic ;
cp the reference to the appointment of judges and the
dark days of the period of the judges, also vv- i and 11
with Dt. 129 I K. 54[i8] 8 56.
It i.s impossible, however, to agree with Wellhausen in holdillg
the passage to have been written while the kingdom of j udah still
subsisted, perhaps under Josiah, or with Kuenen in holding it to
be manifestly pre-exilic. The promise of the perpetual kingship
of the house of David had also, as Ps. 89 shows, a meaning for
the Messianic faith of the post-exilic period, and ». 10 betrays
acquaintance with the exile.

It is no longer possible to determine how this
deuteronomistic interpolation is related in point of age
to the latest interpolations previously referred to, or howmany of these are of later date. So far as the poetical
pieces and the Midrash narratives are concerned, it may
be assumed with some degree of confidence that they
did not find their way into the book until after the
deuteronomistic interpolation had occurred.
It is in Pt. III. that the greatest amount of old
material has been preserved, and here also, accordingly,
the impression of literary unity is
6. David : 2 S. greatest.
The narrative in 9-20 is
9-1K. 2.
continuous, exhibits the same peculiarities of style throughout, and must therefore be attributed to one and the same writer ; it is but rarely that
the original thread is interrupted by glosses and expansions. It describes Meribaal's succession to the heritage
of Saul (9), David's Ammonite wars and his sin with
Bathsheba (10-12), the story of Amnon and Tamar
(13), Absalom's revenge and banishment, and the
revolts of Absalom and Sheba (14-20). T o it also
belongs i K. 1 / , containing Adonijah's proclamation
as king, the death of David and Adonijah's downfall.
The narrator, one of the best in the OT, apparently
wishes to show how it was precisely that Solomon should
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have come to be David's successor. He dwells by
preference on the more intimate affairs of the court, and
depicts the different characters with admirable skill.
Later insertions, however, are not altogether wanting.
Among these are certainly the notes upon the dress of
kings' daughters (13i8<z) and upon Absalom's beauty
(li2sf.),
and the reference to the Levites in 1524.
This reference, which is post-exilic, needs no explanation; the other two notes owe their origin to the
antiquarian interests of some reader, and are, at the
earliest, exilic; cp 1426 ('the [Babylonian] king's
weight'). The account of David's war against Hadarezer (Hadadezer) in 1015-1912 is also liable to suspicion
(see D A V I D , § 8 [ i ] ) ; and Schwally
(ZATlVUzsjff.)
even regards the whole of 12i-i5a, including the parable
of Nathan, as an addition (see J E D I D I A H , N A T H A N ) .
Whether we accept the latter view or not, it is beyond
doubt that 127^8, the first clause of v. 9, and w. 10-12
were inserted at a later date. This is especially clear
in the case of vv. 10-12, for these verses disagree with
the tenor of the denunciation by which they are
followed, and are a vatieinium ex eventu.
This section also, as is shown by i K. 1 _/;, has
undergone deuteronomistic revision.
In 2 S. 14-20,
indeed, it is impossible to establish traces of such
redaction ; but the gradual amplification of the old
sources can here be demonstrated with exceptional
clearness. The connection between 2 S. 20 and i K. 1
is, in the first instance, broken by the interpolation of
those old sections, 2 S. 211-14 (the vengeance of the
Gibeonites on the house of Saul) and 2 8.24 (the
numbering of the people, the pestilence, the establishment of the sanctuary on Oman's threshing floor).
Both are from the same pen and may have been introduced here even by a pre-deuteronomic editor. The
connection thus constituted (2 S. 9-20 211-14 24 1 K.
1/.) is again broken up by the introduction of the
anecdotes of the encounters of David and his worthies
with the Philistines ( 2 S . 2115-22), and the list of these
worthies (238-39). These portions were probably first
introduced into the book after it had been deuteronomistically edited. It is also advisable to assume
this for 221-51 (a psalm expressive of the Messianic
faith of the post-exilic community, here introduced as a
song of David's), and for 23 1-7 (David's last words,
which were not introduced here till after the narrative
had been expanded by the addition of 2115-22 23 8-39,
and, in point of fact, themselves interrupt this addition).
Thus four strata are observable in the narrative of
Samuel as it now stands. At the foundation hes a
IT -D.- 14. _r series of pre-exilic narratives relating
7. B e s u l t of . .u
• •
r .u 1 • uJ •.
J .
to the origin of the kingship, and its
'
'
earlier history. It is possible that in
its oldest form this series may have contained pieces
which disappeared in later revisions.
In particular
there is some reason to conjecture that after i S. 71
there at one time stood an account of the downfall of
the sanctuary at Shiloh. W e have no means of determining the date at which the narratives embodied in the
succeeding record became incorporated with the preexilic part of the book. Equally in the dark are we as
to whether the process of redaction involved in this led
to excisions of old material. This was certainly the
case when the deuteronomistic revision was made ;
cp what has been said above on i S. 4 i - 7 i . By means
of this last revision Samuel was brought into line with
the series of historical books which, in continuation of
the Pentateuch, describe the history of Israel from the
conquest of Canaan onwards. It is probable that more
than one hand had a share in this deuteronomistic
redaction.
The deuteronomistic portions are partly
edifying amplifications ( i S . 227-36 2 S . 7), partly contexts and substituted passages intended to correct the
course of the history (i S. 7 8 1 0 1 7 ^ 12). At the same
time the narrative was conformed to the chronological
system of the deuteronomistic recension of the Book of

Judges. The traces of this process are to be found in
i S . 4i8* 27? 2 S. 2 1 0 a / 5 4 / . , and its connection with
the work of the deuteronomist appears in i S. 7 2. If
@BA (cp ®i-) has preserved the more original form of tha
narrative in omitting i S. 13i, this kind of work must
have continued much later. Regarding the additions
made to the text in the further course of its transmission, we cannot always be sure whether they were
inserted directly by some redactor or made their way in
from the margin. Some of these have been already
indicated. T o the same class belong i S . 61718a 99
2 4 i 3 [ i 4 ] 3059^ 2 8 . 8 3 0 42^3 l l a i a and perhaps other
passages.
It has been already remarked that the exact date of
these additions often eludes us. At the same time there
is good ground for the belief that the poems ( i S. 2i-io
2 S . l 17-27 8 3 3 / . 22 231-7) and those additions which
have the characteristics of Midrash were the latest
passages to be inserted. Since 2 S. 2118-22 is repeated
in I Ch. 204jf: and 2 S. 288-39, and 24 in i Ch. Wioff.
21, the Chronicler (about 300 B.C.) must have used our
book in a form agreeing in all important points with
the recension that has reached us in the Hebrew text
(see CHRONICLES). From the fact th.it Chronicles does
not contain the psalm or the last words of David (2 S.
22 23 1-7) Budde concludes that these were not inserted
into Samuel till after the Chronicler's time. That is no
doubt possible ; but it is not to be proved by such an
argumentum e silentio.
W e cannot argue from the
presence of the psalm in i Ch. 1 6 8 ^ that the Chronicler
would not have passed over a Davidic psalm found in
his old source, for i C h . 168_^ is a later interpolation
into the Book of Chronicles. That the Chronicler was
acquainted with the present division into Samuel and
Kings may be conjectured. Still, the fact that many
passages occur with a better text in Chronicles shows
that the text of Samuel was not yet in the Chronicler's
time quite identical with ours. ^ That the text found
now in all Hebrew MSS has not arisen without considerable distortion of the manuscript tradition appears
on comparing it with the text of @ ; and in many cases
it is only when this is done that the Hebrew text becoipes
intelligible. This undesigned distortion of the text is
explained by the fact that the Books of Samuel were
never used in the regular service of the synagogue.
Thenius, Die Biiclier Sam. erkldrtip], 1864, (3) by Lohr,
1898; Klostermann, Die BUcher Sam. u. KSn., 1887; WeUhausen, TBS, T871; Driver, TBS, 1890;
8. Literature. Budde, Heb. Text, crit. ed. with notes,
SBOT, 1894; Ewald, CK/(8)2S76j?:(i865);
(3)322^ (1866); Koh. Lehrb. der bibl. Gesch. AT
'u-ljiiff.
(18S4) ; Kittel in Kau. HS, Beilagen, iff- ; H. P. Smith, Sam.
(1899); Budde, KHC (1902); Nowack, HK(^002)-'^ On analysis
of text, also Wellhausen in Bleek,!*) 2 0 6 ^ (1878), and CH,
1899, 23_5^ ; Stade, GVI{^) 1197 ff., review of Budde's critical
edition in TSL, 1895 ; Cornill, ' Em elohistischer Bericht iib. d.
Entstehung des Israelii. Konigthums' 'mZKlV, i885,pp. 112^,
continued in KSnigsberger Studien, 1 (1888) 2iff-, ZATW
Vicfiff; Einl. (1892) 105 ff.-, Budde, Ri. Sa. ^67 ff- (1890);
Kittel, review of Budde in -Th- Stud. u. Krit., 1892, pp. 4 4 ^ ;
Hist.izzf.;
Driver, Introd-P); Kautzsch, Outline ofthe Hist,
ofthe Lit. ofthe OT (1898); S. A. Cook in AJSL, 1900, pp.
^45-177- For the text see Klost. and Bu. (above); NSldeke,
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1 That it was worked at even after his time is shown by 2 S.
106, where the Chronicler did not read f'K 0 N after HD^D
as the MT of 2 S. does.
2 [H._ P. Smith divides most of the contents of Samuel between
two main sources, each of which gives an account of Saul and
David, one of them including 2 S. 9-20 (the court hLstory of
David, relating the story of Uriah, Bathsheba, Amnon, "Tamar,
and Absalom). "There are also two .iccounts of the denunciation
of Eli; the appointment and rejection of Saul; the coming of
David to Saul's court, the negotiations for his marriage, his
flight, his generosity to Saul, his flight to Achish, and the death
of Saul. This constant duplication of incidents is the chief
ground for holding the existence of the second source, which is
less primitive than the other, and presents ' indications ofa comparatively late date—perhaps in or after the exile.' But it
should be noticed that, according to H. P. Smith, these two
sources are themselves of composite origin. The date suggested
for the second main source involves the transference of much
material usually regarded as pre.deuteronomic to the period of
the deuteronomistic writers.]

SANAAS

SAPHIR

ZlVT(iili),
Illf
; .\- Mez, Die Bib. desjos-, 1895 ; IMcritan,
La version grecque des livres de Sam., pircedce -t'cine inirod.
sur 1,1 criti,]ue tcxtuelle (1898, not important); N . I'eLers,
Beitr. zur Te.rt- u- Literaturkritik
so-vie zur Erkldrung
der
BB. Samuel (iicj9).
B. S.

SANAAS (c&NAAC [A]), 1 Esd. 023 RV = Ezra235,
SEN.\.\H.

SANABASSAR (c&NAB&cCApco [-V]), l E s d . 2i^,
S.\NAE.iss.\RUS, ib- 61820 (c*,Ni\BavCCApoc [.A ; and B
inK. 20]).

See SHESHBAZZ.M;.

SANASIB (c&Na^BeiC [B], AN&ceiB [.'i]). a priestly
name, i Esd. 024. wanting in || Ezra 236 Neh. 739.
Possibly a corrupt repetition of Senaah in the preceding
verse.
SANBALLAT (D^3ip — ; . s . ,
S.an'-bhallat = Sinuballit[anni], ' Sin [the moon-god] caused [me] to live ' ;
1 Porlior •=? >-'abil-[u]ballitanni ; cd,NA.BiiAAAT
theiiries
f'^'*-^]' '="^'^8. [twice B, once t<], c6.K6.i.
[onceN], CANABAAAT [ L , twice Njl, one

ofthe chief opponents of -Xehemiah (Ncli. SK. t l i / ) .
He is called a ' H o r o n i t e ' (Xeh. L'l.-.)—i.e., according
to most scholars, a native of Beth-horon or Horeai (see
BETH-HORON, S 4, and cp I S R A E L , § 5 5 ) ;

Winckler

(.-/0/-'2r;3f; i pleads \eiy earnestly for the view that
Sanballat was a Moabite of Horonaim. This view, however, is out of the question if Guthe has rightly emended
the text of Xeh. 42 (834). ' -And he said in the presence
ofhis brethren ( = fellovv .Samaritans), " Is this (,iin) the
might of S.imaria that these Jews are building their
city?'" (following (g^N'S cp (S"-). It is also generally
held that Sanballat's daughter would not have been
taken to wife by a grandson of the Jewish high priest
(Neh. 1328), if he had not been, at any rate, of a N.
IsraeUtish stock. Josephus, certainly, calls him a
Cuthsean (cp 2 K. 17=4), and states that he was sent by
the last Darius as governor to Samaria, and that he
married his daughter Nieaso to Manasseh, brother of
Jaddua the high priest [.int. xi. 72).
If the geography of ^ I T is correct these arguments are very
stron-. If, however, as can be made probable with regard to
many other narratives, the received text has
2. N e w t h e o r y , been produced by editorial manipulation,
and if the opponents of the Jews come from
the N. Arabian region where (on the present writer's theory) the
Jews had languished in captivity, the question of Sanballat's
ethnic connection (and, indeed, that of his name as well) passes
mto a new phase, -j-n will then naturally be read Harani, ' the
Haranite' (there being, a c - r d i n ^ to the theory in'question, a
southern as well a, a nortlitrn Haran), Certainly the passage
{•"""djihovc in Guthc's text may be more plau.sibly read thus,
.And he said before the J._ralniieeliles in Shimron, What do the
if ^ ^ " '
- ^ ° ^ ' ^00, there is considerable reason for questioning
the name 'Sanballat.' Very possibly it is the coinage of the
redactor; the original name may have been Nebaiothi (man of
WEBAIOTH). Corresponding emendations of the names of Santollats companions must also be made. For 'Sanballat the
Horonite, Tobiah the Ammonite, Geshem (or Gashmu) the
.tohian, we should possibly re.ud, ' T h e Nebaiothite, the
Haranite, the Tubalite, the Jerahmeelite, the Cushamite, the
• ? -j"'
^'^'^ ^''^^ opponents of the Jews were not merely
individuals hut masses of men representing the N . Arabian
twrderland—/.c, the story of Nehemiah has very possibly been
rewritten on the basis of a very imperfect text.
Josephus's
phrase, a Cutha:an as to r a c e ' (,4nt. xi. V 2) is not so far wrong
as It may seem, for ' Cuth ' in 2 K. 17 30 is douljtless an editorial
manipulation of ' C u s h ' (i.e., the N . Arabian Cush). See
iOBiAH, and cp SHESHBAZZAR.

On the chronological questions involved in the earlier
theories, see CANO.N, § 25 ; I S R A E L , § 65, and S A M A R I -

'^^'^^-

1. K. c.

SANCTIFICATION (AflACMOc).
SANCTUARY.

words are :—

See, generally.

See S A I N T .
TEMPLE.

The

SANDALS.
I . 7 m , nd'al.
C a n t . 7 1 [2], R V , a n d
2 o-ai'fiaAta, ]\lk. 6 9 ActslL'8. See SHOES.

SANDAL WOOD (D^P^N), i K . l O n RVn>2-, EV
ALMUG.

SAND FLY (D'^S), Ex. 816 RV'ne-, EV L I C E .
SAND-LIZARD (Lev. 1130 RV).

SANHEDRIN ( i n T n j p ) .

See L I Z A R D , 5.

See GOVERNMENT, § 31,

a n d SVNKDRIUM.

SANSANNAH

(n3p3p;

ceGeNNAK

[B],

CAN-

CAN N*. [.\], ceCNNAK [L]), il remote city of Judah
(Josh. I S s i f ) , corresponding to HAZ.AK-SUSAH in Josh.

195. Tfie name seems to mean ' palm-branch'; but
there are parallels enough for the view that it is really a
corruption of r,j2C-J2u,,= ct;nD (Cusham), cp Hazar-susah =
Hazar-cusham, another name of the same place, and
see IMARCABOTH.

' I . K . C.

SAPH (flP), 2 S . 2 I 1 8 ; in i C h . 2O4S1PPA1.
SAPHAT

(CA(J)AT [A]).

I . I Esd. .59 = Ezra24,

S H E P H A T I A H , 7.
2. 1 Esd. 6 34 R V , AV S A B A T , 1.

SAPHATIAS

(co<J)OTiOY [B]), 1 Esd. 834 = Ezra

88, S H E P H A T I A H , 7,

SAPHETH (cAttYBl [A]), i Esd. 633 AV = Ezra257,
S H E P H A T I A H [q.v.,

S].

SAPHIR, or, rather, as RV, S H A P H I R (RV TDL",

' glittering, beautiful' ; Kd.XcciC [BAQ]), a place mentioned in Micah's elegy on towns of Judah (Mic. I n ) .
Generally identified with Shamir or Shaphir in the
mountains of Judah (Josh. I548). SeeSi-iAMiy.
Eusebius, however, places aacpeip between Eleutheropolis and Ascalon (CS 29337 15127); he says that it is in
the mountain district, but this is because he supposes it to
be the craipeip (cp di"'-) of Josh. 1648, which is reckoned
among the cities of the mountains. The cra^eip of
Eusebius may possibly be one of the three villages
called Sawafir in the Philistine plain, SE, of Ashdod.
But it is not likely (Gath being—see Crit. Bib.—very
probably a misreading in Mic. l i o ) that Micah troubled
himself about Philistine cities. "There were doubtless
several places called Shaphir; es-.SafirTyeh, near Bet
Dejan (BETH-J)-\GON), may be one of them.

The latter

place is too far from Mareshah to be meant ; but there is
one spot which has a good claim to be called Shaphir,
' the glittering,' and may be the place meant by Micah,
even if it be also the Mizpeh (.isssn) of Josh. 1538, and
that is that tall white cliff which commands the entrance
to the W a d y es-Sant from the Philistine plain, known
to the < rusaders as Blanche Garde, and to Arabic
speakers of to-day as Tell es-Safiyeh, ' the shining hill.'
See M I Z P E H , 1.

T h e prophet perhaps foresees that the

' brilliance ' (TID;;'I of the far-shining fortress will ' pass
into captivity' [•2-C-2 nay). At the same time, another
view (see below) is more probable, if the criticism
summed up in M I C A H (BOOK), §§ 3 / , P R O P H E T , § 3 8 ,

be in the main correct.

I. Cip, kades, usually rendered ' holy p l a c e ' ; used (a) of the
tabernacle or temple generally; (b) of tbe ' h o l y p l a c e ' in the
Kchnical sense; (c) of the ' h o l y of holies' (Lev. 1 6 2 / : etc.).
ra Has ro ay,ov (cp Heb. 925 13 11, -ra liyca).

PHE

- t^':;p". mikdds, often; in Am. 713, AV ' c h a p e l ' ; see
B E T H E L , g 3, with n. 2.
3. iyiaa-pa, i M.atc. 1 37 845 e t c . - / . f . , the ved; or rao'i.
4- vcm, 2Ma..t. 0 3 9 16 1035 13 23 1*33, AV 'temple,' R V
sanctuary throughout.
5 .Tiid 6 va6s in Mt. 23 35 27 5, and ol/toi in Lk. 11 51, where
u I ?,,"i'"''''-'' ' ' " ' ^ ^ ' 'sanctuary.' T h e Holy, and the
Huly of Hi.licsiire meant, t h e ' h o u s e nf (;o,l • (Mt. I24). ' H o w
vividly does it set forth the despair and defiance of J u d a s
that he presses c\en into the vaos itself (Trench, A'T
.Syuoiiriiis, 14) ! lint, as B. Weiss points out, the form of the
n.arralive is suggested by Zech. 11 13, ' i n the house of Yahwe.'

'HI rriN and D'^DNn must come from c'^.s^tn'^' (Jerahs « I'""^"' '^ ' ' ' ^ Shimron mentioned in .Vmos (see P R O 4281

On the text see Che. JQR, July 1898, and Crit. Bib- Nowack
admits that what M T gives must be incorrect. On the root
lEC, ' t o g l i t t e r ' s e e G. Hoffm. Z.J 7"(r'2 68 (1882).
It will be noticed that both Mizpeh in Joshua and Shaphir in
Micah stand near Zenan or Zaanan and Lachish. It is not improbable, however, that the lists in Josh. I&33J?' (in pait?) and
also the elegy Mic. 1 10 ^ referred originally to the Negeb.
This affects the situation of Shaphir. See ZAANAN.
T. K. C.
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SARAH

SAPHUTHI
SAPHUTHI (cAcbYOi [.^]). I Esd. 533 RV = Ezra
257,

S H E P H A T I A H , 8.

SAPPHIRA (cAn<f£ipH = Syr. sapplrd, 'beautiful'
cp the frequent male name "1^2u' and the Sin. TlSu*
[Dalm. 130, 11. i]), Acts5i, the wife of AxANi.vs, q.v.
(10).

SAPPHIRE (-l^SD; c<Nn<t)etpoc [BAL]i). mentioned as a much-prized stone in Ex. 24io 28 i8 39 n
Job '286 i6 Cant. 514 Lam. 4 ; Is. 54 TI Ezek. I26 101
28 11 Tobit 1316 ; to which we can now add, from the
self-L-\'idently correct Hebrew text, Ecclus. 4319 [of the
hoar-frost], ' he makes it to bloom with flowers hke
sapphire,' and in X T Rev. 2119, where RV'"^- has
'lapis lazuli.'
T h e marg. rendering just cited is
correct; wherever 'sapphire occurs in the above
passages we should mentally interpret ' lapis lazuli.'
That lapis lazuli was the sapphire of the ancients is
plain from Theophrastus (p. 692) and PUny [HN
3738/!). Theophrastus states that it is u/cnrep %/ji'£r6iraffTos (as it were sprinkled with gold dust), and
Pliny says, Inest ei (cyano) aliquando et aureus pulvis
qualis in sapphiris, in iis enim aurum punctis conlucet
(cp xxxiii. 31 aurum in sapphiro scintillat). Such a
description would be quite inappropriate to any variety
of the modern sapphire, but applies very well to the
lapis lazuli, which frequently contains disseminated
particles of iron pyrites, easily mistaken by their colour
and lustre for particles of gold.
Lapis lazuli was so much prized by the Assyrians,
Babylonians, and Egyptians (see L A P I S L A Z U L I ) that

we should expect to find it sometimes, or even often,
referred to in the old Hebrew writings, ^\'e must,
however, omit from the list of occurrences Job286 (see
below). Cant. 514,^ and Lam. 47. T h e identification of
sappir with this stone throws light on the description of
the appearance of the Most High in Ex. 2 4 i o ( J ) and
Ezek. 126. According to J, where the divine form
stood, it was ' as the very hea\en for clearness, like a
paved work of sapphire stone' (see PAVEMENT) ;
according to Ezekiel, the base of the throne of God
was something like <i firmament (see 0 ) , above which
was a sapphire-coloured pavement (see Toy, ' Ezekiel,'
SBOT).
In fact, the * gold dust' on the deep blue
of the lapis lazuli made this stone a most appropriate
symbol of ' this brave o'er-hanging firmament, this
majestical roof fretted with golden fire.'
This, however, is merely a plausible interpretation ; the text
does not expressly refer to the star-like, gold-like particles
which add lustre to the deep blue of the lapis lazuli. It has
been thought by some (Hitz., Bu., Du.) that such a reference is
to be found in a section where, if anywhere, we should certainly
expect to find it, \iz., in J o b 2 s . This is how D u h m renders
7J.

6,—

His stones are the place of the sapphire,
Which has grains of dust of gold.
If this is right, we need not have hesitated elsewhere (see
O P H I R ) to connect ' O p h i r ' with Ass. epru = Keh. -|£^'. But the
truth is that ^ay properly means, not dust, but a lump of earth ;
T\^.-:i! is not the word which a Hebrew poet would have chosen
for the 'aureus pulvis' of which Pliny speaks. T h e passage
needs very careful treatment. TED, " sapphire,'should be f]pD
'silver.' See GOLD, § i, col. 1750, foot.

The name by which our modern sapphire was known
to the ancients is vdKivdos or hyacinthus, the stone
which forms the eleventh foundation of the wall of the
New

Jerusalem

(Rev. 21 zo).

See

JACINTH.

The

colourless sapphire may perhaps be intended by the
hahnal (halmis ?) or tarSiS.
See TARSHISH (STONE
OF). S T O N E S ( P R E C I O U S ) , §§ 4c, (2), 11,
T. K. C.
SAEA, RV S A R A H .
1. On Heb. 1111 see S A R A H ,

§ I, end.
1 -^Tr in T g . is N r n : \ y ^ .

See Pott in Z A ' J / 4 275.

- In Cant. 5 14 an intolerable hyperbole is removed by reading C :!':£, ' r e d c o r a l ' ; in Lam. 47, we should read, ' T h e i r
skin glitters Hke coral, (even) the blight colour of their flesh'
( ' ' " x r for "I'^p ; cp L A M E N T A T I O N S , § 5).
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2. tappa [B**A], the daughter of Raguel and the heroine of
the book of T U B I T {q.v. \ (Tob. 3 7f.). Seven of her bridegrooms
were killed b ^ the evil spirit ASMODEUS {q.v.X and she linaliy
became the wife of Tobit.

SARABIAS (CAPABI&C [BAi]), i Esd. 948. in Ezra
818 S H E R E B I A H .

SARAH (nX*, § 4 4 ; CAppA ; sara), and SARAI
(Hw" ; CApA.; sarai), wife of Abraham.
There is but one reference to Sarah in the O T outside
the Pentateuch, viz. in Is. 512, which is hardlv of
- m -i-j.earlier date than the age of h^zra.
1. Traditions. , ^ ,
,
-A - - . *
(There is a play on aba7ii7n ' stones
and bdnim ' sons' ; cp Mt. 3 9).
T h e three most
conspicuous features of her story are : (x) her twofold
relation to Abraham as his wife and his sister (12 12/.
[J], 2O12 [E]), on which see § 2 ; (2) her long barrenness (II30, IQif),
a feature paralleled in the story of
Rebekah and of Rachel, of Samson's mother and of
Samuel's, and, in Babylonian legend, of the wife of the
hero Etana (cp E T H A N ) ; and (3) her extraordinary
beauty, which is mentioned to account for the danger from
which the destined mother of Isaac so narrowly escaped
( 1 2 i o ^ 20). T h e change of her name from Sarai to
Sarah is related (by P), together with that of Abram to
Abraham, in connection with the announcement of the
birth of Isaac ( 1 7 1 5 ^ ) . T h e Priestly Writer avoids
attributing unbelief to so favoured a woman ; but the
Yahwist, \\ ith perfect simplicity and with true insight
into the heart of woman, reports that Sarah ' laughed
within herself ( 1 8 1 2 ^ ; cp ISAAC). According to P,
she died at Hebron (232), an event which led to the
purchase bj' Abraham of the ca\'e of Machpelah (cp
23, 2510, 4931). According to J, if 2467 is correct,
Isaac brought his bride Rebekah ' into his mother
Sarah's tent,' and ' w a s comforted after his mother's
death.' But the text is plainly incorrect, and must
originally have run thus, ' And Isaac brought her into
the tent
and Isaac was comforted after his father's
death.'1
Reference is made to Sarah in Heb. 11 n , in i Pet. 3 6 ( c p
Gen. IS 12), and in Gal. 421-31, where she becomes a type ofthe
heavenly Jerusalem (cp H A G A R , § 3), just as in Is. 61 2 Sarah
appears as the mother of the true Israel. One could almost
venture to believe that the writer of the passage in Gal. used a
book of e.xtracts from the prophets, in which chap. 51 (with its
pointed reference to Sarah) and chap. 54 (witb its encouraging
address to childless Zion, soon to become the antitype of Sarah)
were brought into close proximity.

Various opinions have been held as to the meaning
of Sarai, which, according to P (Gen. 1715), was the
2 Oriein nf ^''^""'^^^ name of Abraham's wife (see Di,
•,
?",
on Gen. I.e.).
It is plausible to hold
°
'
that Sarai is an old form of Sarah ^ ('- rr,
as in Arabic; cp Xold. ZDMG 4O183 42484; Lag.
C'cbc/s. g2 f . ) , and that Sarah means ' princess,' or
rather (through Assyrian), 'queen.' ^^'. R. Smith,
however, thought that Sarah and Israel had the same
origin [Kinship, 30), and to those who question the
mythological origin of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob this
view will commend itself most. Since some conjecture
must be offered, we may venture to suppose that just as
Jacob's marriage with Leah symbohses the union of th--Jacob clan and the Levi clan (see JACOB, § 3), so
Abraham's marriage with Sarah expresses the union of
a Jerahmeelite clan fc.-mN- for cmnN ; see JEKAHMEEL,
§ 4 L'']) ^^itti ^ clan billing itself by the name which
underlies Israel ; thus Sarah would correspond to Israel
as L E A H \_q.v.^ probably corresponds to Levi. The
explanation of * Sarah ' as ' princess' or (Ass.) ' queen,'
is usually thought to be paralleled by Milcah = Malcah,
'queen,' and the mythological interpretation of 'queen'
as 'queen of heaven' by Assyrian and Babylonian
titles of goddesses, especially of the consort of Sin,
the moon-god of Harran, who is called Sarratu (Sumerian
, 1 See W e . CH 2gf. ; Kautzsch-Socin,
Oen. 150, 246.
- Jensen, ZA, 1896, p . 299.
4284

Genesis,

^3 • Bacon,

SARAH

SARDIS

nin-gal).'^ The present writer's objection to this otherwise plausible view is that he regards ' Milcah ' in Gen.
II29, etc., as certainly corrupt, and that (if we feel
compelled to hold that there is only one Haran—viz. in
the north) the correctness of ' H a r a n ' seems to him to be
in the stories of the patriarchs also open to suspicion
(see H A E . \ N ii., M I L C A H ) .

It is true, Winckler is of

opinion^ that the twofold relation of .-\braham to Sarah
as husband and brother is undoubtedly of mythological
origin. Following Stucken, he regards the rdle of
Abraham as analogous to that of Tammuz-.Vdonis in
relation to Istar (see the legend of the Descent of I.star,
and cp TA.M.MUZ) ; Sarah in fact is the Hebrew Istar.
Their father is Terah, or, more probably, Jerah, ' the
moon' ; he comes from one centre of moon-worship,
Uru, and dies in another, Haran (see T E R A11).
But the textual basis of this hypothesis is not less
doubtful, or rather, being broader, e\'en more doubtful
than that of Jensen already mentioned. Baethgen,
without criticising the te.\t, is equally opposed to mythological theories of this sort. H e thinks [Beitr. 157)
that, as applied to the wife of Abraham, the name
Sarah is simply an appellative. Both Abu-ramu and
Sarai or S.iraia-* (Sa-ra-a-a) occur as names of individuals
on Babylonian tablets. But, plausible as Baethgen's
view may at first appear, it is not really probable. T o
hold that Abraham and S.irah are historical characters,
is a perfectly unnecessary concession to apologetic
arguments, which, if permitted to have consequences,
would destroy historical criticism and carry us back to
the unsympathetic attacks and the uncomprehending
defences of the theologians and rationalists of the precritical period (cp AKRAH.VM).
W'e are therefore
driven back to the theorj- first mentioned.
The
marriage of .-Vbraham and .Sarah symbolises a union
of tribes. Sarah represents the Israel clan which joins
a Jerahmeelite clan, whose centre is, according to our
te.vt, at Hebron, but, according to a corrected text, at
REHOBOTH [q.v.]. T h e variation of tradition as to
.•Abraham's relation to Sarah is exactly parallel to the
variation as to Xahor's relation to Abraham in Gen.
1124 and 27.
Von Gall's attempt (AttisraelKultstdtten,
sif-") to combine
two opposite theories, representing Sarai as the numen of
Machpelah, and Sarah as the consort of the divinity Abram,
implies that the arguments for the two theories are equally
balanced, which is hardly the case.
x . K. C.

SARAH ( n x " , pausal form for m C ) ,

Num.2646

AV, R\' SEEAH.

SARAIAS.

1. (cARAiOY

[BAL]),

i

Esd. 5 s =

SERAIAH, 7.
2. (o-apaioi; [AL]), i Esd. 8 i = Ezra 7 i, S E K A I A H , 7.

SAEAMEL (i Macc. 1428), RV ASARAMEL.
SARAPH {>1TJ', a kind of serpent; see S E R P E N T ,
§ I [9]; C&IA [K], CApACJ) [AL]), a name in an obscure
Judahite genealogy, i Ch. 4 22.
SARCHEDONUS (cAxepAoNOC [BX], AAN [A]),
iob.121 EV,
CHARUS, i.

AVmg-

ESAR-HADDON;

see

ACHIA-

S A R D E U S , I Esd. 9 28 = Ezra 10 27, AzizA.
SARDINE STONE ( c A p i i o c ) ,

Rev. 43 AV, RV

SARDIUS.

SARDIS (c&pAeic),

Rev. 1 „

814.

T h e oldest

„ ' • ' ' " = = " ' 2 ^ , 1896, p. 299.
Hence 'Winckler ( C / 2 72)
Thk •
t •'^•''•^'lam and Sarah as originally lunar deities,
tn th " •"'^'hodlcal; only the mythological interpretation seems
o tne present writer to be in this case forbidden by the results
2%^/5"' ^''amination ofthe text.
3 <'/ 223 ; cp Stucken, -Astralmythen,
111.
Rot, 1'"^^"^ '^ given as the name of a Jewish woman on a
caoyionian tablet (K. 1274), o f t h e Sargonide period, translated
y Intension, Assyrian Epistolary
Literature,
Baltimore, 1898,
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form of the name in Greek is 2<ip«iej (Ionic), accusat. S.ap&c;-,
1 r . , « ™ „ „ l „ . ',^^ '^""^ ^°''™ '* SapSeis; hence the Latin
1. G e o g r a p h y Sardes or Sardis:
the later Greek form is
and history.
2apSit as m Ptol. and on coins, e.g., XipSct
... , . .
A(ri'asAi;aias'EAXiifos^,,TpdiroAis (see Head,
Hist. Numm. 553).
^
'

Sardis lay at the foot of Mt. Tmolus (mod. Boz-daeh).
on a spur of which its citadel was placed (Herod. r84).
It was an old city, perhaps the last western outpost of
that early non-Aryan empire (of the Hittites?) which
extended to Carchemish on the Euphrates. The valley
of the Hermus was the centre of a monarchy \shich for
a long time owed allegiance perhaps to the Phrygian
kingdom farther inland, when that arose through the
incoming of the Aryan Phryges from Europe, according
to Greek tradition (Herod, 773). The Cimmerian invasion which broke the Phrygian power (about 720 B.C.)
enabled the Lydian kingdom on the Hermus to play an
independent pait under the dynasty of the Mermnadas,
beginning with Gyges (see LVIIIA).
Sardis was the
capital of the Lydian kingdom,' Lying as it did on a
strong hill about 4 m. S. ofthe river Hermus, commanding the fertile plain (Strabo, 626), and the commencement of the old Hittite route through northern Asia
Minor (later the royal road of the Persian empire),
the city was marked out for a great career. In addition
to its other advantages, the gold-bearing stream of the
Pactolus flowed through its agora past the temple of
Cybele on its way to the Hermus, and was for long a
source of revenue (Herod. 5 loi I93; Strabo, Lc). Vet
the Greek cities on the coast constituted an obstacle to its
progress, and held the chief share of the wealth derived
from the trade with inner Asia, Hence the first task
of the monarchs of Sardis was the subjugation of these
cities, and especially the utter destruction of Smyrna,
the nearest and most formidable rival of their capital.
Under Croesus (about 560 Ii. c.) S.ardis was at the height
of her prosperity.
From her mint were issued rudely
executed electrum '^ staters as early as the reign of
Gyges — the first European coinage (Herod. I 9 4 ;
Xenoph. ap. Jul. Poll, 983)—and later, in the time of
Crcesus, pure gold and silver coins bearing figures of the
lion and the bull, symbolical perhaps of the worship of
the sun and the moon (see Head, Hist. Numm. 5 4 5 / ) T h e trade of the city must have been largely concerned with
the manufacture of woollen goods. T h e art of dyeing wool is
said to have been invented at Sardis, and the city was the centre
f o r t h e distribution of the woollen goods, the raw material of
which was furnished by the vast flocl^s of Phrygia (Herod. 5 49).
We have frequent allusion to the excellence of the dyed stuffs of
Sardis(cp Aristoph. Pax, 1174 ; Sappho,y9^. 19, Bergk ; Athen.
230).

After its conquest by Cyrus, Sardis became the
residence of the Persian satrap (Paus. iii. 95 ; cp AnthoL
Pal. 9423).
During the three centuries following the
death of .Alexander the Great its history is obscure ; but
under the Romans it became again important. It W.TS
the centre of a conventus juridicns, which embraced
Philadelphia. Its position made it a natural knot in the
Roman road-system ; from it a road ran N W . through
Thyatira (36 R. m.) to Pergamos ; another "W. to
Sm}Tna (54 R. m . ) ; a third E. through Phrygia; a
fourth SE. through Philadelphia (28 R. m.) to the important towns of the Mceander valley ; a fifth S\\'. to
Ephesus, crossing Mt. Tmolus and the valley of the
Cayster (about 63 R. m.).^ W e have in this fact the
explanation of the position of Sardis as one of the Seven
Churches of Asia. (Note that the order of names in
Rev. follows the line of the Roman road, N. from
Ephesus through Smyrna to Pergamos, where it turns
and runs down S. along the great road going through
Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia to Laodicea, taking the
tow ns in their true geographical order.)
1 Sardis is an old Lydian word meaning 'year ' (Joh. Lyd. 39
[Rams. Hist. Geogr. of AM 121]).
T h e modern name is
Sart.
•^ Cp Soph. Antig. 1037, raTrb SapSeiof TJAeKT-por. Cp Herod.
Iso.
3 For the Roman roads, see Ramsay, Hist. Geogr. c,f --i-^f
167/
4286

SARG-ON

SARDITE
In 17 A.D. Sardis suffered fearfully from the great earthquake
that ravaged .Asia Minor in that year (cp Antlul.Pal.
9423).!
She received a subsidy from the emperor's privy purse, together
with remission of taxation for a period of five years (Str_. 627 ;
T a c . ..4««.247). By 26 A.D. the town is again in a flourishing
condition (Str. 625, cills it a ' great city'), a n d vies with S m j t n a
for the honour of erecting, as representative of the Asiatic cities,
a temple to Tiberius (Tac. Ann- 455).

As regards the reference to Sardis in the N T , there is
little allusion to the special circumstances of the town.
The thrice-repeated mention of garments may have
been suggested by the staple industry.
In v. i the
words ' thou hast a name that thou livest, and art dead '
throw a light upon the decay of spiritual life in Sardis
about 100 A.D. (cp V. 2)—perhaps as a result of undistiu-bed mercantile prosperity leading to luxury and
apathy (v. 3). In 84 the phrase ' which have not defiled
their garments,' may well remind us of what we hear frora
other sources of the voluptuous habits of the Lydians
(cp Herod. 155 I79 ; ^ s c h . Pers. 41 ; Athen. 1257)w. J. w.
SABDITE (''IIP), Nu. 2626 AV, RV S E R E D I T E .
SARDIUS. I . A precious stone 'odem (D"1N) occurs
in P as one of the gems of the high-priestly breastplate
(Ex. 2817 3910), whence, among others, it is assigned
by an interpolator for the adornment of the king of
Tyre (or Missur?) in Ezek. 2 8 i s t . T h e E V rendering
' sardius' follows ® (adpicav) ; Josephus also, in describing the sacred breastplate, has irdpSiov in BJ v. 6 7,
but in Ant. iii. 76, aapSdw^, ' sardonyx.' RV^s- gives
'ruby,' but with doubtful justification (see RUBY, C A R BU.SCLE). adpSiov also occurs in Rev. 2120, and (so
Ti. 'WH and RV) in Rev. 43. The Hebrew gem-name
'odem is usually derived from aiK, ' to be red ' ; if so,
the carnelian may be plausibly identified with the 'odem
of the OT. Probably the ancients meant this identification, though the sardius in modern parlance means the
brown chalcedony, the red being our carnelian. T h e
meaning of the word carnelian is obvious. The vividness of the red, flesh-like hue ^ determines the estimation
in which it is held. In ancient times, as in our own
day, this stone is more frequently engraved than any
other. PUny (HN Z11) speaks of the sardius of Babylon
as of greater value than that of Sardis. T h e Hebrews
would naturally obtain the carnelian from Arabia. In
Yemen there is found a very flne dark-red kind, which
'\s C3-\\eAel-'akiik('H'Kh-ah.T, Beschreib. 142). The Arabs
wear it on the finger, on the arm above the elbow, and
in front

of the belt.

Cp

STONES

(PRECIOUS),

§§

4. * ( i ) . 7This, as we have said, is the current identification. When,
however, we refer to Ezek. 2716 where among the articles
supplied to Tyre (or Missur?) by Edom (so Cornill, Toy, etc.,
read, following © ) we tind, close together niONT and -1213 (or
perhaps [see R U B Y ] •I3n3),the suspicion grows upon us that (as in
J o b 28 18, according to "TABSHISH [ S T O N E ] § 3) niDKT springs from
'l.'2Nn, a n d this from ^DIN, * Edomite stone,' and 13*13 from
^',\yDm% i-C-, Jerahmeelite stone (for a parallel, see RuBv), so
that we are entirely ignorant of more than the name of t h e
regions from which the people of Palestine derived these stones.
If so, all renderings must be purely conventional.
2. Dn'61', sbham, is in © of E x . 25 6 [7] 35 9 crapStov. See
O N Y X ; S T O N E S ( P R E C I O U S ) , § § 4 , ^(3), 18.

3. {TopStov occurs also in © in Prov. 25ii_/;, where it represents apparently both Fp2 a n d 0713, b u t really perhaps only
• 0 3 (see col. 499, n. i).'
T. K. C.

SARDONYX (D'''?^^ Ex. 28r8 RV^B-) in modern
mineralogy, is a name applied to those varieties of onyx,
or stratified chalcedony, which exhibit white layers
alternating with others of red or brown colour. T h e
brown chalcedony is known to modern mineralogists as
sard and the red as carnelian (see CHALCEDONY,
1 This earthquake destroyed twelve cities of Asia, Plin. HN
2 B4 ; T a c . Ann., I.e., where see note in Furneaux ed.
2 T h e (5k. crdpStOf too h a s been thought to derive its name
from its colour (cp Pers. sered, ' yellowish r e d ' ?), though t h e
Greeks themselves supposed the name to be derived from Sardis,
the place where they first became acquainted with it. See
SARDONYX.
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SARDIUS).
T h e simplest and commonest type of
sardonyx contains two s t r a t a — a thin layer of \vhite
chalcedony resting upon a ground of either carnelian or
s a r d ; but the sardonyx of ancient writers generally
presented three layers—a superficial stratum of red, an
intermediate band of white, and a base of dark brown
chalcedony. The sardonyx has always been a favourite
stone with the cameo-engraver, and the finest works
have usually been executed on stones of five strata.
Such, for instance, is the famous Carpegna cameo, in
the Vatican, representing the triumph of Bacchus and
Ceres, and reputed to be the largest work of its kind
ever executed (16 inches by 12). When the component
layers of a sardonyx are of fine colour and sharply
defined, the stone is known in modern parlance as an
'Oriental sardonyx' — a term which is used without
reference to the geographical source whence the stone
is obtained. A famous ancient locality for sard was in
Babylonia, and the name of the stone may be of
Persian origin (see preceding col. n. 2). T h e sardonyx
is frequently stained, or at least its colour heightened,
by chemical processes.
Imitations are fabricated by
cementing two or three layers of chalcedony together,
and so building u p a sardonyx ; baser counterfeits
are formed simply of paste. See O N Y X .
crapSow^ (Rev. 21 2ot) does not occur in ©. But RVmg.
unaccountably has sardonyx for yahal5m (DSIT) in Ex. 2818
(E'V ' d i a m o n d ' ) , though it passes over E x . 8 9 i r and Ezek.
28 13 without remark.

SAREA (SAREAM, -IAM), 4 E s d . 1424, a scribe.
The name is doubtless the same as S E R A I A H [q.v-\
SAREPTA (cApenTA [Ti. W H ] ) , Lk. 426t AV,
RV ZAREPHATH.

SABGON
T h e N o r t h again (§§ 11-14).
Claim t o throne (§ i ) .
T h e North-west (§ 15/C).
Policy (§ 2).
Ashdod (§17).
E a r l y troubles (§ 3).
Babylon (% 18).
I n the "West (§ 4 / )
Closing years (§ 19).
In the N o r t h (§§ 6-8).
Isaiah (§ 20).
T h e West again (§ 9 / : ) .
Bibliography (§ 21).

Sargon (fU-jp; ApNA [BKAQT], c&RArS) [Aq.
Theod.], c&prt>lN [Symm. in Q^e-] ; Assyrian, Sarru_
, ukin, ' H e [the god] has established the
1. D e s c e n t ; j^j^^^, | ^.^^ ^j^^ successor of Shalmaneser
claim t o
j y ^ j j^jjjg Qf Assyria, B, c. 722-705. He
tnrone.
j ^ ^^^^^ called Sarrlikln arkU, 'Sargon
the later,' to distinguish him from Sargon of Akkad, one
of the earliest and grandest rulers of Babylonia, in the
third millennium B.C. Sargon I I . had apparently little
difficulty in seizing the reins of power, for according to
the Babylonian Chronicle (KB 2276 //. 2 9 ^ ) Shalmaneser died in the month of 'Tebetu B.C. 722, and
Sargon sat on the throne in Assyria on the 22nd of
the same month. By what claim he succeeded he nowhere tells us, nor does he ever mention his father or
ancestry. His son Sennacherib usually claims descent
from him, but on his entry into Babylon seems to have
put forward a claim to descent from Gilgames and the
mythical heroes of the past, through a long line of
Assyrian and Babylonian kings.
Sargon's grandson
Esarhaddon put forward a claim to be the remote
descendant of BM-b^ni son of Adasi, an ancient king of
Assyria not otherwise known to us. T h e sons of
Esarhaddon, Asur-bani-pal and Samas-sum-ukin, adopt
his claim to royal descent. W^e need not contemptuously reject their claim, since it may have come to them
through Esarhaddon's mother. On the other hand we
are bound to admit his right to be called mukin iSdi
mdti, 'founder of a dynasty.'
Further, his evident
partiality for the old capital Assur, which he invariably
styles ' my city,' and the epithet pieu Assur, ' offspring
of Assur,' so often applied to him by his descendants,
point to his having come from that city.
Sargon I I . certainly represents the return to power
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in Assyria of the old aristocracy, as the restorer of the
ancient burgher rights and privileges
2. His policy, •j.j ^j.jg QI^^ capitals Aikir and Harran,
and later the consolidator of his empire by the extension
of like freedom to the cities cf Babylonia. His scrupulous regard for the claims of ancient titles to land,
•whether temple endowments or ancestral domains, and
his careful restoration of rights taken away by fraud
or violence, tyranny or conquest, both in Assjtia and
(later) in Babylonia, were rLi)eatcdly set forth by him as
justifications for a turn which liLMvishcd to give to his
own name Sarrukinu, ' t h e true king.' The fact that
the achievements, which latL-r writers ascribe to Sari^un
of Akkad, bear such close resemblance to the historical
events of Sargon XL's reign, ii.i^ tempted some to doubt
the historical worth of the earlier parallels. It is not unlikely that Jargon II., who may have taken the name
Sarriikin on coming to the throne, deliberaiely set to
work to revive the glories of the ancient Sargon.
Sargon 11. did not inmiediately enter into full possession of the empire which Tiglath-pileser 111.
_ . had conquered and ^>h,iimaneser
•t'S-riy j y seems to have retained. TIK'
trouDie . j,jjj^j^gg Qf dynast)' was the signal
for a general rebellion of the outlying tributary
stales. There could not have been much of
the year B.C. 722 left when he was acknowledged successor in Assyria ; but before the
end of his accession vear, Merodach-baladan
II., a Chaldsean king of Bit Vakin, who had
submitted and paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser
III., had moved his hordes of nomad supporters into Babylonia, and in Nisan B.C. 721
sat on the throne of Babylon. The army of
Humbanigas, king of Elam, invaded N.
Babj'lonia, and Sargon had to meet both.
Fortunately Samaria, after a ' t h r e e ' years'
siege, had just fallen, and so probably released
an army. Sargon fought with Humbanigas
in the rebitu of Durilu, and both sides claimed
the \-ictory. Merodach - baladan seems to
have arrived too late to engage in battle.
Humbanigas, either incensed at this lack of
support, or too shattered to renew the strife
even with such reinforcement, returned to
Elam. Sargon did not pursue him, or
venture to attack Merodach-baladan; but
Dflrilu and all N. Babylonia remained in
Sargon's hands. Merodach-baladan indeed
reigned twelve years in Babylon and the S. of
Babylonia, in spite of Sargon, and ' contrary
to the will of the g o d s ' ; but never did he venture
to fall upon Sargon's rear whilst he waged his wars
incessantly in every other direction.
On the whole
the advantage lay with Sargon, who was able to deal
with his enemies one by one and crush them in detail,
and finally to turn the whole force of his mighty empire
on Babylon.

by the intrigues of Pir'u, king of the N. Arabian land
6 Hamath °^ Musri, the whole West seems to have
and Gaza. f'f..
!°' independence.
Ilu-bi'di (or
lau-bidi), an upstart, probably a creature
of Pir'u, had made himself king of Hamath.
Such
old dependencies of Assyria as Arpad and Simirra joined
him. Damascus and Samaria, only lately captured,
and partly no doubt peopled by exiles from other lands,
who had nothing to lose and hoped for revenge, joined
the conspiracy. IJanun of Gaza, once expelled by
Ti,L;).Lth-pilescr 111., now supported by .Sib'e, the Tartan
(see So) of Musur, had got back his kingdom.
But tliough Ilu-bi'di was able to collect a vast army at
Karkar, S^uyon seems to have sw^pt them aw.ay with
case. Sargon followed up y a n u n to Rapihu, where he
and Sib'e were defeated.
Hanno was captured and
taken to Assur, Sib'e fled, Rapihu was plundered. Syria
and the West remained quiet for some ten years, 7207 1 1 B.C.

Sargon's most powerful enemies now lay in the N.

Sargon and his principal officers.

The historians of Babylon and his own
later inscriptions, however, reckoned his regnal years
from his acknowledgment in Assur itself.
Left undisturbed by his most frirmidable enemies in the S. he
turned his attention to the reconquest of tlic W . In
the account of the capture of Samaria, and the deportation of 27,290 men, the flower of the nation, Sargon's
annals record the settlement there of captives from
other lands. In this the scribe surely anticipates what
occurred later, for Sargon had won no victories at that
tinie. Certainly Samaria was in a position to join the
cities allied with Ilu-bi'di in B.C. 720.
Doubtless encouraged by the indecisive appearance
of Sargon's battle at Dtirilu, relieved evidently of the
Assyrian army then withdrawn to the S., and urged on

Already Tiglath-pileser III. had subdued
Man and placed there a vassal king, Iranzii.
6. Minni. Beyond that buffer state, however, lay
Zikirtu (Sagartia), probably pressed by the already
encroaching Cimmerians, if not themselves an advance
guard of that horde of nomad barbarians. Their king
IMitatti incited t\\o of IranzCl's subject cities to rebel,
and Iranzft appealed to his overlord for assistance. In
719 B.C., accordingly, Sargon captured and destroyed
these cities (Suandahul and Durdukku). Three of the
cities which had been fortified against
7. Armenia. Ar„^enia, but had gone over to Rusa,
king of Armenia, the instigator of most of the trouble
here, were captured and their people deported to Syria.
In the next year Kiakki, prince of Sinuhtu,
8. Tabal. one of the districts in Tabal, had omitted
to send tribute. He was captured and taken with most
of his people to Assur. His land was added to that of
Matti of Atun (Tun, Tyana), which « a s subjected to
_
,
. . a proportionate increase in tribute.
9. Carchemish. -^^^^ .^^^^^ Carchemish was dealt with.
It had retained a shadow of independence, whilst its
neighbours had lost theirs, frora policy on the part of
Ass5Tia.
The Assyrian monarch was content vith
loyalty and a rich tribute, and Pislris of Carchemish
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From some of Sargon's own earlier inscriptions there
is reason to belie\e that he did not reckon his own

4. Samaria ^^'^" ^''^"^ ^•'^' ''^^ ^""^ ^^°^ ^'^' ^^°'

and N E .

SARGON

SARGON

had been loyal to Tiglath-pileser I I I . Now, doubtless
owing to fear, he had allied himself with MitS, of
Muski, and omitted to send tribute. H e was deported
to Assyria and Carchemish was peopled with Assyrians.
In this year, Umma-nigas, king of Elam, died and was
succeeded by Sutruk-nahunta. The death of Iranzii,
king of Man, reopened the north-eastern question.

coast and in the desert sent rich tribute of gold, precious
stones, ivory, incense, spices, horses, and camels.
In 714 B.C., Sargon went back to Man. Ullusunu
received him loyally.
Dalta of Ellipi sent presents
10 T> J *from the S. border of Media. Zikirtu
13. Reduction ^^^ ^^^^ attacked.
Three fortresses
Ot Armenia. ^^.^^ twenty-four cities were taken and
plundered.
The capital Parda was burnt, and then
Mitatti with his people disappeared.
Whether they
migrated to the N. of Armenia and joined the advancing
Gimirri (see GOMER), or were swallowed up by them,
or returned to their old home S, of the Black Sea, does
not appear. Now Sargon turned on Rusa of Armenia
and defeated him with great slaughter and carried off
260 of the royal family. R u s i fled to the hills, Sargon
then went through the regions which had owned RUSEL'S
sway, burnt and pillaged cities, to the number of 140,
augmented the dominions of Ullusunu with Zihardussu
and Umildis, and reduced Armenia to helplessness.
One city deserved special vengeance, Musasir (Mushitzar),
whose prince Urzana had submitted long ago to Shalmaneser IV., taking an oath of fealty to Asur, but had
turned traitor, and gone over to Rus^.

Aza, the son of Iranzu, whobucceeded his father, was murdered
by Bagdatti of UmildiS, Mitatti of Zikirtu and a ruler of ^lisianda
being concerned in the conspiracy, and Rusa of Armenia being a
supporter. Sargon promptly marched Into the district, captured
Ba:,;tl;Liti and flayed him alive on the spot where he had murdered
A/a
Ullusunu, brother of Aza, succeeded him on the throne
of Man •wuh Sargon's consent. But he clearly distrusted the
power of Assyria to protect him against Armenia, and gave up
twenty-two ofhis cities to Rusa, as a 'present.' Beyond Man,
towards Media, lay Karalla and Allabra, two small buffer states,
whose kings Asur-Ii' and Itti had been subject to Assyria, if
they were not actually Assyrians. Ullusunu fled to the hills
and left his capital Izirtu to be captured and burned. Two
other cities, Zibia and Arma'id, which resisted were taken. But
Sargon had no intention to hold permanently, with Assyrian
garrisons, such a remote dependency. H e accepted UUusunu's
submi.ssion, reinstated him as king, and caused him to resume
possession of the cities 'presented,' doubtless in fear, to RusH.
The allies were severely treated, A§ur-li' of Karalla was slain,
his people deported to Hamath, and his land turned into an
Assyrian province. Itti of Allabra, with his family, was deported to H a m a t h , and a new vassal king set in his place.

Sargon now advanced farther E.
Surgadia, whose governor Sepa-sarri had rebelled, was
captured and, with Niksamma, added to the Assyrian province
of Parsua. Bel-lar-usur, governor of Kisesim in
1 0 . i n e \ v . Media, was captured, his city made an Assyrian
M e d i a n colony and called Kar-Nabil. Then a number of
cities
Median cities, Bit Sagbat, Bit Hlrmani, BU Umargi,
Kilambate, Armangu, were taken and constituted a
new province. Harhar, whose governor Kibaba had been expelled by the inhabitants, was captured, repeopled with captives
from other land^, renamed Kar-Sarrukin, and made the capital
of a new province. While settling the affairs of this new district
Sargon recei\ed the tribute of twenty-eight Median city
governors.

These events are related under 716 B.C. ; but the
scribe seems to have chosen to finish the story of the
Median conquests at once, rather than return to it under
715 H . c , when some of the events clearly occurred.
All this while Rus^ of Armenia had continued to
instigate rebellions, which he does not seem to have
_, .
.
openly supported, and would not take
11. Armenia. ^ /
u *u f*
r u- n\
warnmg by the fate of his allies. As
Ullusunu had deserted his cause, he fell upon the
twenty-two cities which had once been presented him,
took them by force from Man, and set up Daiukku, a
subject of Ullusunu, as a rival king.
In 715 B.C.,
Sargon put down this new^ kingdom, deported Daiukku
to Hamath, took again the twenty-tuo cities, and put
them under Assyrian garrisons. In Hupuskia, Sargon
now received the homage of lanzii of Na'iri. Tilusina
of Andia, to whom Rus4 had given the twenty-two
cities, was now captured. So at last Ullusunu was left
in undisturbed possession of his land as ^c vassal of
Sargon's.
Harhar, just made into a province, had
already rebeUed ; so it was again reduced, augmented by
Assyrianised territory, and strongly fortified as a garrison
a.:;ainst the Medes, on whom a yearly tribute in horses
was imposed.
In

the

XW.,

Mit^ of

Muski (see

TUBAL

AND

M E S H E C H ) had annexed some cities from the land of
12. M u s k e.^; Kue (cp H O R S E , § 3).
In 715 B.C.
_
/ ' Sargon's troops recaptured them. At
^ -u- ' this time, probably, Sargon made his
influence supreme over Tyre and extended
it to the ' lonian Sea,' perhaps to Cyprus.
In Arabia the tribes of Haiap^ (cp E P H A H , and see
A'AT'> 146f, 613), Ibadidi, Marsimanni, and Tamud
had been tributaries of Tiglath-pileser III. They had
neglected to send tribute to Sargon ; for how long does
not appear. H e now sent an expedition against them.
Thev were easily reduced to order and many deported
to Samaria. Pir'u of Musur, Samsi queen of Arabia,
It'amra of Saba, and some of the kings on the sea
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Musa^Ir was approached by diflicult mountain paths. Urzana
fled to the hills, but his city was soon taken. Sargon makes
much of this capture, representing it on his sculptures at
Khorsabad. Urzana's wife and family, 6000 of the inhabitants,
and an immense booty of mules, asses, cattle, gold, silver, bronze,
precious stones, magnificent garments, were carried away to
Assyria. T h e city was extraordinarily wealthy. Sargon placed
large portions of Armenia, probably all the S. and E . , and the
districts accessible from Lake Van, under his own rule, garrisoning the towns and appointing .V^'^yrian governors.
Rusa, in
despair at the irretrievable ruin of his land, committed suicide,
Mike a pig.'

In 713 B. C., Sargon was recalled to ElHpi, Bit
Daiukku, and Karalli. The inhabitants of Karalli had
_ ,,
expelled his delegate and set up Amitassi,
• ,.
brother of Asur-li', as king. Sargon put
down this rebellion and further extended
conquests. ^^^ conquests in Media. The regions
named are ofthe highest importance for the early history
of the Medes. The Aribi (named by Ptolemy as later
in the S. of Gedrosia), the mighty Mandai, were all
subdued, and Sargon received the tribute of Ullusunu
of Man, D a M of Ellipi and Ninib-aplu-iddina of
All abr ia.
In the time of Tiglath-pileser the land of Tabal had
been conquered and its king deposed. Tiglath-pileser
had set HuU^, a man of humble birth, on
15. Cilicia
the throne, who seems to have been a
and Tabal.
faithful vassal till his death. Sargon had
added the people of Bit Burutas to his dominions.
^\'hen his son Ambaris succeeded, Sargon sent him
presents and gave him his daughter to wife and added
the city of Hilakku to his territory. But Ambaris was
a traitor, and was involved in the plots of Mita of
Musk^ and Rus^ of Armenia. Sargon now deprived
him of his throne, made his country into an Assyrian
province, and deported Ambaris to Assyria wdth his
family and chief nobles.
In 712 B.C. Sargon punished the intrigues of Tarhu-n^zi of Meliddu. He had attacked Gunzinanu of
-- «
Kamman, one of Sargon's faithful
16. Commagene;
,
^..
.^
?
Tno-armnh
^'^ssals. City after city was cap±ug<iiiud,u.
^^j.^^^ Meliddu the capital fell, Tarhunazi was besieged in Tulgarimme, captured, and
taken in chains to Assyria. The district was made an
Assyrian province, a number of fortresses erected against
Armenia, and against Muski, whilst Meliddu was
annexed to Kummuh. Xext year, seemingly, Gurgum
had to be pacified. Here Mutallu had slain his own
father, Tarhulara, and set himself on his throne. The
parricide was soon put down and carried captive to
Assyria, and his land made an Assyrian province.
Once more trouble arose in Philistia. Azuri, king of
Ashdod, had planned to refuse his tribute, and had
begun to negotiate alliances with the neighbouring
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SARGON
states of anti-Assyrian tendencies, when Sargon deposed
, , him, and placed his brother Ahimiti
17. AsMod. ^^ ,[jg throne (see ASHDDD). " T h e
inhabitants, however, rebelled under the leadership of
one Yamtini, a common soldier, perhaps an lonian
Greek, or a man from Yemen, and Ahimiti was expelled
(see § 20). Then Philistia, Edom, Ivloab, and Judah,
relying on Pir'u of Musri, joined the rebellion.

SARGON

Now came the crowning achievement of Sargon's
reign. He had humbled his enemies on every side,
_,
.. „ secured his rear, accumulated vast
' T, . I
treasure, trained a veteran army, and
^
• now had at his command the services
of countless slave warriors who had proved their valour
against him and were now at his disposal. He turned
his resistless forces against AIEROD.-VCH-BAL.^DAN, in
Babylon, who had not been able to conciliate the
Babylonians. His nomad supporters had been aUowed
to possess themselves of the lands and property of
the old inhabitants, doubtless as a reward for their
support. Merodach-baladan was unable, if he wished,
to wm the affections of his subjects. They looked to
.Sargon to follow the examples of Tiglath-pileser III. and
Shalmaneser lY., and so to restore the old privileges and
rights. Sargon first attacked the allies, Aramaic
peoples on the borders of Elam. Such tribes as the
Gambuli, Ru'a, Hindaru, latbtiru, and Pukudu were
subdued and formed into a new .Assyrian province with
Diir-Xabit for its capital. Holding this region, Sargon
was safe from any movement on the part of Elam, if
Sutruknahunta had cared to move. When Merodachbaladan sent to Elam to ask for his help, that astute
monarch accepted the presents, but gave no help.
Merodach-baladan could not depend upon his small
band of Chaldasan retainers to face Sargon, and fled
when the Assyrians commenced operations in Babylonia
by the capture of Bit Dakkuri.
Merodach-baladan seems to have spent the winter in
the S., at Ikbi-Bel, which he fortified with the greatest
care. Sargon made no haste to follow him. Sargon's
objective was Babylon. The inhabitants of Babylon
welcomed him as a deliverer. They went out in a
great procession to Dur-Ladinna, the capital of Bit
Dakkuri, and brought Sargon in triumph into the city
of Babylon. There he took possession of the palace of
Merodach-baladan, offered the regular offerings to the
gods, and received the tribute of the subjugated Babylonian states. Then he set himself to restore order.
He cleaned out and rebuilt the ruined canal, from
Borsippa, which served as the procession street for
Nahtl at the Nisan feast. Then in the beginning of the
year 709 B, C. , he ' took the hands of BSl' and was
legitimate motiarch of Babylon.
Aext month, Aaru of 709 B.C., Sargon resumed his
campaign against Merodach-baladan. The latter had
seen all his allies in turn surrender, so he withdrew to
his ancestral domain Dflr lakln on the Euphrates.
There he assembled the scattered remnants of his forces.

He had carried off in chains some of the notables
of the S. Babylonian cities. Now he set out his camp
under the walls of the city and protected it by a wide
moat filled by a canal from the Euphrates, broke down
all the bridges, and ' in the midst of the waters like a
swamp hawk' awaited Sargon's attack. Sargon made
his veterans ' fly over the waters like eagles.' Merodachbaladan's army was again defeated, under the walls of
the city ; wounded himself, he managed to escape ; but
his camp wilh all its treasures fell into Sargon's hands.
The city was soon after taken and destroyed. The
captiic notables were released and reinstated in their
old possessions. The old lemple endowments were
restored, the worships renewed, the deported gods
brought back. The captured districts of Bit lakin on
the Elamite frontier were resettled with captives from
Kummuh, and their inhabitants transferred there.
Fortresses were garrisoned against Elam, and the old
kingdom of Bit Yakin became an Assyrian province,
attached to the governor of Babylon and Gambuli.
These successes secured Sargon further bloodless
triumphs. Upiri, king of Dilmun, in the Persian Gulf,
_- p . .
sent presents and an embassy of con° gratulation. Mita of Muski, who had
years.
been such a trouble in past years, and
was now hard pressed by the governor of Kud, sent in
his submission, while Sargon was still engaged in
latburi.
The kings of seven Cyprian cities sent
presents. Tyre also seems to have desired friendly
relations.
Sargon's absence in the S. affected other stales somewhat differently. In 708 B.C., Mutallu of Kummuh,
in collusion with Argistis of .Armenia, Rusa's son and
successor, threw off his allegiance. An army was sent
against him ; he dared not meet it, and fled. His
family and possessions fell into the hands of the
conqueror. Kummuh became an Assyrian province.
In the same year arose troubles in Ellipi. Dalta had
proved a faithful vassal; but on his death his sons
Nibe and Ispabara quarrelled over the succession.
Nibe obtained assistance from Elam, Ispabara applied
to Assyria. An .Assyrian ai m>' soon besieged Nibe and
his Elamite supporters, captured the capital Marubisti,
and brought Nibe captive to Assyria. Ispabara was
duly set on the throne as an Assyrian vassal.
The inscriptions of Sargon extend no further, and
his last three years are somewhat obscure. He died in
705 B. c., some think by the hand of an assassin.
Sargon was a great builder. For the greater part of
his reign he lived at Kalah, but he w;as all the while
building the magnificent city of Dtlr Sarriikin, on the
site of the old city of Maganuba, in the rebit (see REHOBOTH-IR) of Nineveh. The vast ruins of DQr Sarrukin
with its palaces, now the village of Khorsabad, were
excavated by the French under Botta, Place, Oppert,
and others. They form the most perfect type of an
Assyrian city yet known. There were found the chief
inscriptions which give so full an account of Sargon's
reign. For a full description of the wondrous halls
with their long series of sculpture and endless detail of
battle scenes, u e must refer to Botta and Flandin,
Monument de Nineve.
Sargon's inscriptions are full of
descriptions of the preparations for the building of this
city. He ransacked the quarries and forests of Lebanon,
Amanus, and the Syrian hills for wood and \aluable
stones to beautify his palace. He expended the vast
treasures which his conquests gave him in its construction, though for the greater part of the time his swarms
of captives were employed there in forced labour^ As
the ilku or cori'ie seenis to have ceased in Marheswan,
709 B. C. , the actual building was probably finished then.
In 707 B.C. Sargon returned from Babylon ; on the
22nd of Tesrit in that year the gods of Dflr-Sarrflkin
entered their temples.
Sargon also built and restored largely at Kalah and
other cities in his kingdom. Nineveh was then com-
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Sargon swiftly sent his army to tlie scene, captured Ashdod,
Gath .\-sJudimmti, .ind carried utT their inhabitants, their
gods, the palace treasures, and \'ani.lni's wife and children.
Yaniani escaped to M u s u r : he was, hnuijver, apparently captured bv the King of .Meluliha, and sent in chains to .\sur. The
cities were rebuilt and repeopled with captives from other
quarters. Again, for the time, the W. country was quiet,
having received a warning that no help could be had from
Musur.

Those states which, though hoping for Miistir's
assistance, had avoided hostile acts, seem to have been
unmolested by Sargon. It is true, this king does once
call himself musaknis mdtu laudci sa asarHu ruku, ' the
subjugator of the land of Judah, whose situation is far
off' (KB'2 36y!). This has been thought either to arise
out of a confusion between Israel and Judah, or to refer
to the Syrian land of Yaudi, but may possibly point to
an otherwise unrecorded submission of Judah, consequent on the fall of Ashdod, in 720 B.C.
(See
ASHDOD. )

SARGON

SATAN

paratively insignificant; but he restored the temple of
Nabtl there.
C. H. w. J.
Is. 201 is the only O T passage which mentions the
great usurper by name. T h e view that nnsD and
v\2 often stand forthe N. .Arabian regiorj^

Judah by Sargon lacks adequate exegetical a n d montimental basis. On these passages, see Intr. Is. especially 3 / (with the references). Even if 'subjugator'
[musaknis, see § 17) pointed to a submission of Hezekiah
to Sargon in 720 B.C., this would not serve as an
explanation of the strong language of Isaiah, who
speaks (in so far as the language is really his) of
invasion and devastation.
T. K. C.

20. Sargon

^f ]y[i5,.j^ a^^j Cush (see M I Z R A I M , C U S H ,

a n d I s a i a n . ^y ^,^^ ^^le theory that D'HSK, ' Ephraim,'
is sometimes a corruption, or, at any rate, a synonym
of 'jNOnT, 'Jerahmeel' (e-g-, in J u d g . l 7 i 19i i S . l i ;
cp R A M A T H A I M - Z O P H I M , M I C A H , 2), oblige the present'

writer to modify or even reject some of the current
views on what are called the ' Assyrian prophecies' of
Isaiah.
According to his theory it becomes in the
highest degree probable that the danger which beset the
state from N . Arabia was as much in the mind of
Hebrew prophets and statesmen as the danger from
Assyria, and that some prophecies which have been
thought to refer to Assyrian invaders may refer after all
to N. Arabians.
1. W e will look first at Is. l O s ^ , and specially at
vv. 8-10. These verses are usually supposed to refer to
the fall of Carchemish, Calno (?), Arpad, Hamath,
Damascus, and Samaria, and are thought to indicate as
the date of the prophecy some period in the reign of
Sargon after 717 (fall of Carchemish). This appears
to be a mistake. 'The places referred to in v. g are probably not to the N. but to the S. of Judah : Kir-cusham,
Jerahmeel, Ephrath, Maacath, Cusham, and Shimron
—places on the N. Arabian border, of the two latter of
which Isaiah had predicted the conquest in a much misunderstood earlier prophecy (see 84, where probably
' Dammesek ' [EV Damascus] should be ' Cusham,' and
' S h o m r o n ' [ E V ' S a m a r i a ' ] should be ' S h i m r o n ' ) .
This critical conclusion, however, does not force us to
give up referring Is. 10 5 ^ to the reign of Sargon. T h e
prediction of Isaiah in 84 (as we can now understand
it) was fulfilled, at least to a moderate extent, not by
Tiglath-pileser, but by Sargon, who was perhaps starting
on his Arabian campaign (see above, § 13) when the
prophet put dramatically into the mouth of ' Assyria *
the boastful exaggerations of Is. 10 8-10.
2. In passing on to Is. 20, it is almost enough to
refer here to ISAIAH [ P R O P H E T ] , § 5, [ B O O K ] , § 9, and

for monumental evidence to the well-known passage in
Sargon's cylinder text (^'.5264 ; Intr. Is. 120), relative to
the treasonable designs of Phihstia, Judah, Edom, and
Moab, and the inability of Pir'u, king of Musri (so
Winckler),^ to help them.
Something may, however, be said about the names of Azuri,
king of Ashdod, his brother Aljimiti, and the popular nominee
Yam^ni which the present writer regards as probably N . Arabian
ethnics; for Azuri cp Azariah and Azareel, where the final -ah and
-(e)el are separate additions, and for Ahimiti cp Ahitub, which is
commonly misunderstood, _ and springs from a n ethnic, most
probably RehobOthi,^ while Yamani (hardly * l o n i a n ' ) may
perhaps be grouped with such popular Hebrew corruptions of
the ethnic ' J e r a h m e e l ' as pD', *3',"3^ (Yamin, YemTnT). Winckler
(KA 7^(3) 70, n. i ) compares Yamani to Omri. N o w , in the
present writer's opinion, O M R I (y.7'.)was of Jerahmeelite origin,
and from Joab's time onwards (cp Z E R U I A H ) adventurers from
the Negeb made their way to power through their ability in
warfare.

3. Now, too, we can understand better Is. 281-4,
which describes the fall of the ' proud crown of certain
' drunkards ' —surely not the unfortunate brethren of
Isaiah in Samaria, but the tyrannical princes of the
southern Ephraim—i.e-, Jerahmeel; the place intended
is probably the capital of the land of Jerahmeel, by
which so much harm had been done to Israel and
Jurlah. T h e Jerahmeelites, however, must have sent
tribute in time to avert the dreaded punishment of
captivity ; the prophecy of woe was unfulfilled.
4. T h e attempt of Sayce to explain several passages
of Isaiah (e-g-, chaps. 1 105_^ 22i-i4 and partly
36 / ) with reference to the supposed invasion of
1 Musri, etc. (MVG, 1B98, I281 and 2 s ; KATI?) 70; cp

In his Keilschrifttexte
Sargons (2 vols. 1889) Winckler
rearranges the material published by Botta, Place, Oppert, and
others, and gives a full bibliography. His
2 1 . L i t e r a t u r e , own articles (AOF, passim) and his mono.
graph, Musri, Meluhha, Main (Ml 'G, 1898,
I and 4) are the chief additional sources. Sargon's Annals are
chronologically arranged. T h e Babylonian Cnronicje gives a
brief imperfectly preserved summary, and the Canon lists akpply
a few more particulars. T h e letters sent to Sargon, or his son
Sennacherib, by the governors or generals will, when completely
published by Prof. R . F . Harper, a d d greatly to our knowledge
of events, but are not yet available. On the whole, we are
better informed about Sargon's reign than about a n y other
portion of Assyrian history.
T h e chief inscriptions of Sargon are given by Winckler, Die
Keilschrifttexte
Sargons, Leipzig, 1889. F o r the literature see
there p. 1-3, also KBI^^.
Winckler has added several texts in
his Samnilung
von Keilschrifttexten,
2, on which see his AOF,
passim.
F o r a fuller text of K. 1589 see Johns, Assyrian
Deeds
and Documents,
no. 809. For the History see now Rogers,
History of Babylonia
and Assyria 2 148-182, as well as^ the
Histories in ASSYRIA.
For a view of events in Armenia in
Sargon's reign, of uncertain date, probably during his stay in
Babylon, see article by R . C. Thompson, in AJSL, J u l y 1901.
c . H . W . J . §§ 1-19, 2 1 ; T. K. C , § 2 0 .

SABID (T''nB'), a place on the S. border of Zebulun,

Josh. 1910 12 ([e]ceAeK [rwA^]' ceAAoYK [B] [ecoc].
CApOfA, CApiA [A], c&peiA. [c]Ap[6]iA [L]; Pesh.
Ashdoa).
Reading i-im, we may place the site at Tell
Shadad, on the N . edge of the plain of Esdraelon, 12
m. S. oi Jefat (Co-n&ex, PERM 1-]o).
SARON (c&pcoN), Acts 935. RV SHARON.
SAROTHIE (c&pcoeei [B], - e i e [A], om. L), a
group of children of ' Solomon's servants' (see below)
in the great post-exilic list (see E Z R A ii., § 9, § 8^), one
of eight inserted in i Esd. 5 34 after Pochereth-hazzebaim
of II Ezra 2 57 = Neh. 759According to the ordinary view, an explanation would be
hazardous (for the two views, see NETHINIM and SOLOMON'S

SERVANTS). If, however, nih^ is 'Salmah' and D'rn3 is a
corruption of D*3n^N, then we have a right to look to the N.
Arabian borderland, and 'Sarothei' (©J^), like 'Sophereth'
and ' Shephatiah,' may be a corruption of *n3"!S, Sarephathi (see
ZAREPHATH).

T. K. C.

SARSECHIM (D''Dp'1B' and D''3D-|K'—the Western
and the Eastern readings respectively), apparently the
name of a Babylonian prince (Jer. 393 NABOYCAX&P
[BKA], -CARAX [Q]. CApc&xefM [Q-^s]). Schrader
(KA T'c^'i 416) offers no explanation. Giesebrecht thinks
that the preceding ' N e b o ' (in M T ) should form part of
the name (cp @), and that the name thus produced is a
corruption of NEBUSHASBAN (q.v.).
T h e hypothesis,
however, that Jerahmeelites and Edomites took part (to
say the least) in the capture of Jerusalem suggests our
reading D'BS n c ' the prince of the Cushites (of N.
Arabia).' For the context see NERGAL-SHAREZER.
SARTJCH (cepOYX [ T i . W H ] ) ,

Lk.335 AV, RV

SERUG.

SASH (D'''l-1E'p), Is. 320 RV.

See G I R D L E , 4.

SATAN. Satan appears in the O T , as a distinct
superhuman personalitv, only in three passages (Zech.

2 T h e Hebrew name A H I M O T H (q.v.-) most probably has the
same origin.

1 Occnrrence ^ ^ ° ' ' ' ^ ^ ' ^ ^ - ^ ^ ' t ' ^'^ °f " ' ^ ' * ^""^
i n OT
post-exihc, the earliest dating from
519, the last from about 300 B.C.
In Ps. 1096 (see Cheyne), as also probably in Ecclus.
2127 (see ECCLESIASTICUS, § 19), the term is used of
..- human adversary or opposer. So far as the O T is
concerned, three points require discussion ; the meaning
and usage of the term ( § 2 ) , the origin of the belief
(§ 3), and its development (§ 4).
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MIZKAIM, § 2^.

SATAN

SATAN

The root (sin), which belongs to the old Semitic stock
(cp Av. sin), signifies ' t o oppose another (by putting
„
.
oneself in his way).' The noun r.:f -'/(/^
2. Meaning
•"
occurs in the early Hebrew Litciamic
and use. in a passage like Xu 2Li22 32, the original
sense is still clear — ' T h e angel
.
sel himself
in the way to be a sdtdii to him (Balaam)' ; elsewhere the original sense is less prominent (s'.'e i S. L".l.^
2.S. 19== [23] I K. 54 [18] 11 14 23 25, cp Siui.ih, Gen.
2G21). In Ps. 1096 the word is used of an opponent al
law, an accuser. It is with this last shade of meaning
that has-Sdtdn, ' the .^aUtn,' is used in Zech. '.'nf, where
for the first time the word becomes the oflficial tille i)f
a distinct personality ; in Job, where the word is also
used wilh the article, the usage is similar ; but in < "h.
the article disappears, the word virtually beeoiiies a
proper name and the original sense probabh' loses
prominence, although here, as generalh- elsewhere, tTi''^
translates the term by 5id/5oXos ; in X'l' both the translation and the transliteration (—arai'as) are eemnion ;
the transliteration occurs in the LXX (of the peison ;
sometimes as lardv, see Redpath) onl}' in tTi ^ nt Job
1I3, in .Aquila, S\ niinaehiis, and Theodotion in Zeeh, 3 i ;
in .\quila also in Job 16. The word used as a common
noun is transliterated in i K . I I 1 4 2 3 2 5 (with variants)
and also in two or three places by one or more of the
later Greek versions.
It has often been suggested that Persian influences
have, if not produced, \et affected the development of
„ Q_j„j_ 'he Jewish belief in Satan. That the name
j u 1- f Satan is borrowed, cannot of course be
01 b e l i e f .

• . •

J

T. •

I.

maintained. It is, as we have seen, a pure
Semitic word in early use ainong the Israelites. Nor
can it be asserted that the position of the Satan at all
closely resembles that of Angromain)'u (.\hriman).^
Angromain\Ti is an independent power sharply opposed
to .\hura Mazda, the good power; and, like him,
concerned in the work of creation. The Satan in the
earlier Hebrew passages is completely subordinate to
Yahwe. Still, if the Book of Job (including the
Prologue) is post-exilic, and later than Zech. 1-8, it is
not inconcei\ able that the Persian belief in Angromainyu
may have influenced the further development of the
belief in Satan as we find it in Job—a view which would
be in perfect accordance with historical analogy. The
matter, as here stated, needs a more thorough investigation in the light of biblical and Avesta criticism (cp
ZoRO.\STRi.^.s-ISM, § 8). But at any rate, the ultimate
roots of belief in Satan, as well as of the belief in angels,
lie in the early popular Israelitish religion, which, however, of course, cannot be dissociated from the religions of
the other Semitic peoples. To that religion the ' sons of
the Elohim ' (ANGELS, § 2)—in post-exilic psalms a term
for angels—were apparently native, and it is in the
closest connection with these that' the Satan' quite clearly
appears in Job, though it should be added that, unlike the
sons of Elohim, and unlike ' the Satan ' of Zech. 3, ' the
Satan ' of Job 1 n is a cosmic personage. May it not be
that ' the Satan' owes his origin as a distinct character
among the 'sons of Elohim' (or angels), partly at any rate,
to the growing tendency, manifest in both Zech. and Job,
a.nd even as early as Ezekiel (cp e.g., 4 O 3 / ) , to distinguish Yahwe's attendants by their functions ; and may
not at any rate the main reriscjn why he gained a more
distinct and enduring individuality than, e.g., • the man
with the measuring line' (Zech. 2 i [25]), or ' t h e interpreting angel' (Job 3823), be found in the constant
presence of evil and the increasing desire to dissociate
It from God? The Satan, at least as far as the kernel
of the conception is concerned, may thus be one of those
ngures due to the crystallisation of temporary functions,
which had long before been recognised as performed by
Yahw6 or one of his spirits, into permanent personalities.
In an ancient story (Nu. 2222i?i) the mal'akh
Yahwi
Cp de Harlez, Les origines

de Zoroastrismc,

4^7

301.307.

had on a special occasion become a Satan ; now a sincrle
personality among ^•ahwe's attendant spirits pernianently
appears as the Satan, whose duty it is to test men or to
discharge God's hostile purposes against them.
Ifwe
would hx more exaetly on the origin of the Satan, there
is much to be said for Marti's suggestion that he is the
personification of the self-accusing conscience of Israel
(cp Zeeh. ;ji-4) ; see Theol. St. Kr., 1892, pp, 208-245.
With the fnvegoiiit!; discussion cp .\Nf;ELS, SS 3 5.
The development of the doctrine moves along two
lines; (ci) from being subordinate to, Satan becomes
4. Develop- (''""^ely) independent of Yahwe ; (ii) from
ment of
'"''"S ""^ {^°^ necessarily unjust) accuser
hfilipf
^^ becomes the tempter and enemy of
men.
In N T both developments are
complete, in O f both are in process,
(a) In Zeeh. the chief marks of .Satan's subordination
are the rebuke adminislered to him and the complete
disregard of his aeeusuiion, though, as the reference tc
the 'filthy g.arments' = 'iniquity ' shows, it was well
founded.
In Job this subordination is still clear ;
throughout the book the angels arc strictly subject to
Yahwe, and the Satan is virtually one of them ; he
suggests trying Job by calamities, but has no power to
inflict them without Yahwe's permission or in excess of
the divinely assigned limits (I11-13 25-7). Yet germs
of the later independenci; of the Satan can be discerned ;
the terms of \bb 'lib indicate that, whilst closely associated with the 'sons of the Elohim,' he is in a certain
manner distinct from them (' the Satan came also in
the midst of t h e m ' ) : cp Enoch 4O7 ; again, in Zech.
(1 l o / i 65-7) the angels are sent by Yahwe to go up and
down in' the earth, in Job the Satan appears to do so
on his own initiatroe (note the question \-]a ^-za),
although the idea is as yet by no means that of 1 Pet.
58 ; and finally he instigates Yahwe to injure Job (23^)
— a significant feature when we contrast 1 K. 22zo,
where it is only at VahvuHs request that the spirit becomes a lying spirit to entice Ahab.
In i Ch. 211
( = 2 S. 24i) the independence of Satan has apparently
become as complete as it ever became ; whereas in Job
he moves God against man, in Ch. he moves man
against God.
In Wisd. 224 Satan's independence of
and opposition to God is so well-established that, as in
N T , men are classified as adherents of God or the
Devil (o'l rijs iKeivov pepidos bvres).
(b) "The view of Satan as tempter' belongs to an
advanced stage. Statements attributing temptation to
God, which were at first harmless, became impossible
in the development of Jewish theology in a more reflective age. Four passages which illustrate the four main
stages in the evolution may be quoted in proof of
this. Temptation to evil is in 2 S. 241 directly attributed
to Yahwe ; in Job If ultimately to God, but through
the medium of Satan ; in i Ch, 211 it is ascribed directly
to Satan, and by the Chronicler's alteration of his
source, tacitly denied of God ; and finally in James 113
it is directly denied of God. Except therefore in the
very latest OT passages temptation to evil is not inconsistent with the character of God ; consequently even
in Job, far less in Zech., the Satan is not in any distinct
manner morally opposed to God ; this, at the earliest,
he becomes in Chronicles.
This is the main point; how much anticipation of the later
moral distinction can be discerned in Zech. and Job is an open
question ; in Zech. it certainly seems most natural to see in him
simply the spokesman for the sternly just demands of God ; but
the narrative of Job justifies Davidson's sentence, ' H e shows
an assiduity slightly too keen in the exercise of his somewhat
invidious function ' (Job, p. 7).

The passage already quoted from Wisdom illustrates
another important development ; the Satan is identified
with the serpent of the narrative of the fall. This
1 H o w little temptation is suggested hy the term is illustrated
by N u . 22 22 32. So far is the angel of Yahwe, who becomes
for the nonce a Satan, from tempting Balaam that he actually
obstructs him in an evil course.
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identification may have been due to foreign influence,
either Persian (see Grimm on the passage) or Alexandrian
(see Toy, Judais77i and Christianity, 159, 167). Compare and contrast Enoch 696. Another late identification—that of Satan and the depraved will—is altogether
e\Q.e^\!\on-3l [Bdbd bath., 16); cp ECCLESIASTICUS.
Before passing on to the N T doctrine two negative
points may be noted ; in O T no reference is made to
angels attendant on S a t a n ; 'angels of evil' — i.e.,
angels who inflict injury—are still directly subject to
God (cp Ps. 7849 cp 3 5 5 / and earlier i S . 1 6 1 4 ^
Judg. 923 ; see A N G E L , 3), nor to any ' fall' or
' punishment' of Satan.
G. B. G.
All uncertainty as to the current conception of Satan
ceases when we reach the N T . No theory of dramatic
or poetic personification can here be main5. I n NT. tained. T h e ' enemy' of the O T is now
individualised, the ' Satans of the book of Enoch are
now unified.
Satan is now the distinctly personal
(Ja. 47) originator (2 Cor. I I 3 Jn. 844 i Jn. 38 12),
instigator ( i Thess. 85 Mt. ^i ff.) and perpetuator (Eph.
22) of sin, and the cause of its penalty, death (Jn. 844
Heb. 214) ; the personal head of the realm of evil, with
the ministers thereof (Eph. 22, i^ovaia, collective), e\ il
bodily (Mt. 1224 Lk. 13i6) and spiritual (Eph. 22 Jn.
1231 i j n . 3 8 ) ; and the antagonist generally of God
(Ml. 1339 Acts 13 10) and of man (i Pet. 58 Eph. 616
Lk.2231 Rev. 1212).
Satan appears under nine distinct names.
1. dpxiiiv, ' p r i n c e ' (Synoptists, TOIC SaifjLoviMv, Mk. 822 etc. ;
J n . , TOU Koirp-ov TOUTOU, 12 3 1 ; Paul, -nj? e^ou<7ta? TOU aepos,
Eph. 2 2 ; and cp Beos TOV aiwcos TOUTOU, 2 Cor.
6. NamfiS. 44, with the Kara, TOV alCiva TOO KocrjLLOu of the
Ephesian passage.
2. 6 Trecpd^tov, ' the tempter,' Mt. 4 3 1 Thess. 3 5.
3. Sia^oAos, 'accuser,' not necessarily 'slanderer,' of those
who sin through his temptation (cp Kanjyopos rtav dB^k^dv,
Rev. I J i o ) , a title confined to Satan, except when used of
human slanderers in the Pastoral Epistles,! but generally signifying simply (as in i Ch. 21 i and every where in L X X ) , the ' e n e m y '
of God (Mt. 13 39 I J n . 3 10) and of man (i Pet. 51;); see Hatch,
Essays in Biblical Greek, 45-47.
4. 2aTai'a?(Hebrewtransliterated, withGrecised form) ' a d \ e r sary,' X T passim, whether as an adversary (i Thess. 2 18), a
tempter (Mk. 1 13), or the prince of the demons or evil angels
(Lk. 11 18 2 Cor. 12 7 [there is some authority for the form '^.ardv
here ; .see Ti.]).
5. PeeA^e/SouA. ((See^ejSou'A [NP.J), of doubtful derivation and
signification (see BEELZEBUIO, a name for Satan in the Synoptists
alone, and solely in regard to demoniacal possession (Lk. 11 19
compared with Mt. 12 26).
6. 6 ex^po?, ' the e n e m y ' ( M t . 1839 Lk. 10 19).
7. 6 TToi'ijpo?, ' the evil, injurious one ' (Mt. 13 19, cp nvevjLLara novripd, Lk. 7 21) Eph. 0 16, and especially i Jn.).
8. /SeAt'ap, Syriac and Greek form of B E L I A L (g.v.), only in
2 Cor. 615 (Christ and Beliar, light and darkness, God and
idols, contrasted).
9. 6 6({>i^, ' the serpent' (2 Cor. 11 3), and o oi^is 6 apxaios,
' the old serpent,' Rev, 12 9 (o Kakovfj.evo^ Sid^oko<; Kal SaTai/a?)
6 Trkaviav,' that deceiveth '(see Wisdom 2 24 as referred to above).
See A N T I C H R I S T .

It will be seen that, though various functions are
here and there suggested b)"" these names and passages,
T VJ V
'•^^*^y ^^^ tend to the same issue, the
maintenance and propagation of evil ;
and the N T writers who contribute to the histor\- of
Satan and the description of his doings in no wise contradict one another. If we draw an inference from
what is said of evil angels in 2 Pet. 24 Jude 6, Satan
was not originally evil, but had a first estate which he
did not keep, leaving, through sin, his own habitation.
His sphere of dominion was now the air or firmament
(Eph. 612 22 Lk. IO18 Rev. I29), whence the Syriac
etvmology of Beliar (in Bar Bahlul), 'lord of the air.'
From the beginning he has been a man-killer (Jn. S44),
seducing Eve (2 Cor. I I 3 ) , and bringing sin and 'luath
into the world (cp Wisd. 224, not opposed to Rom.
512}, and, by the power of death, keeping men, through
fear of it, in bondage [Heb. 214 f ) \ enticing men to sin
( i Cor. 75) and accusing them when they have fallen

(Rev. 1 2 i o ) ; trying to entice Jesus himself (Synn.)
but failing, Jn. H s o , cp Heb. 415 2 Cor. 5 21 ; inflicting
upon men misery both bodily and mental, sometimes
by ' possessing' them with his ' daemons' (Mt. I224), at
other times apparently by direct and ordinary disease
( i Cor. 5 5 2 Cor. 12?). H e is the prince of this world
(Jn. 1231)—i.e., ' the present age [alu/v) with all its evil'
(Gal. l 4 ) ^ a n d as ' g o d of this a g e ' he blinds the unbelieving (2 Cor. 44), and is prince of the spirit that is
active in the children of disobedience (Eph. 22), the
'children of the devil' ( i Jn. 310); and by deceitful
wonders and lying prophecy he will lead men astray in
the final apostasy (2 Thess. 2 9 / Rev. 208).
But though Satan is opposed to God (Ja. 47), and
the ' authority of darkness ' to the ' kingdom of the Son
of God's love ' (Col. 113),—as darkness
8. No dualism. to light in the Parsee antithesis, —
there is no Parsee dualism in any true sense. True,
Satan is not often, as in the O T , a mere angel of destruction used by God ( i Cor..'»s 2 C o r . l 2 7 ) ; but, on
the other hand, he is no more independent of God or
co-equal with him than is man, who can, as he chooses,
serve the one or the other. All that can be said in this
direction is that the Satanic power is superhuman, and
therefore equally superhuman is his capacity for seduction and destruction (Eph. 612). But, though Satan is
'strong,' Jesus is 'stronger' (i\It.l229, and parallels);
he can spoil Satan's ' goods' (Mk. 827) and destroy his
works ( i Jn. 38); Christ will finally bring him to naught
and rescue his bondsmen (Heb. 214), casting him and
his angels into the eternal fire prepared for them (Mt.
2.541 Rev. 2O10 Jude 6), along with the last enemy
death (i Cor. 1526 Rev. 2O13). This deliverance is, in
principle, already begun (Lk. lOiBf
Col. 113 i Jn.
44 Jn. 1231 I611), but will not be complete till the
trapovffla of Christ (Rom. 1620 i Cor. 1626 2 Thess. 2
Rev. 20).
G. B. G., §§ 1-4; J. M., §§5-8.
SATCHEL ( D n n ) , Is. 322 RV. in 2 K. 623 B A G ( I ) .
SATHRABUZANES

(CAGPABOYZANHC

[BA]),

1 Esd. 63, EV ; AV"'fer- S H E T H A R - B O Z N A I .

SATRAPS (D'-JSl-nCn^t, and [ T
ahaSdarpHnt/n,
-i^'i CATpATT&l, but CTRATHroi in Esth. 312 [not
L**] ; Vg. SatrapcE; AV 'princes,' or 'lieutenants,' RV
always ' s a t r a p s ' ) are mentioned in Ezra836 (©
dLOLK-qrai) Esth. 3i2 89 (©BAL^ QIKOVO/JLOL) 93 Dan. 3 2 / . 27

62-5 7f.^ It is the C). Pers. khSatrapdvan
[khSatra,
' realm, empire' -\-pd, ' to protect'), not to be confounded with the Avest. Soith/-apdn, which has a
different meaning.
T h e division of the empire into
satrapies is due to Darius I. Hystaspis. Though really
bound to an implicit obedience to the king's orders and
controlled by other officials, the satraps grew into a
kind of viceroys, who exercised in their provinces an all
but sovereign power, and in their household imitated the
royal court.

See, further,

P E R S I A , § 18, S H E R I F F S ;

and cp A. Buchholz, Qucestiones de Persarum
satrapis
(Leipsic, 1896).
c. P. T.
SATYRS is the E V rendering of the Heb. Dn^rL",
stirim, in Is. 132i ,34 14 (RV"i^^- ' h e - g o a t s ' ; American
1. Meaning of f J ' ^ . ' ^ f r ' S ' p v ' ^ F^^'
'" ^ w
devils ). In these four passages ^ it
is quite clear that the reference is not to the natural
animal—the he-goat—which the Hebrew word sd'ir (an
abbreviation for the fuller and frequent locution il'ir
'izzim) generally denotes (cp G O A T , §§ i [4] 5). It is

1 N o t used in any of the commonly called Pauline Epistles
except IT Ephesians and the Pastorals.

^ crarpaTTat does not occur in l l a n . 3 zf 27 6 -jf.
- And in 2 K. 238 which originally spoke of C'^""i:'n l'\r-2~
the bamoth of the se'irim (not as M T L:""iv:;n = the gates)* so
Hofifmann in ZATW,
1882, p. 175, subsequently others (e.g.,
Kautzsch). For post-biblical references to •.-r-.^. see M.
Schwab, 'Vocabulaire d'Angelologie' (-Iccdcmie^de's
Inscrip.
tions 10 [1897] 370 420 (s.im. ^~.-,;-c and S-iycpcp).
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true that some scholars [e.g., Hengstenberg ; similarly
Baethgen in Riehm, HWB','-''! ' Feldgeister') have retained
this meaning by e.xplaining the sacrifices to the sif irini
referred to in Le\'. and Ch. as belonging to an Egyptian
cultus of the goat (cp Herod. 246), borrowed by the
Hebrews from the Egyptians and practised by them in the
wilderness and revived by Jtroboam after his residence in
Egypt. But (apart from the consideration that these
two references are exilic and post-exilic respectively) this
interpretation fails to do justice to the passages in Isaiah.
The ancient tradition (as preserved in the versions) is substantially consistent and substantially also correct. In all four
passages the \c;rsions agree in not rendering i.c'li- hy the equivalent of he-g0.1t. They render either by a word denoting demon
or false god, or by a term probably implying demons though
signifying directly only ' h a i r y ' — a meanmg which the Hebrew
word possessed (cp Gen. *27 11) and out of which the use of the
word for he-goat probably sprang. T h u s tP renders by iiacpovca
or/idrata (in s C h . I I 1 5 tln:re is probabh' a ' d o u b l e t ' ; rots
cifituAots Kai TOIS ^taraiois), Syr. by sed,',, Tg. v-l-cr, Vg. d,enlon
OTpilosus; cp, further, Field's notes in the Hexapla on Is. 1821
and 34 14.

The suggestion of the versions (see abo\'e) that sa'ir
was a term for demons or a particular kind of demon is
confirmed by the contexts of the five passages (including
2 K. '23 s) already mentioned. Thus in Is. 3414 L I L I T H
(^. t'.) is also mentioned; and although certain natural
animals [e.g., wolves, jackals) are mentioned in the same
connection both here and in Is. 1821, they are not
domestic animals like the goat; moreover, we have the
same combination of actual animals and demonic beings
in an Ass3'rian description of devastation (G. Smith,
-Annals of .-isur-bdni-pal; see Che. on Is. 132i). The
association of demons with desert places was a prevalent
element in popular belief (cp DEMONS, § 3).
Note,
further, that the sci'irim are described as dancing and
calling to one another. In 2 K. 238 Lev. 17? and 2Ch.
II15, where the bamoth of the se'irim and sacrifices
offered to them are mentioned, the term may be usgd in
derision of false and forbidden objects of worship in
general—for which abundant parallels could be cited.
In Lev. 177, however, the association of the
stirim
with the ' open field ' [v- 5) suggests a connection, direct
or indirect, with the custom or rite of sending a goat to
Azazel on the day of .\tonement (see A Z A Z E I ) .
It remains to consider how far the s^'trim were a
clearly defined class of demons and what were tlieir
2 Chara ctpr ^P^^^^^ characteristics. W e have really
istics of t h e ^'"''^ ™°''^ * ^ " '''^ etymology to guide
af'TrTm
^^" ^^ ^^ generally assumed, on the
ground of the usual significance of
sd ir, that they were goat-shaped.
This is not improbable, and if correct, the use of the term ' satyr' is
sufficiently appropriate ; only it must be remembered
that we have no reason for attributing to the Hebrew
conception the richer details that characterise the Greek.
Some [e.g., D u h m ; Marti, Gesch. d. Isr. ReL 236)
suggest that Azazel (cp above) was chief of the il'irim ;
we niight then compare the relation to the Greek satyr.
But this is not very probable (see Cheyne's paper in
ZATW, 1895 ; a-nd cp AZAZEL). Wellhausen, on the
other hand, seems inclined to limit his inference from
the etymology to the hairiness of these beings ; see
Heid.W 1 3 5 / . ; (2I 1 5 1 / where some Arabic parallels
will be found. If sa'ir ( = demon), in spite of being
confined to exilic and post-exilic literature (for which
there may be sufficient reason; cp DEMONS, § I ) , is
actuaUy of early origin, probably it merely expressed
the ' hairiness' of the demons ; but if late, it was most
probably chosen on account of its secondary sense (goat)
because these beings were regarded as goat-shaped.
Cp in general Boch. Hieroz. bk. vi. 7 ; Ges, Jes. ^6sf. ;
Baudissin, St\i2,6ff. and the article 'Feldgeister' in
PRsm ; Mannhardt Wald- u. Feldkulte, ch. 3 (§ 8
refers to a trace of Syrian goat spirits in a story of
lamblichus).
G, B. G.
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Origin (§ i).
Wars (§ 2 / ) .

End ; character (§ Af).
Family (§ 6).

Saul (>1NL", Sd'iil, as if ' asked for,' § 56 ; according
to Jastrow [//SZ. 19(1900) loi] 'devoted,'viz., to Vahw4;
but see below [§ i, midway]; cAOyA [BAL]) is traditionally regarded as the first king of Israel. His story has
passed through phases little less various than that of
David, with which it is so closely interlaced (see D A V I D ) .
In its present form, indeed, it raises insoluble problems
both of history and of character ; neither the outer nor
the inner life of the heroic king is intelligible to us.
Reluctant, therefore, as we may be to touch narratives
which are universally interesting—though the interest
partly arises from their enigmas—we cannot avoid criticising them, and we may be well assured that the gain
which will result from critical thoroughness will be far
greater than the seeming loss. There cannot but be a
more potent attraction in narratives which can be read
more nearly as they were meant to be read ; and if the historical element turns out to be less than we have supposed,
we can at any rate use it with some confidence, wliilst in
a secondary sense even the less historical elements are
of documentary value for the period to which the traditions in their present form can be shown to belong (see
SAiiiuEL [BOOKS]).

The traditions agree (and we shall find good reason
to accept the statement) that Saul was a Benjamite of
1 Oriein ^''"^'"'^ [IS.'^-L
IO26 I I 4 I 5 3 4 ) , though
° ' the most ingenious of our modern historians (Winckler) seeks to show that he was a Gileadite.
The short genealogy in i S. 91 represents his father KiSH
as a ' son of Bechorath ' ( A P H I A H which follows is a corruption of ' Gibeah'), and in IO21 Saul ben Kish is assigned to the family called M A T R I [q.v.], while in 2 S.
20 I SHEBA the Benjamite, David's opponent, is called
ben Bichri—i.e., a- Bichrite (cp BECHER, and see below
on the 'Bezek' of i S . 118).
Taking these names
Bechorath, Matri, and Bichri together, and noticing
^ L ' s reading paxecp in r S. 9 i , it is difificult not to see
that Saul's family, according to the tradition underlying 91 and 1021, was known as Machirilh (cp
miD3 = n"l'33 in 9i) or Jerahme'elith (cp § 6) ; cp
i C h . 829/!, where the origin of Kish is traced to
Maachah (a corruption of Jerahme'el).
In other
words, the clan and family to which the first king belonged were ultimately of semi-Jerahmeelite origin.
Nevertheless the early writers were quite consistent in
regarding Saul as a Benjamite, for the tribe of Benjamin
(as its very name may perhaps indicate) had a strong
Jerahmeelite element; this is suggestively expressed in
I Ch. 11 f where (by no mere arbitrary fiction) Jerimoth,
at once son of Bela and son of Becher, is recognised as
a Benjamite ; now JERIMOTH is certainly not = ' e x c e l s a ' [Ges.] but one of the most unmistakable popular
corruptions of Jerahme'el.^
This theory suggests an explanation of the name of
Saul's father Kish, which, in spite of the very plausible
connection suggested by Robertson Smith (see col.
2682), is perhaps best explained as a corruption of
Cush (ms) or Cushi (-Eiis). Cush and Missur (Musri)
were contiguous regions in N. Arabia ; if there were
Misrite elements in Israel (see MosES, § 4), there were,
of course, equally developed Cushite elements.
The name of the king himself does not admit of as
1 It may no doubt be asserted that this way of regarding Saul
was erroneous. It is said in i Ch. 7 nf. of Machir, whose wife
was M A A C A H (=Jerahme'elitb), that he was the son of Manasseh,
and Winckler holds that Saul was not a Benjamite but a Manassite
of Gilead. But surely the right view is that there were both
northern and southern clans of Machirite (i-e-, Jerahmeelite)
affinities. According to i Ch. 8 29-33 Kish and Saul belonged to
the southern Jerahmeelites ( M A A C A H ) . This is the theory expressed above.
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ready an explanation, and it seems to have been very
, ^
much misunderstood.
T h e key to it is
10. N a m e p^o^^^^iy to be found in i S. 1 28, where the
a n d nome.
1
/o
1, •
1
j
name Ss'iTC (Samuel) is expressly made
equivalent to '^^^\:' (Saul), and connected (cp z*. 20) with
s^-'^az' [Sd'al], ' to ask.' It is at any rate plausible to
suppose that Semu'el and Sa'ul (also Ishmael and
Shobal?) are modifications of a common original,^ viz.,
the southern clan-name Shema ( = Sheba, ©^ o-a/xaa,
Josh. 192?) with the afformati\e s or 'r^x. It will be
remembered that elsewhere Saul ( S A U L , 2 ; S H A U L ) is
a N. Arabian name, given both to a Simeonite and to a
Musrite ; also that Samuel, according lo tradition, \\'as
a son of J E R O H A M — i . e . , belonged to a clan which had
Jerahmeelite (N. Arabian) affinities. It is even possible
that the narrator who worked up the legends respecting
Saul's connection with Samuel may have been ignorant
of the seer's real name, and have selected for him one of
two variants of the traditional name of the first king.^

speaking, the first Israelitish king. It remains true,
however, that Saul is the first king of a section oi
the Israelites of whom fairly definite traditions are preserved, and it is to these traditions, not all equally trustworthy, that we now direct our attention.
Traditions of much interest respecting Saul have come
down to us from a school of writers trained under proirj T J-*phetic influence. According to these,
la. i r a c l i t i o n s . -^ ^^^^ ^ ^^^^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ SamueU who, by
his preternatural insight, recognised in the son of Kish
the destined ' c a p t a i n ' or ' p r i n c e ' [ndgid, see P R I N C E )
of united Israel ( i S. 9i6). This patriotic Israehte (see
S A M U E L ) is introduced to us going up to the bd/ndh of
an unnamed city to ' bless the sacrifice" and partake of
the sacrificial repast.
By a happy accident—as it
seems—Saul, on a journey in search of his father's
lost asses, appears before him, and timidly asks the
way to the seer's house. At once Samuel (who, if "
member of a Jerahmeelite clan, would perhaps recognise Saul) discloses his identity. H e treats his visitor
with niarked consideration, and on the morrow,
in strict privacy, communicates to him a divine oracle
respecting him.'- At the same time he solemnly anoints ^
and then kisses him (see SALUTATIONS).
Finally, to
strengthen Saul's faith, he specifies three remarkable
experiences which the favourite of heaven will have as
he returns home. One was that he would meet two

T h e view of the origin of the name ' S a u l ' here recommended
may help lo account tor the fact that ancient scribes were liable
to confound the iwo names Saul and Samuel, for evidence of
which it is enough to refer to i S. 11 7, where the rival readings
'^^ti-^ n-.v (' after S a u l ' ) and VN'CC? iriN (' after Samuel') stand
side by ^iJti, and i S. 28 12, where the cry ofthe 'witch of E n d o r '
is said to have been called forth by the sight of ' S a m u e l , ' a
palpable error (as Perles has pointed out) for ' S a u l . ' 3

The true name of the first king, however, has probably passed into oblivion, like so much besides connected
with this dim far-off figure.
The true name of Saul's native place is perhaps
recoverable. It was most probably not Gibeath-shaul
(EV Gibeah of Saul), but Gibeath-shalishah {hM<ei and
ncthc may reasonably be taken to be kindred forms); i.e.,
Shalishah was the name of the district in which this
Gibeah was situated.
Near it were [a) L A I S H , also
called in M T Laishah and Zela (both corruptions of
Shalishah), and [b) Gilgal or Beth-gilgal — i.e., very
probably Beth-jerahmeel (see § 6). Beth-jerahmeel^ (if
we may adopt this name as the true one), which was
apparently a walled city of some importance, may be
regarded as the centre of Saul's clan.
As we shall
presently see, it was the city which this hero relieved
when in a very critical situation ; it was also the place
where his married daughter (see M E R - \ H , P A L T I ) and

his grandson (see MILPHIBOSHETH) resided, and where
Sheba the Bichrite took refuge with his clansmen when
pursued by Joab.^ T h e restoration of the true name
throws a bright light on a number of passages (cp
GALLIM).

It is a disputed point whether or no Saul was the first
to realise the idea of kingly government. According to
l c P r e d e c e a s o r a ? ^^''"^''^^'' ('^-'^256157). the stories of
Gideon, Abimelech, and Jephthah
were brought into shape as justifications of the claim
made by the Gileadite (?) Saul to the sovereignty of
western Israel and to the possession of the religious
capital—Shechem. This theory is decidedly ingenious ;
but it is more probable (see I S R A E L , § 10 ; G I D E O N ;

but

cp ABIMKLKCH,

2) that

Gideon

was, strictly

1 For the same idea somewhat differently applied see W i .
GI 'i 224, KA 7"(3) 225. This scholar's own e.xplanation of '^iNt;'
is fully set forth in KA T(^), l.c.; the Hebrew name ( ' asked ')
is the literal translation of bSlpurussi,
' t h e oracle-god,' a title
of Sin, the moon-god.
2 Cp S a \ c e , Hibbert Lectures (1887), 52. ' S h e b a / too, was
hardly the birth-name of the Bichrite mentioned in 2 S. 20 i.
3 Sa/xouijA. represents VlN'C iii Gen. 4610 (A), i S. I I 1 3 (B*)
15 (BA), 15 T2 (B), while SaovA represents S N I D C in i S. 15 12
(i;).
•* There were, of course, different places called Beth-jerahmeel.
C p G A L L I M , SACK (4).

5 The passage (2 S. 20 14 f) should probably be read thus,
' .\nd Sheba passed on to Beth-jerahme'el, and all the Bichrites
(Jerahmeelites) a.ssembled and went in after him. And they
came and besieged him in Beth-jerahme'el'; hence in z>. 18 ^2H
'hould be ^ x " [ m ' ] - In r'. 14 •:;rc'('5D2) should be y j c s and
"•^Z.v '^N"L"" should be 7'^.VT~'' ; ihe following words n~>'0 H'li
should be '',y::n"i' n ' 3 (an early correction). Other references to
' Beth-jerahmeel' probably underlie certain corrupt words in
Am. 1 3 Hos. 10 14 (see Crit. Bib.).
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men (see R A C H E L ' S S E P U L C H R E ) who would give news

respecting the lost asses and would mention the paternal
anxiety of Kish. Another was that three pilgrims whom
he would also meet (see T A B O R ) would be so struck by
his bearing that they would salute him and offer him a
present of two loaves. T h e third sign was that Saul
would meet a company of 7idbVi//i in a state of frenzy
(see P R O P H E T , § 4), and would be seized upon by the
spirit of Vahwe and pass into the same state (calling out
perhaps for the advent of Israel's war-god to lead his
people to victory). All this, we are told, came to pass ;
yet it was not this, but the disclosures of the seer Samuel,
which transformed Saul's nature, and made him a true
king (IO9).
In about <i. month's time Saul was called upon to
justify the seer's selection. So at least the true text of
le. W i n c k l e r ' s ^ ^ - ^ ^ ^ (preserved by (S)-^ tells us.
.,
\\'"inckler, however, rejects the words
•''
which assert a month's interval, as not
belonging to the original tradition. According to this
scholar, it is quite a fresh account of Saul and his origin
that we have in i S. l l i - n , the original story having
been recast when, to soothe patriotic feelings, theGileadite
hero was converted into a Benjamite.
After undoing
what he regards as the work of the later editor of the
tradition, Winckler arrives at this simple statement of
fact which he considers to be authentic. Nahash, king
o f t h e Ammonites, was besieging the city of JABESH in
Gilead, and pressing it hard. By a bold stroke, akin
to that related, Winckler thinks, by anticipation in
Judg. 7 (see G I D E O N ) , Saul relieved the city [v. 11),
which appears to have been his birthplace. ^ T h e
points which seem to Winckler to force upon us the
view that Saul was a Jabeshite are three—(i) the tra1 According to Winckler ((7/2 151), Zuph in Mt. Ephraim,
whence the earlier prophetic legend brought Samuel, was within
the ancient limits of Benjamin. See, however, Z U P H .
2 T h e relation between the prince-elect and the seer reminds
us of the traditions respecting Elisha as a king-maker (i K.
l:i 1 5 / : 2 K. 813 93). N o doubt it appeared natural to the prophetic school of narrators. Observe that there is a n omission in
the M T of I S. 10 T (see Var. Bib.) which can be supplied from
©. T h e sentence dropped out by homoeoteleuton.
3 Whether this is hi-storical m a y be doubted (see Smend,
Rel.-gesch.f'^^ 66, n. i).
4 Kal

eyeiTjeTj w? ^ e r a

^i^va

(BA) ;

Kal e-ycVcro (xeTa

p.-r)va.

T]iJ.€pQiv ( L ) . M T h a s c'nn:2D 'T]'^ (K^LeyevrjO-n il,s K(jj<f>evu}v [h]);
iP'- points to a H e b . text in which C n n o and Uin both h a d a
place at the end of i S. 10 26, giving not only a wrong reading
but a wrc^ng connection. For clearly 11 T is a continiiation of
the narrative which breaks off at 10 16. See H . P .Smitli
5 So, not only GI 2 but also KA r(3) 227.
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dition in i S. 3I11-13 relative to the pious care of the
Jabeshites for the bont-s of Saul and his sons, (2) the
stand made by Saul's son and heir ISHBOSHETH, as king
of E. Israel, at Mahanaim, and (3) the leiiundary statement in Judg. 'Jl 8-14 that Jabesh-gilead sent no warriors
against the oft'ending tribe of Benjamin, and (virtually)
recognised the right of connubium enjoyed by Jabeshites
and Benjamites.
Winckler's conclusion, however, though plausible
(cp-MANASSEH, § 4 ) , cannot well be admitted. As to
/ rvy.
' ^3)' ^'^^ statement in Judg. L!l 8-14 does
Vv
indeed imply the currcnc\' of a belief in
theory. the connection between the IVnjamite
king Saul and Jabesh-gilead, but in its present form (the
text is, in the opinion of the present writer, in need of
revision) it is too late to have any critical value. As
to (2), Ishbosheth's stand at Mahanaim eould only
provf tliat Saul's soveruigntv extended in some dei;i'ee
to Gilead. As to (r), the statement in the triKlitional
text of I S. 3111-13 is impossible, if, as the present writer
believes, the place where the bodies^ of Saul and his sons
were exposed on the wall was, according to the original
tradition, not Beth-shan, but some southern town, such
as Eshean (Josh. 1652), i.e., perhaps Beer-sheba'-^ (cp
EsHtAN, ASHAN).
W h o the friends of Saul really
were, ^\e shall see later; Jabeshites of Gilead, they
most certainly were not.
Saul therefore was not a Gileadite but c Benjamite.
The difficulty arising out of the improbable geographical
statement in i S . 9 3 ^ (see S H A L I S H A , Z U P H ) , and out of

the statement in the traditional text (rejected) of i S.
3111-13 (so far as it refers to Beth-shan and the Jabeshites), must be met by stricter criticism of the text.
Underlying ' Jabesh-gilead' there must be the name of
some place easily accessible from Saul's home at Gibeah.^
What that name is, no one who has studied the errors
of the scribes, both in M T and in ^ , can doubt for a
moment. It is Beth-gilgal, i.e., Beth-jerahmeel, a placename to which we have already been introduced—the
city intended was in the S. of Benjamin near Gibeah
and Anathoth ; and the foes who threatened the city
and all Benjamin besides,^ were not the Ammonites but
the 'Amalekites'—i.e., a branch of the Jerahmeelites
(no;' was miswritten for p'^Di; = '?NDn-i'; cp Judg. 813),
tne name of whose king was Achish (B"3S*), as we should
probably read for ' N a h a s h ' (e-n: ; see N A H A S H ) . It
may be noticed in passing that the danger to which Bethjerahmeel was exposed from the N. Arabians was, in
the opinion of the present writer, not always averted ;
m Hos. 1014 and Am. I 3 there is possibly a reference to
the cruel conduct of the Salmasans (nearly = Cushites) at
their conquest either of this fortress or of -^ fortress
with the same name in the Negeb. Sue S.\LMA.
The place where the Israelites mustered in obedience
to -Saul's summons was Bezek (i S. 11 8), which on the
supposition that the distressed city was in Gilead is
suitably identified with Khirbet Ibzik. If so, there will
appear to be two places called Bezek, for in Judg. I 4 / .
we meet with a Bezek^ which is undeniably in the S. of
Palestine (see BEZEK).
If, however, the threatened city was in Benjamin, and the foes
were Jerahmeelites from the extreme S., it is probable that
the warriors who responded to Saul were from Benjamin and
Tom the territory farther S., and that the mustering
\ On I Ch. 10 ID see H E A D .

-^ot unfrequently in P's lists we find a corrupt variant of a
3 T!!^"V.^ presented as the name of a fresh place.
this has a close bearing on the criticism of Judg. 21 8-14
(referred to above).
I S. 112 has been thoroughly misunderstood owing to textual
corruption. For iipja we should certainly -ead SipD3. T h e
passage then becomes, * that I stop up to y-)ur loss every fountain of Benjamin ' (cp 2 K. 2 25). D and j can be confounded in
'iramaic characters ; cp ©BA'S [eliajSet? -n i S. 12 9 for p^i.
Adoni-bezek' in J u d g . 1 ^ff. is probably a combination of
two clan-names'3^N (from ' j i y ; see PARADISE, § 7) and -JID
aHi^^°''f^' ^ P ' A d o n i k a m ' and 'Adoniram,' where ' k a m '
ana ram' represent fragments of ' Jerahmeel.'
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place was in (or, less probably, to the S. of) the district
occupied by Saul's clan. Of ' Bezek ' we know nothing ; but a
-southern clan-name ^^i^ is attc^t^d by the name T\'^2-\2. and by
the place-name HD^a (near Tekoa). ]\lust probably, however,
wc should read, for pin, not - i - , but -133 ; B E C H E R iq.v.'] was
in fact one form of the name of Saul's clan. T h e proceedings of
the heroic leader ilius become geographitally clear ; ' (.iil.Ljal' in
I S. 11 12-15 'iiay be emended into ' J u a h m e e l , ' i.e., V,K\-\\jerahmecl, the name ofthe central placeof Saul's clan.

Naturally enough, such an important event as the
relief CJI" Hulh-jerahmeel (Jabesh-gile.ul) led to the
1^ K i n s of ''*^'^°S"'t^°'"' °f '^^^^ ^s king of Benjamin
Beniamin ^^" ^^ '^ rightly regarded by Driver as re•'
' dactional, and may be omitted). PosMbly
other tribes, too, retognised him as in a qualified
sense their king by sending him presents, so that
they might profit in time of nc-ud by his proved
ability in warfare ; but of this no certainty is attainable.
The thoroughly antic|ue action^ ascribed \.<> Saul in i S.
117 has bcL-n placed lu a wrong setting. The compiler
gives no hint that the acti(.'ri referred to made the war a
holy w ar, and he represents the pieces of flesh as having
been sent throughout all Israel. It is not likely, however,
that other clans besides those most nearly connected
with Saul and those which were in equal danger from
the Jerahmeehtes (on the significant notice in 1 S. 3I7
[emended text] respecting * the men of Israel that wore
in Jerahmeelite Arabia' see %. ^c) were summoned to
his standard. Saul was by no means king of all Israel;
that distinction was reserved for David.
Still in such turbulent times even this moderate
dominion demanded all the energy and fervent
patriotism of the ruler, who was certamly no mere lad
at his succession, though his precise age is not recorded.'-^
The words in 1 S. I I 7 ' whosoever comes not out after
Saul,'^ suggest that Saul was already well-known as a
bold warrior. T h e story in i S. 9 3 j r , which presents
him as a youthful and modest dependent of his father
Kish, does not inspire us with confidence ; indeed the
whole connection of Saul with an individual called
Samuel is historically not free from doubt.
According to the tradition, Saul now returned to his
home at GIBEAH. From i S. 132 it would seem that
_.,
one of his first regal acts was to collect a
' small army of Israelitish warriors. Probably they were chiefly Benjamites under the leadership of
Abner ; it is CL plausible hypothesis of Winckler that
Benjamin was at that time by no means * the smallest of
the tribes of Israel' (i S, 921), and that its territory was
more extensive than in the later period, after it had been
conquered (?) by David.^ This view of the composition
of the army agrees with i S. 2 2 6 / : where Saul is described
as in Gibeah, surrounded by Benjamites,^ when he pronounced an unjust sentence on the priests of Vahwe. It
is probable, however, that he had also (like David) a
bodyguard composed of foreigners, if 7-dsi7n [v. 17
1 For the archseological origin of the custom referred to see
W R S ReL Scm.{% 402, who illustrates from-Lucian and Zenobius, and notices the paralle! statement in Judg. 19 29. The
narrative In Judg. 19-21 has been much edited, the statement
referred to is partly connected with a mythological ^tory relative
to creation (see SODOM, § 9). partly with an antique sacrificial rite
(cp Schwally, Semit. Kriegsaltertiimer,
1 54). Those who partook ofthe sacrificial pieces of flesh which Saul sent round became
consecrated persons whom no enemy could harm. T h e later
compilers of the story of Saul had forgotten this; b u t i t is the
dut> of the historical critic, so far as he can, to get behind their
conlpilation, and restore the original setting of misunderstood
traditions.
2 I S. 18 I givesnosense. MostcriticssinceWellhausenregard
it as a gloss, and read ' . . . >ears old was Saul when he began
to reign, and he reigned . . . years over Israel.' The glossator
did not venture to fill up the number of years. This involves
regarding ^nc before c'JL" as a corrupt duplication of'jc'- f^^^>
however, Driver and D>lir, ad loc. Klostermann's theory seems
too complicated,
3 T h e following words ' [and] after Samuel' are a variant, as
explained already.
* T h e conquest may be obscurely referred to in J u d g . 20.
Similarly, it seems, Noldeke (col. 536, n. 3).
5 On I S. 226 see TAMARISK ; on ' y e Benjamites,' v. 7, see
Crit. Bib.
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•runners') is, as the present writer suspects, a mutilation and corruption of ZiirepliathTm (Zarephathites).
These foreigners, however, were virtually Israelites;
they had adopted Israelitish reverence for the persons
of the priests of Yahwe, whom they refused to massacre
at the bidding of the enraged king (v. 17).
It was
Doeg an ' .Aramite ' (see . S. 218[7], ( p i " ) i who, according to the narrative, out of hatred for David
performed the dreadful act, for which, after David had
come to the throne, a stern penalty was (not indeed by
David) exacted (2 S. 21).
The historical character of the massacre (apart from
the details) cannot be doubted ; but the real cause of it
»i. r,,.;- .is not clear.
H a d the priestly clan
2b. Philistines, ^f (,(1^^^,^^ jii^^ s^^^^i (^ jypi.^i
personage), ' rejected' Saul as king ? H a d they
really espoused the cause of a pretender, and so
done all in their power to paralyse Saul's patriotic
activity? However that may be, we must not forget the
arduous nature of the task to which Saul had braced
himself. He had to put an end to the disastrous incursions of a powerful enemy, the name of which is
given as PSlistim (dX\60u\ot) or PHILISTINKS [q.v.].
The correctness of this name is generally accepted, but
has, elsewhere by the present writer (see PELETHITKS,
Z . \ K E P H A T H ) , been questioned.
In particular, there
are passages in the narrative which is commonly used
as evidence for David's outlawry, but may really be a
transformed, distorted version ofa tradition of a struggle
between Saul and David (so Winckler), and also in the
account of the closing scene of Saul's life, and of David's
subsequent exploits, which force the present writer to
hold that the Zarephathites—excluding those who had expatriated themselves and joined Saul's bodyguard—were,
together with their neighbours the ' Amalekites,' the true
enemies of Saul and for a time at least of David after

of 7'v. 4 / see MICHMASH). His object was to surprise
the outpost of the enemy, whose duty it was to watch
the steep ravine between Geba on the S. and Michmash on the N. (the W a d y es-Su\\C-nit). T h e two men
went secretly down into the valley below Geba, as if on
their way to the caves where the timid IsraeUtes were
hidden. There is in fact a line of such caves on both
sides of the wady, and they are practically impregnable
(cp MICHMASH). Greeted with scoffs by the enemy,
who noticed their first movements, Jonathan and his
follower afterwards disappeared from view, and climbed
up on the other side.^
T h e Philistine outpost was
thrown into confusion by the sudden appearance of the
two men. Jonathan, fatigued as he was with his climb,
smote right and left, and his armour-bearer quickly
despatched the wounded. T h e ' spoilers ' fled in dismay,
and the general panic — so the legend says—was
heightened by an earthquake (see EARTHQUAKE).
Then Saul, who had (somewhat strangely) been tarrying under the pomegranate tree ' in the border of Geba'

him (see P E L E T H I T E S , R E H O B O T H , Z A R E P H A T H ) .

In a

word, the so-called ' PhiUstines' are Zarephathites, and
their centre was not the ' Philistian sea-coast' but the
NEGEB

[q.v.].

A striking account is given by one of the narrators of
the opening of the war against the ' Philistines ' (i S. 13)
—of course, before the massacre just referred to.
Jonathan (whose relation to Saul the writer assumes to
be well-known) had offered an open insult to the
'Phihstines' [v. 3 ) ; we may perhaps suppose that it
was an insult which affected their religion."
The
' Philistines ' mustered in force to avenge it. Affrighted
at their appearance, the Israelites took refuge in
mountain-hollows, or crossed over into Gad and Gilead.
From the camp at Michmash (opposite Geba where the
outrage had been committed) the ' Philistines' plundered
the country, secure of meeting with no opposition,
because few of the Israelites had any weapons (1 S.
1319-22; cp F O R K ) . Only six hundred men, \\e are
told, remained with Saul at ' the border of Gibeah ' ;
but one of these was no less than Jonathan. This brave
man, together with his armour-bearer, is said to have
performed a most audacious exploit (r S. 14 ; on the text
* By Aramite we mean * Jerahmeelite'. There is some reason
to think that Doeg was one of the ^'lii or rather Zarephathites
(cp Gratz's view, col. 1124). For .some new evidence see Crit.
Bib.
©L has 'ISou^atos2 ' Garrison ' (EV) is not a probable rendering of 3'i;J. Like
^^} in the H a d a d inscription found near Zenjirli, the word
might mean either ' prefect' or ' pillar.' T h e m e a n i n g ' p i l l a r '
is to be preferred (cp, however, ISRAEL, § 13). Jonathan would
have slain more than one person, and ti/K^i seems to point to
some religious insult.
Probably we should read n3'l, ' he
shattered ' (Klo.). A sacred pillar seems to be m e a n t ; we need
nut emend 3"i:j into nzi':r (cp J E H O S H A P H A T , n. 2, col. 2352;
PKIJ-.NICIA, § 9). In 10 5 for ' the hill of God ' (cn'i^N'n n y 3 j ) r e a d
C';Nr:r;^' nV-J 'Gibeah of the Jerahmeelites.'
'Jerahmeelites'
and ' Z a r e p h a t h i t e s ' ( = 'Philistines') are synonymous terms.
The sacred pillar of the Zarephathites (Philistines) caused tbe
place to be called 'Gibeah of the Jerahmeelites.* From 183 it
appears that Geba is meant.
43*^7

(142 ; see G I B E A H , § i ; M I G R O N ) , arose, and discover-

ing the absence of Jonathan and his follower, applied to
the priest for guidance. Before there was time, however,
for Ahijah to bring forward the E P H O D [q.v.], circumstances had made the duty of the slowly moving king clear
to him. Promptly he led his little band against the disordered enemy. At once those Israelites who had been
compelled to serve with the ' Philistines' withdrew, and
joined the patriots. T h e ' Philistines ' were seen hurrying wildly towards Bethel across the watershed and
down the steep descent of Aijalon. In hot chase the
Israelites followed them. T h e story is vividly told,
and is evidently ancient.
How far is it trustworthy?
Certainly it cannot be a pure romance ; but Winckler
has called attention to some very doubtful elements, and
to these the present writer must now add the designation
of the oppressors of the Israelites by the name of
' Philistines.'
\ \ ' e have also an account of a battle between the
Israelites and the Philistines in the valley of Elah
(rather, ha-Elah), or, as the scene appears to be
otherwise described, in Ephes-dammim (i S. 1 7 i / ) .
The chief point in it, however, is the encounter of
David with Goliath, which appears to be a refiection
of the story of Elhanan and Goliath in 2 S. 2119, where
the scene of the combat is at Gob ( = REHOBOTH).
Probably '^/nek hd-elah and iphes-dammi7n are corruptions respectively of 'imek jerahme'el
and 'hnek
drammlm,
synonymous phrases [drammim = jerahme'elim) for the valley of Jerahmeel ( = the wddy elMilh f).
It is important to mention this here, to
prepare the reader for the change in our view of the
localities of the last fatal fight ('Gilboa') necessitated
by our criticism of the text (see § 4). As has been
shown elsewhere, the period as well as the scene of the
traditional fight with Goliath is misstated in i S. 18.
According to the statement in i S. I 4 4 7 / , Saul had
various other wars in which he was uniformly successful.
o f\i.-u
It is doubtful from what source this passage
3. O t n e r - , - ,
T - J . I
1
.
^.
^
IS derived.
Evidently the wnter is an
admirer of Saul, for he does not scruple
to transfer exploits ascribed by tradition to David
(28.812)2 to his neglected predecessor. T h e text of
the passage needs rectification, and should probably
run thus (see Crit. Bib.)—
And when Saul had taken the kingdom over Israel [he
fought against all his enemies round aUuiu, against Musur,
against the Amalekites, against Jerahnieei-IMi>^sur, and against
the Zarephathites, and whithersoever he turn'^d, he was
'- Cp Miller, The Least of all Lands, 104 ; also Conder Tentwork, 2 114 f
'
2 2 3 . 8 1 2 should probably run thus, or nearly thus (see
Crit. Bib., but cp D A V I D , § 8), ' From Aram, and from Missur,
and frorn the Amalekites, and from the Zarephathites, and from
the spoil of H a d a d , the Rehobothite, king of Missur.' On
' A r a m ' (i.e., Jerahmeel), as an emendation of ' fc'dom * cp
JoKTHEEL, § 2 ; R E Z I N J S A L T , \ ' A L L E V OF; Z A I K ; ZOBAH.
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victorious], he showed valour; he smote Amalek, and rescued
Israel out of the hand of his spoiler.
Thus in its original form the passage was not the
close of -' history of S.aul (Wellh. CHz^ef),
but
rather an introduction to the story of the campaign
against '.\malek,' which is, in fact, the only N\ar of
Saul described at any length in our traditions before
the tragedy of Mt. ' Gilboa ' (see i S. 15, and cp . \ G . \ G ,
BESOR, H.-VVILAH, S H U R , •ri:i„\iM, S . \ M I I ; L ) .

The narrative suffers greatly from the \\ant of preliminary explanations. .'\re we to suppose that the
bands of raiders had already forced their way to Saul's
territory? Or should we rather assume that the clans
to the .S. of Benjamin had appealed for aid to the king's
generosity? In order to answer those questions we
must read the notice of Saul's expedition against
'Amalek' in the light of the now but indispensable
theory (see above) that his warfare w.is chiefly with the
Sarephathites (Pelistim being a corruption of Sarephathim as ' .\m.\lek' is a distortion of Jerahme'elim).
It may be assumed that if these raiders penetrated into
Saul's kingdom (the territory of Benjamin was then
perhaps more extensive than afterwards), the .Amalekites (Jerahmeelites), whom we can only with some
difficulty distinguish from the Zarephathites, were not
less successful. It is true, the details respecting Samuel
are. from .. critical point of view, questionable. But
we may perhaps accept the statement (so much more
creditable, rightly considered, to Saul than to Samuel)
that on a certain point of religious tradition the seers
represented by Samuel were more conservative than the
king. The statement is that Samuel was highly displeased because, after Saul had ' utterly destroyed'
I:---) all ' t h e warriors' (cyn) of Amalek, he spared
Agag and 'the best of the sheep and the oxen ' (vv. Sf),
thus violating the fundamental religious custom (see
B.\N) of devoting enemies taken in war, and even the
animals which belonged to them, to the wrathful God of
Israel (cp i S. 2818). Still this, even if correct, was
surely not the only or the chief reason why the seer
(or the seers ?) broke off intercourse with the king. As
most agree, there was some other cause for the breach
which can only be divined.
We must not, of course, underrate the benefit of the
application of methodical criticism to the corrupt proper
names in this section (ch. 15); see BESOR, H A V I L A H ,
SHUR, TELAIM, and especially J E R A H M E E L .
Thus, in

•o. 2 we should do well to read, ' I have marked that
which Jerahmeel did to Israel' (the hostile section of
the great Jerahmeelite people is intended), and should
emend ' Amalek' and ' Amalekites' throughout accordingly. In V- 12 the word ' Jerahmeel' has undergone fresh transformations which obscure the narrative,
Not improbably we should read, ' It was told Samuel
(saying), Saul came to Jerahmeel, and, behold he
destroyed the Jerahmeelites, and went down to Gilgal'
( t s . 15i2; see Crit. Bib-)These gains are of the
utmost value from the point of view of intelligibility.
It is to be feared, however, that no textual criticism
can make the narrative quite satisfactory as a piece of
histor)'. First of all, the success of Saul's expedition
is evidently much exaggerated. If the ' Amalekites '
had really been so com]jletely crushed, we cannot
believe that they would so soon have recovered frora
their overthrow. Next, the rupture between Samuel
and the king (as was remarked above) is by no
means fully intelligible.
H. P. Smith considers the
' rejection' of Saul by Samuel in the name of his God
lo be an imaginary justification of the anointing of
David as king ; if David was to be anointed, it was
clear that Saul must have been rejected. W e may also
plausibly hold that the ' rejection ' seemed to the ancients
recount for Saul's subsequent calamity. It remains
true, however, that the cause of the ' rejection ' given
" I I S. 15 is far from adequate.
As an additional reason it was related (i S. 13-jb-isa) that
138
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Saul had offered a sacrifice himself instead of waiting for
Samuel, and (.he object of the narrative in j S. 2S4.25 can
hardly have been different) that before the fatal struggle on
' G i l b o a ' Saul applied to a necromancer at En.dor (see E N D O R ;
H A R O D , W E L L or)—an act of infidelity to S ahwe which naturally
deprived Saul of the protection of his God. A modern historian
( K i t t d , Hist- 2136) suggests a more critical reason, which, however, IS not entirely satisfactory.
H e thinks that the estrangement of Samuel from Saul m.iy have been caused by Saul's
continued inattention to the fate of thc ark, and his want of
comprehension of the peculiar religious character of Israel.

It is usual (in spite of the parallel feature in the
legend of .Mexanderi) to accept the report of .Saul's
4a Saul's ™°''^-'''^ melancholy alternating with fits of
meiancholv P'''^"°" ^^ historical, and to connect with
•'• it his first acquaintance with David (cp
MADNESS).
Certainly there was enough in the
manifold difificulty of the king's position to affect his
mind injuriously ; but the circumstances in connection with which it is mentioned do not inspire us with
much confidence. T h e whole story of Saul's relations
with David, which has in general been regarded as
founded on tact (see DAVID, §§ 1-4), has received a
great shock from the investigations of Winckler. Apart
from some questionable details in this scholar's criticism,
it appears to be at any rate very unsafe to follow the
tradition in its present form. That David early became
attached to Saul, partly by loyalty, partly by a family
tie (cp M E R A B , M I C H A L ) , as the narratives represent, is,

in the light of Winckler's criticism, very improbable.
David appears to have been an ambitious freebooter
from the Negeb who sought to carve out a realm for
himself (see J U D A H , §§ 4 / ), starting first of all from
'AduUam'—i.e., the southern ' C a r m e l ' (Jerahmeel)—
and afterwards, when that attempt was baffled, renewing
his enterprise from Halusah (' Ziklag'). Of course, to
say this, is not to deny that he may have possessed
some attractive qualities in which Saul was deficient,
and which not only favoured his ambitious schemes, but
also facilitated the idealising process of later narrators.
W e now hasten on to the pathetic closing scene of the
life of the hapless king.
W e have two versions of the ancient tradition : a,
chaps. 28 and 31 belong to one document; b, chaps. 27
ib. Last battle, f^'
f"'^ " S. 1 belong to another.'^
In a the camp 01 the Philistines is
placed at Shunem ; in i^ at A P H E K [^."^.j. In a we
have the strangely fascinating story of the ' w itch of
Endor' ; in i^, a great deal of interesting information
respecting David, who was at that time at Ziklag or
rather Halusah, a vassal of Achish (or Nahash?), king
of Gath or REHOBOTH [^.^'. ] in the Negeb. There are
also differences between the two accounts relative to the
death of .Saul. Neither of the two stories makes it clear
what the precise object of the ' Philistines' was. An
able geographer holds that they sought ' either to
subjugate all the low country and so confine Israel
to the hills, or else to secure their caravan route to
Damascus and the East from Israel's descents upon it
by the roads from Bezek to Beth-shan and across
Gilboa' (G. A. Smith, / / G 402). . H e n c e , when Saul
had taken up his position on Mt. Gilboa (or rather
Haggilboa ijn'rJ.n), which is taken to be the ridge running
SE. from the eastern end of the great central plain, the
' Philistines' did not hesitate to attack him on his superior
position (see GILBOA ; H A R O D , \ \ E L L O F ) .

T O dislodge

him was imperative, because from Gilboa he could
descend at will either on Jezreel or on the Jordan
valley. Before the battle, as one of the documents
states, the despondent king, who neither by dreams,
nor by Urim, nor by prophets could obtain any oracle
from Yahw4 (28615), applied to a female r.ecromancer
at En-dor, of whom he had heard from his servants.
In former times he had done all in his power to exterminate such magicians from his realm ; but now he
relapsed into the ancient superstition (see DIVINATION,
I Winckler, G/2172.
2 See H . P . Smith, Samuel, Introd. pp. xxivf.
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§ 4). Accordingly the necromancer called up the shade
of Samuel, who disclosed the terrible fact that on the
morrow the king would die, and his army would be
worsted, as a punishment for his disobedience in the
matter of ' Amalek.'' On hearing this, Saul fell to the
ground ; it is added that he had not eaten bread the
whole day and the whole night, j e t he could hardly be
induced to break his fast. After this meal, we are told,
Saul and his servants ' rose up and went away that
night' (2820-25). It is impossible to decide how far the
story is based on fact.- .As it stands, it appears to be
meant as an explanation of Saul's desertion by his God
(see § 3). Wliether in any degree historical or not,
the narrative is highly natural, though considerable
doubt attaches to the place-name. En-dor (see ENDOR ;

' Beth-pelet' (•^^^3 n-2, rather rhs IT3, where T\\S comes from
ns-li- (see PELbiHiTESl); the situation is suitable.
Jabeshgilead' (§ i) should be ' B e t h - g i l f j a l ' ; ' Z i k l a g should be
Halusah, and Endor ( n n py) sliuuld be En-'arad ( n y J-Ji).
In J u d g . 7 I En-h.arod is combined with Gibeath-hammoreh or
rather Gibeath-jerahmeel [see .MOREH], and in 2 8 . 2 8 2 5 / a
Harodite and a Palt'ite are mentioned together ; Arad .and Bethpelet (' En-dor ' and ' Beth-ashtaroth ') are, if our explanations
.are correct, mentioned as in the same district in the narrative
which contains chaps. 211 31. T o pass now to the e l e g y : t h e
true names in 2 S. 1 20 are Rehoboth, Haliisah, Sarephathim,
and Jerahme'elim.l

H A R O D , W I ; I . L OF : and the criticism below).

Thus far we have provisionally assumed the correctness of the MT. There is, however, a strong probabihty that the text of both forms of
4C. Emenda- ^j^^ tradition is vitiated by a great
tions 01 names, jnijunderstanding, and that here, as
in many other cases, there is an underljdng tradition
very different from that represented by the text. T h e
geographical obscurity of the present text of i S. 2 8 / .
31, is undeniable; one may therefore natur.ally suspect
corruption. It is. moreover, difficult to believe that the
form 'Philistines' is correct in chaps. 28/". and 31,
when close by (30 l i ; see P E L E T H I T E S ) it has only
been introduced by a textual error. T h e case is very
similar to that of a passage in the famous elegy
(2 S. I20). Whatever we may think of ' G a t h ' (the
name is far from certain—see REHOBOTH), we can
hardly say that the mention of ' Ashkelon' was to be
expected, and even if we defend ' Philistines,' we
cannot assert that ' uncircumcised' forms a natural
parallel to it.^
'Jezreel' (i S. 2'.liii) needs no correction ; the place intended is the Jezreel in the
hill-country of Judah, not far from Carmel (i-e.,
Jerahmeel), to which David's wife .Ahinoam by birth
belonged.
But the other names have been partly
corrupted, partly manipulated, by an editor, till a completely false geographical setting of the narrati\e has
been produced. T h e scene of the military operations
has been supposed to be in the N., whereas it was really
in the S. It is not the least of the arguments for the
correctness of this view that it enables us to emend and
explain a historical notice ( i S. 31 7) which has been a
great trouble to commentators (see ISRAEL, § 16, and
cp HPSm.), but may, with the utmost probability,
be read thus ;—' And when the men of Israel who were
in .\rab-jerahmeel [i.e., Jerahmeel in N. Arabia] saw
that the men of Saul had fled and that Saul and his
sons were dead, tbey forsook the cities and fled, and
the Zarephathites came and dwelt in them.' T h e cities
referred to are the ' cities of the Jerahmeelites,' where,
according to i S. 3O29, 'elders of J u d a h ' had quite
lately been residing.
We must briefly indicate the emendations referred to ;
the names form the skeleton of the history. For ' S h u n e m '
(cJI"'- i S . 284) and ' Beth-shan ' (w T\-2, i S. 31 10) it is tbe
simplest course to read ' E s h e a n ' (^iJiyn) and 'Beer-sheba'
(-^'1-ct li<2^. T h e same place is no doubt intended by both
forms; see ESHEAN'. Perhaps py^ (291) should be -,^-,;:22, ' a t
Maon.' For ' G i l b o a ' (yn'^j) or rather Haggilboa (y^^jn) we
should restore ' A m a l e k ' (p^:2-^') or ' J e r a h m e e l ' ( ^ . s ' r m ) ;
so, too, in 2 S . l 21. For ' t o .Vphek' (,Tp£:.\', 29 i) we should
read ' t o Gibeah' ( . l y n j : the same error is probable in
Josh. 1-5 53 ; cp also n'D.S* in 9 I [see A P H I A H ] ) ; the ' Gibeah ' of
Josh. 1057 (see G I B E A H , 1) or that of J u d g . 7 i seems to be
meant. ' T h e house of Ashtaroth ' (n^-HL"'.; n'::, 3110) should
probably be ' Betb-sarephath' (nDT.i n'2}, better known to us as
^ Probably the original tradition represented the ' Amalekites '
and_ the * Philistines' as allied on this occasion, so tbat the
retribution to Saul would be exactly proportioned to his guilt.
-^ .Stade ( 6 ' ; ' / 1 255) rejects the narrative; cp Schwally, Das
Leben nach dent -Tode, -j-^f. Budde and Kittel, on the other
hand, accept it as historical.
y T h e fourth line of the stanza ought, like the others, to
contain an ethnic name.
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These, then, are in all probability the historical
circumstances of the great crisis. T h e Zarephathites,
,
y
probably with the aid of the'.Amalek2, . 1 ' ^ f
. ites' (cp ! S . l 6 20), were on their
d e a t h : Cheyne s ^^^^^j^ northwards; David, lord of
theory.
Halusah (ZIKLAG), narrowly escaped
accompanying them. Saul and his army went to meet
the enemy, hoping to deal them such a blow as
would effectually stop their incursions. H e encamped,
shifting his position from M.aon by Jezreel ('291,
emended te.xt) to the hills near ' C a r m e l ' (i.e., Jerahmeel), one of which we suppose to have been
specially called Gibeah or Gibeath-jerahmeel. It
was at this Gibeah (c.rtainly not at any place called
' A p h e k ' ) that the Zarephathites encamped.
Not
far off was Arad, whither Saul may perhaps have
gone to consult a necromancer ; Arad was presumably
one of the 'cities of the Jerahmeelites' (t S. 3O29)
occupied by the Judahites. T h e original encampment
of the Zarephathites was probably at Beersheba,^ and it
was perhaps on the ridge which runs from the southern
' Carmel' W S W . towards Beersheba that the fate of
Saul was sealed.
T h e Zarephathites attacked him
fiercely. .After a heroic resistance, he gave way, and
bade his armour-bearer thrust him through with «.
sword, on account of a critical blow which had been
dealt him by a great stone. ^ His attendant, however,
hesitating to do his bidding.'' the hapless king is said
(but this is by no nieans certain) to have taken his own
life (314).
A different tradition is reported in 2 S. 1 (the sequel
of chaps. 29, 30), where the fate which in i S. 3I4
Saul is said to have deprecated, actually befalls him
(cp ISRAEL, § 15). . \ n 'Amalekite' (i.e-, Jerahmeelite),
who 'happened by chance upon IMt. Gilboa' [v. 6,
E^'), but who, as the narrator probably means us to
suppose, had his own reason for being on the spot,^
slays Saul. A\'e need not, with St.ade ( G r / 1 2 5 8 ) reject
the story altogether, though we must at any rate admit
that it has been touched up by the writer who records
it. Certainly it is in harmony with the well-known
elegy ascribed to David, where the destined successor
of Saul is represented as forbidding the sad news to be
published in Halusah, lest the malicious Jerahmeelite
women should triumph (see translation in col. 2334,
and compare i S. 3 l 4 a , 'lest the Jerahmeehtes come
and thrust me through').
In this connection it m a y be noticed that the elegy says
nothins: of Saul's 'sons,' which is in accordance with the fact
that 2 S. 2112 speaks only of the bones of Saul and Jonathan
his son. Very probably t h e statement in 1 S. 31 2 respecting
1 For rij, nii;n and [l^pw'.v, n-pp\s,

D'SlV.

See J,\sHEK,

B O O K O F , § 2.

2 Both locations (reading ' G i b e a h ' for ' Aphek,' and ' Eshean'
or ' B e e r s h e b a ' for ' S h u n e m ' ) are plau.sible ; but Beersheba
naturally comes b.rore Gibeah. Beersheba was doubtless more
important th:in 1 ;il,e:Lli ; hence tbe omission of ' Gibeah' in one
document and the probable reference to Beersheba in 3110.
3 Read probably, in v. 3, •n"::;8,Ti n:ZL"n3 C'ni':n 1.1N!ip*l
^1?^''!' i'.?, ' and those who cast (stones) with engines found him,
and they crushed him between the thighs.' See Che. Exp.T
11137. We can now see the full force of Saul's remark tu his
armour.biiarer, zi. 4,1, 'lest these Jerahmeelites come and
thrust me through,' etc. ; aSiy (as often elsewhere) should be
D'^,^-:'Ti-. See Crit. Bib.
_ < Lnlikethearmour-ljearerofagrandsonofMerodach.baladan
in a similar case
(KBIzi-zf).
° 'The 'Amalekites' (Jerahmeelites), as we have seen, h a i
possibly joined the Zarephathites.
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Abinadab and Malchishua is incorrect (cp § 6). ' A b i n a d a b '
seems to the present writer to be a double of ' J o n a t h a n '
(' Nathan' and ' N a d a b ' confounded), and ' Malchigua' to be a
development (see § 5) of ' J e r a h m e ' e l ' (whose name is misread
Ishbosheth).
Xhe latter certainly did not fall on the field of
battle. (Dn the contrary he Uved to succeed his father on the
throne. Tradition not impossibly said that he was lame (see
MEI'HIBOSHETH).

The story of the death of Saul in its present form is
a narrative of the heroic but useless sacrifice of the king's
life for the deliverance of Israel from the Philistines.
That we have had to interfere with it may be a subject
for regret, but not for surprise. The story of Saul and
of his relations with David was of course told and retold, edited and re-edited, and eould not but be
considerably modified in the process. Textual corruption, too, naturally increased the confusion. T h e
story becomes to some extent inteUigible only when the
textual errors have been removed by .. methodical
criticism. W'e have also to consider alterations due to
litter hands. It w.as the editor who placed the stury of
the 'witch of Endor' where it now stands. Endor (or
En-harod ?) is in the N . ; ' but the scene of the great
battle was in the S. The account of the indignities
offered to the bodies of the king and of his sons [zn.'. g
10; see £a'/. 7'10522), however, has the impress of truth,
and we can well believe that fierce resentment arose in
the city so gallantly liberated by Saul. All night the
warriors of Beth-gilgal'- in Benjamin are said to have
joumeyed. Not the northern fortress of Beth-shan, but
more possibly Beer-sheba was their goal; there they
found the dead bodies of the heroes fastened to the city
walls. Piously they took them down and brought them
to Beth-gilgal, where they raised n. fitting dirge over
them,^ and gave an honoured burial to the bones
beneath the sacred tree (see T A M A R I S K ) .

Afterwards,

we are told, David sent his warrior Benaiah'' for them,
and they were reinterred in the family grave at Shalisha
(not 'Zela') near Beth-gilgal (see ZELAJI,

and ep

RIZPAH).
'There Ls a third reference to this generous action in 2 S. 2 4^-7
which needs elucidation. Fw. tb 5 should probably run thus,—
And they told David, " T h e hien of Beth-gilgal have buried
Saul under the Asherah" (n^B^NJ nnn ; cp i S. 3113, above).
And David sent presents (C'p^-C-) to the men of Jabesh-gilgal,'
etc. In v. 6 E'V's 'will requite you this kindness' should be
show you this friendliness.' David sends presents, nominally
to acknowledge the generous act of the men of Beth-gilgal, but
really to induce them to work for the extension of his sovereignty
over Benjamin. 'Your lord' means ' t h e lord of Benjamin,'
not'the lord of Gilead.'

The impression which Saul produced on the later
editor of the tradition was not on the whole favourable.
6. Saul's character. " ' ^ .''".'' Physical gifts, his ardent
patriotism, and his inextinguishable
courage were readily acknowledged (r S. I O 2 3 / l i n
I87 1732/ cannot be quoted on the other side) ; but
we also hear of fits of passion and cruelty (i S. 20 27-34
226-t9), of a dangerous religious scrupulosity (i S.
H36-45),^ and (cp § 4) of sudden accesses of a disturbI Of course there is the possibility that dor oi En-dor ( n n r y )
may have come from 'Arad (nny), and that the original story may
have been recast in accordance with a later view of the scene of
, 'Mnnict This may be the simplest solution of the problem.
^ Not Jabesh.g;iead(see§i).
"Readmg n,nl, ^ 3 ^ , , ( K b . Budde). H . P . Smith's objection
IS 01 no weight; the mourning Ls naturally mentioned before the
(Tm
\' •"'
' ° ^ * ' ^^ 3^- '^^•'- ^ - Smith's suggestion
L, .•3'^'.' '.''^' '''^ buming (IDIC"I) may have had a religious
int^ention, is ingenious ; but see .MMUKNING.
2 b. .112 © ; see Klostermann, ad loc.
aani. It appears, had tabooed all eating before sunset. T h e
™y person who tasted food was Jonathan, who had not heard
.Taui impose the taboo. Yahw^ was believed to be offended bv
Tm ,'?"'S'''=^''°n- By the sacred lot (see U R I M AND T H U M M I M )
junatnan was found to be the culprit, and condemned bv his
diedn V'?"^^
But ' t h e people ransomed Jonathan that be
KwalH
''-'' '^''^'' ^ ° " * ' ^ ^™^ effected, we are not told.
lif, „f,™PP°5=s that it was by thc substitution of another human
' „ S ''f. ™.'ue; Kittel (Hist. 2 116) and Driver (note ad loc-)
.uujiy tms view. But iS's Tpoatviaro irepi points to the read.
g . N > ' ? 3 n , ' a n d they acted as arbitrators
concerning
(Jonathan),' i.e., they mediated between Jonathan and the
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ing melancholy (i S. I614 I810 I99).
This mental
disturbance is described (in I810) by the same phrase
(bv rh-i) that is used elsewhere for that heightening of
the physical powers under the influence of rage against
Yahwfe's enemies which characterised the successful
great warriors and athletes.
W a s it a melancholy
produced by a wild longing for battle?i Was it ' b u t
the morbid reflex of the prophetic inspiration of Saul's
heroic period ' ?'- Does the story of the witch of Endor
suggest that it was a frenzied anticipation of evil for
Saul himself and his people ? Or is it historical at
all ? May not the statement be due to the influence of
a wide-spread Oriental tale (see § 4) ? At any rate it is
connected with statements respecting David which, if our
criticism is justified, cannot be even approximately correct.
Tradition has in fact been at once too kind to David
and too unkind to his predecessor. That Saul had
good cause to oppose David has been stated already
(§ 4), and even if we consider the loyalty of the men of
Beth-gilgal (i S. 3 1 i i ^ ) to be largely the result of
clan-loyalty (since Jabesh-gilead = Beth-gilead = Bethjerahmeel), it is plain that nothing had been done
by Saul which seemed to his fellow-clansmen to be
unworthy of a great Israelite.
Kittel [Hist.
Ii-^ff.)
has given an eloquent and sympathetic portrait ^ of the
heroic king to all of which one would gladly subscribe
if the historical evidence were slightly stronger. The
chief difficulty connected with Saul is his massacre of
the priests of Gibeon (' Nob ') ; but we cannot say that
we know the circumstances sufficiently well to pass a
peremptory judgment.
The best attested names in Saul's family are those of
his concubine Rizpah and his son Jonathan, unless
6 Saul's '"'^^^'^ Jonathan was originally represented
familv
lamuy.

^
Saul's brother.*
ABINADAB
and
JVIALCHISHUA, however (i S. 312 ; cp i Ch.

833 939, and see above, § 4), are suspicious. Abinadab is probably a variant of ' Jonathan,' Malchishua a
corruption of 'Jerahme'el [bSne] Sha'uL' The names
of the two sons of Rizpah (2 S. 218), Armoni and
IVIephibosheth, are also doubtful. Armoni is probably
a corruption of ' Abinadab ' ; IVIephibosheth seems to be
borrowed from one of the two historic ' IMephibosheths.'
Tradition probably did not preserve the names of
the two hapless sons of Saul and Rizpah. The present
writer has suggested that both Eshbaal (1 Ch. 833) and
Ishbosheth may be corruptions of Jerahme'el or Ishmael,
and a similar origin may with reasonable probability
be assigned to the current name of Saul's grandson (see
MEPHIBOSHETH,

and cp Crit.

Bib.).

It is remarkable that, according to a new theory which fits in
with a well-supported theory of the course of the history of
Israel, no less than eleven of the personal names connected in
M T with the family of Saul are corruptions of Jerahmeel and
Ishmael, or of fragments of those names. These are — M E R A B ,
MICHAL,
PALTIEL,
ADUIEL,
MEPHIBOSHETH,
ISHBOSHETH,
MERIBBAAL,
MICHA,
MACHIR,

ESHBAAL,
AMMIEL.

This theory throws doubt on tbe genealogy in i Ch. 8 3 3 ^
'^icjff-, whicb was possibly inserted to gratify a post-exilic
family professedly descended from Saul. It is obvious that
some of the names must be variants of the name of the same
person; also that the names Jerahmeel or Ishmael were given,
sometimes at least, as a substitute for the true name which had
been forgotten. Jerahme'el or Jerahme'elith was in fact most
probably the name of Saul's clan (see § i), and Beth-jerahmeel
that of the chief seat of the clan.
Here probably ' Mephibosheth' resided, not in ' t h e house of Machir, tbe son of
Ammiel, in L o - d e b a r ' 5 ( 2 S. 94). See § i, and cp M E H O L A .
THITE, S H E B A .
sacred custom or law. So Klostermann, wbo paraphrases,
' t h e y imposed a fine on Jonathan.'
[Winckler, (S/ 2 1 6 3 / ,
assumes a mythological basis for tbe detail.]
1 Schwally, Semitische Kriegsaltertunier,
1105.
2 Budde, Religion of Israel to the F-xile, 95.
3 See also Tiele, VergeUjkende Geschiedenis van de Egypt,
en Mesopotam. Godsdiensten (iS-j^), do-^ff.
^ This is a startling suggestion of Winckler (GI 2 191), based
on 2 S. 1 2 2 / Compare the doubt (SoDOM, § 10) whether Lot
was not originally Abraham's brother.
5 T h e repetition of the elaborate description in 2 S. 0 5 is
suspicious. Note here, to supplement LO-DEBAR, that n2_i-n
121 -h may have arisen out of n ' a , and nV out of icj^y, which
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SAVARAN

SCARLET

2. (RV S H A U L ) .
An early Edomite king (Gen.
3637/. I Ch. I48/!). Was he, however, an Edomite or a
Jerahmeelite? DIN and QIN are so much alike that \\e
may choose that reading which best suits the circumstances. On the whole, DIN, i.e., '^x?:;n"!' (Jerahmeel),
best accords with the notices of the kings, though a
connected examination of these would be required to
make this appear as probable as it really is. T o
suppose that this Shaul was i foreign conqueror and
founder of a dynasty,^ is a serious error. Certainly it
is plausible at first sight to identify ' the river ' (in the
phrase 'Rehoboth by the river') with the Euphrates
(see Onk.), and to compare the Rehoboth-Ir of Gen.
10II.
Sayce [Hibb. Lect. 55) would even identify
our Rehoboth with Babylon, and make Saul the
Hebraised form of Savul or Sawul (cp § i), which
he regards as a name of the Babylonian sun-god ; ^
Furrer, however, thinks of a place called Rahaba, on the
W. side of the Euphrates (Riehm's HWB 1291). But
all this is even hazier than the speculations about Rehoboth-IrinGen. l O i i . -nsn and cni:,o nnj (Gen. 15i8) may
both mean ' t h e stream of Musri,'—i.e., some wady
in the Negeb, perhaps the Wady el-'Arls, the borderstream of the N. Arabian land of Musri (see EGYPT,

admitted, and G. Hoffmann's explination ( ' h e set them
at the saw and at the iron pickaxes,' etc.) gains ground.
The difficulties in this explanation are referred to by
Driver (TBS 2 2 8 / ) ; but the corruptness of the whole
passage, perhaps, has not been adequately realised,
e.xcept by Klostermann. That able critic's restoration,
however, does not produce very good Hebrew. Ifwe t.rke
due account ofthe three verbs N'SI.I, CL-'I, and T^lMi. the
general meaning of the passage ought to be clear. T h e
people of Rabbah of the b'ne Jerahmeel (not Rabbathammon) were 'brought o u t ' from their city, and
' placed' in other parts of David's realm ; so he ' made
(them) to pass' from Jerahmeel.^ 11-..0 must, therefore,
be a place-name. 2 This fits in with other results of a
more searching criticism of the history of David and
Solomon. C p SOLOMON, and see Crit. Bib.
T. K. c ]

BROOK OF ; ABEL-MIZRAIM, but cp S H I H O R ) , SO that

' R e h o b o t h ' is er-Ruhaibeh, the REHOBOTH [q.v.) of
Gen. 2622, SW. of Beersheba.
See also S H A U L .

Cp B E L A ,

PETHOR.

See W M M .•\s. u. Eur. \34(RP2
115). An ancient Egyptian
text niiintiiin^ Ra-ph and R-hu-bu-ra-ti next to Naharu (the
' s t r e a m ' ) . T h e Robotha in Gebalene (OS 28677; U l 75) is
not to be compared.
T. K.. C.
SAVARAN (AYARAN [ A X V ] ) , I Macc. 643. RV
•Avaran.'
See E L E A Z A R , 9 ; MACC.VUKE.S i., § 3 [2].

SAVIAS(cd.OYiA[A]). i E s d . 8 2 = Ezra74. U z z i [ i ] .
SAW. The saws of the Egyptians, so far as known,
were all straight and single-handed ; but the doublehanded saw seems to have been known to the Assyrians
(Layard, Nin. and Bab., 195), and we suppose from
the reference in i K. must have been known to the
Hebrews. Cp H . W D I C R A F T S , § 2 / On the Egyptian
saws see especially Petrie, Tet/iple of Gizeh, \7^ff.
Petrie infers that the blades of the saws were of bronze,
and that jewel-points were sometimes fixed in the teeth.
Circular saws were also employed.
According to
Schliemann [Tiryns, 264 f) the ancient Mycenean saw
took the form of an ordinary knife or blade. See,
further, Diet. Class. Ant., s.v. ' serra,' and for Egyptian
saws. Wilk. Anc. Eg.2261. and illustration, 1401 (nos.
7. 8).
The O T words for ' saw ' are :—
I. meUsor, lYC'^. Tcpicnv, serra,

SCAB.

.. a n j , i'l? raM, Dt. 2827 AV, R V ' s c u r v y . '

See DISEASES, 8.
2 ns •)', yaUepheth, Lev. 21 20 22 22!.

See DISEASES, 4.

SCAFFOLD ( l i ' S , BACIC, I'asis) in E V of 2 Ch. 613
denotes the specially-made platform or stage of bronze
on which Solomon stood and kneeled at the dedication
of the temple. Kiyyor is elsewhere rendered pot, basin,
or laver ; and interpreters, therefore, have been led to
suppose that Solomon's platform also was ' probably
round, bowl-like in shape' (so BDB, s.v.)-, this, however, is not a likely shape, nor is it suggested by the
terms of length, breadth (each 5 cubits), and height
(3 cubits) in which its dimensions are given. Klostermann followed by Oettli (ad loc.) proposes, therefore,
to emend to jvs (\/]'\2) I cp (S, Vg. (cp also |3, used
ofthe laver ; 1x2. itself, is sometimes written T'D).
With the measurements cp the description of the ' b a s e ' in
1 K. 7 27 (see LAVER, § i ) ; four (iS, J o s . five) cubits long, the
same in breadth, and three (®, J o s . six) high. T h e position,
too, would correspond with P's statement (see LAVER, § 2), as
also would the inference that there was only one base in the
temple.
Finally, it should be noticed, that vSy "lDy'1, for
which E V has 'stood upon it,' means equally naturally 'stood
by the side of i t ' (on this not infrequent use of 7j;, see BDB s.v.
756a), in which case the M T n'V3 m a y refer to the ' l a v e r '
itself, and no emendation is necessary.

^. n--'cjr2, AVmg., Keh. 9 4.

See STAIRS, 3.

8CALL (pn3, Lev, 1 8 3 0 / : ) .

See LEPROSY, § 2.

SCAPEGOAT (STNTB), Lev. \&Zff. AV, RV AZAZEL.
SCARECROW (TTpoBa.CK&NiON), Baruch 670 [69].
See G A R D E N , § 9 (end). Ewald, Graetz, Giesebrecht,
etc., restore the 'scarecrow' in Jer. 105 (late), and
RV™g accordingly renders ncp'D lph3, ' like a pillar in
a garden of cucumbers.'

used for cutting wor.d. Is.

SCARLET is used in EV as rendering the foUowing
words and phrases :—
1. !dni, -w (Gen. 3828 and many other places), a
common word of uncertain etymology, which may be
connected either with .Ar. sana—according to Philippi
[There is a remarlcable difference of expression
(ZDMG 3279) this root has for its original sense ' to be
between i Ch. 20 3 and 2 S. 12 31. T h e i Ch. passage
bright or shining'—or with Ass. Hnitu, ' a dved cloth.
has n-.-^2 l-c--,, ' a n d he sawed (thetn) with saws' (the
The plur. sanim is found twice, Is. 118 Prov. .31 21.
verb corresponding to mt:','^), dcl-irptcrev [ ^ ^ ^Kptaev ^v-\
2. T h e fuller s^ni told'ath (nyVin -re-, lit. ' wormTrpiocsiv -, Vg. fecit super eos tribulas
.
ita ut dis.
scarlet') occurs in Lev. 14 (five times) and in Nu. 196.
secarentur et contererentnr.
2 S. 123t has m:':^ z-c;-\,
j 3. Another equivalent phrase is the tola ath sani (,ny'-',-^
Kai idrjKev iv rip -jrpiovi ((^^ dUirpLcrev iv Trpiocrt) ; Vg.
-ia, lit. ' scarlet -worm ') so frequent in Exodus, as well
serravit.
That the Chronicler's statement gives a gross
as (4) the shorter tola (y^in) of Is. 118 (EV ' crimson')
caricature of David, is becoming more and more generally
and Lam. 45.
5. A Pu'al participle,
melhulhiim
was a corruption of ^ ; ^ j .
Cp ' Jabesb-srilead' in i S. 11 for
(c'y'"np, derived from told'), occurs once (Nah. 23[4]) to
' Ii<;th-^i!c:a1.' .Mso that -13-1 KS in Am. 6 13 is most probably a
signify ' clothed in scarlet.' ^
c m i p t i u n of -iJi: n ' 3 (Beth'gilead). T h e two cities conquered
lOist.
z. megcr,-,h, nnJC, 2 8 . 1 2 3 1 |l i Ch. 20 3* (in i Ch. 20 3^ it is
usual to emend n n : ^ into j-mi:r. 'a.\es,' after 2.S.I231 [so
already E V ] ) ; u^cd frir cutting stone, i K . 7 9 (IK Siatn-jJiuaTO?
= iiynJDi cp lj 6). See A X E , 6.

liy the Israelites appear to have heen Beth-gilead—i.e., Bethierahmeel—and either Mahanaim or Horonaim. See further
.MAHANAIM, and cp Crit. Bib.
1 See Ijuhl, Ccseh. der Edomiter, 47.
2 T o illustrate Sayce's theory, see Schr. KA T'l-' 5-6
( = C 0 7 " 2256). Del. Ass. HWB explains sanmllu, ' a tree or
],:ant.' T h e same ideograph eIsewhere = MKr7<, 'light.'

should be c) all probably come from S x c m ' .
" ni^UO (cp A S A , 6) is a variant to il-.nRead, perhaps,
C'"""': or C"p: ' ( t h e land oO the Geshurites' or 'Girzites.
3 But see S H O E , § 3, and cp Crit. Bib.
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^ n^i'^C (^'. 26), CD'^.'^ (V. 30), and nSo (^. 3r; prefixed -

SCEPTRE

SCORPION

6. K6KKIVOS in Mt. 2728 Heb. Qig Rev. 173 has, no

doubt, the same meaning as sani, of which it is (S's
rendering.

See CRI.MSON'.

7. arglwdnd, NjuiN, the Aram, equivalent of \BiiH,
is in Dan. 5? 16 29 rendered ' scarlet' in .AV (AV""e- RV
'purple'), and AV^e- suggests the same rendering for
the Hebrew word in Ezek. 27 7- See COLOURS, § 14 ;
PURPLE.

N. M.

SCEPTRE. I. D3L", Sibet, cp .Ass. sibiuIn Nu.
241? (EV) we read of a 'sceptre' which shall smite
Moab.
T h e translators apparently take
1. lenns. .^(.gpire' as a symbolic expression for
'king.' Here, however, as also in Ps. 29 (EV ' r o d ' ) ,
Sibet seems to denote rather a warlike instrument—a
mace. For Egyptian representations of such a weapon
see Wilk. -inc. Eg-X^itf. 3 frontispiece; some, too,
will remember the large heavy maces of limestone
with rehef sculptures, of the period before the sixth
dynasty, exhibited lately (1900) in London, and found
by Mr. Quibell at Kom el-Ahmar (Hierakonpolis). .An
' iron sSbet' is referred to in the traditional text of Ps.
29 : such a weapon was, at any rate, known to the last
editor of the Psalter (cp the aib-ripelT) Kopbv-ij of / / . 7 140).
For a representation of Asur-nasir-pal holding a short
staffer sceptre see Perrot-Chipiez, .-Irt in ^.yj. 2123;
and for another of Sargon with a long one, see SARGON.
In Ps. 1255 'sceptre' is adequate (so RV, AV ' r o d ' ) ;
in Is. 143 (EV sceptre) we seem to need 'staff' as a
parallel to ' rod.' Less common are :—
2. S'^nc, sarbit, a late form of sebet, perhaps influenced by
tTK^TTTpof (Ko. Lehrgeb- 2 152), only in Esth. 4 1 1 5 2 8 4 .
3. ppn:, mekoket, Vppn, N u . 21 18 R V t (II T]i)ietO), Gen.
49io RV (II a z r ) ; Ps.607[8] R V ( = P s . l 0 8 8 [ 9 ] RV). I n all
these three passages, however, Cheyne suspects that the text is
corrupt. In Nu. 2118 and in Ps. 60 7 [8] 'D has probably come
from ^xcm'Jerahmeel (Che.), and in Gen. 4910 'D means a ruler
(read, in II, L'i::'). See SHILOH, I , Che. Ps-(^), and Crit. Bib- •
but cp Moore, Judges, 153 (on J u d g . 5 14).

.As to the form of the sceptre, it is plausible to hold
that it was a reminiscence of the shepherd's staff or
2. Form. P"*^^?^ " ° ° ' ' ("^P -^^^s. rezc = n^i, [ i ] shepherd, [2] ruler). Koran, 5 a n 2 0 1 7 / m a y b e
quoted in illustration. ' What is that in thy right
hand, 0 Moses ?' Said he, ' It is my staff on which I
lean, and wherewith I beat down leaves for my fiock,
and for which I have other uses.' 'We find the shepherd's crook (combined with the whip—mistaken by
Diod. Siculus [83] for a plough) as an emblem of
Egyptian royalty and vice-royalty; see Erman, Eg.
60, 63, also Wilk. Anc. Eg- 8371 (early, and Seti I.)
and 3128 (.Ah, son of Athor), I183 (no. 7). As the
emblem of Hebrew royalty we find not only a ' r o d ' or
staff (Ezek. 19II14) but a spear (hanith, from hdndh,
' to bend, curve, bend down '), i S. ISio 226 ; in' Is. 24
Joel 310 the ' spear ' is parallel to the ' pruning-hook,'
out of which it might conceivably, according to the
writers, be made.
»«?l°„'""'*'r="<i * = 'golden sceptre' of E s t h . 4 i i 5 2 84, see
IVliddleton in EB, s.-u. ' S c e p t r e ' ; Diet. Gr. and Rom. Antig.,
s.v. bceptrum'; and Frazer, Paus- 5 2 1 0 ^

SCE'VA (CKEYAC), ' a Jew, a chief-priest,' whose
seven 'sons' (or disciples [Baur]) practised exorcism
at Ephesus, with the results described with reference to
two of them [v. 16 dpcporipaiv, but T R avrHv) in Acts
19i4-i7- See EXORCISTS. Schiirer thinks that dpx'ep^ws
(gen.) in v. 14 means 'member of a high-priestly
family.' More plausibly we might read dpxi(rvva-yiiyov ;
the lepius of D seems too slight an emendation. As to
he name Sceva, it may be a Grsecised Latin name
<'5''«^)T. K. c.
SCHOOLS.

See EDUCATION.

SCIMITAR (a.KiN^^KHc), Judith 136 I69 RV, AV
lauchion.'

See SWORD, ' W E A P O N S , § i .

SCORPION (3'npU, 'akrdb, c K O p n i o c ) . Scorpions
are especially common in the peninsula of Sinai and the
4317

desert of et-Tih (cp Dt. 815, and see AKKABEIM), and
the Arabian desert generally.
' Scorpions lurk under the cool stones,' says Doughty ;
' I have found them in my tent, upon my clothing, but
1. References. " " " ' ' ^"'^ ^">' '™"^ have seen
many grown persons and children
bitten, but the sting is not perilous ; some wise man is
called to '' read " over them ' (Ar. Des. 1328 ; Doughty's
statements about Arabia must not be taken too generally ; cp § 3). The form of expression, therefore, in
Lk. IO19 (' I empower you to tread upon serpents and
scorpions') is not quite so striking as that in the ||
passage, Ps. 9113 (5 (' Thou shalt go upon the asp and
the basilisk '), and in the description of the locusts from
the ' pit of the abyss' the weakest part may seem to
be the detail of their ' tails like (those of) scorpions'
(Rev. 910, see RV), From a picturesque point of view,
however, this detail is quite in place; it is indeed a
formidable appearance which the ' appendages' of the
scorpion present.
Ezekiel apparently likens bitter words to the sting of a
scorpion ( E z e k . 2 6 ) j so, perhaps, Kcclus.267. In i K . 1 2 i i 14
(2 Ch.lO II14) ' w h i p s ' and 'scorpions' are parallel, but the
' scorpions' intended are worse than those of nature (see W H I P ) , 1
In I Macc. 651 the forcible term cTKopTTcSta ('little scorpions')
is used for instruments for hurling d a r t s ; cp Cass, Bell. Gall.
'725, 'scorpionem.'
T h e term, weakened by E V into 'pieces'
(without mg.), arose from the resemblance of part of the instrument to the uplifted tail o f a scorpion.

There is also a reference to the scorpion in Lk. 1112,
which needs fresh investigation. The saying of which,
- -, . , . .
in Lk., it forms part, occurs also in
L k n i 2 ' " ' M'-79-11; but there a hungry son
appears asking his father for a loaf,
or a fish, confident that he will not get a stone or even
a serpent, whereas in Lk. (in the ordinary texts) the son
is also represented as asking for an egg, sure that he
will not get a scorpion. There is good evidence (cod.
B, Vet. Lat., Syr. Sin.) for the omission of the loaf and
the stone in Lk., and Plummer and Jiilicher accept this
form of the text, the insertion from Mt. being, it is
urged, more probable than the omission. But how can
Lk. have been satisfied with such a form of the saying ?
The hungry child's first request is for bread, and the
connection in which the saying stands being more
original in Lk. than in Mt., we have a right to presume
that Lk. did not omit the loaf and the stone. But there
is this prior difficulty to meet. How came Lk. to suppose that one of the antitheses of Jesus was egg and
scorpion ? One commentator suggests that ' scorpion '
may mean the egg of a scorpion ; another, that when
it is dormant, a scorpion is egg-shaped. Tristram
passes over this point, and remarks (NHB 1302) that
Jesus adopts a current Greek proverb, ' a scorpion
instead of a perch' dvrl -irepKijs csKoptrtov)-, similarly
Julicher [Gleichnisreden, 239). But if we compare this
Greek proverb, we are bound to show either that cpbv
can mean ' fish' or some kind of fish, or that ipov can
have been corrupted out of some Greek word meaning
fish. The second alternative alone is feasible ; ifi'oi'
may be a corruption of 6\fiov, which does not indeed
occur in the N T , but might occur just as well as
d:j/dpi.ov-^ T h e third pair of objects thus becomes
'fish' [Sxj/ov) and 'scorpion' (crKopiriot). These are
variants to 'fish' (I'x^t's) and 'serpent' (Scpis)- There
are two pairs, not three, and the trouble of explaining
the egg is removed. ' Scorpion ' is probably correct.
Scorpions are nocturnal in habit, and carnivorous,
living on the juices of insects, spiders, e t c , which they
kill with their pointed sting borne

3. species, etc. ^^ jj^^ ,^^j j^j^j ^f (^^j^ ^^^^ .^^en
the animal is running about, the tail is often carried
turned forward over the trunk. Scorpions are provided
with a pair of small clawed appendages on the head,
and these are followed by a large pair of nippers or
1 T h e n ' 3 i p y may refer to scarifying instruments (Ass.
zukdktpu,
syn. akrabu)-, so Uhnpfund,
BAi224.
^ Both words are used in the Greek Tobit.
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SCOURGE, SCOURGING

SCRIBE

jointed claws which resemble those of a lobster and
which serve to catch and hold their prey.
Behind
these are four pairs of walking legs. The sting is very
painful, and if it occurs in such a part of the body as
the throat, or if the sufferer be out of health, may cause
death.

no doubt, different grades of military sdphHrim; the
highest would be the military adjutant who enrolled the
warriors, and who might even (but this is an uncertain
inference 1 from 2 K. 2019) be the same person as the
' captain of the host' (cp Ass. Sapiru, 2. ' ruler '). T h e
king, too, naturally had his sopher (2 S. 817 20 25 2 K.
1 2 i o [ i i ] , etc.), EV^s- 'secretary' (see GOVERNMENT,
§ 21). Only twice do we find the sing. Soter—viz., in
Prov. 67 (between kdsin and mdSel) and in 2 Ch. 26 n
(of a military enroUer, syn. with sopher).^ Repeatedly,
however, the sote/-im are mentioned either next to the
' elders' of the people (Nu. 1116 Dt. 299 [10] 3128 Josh.
833 232 2 4 i ) , or beside the ' j u d g e s ' (Josh. 833 232 24i
D t . l 6 i 8 ) . Proclamations or orders in time of war were
made known through them (Dt. 2O5 8 / Josh. 110 32).

Zoologically scorpions belong to the group Scorpiones of the
Arnchnida. T h e following species are described from Syria,
Palestine, and Sinai, Buthus australis,
B. crassicauda,
B.
bieoior, B. judaiciis confined to these regions, B. ocdtanus,
B.
giiinijitestriatus,
Butheolus
melanurus,
Nebo
hierochonticus,
N. flavipes.
Numerous other species are recorded from Eg>'pt,
Arabia, and Asia Minor.l
T . K . C . , § l y ^ ; A. E. S., § 3 .

SCOURGE, SCOURGING.
§ 12. The words are :—

See LAW^ AND JUSTICE,

1. UIE;, Sot, 1 K . I 2 1 1 1 4 2 C h . l O i i T 4 Prov. 263 N a h . 3 2.
Metaphorically, of the tongue (Job 5 21), and of a divine judgment, Is. 10 26 28 15 (here, of invasion), J o b 9 23. Cp W H I P .
2. utilC'i sdtet,Joiih. 23 13+ (metaphorically ; cp ' plague ').
3- m p 3 . bikkoreih, Lev. m 2 o , t AV ' s h e shall be scourged,'
AVmg. (following Mishnah) ' t h e r e shall be a scourging,' RV"
' they shall be punished,' RVmg. (probably rightly) ' there shall
be inquisition ' (i.e., judicial Inquiry).
T h e N T words are :—
4. p.da-TL$ (Mk. 3 10, etc), /xacmyda) ( M t . 10 17, etc.), juatTTifw
(Acts 22 25). See SYNAGOGUE, § 4 (a).
5, ^payekkooi (Mt. 27 26 Mk. 15 15), <f)paye\A.toi' ( J n . 2 1 5 ) ;
Lat.
ffagetlo,ffagellu7/z.
C p L A W AND J U S T I C E , § 12.

SCREECH OWL (JT''?'''?).
monster,* RV"^s- L I L I T H .
SCREEN ['^OD',

Is. 3414,

RV 'night-

eniCTTd^crpON). E x . 2 6 3 6 ; see

TABERNACLE.

SCRIBE. T o do justice to this heading it is not
enough to register and explain the three Hebrew words
_
rendered ' scribe' in AV and RV taken
' together. \ \ ' e are bound to notice the fact
that (3 sometimes renders -lub' [Soli:/-) as well as IDD
[sopher) by ypafi^aTevs, and to consider the sense
which this queen of the versions gives to that Greek
word. T h e two Hebrew words will iUustrate what is
said elsewhere in this work on writing, literature (in its
various branches), and government ; in studying them
we shall see how sopher came to mean ' theologian,' and
Soter came to signify ' official.' The strange word tiphsar
(iDDu). rendered ' scribe ' in RV'"&- at Nah. 817, will also
have to be considered ; the discovery of the meaning of
this word suggests literary influences, which are hkely
to receive more and more justification.
For a hardly less strange word, hartdm (Dbin). rendered
' sacred scribe' in RVmg. at Gen. 41 8, etc., see M A G I C (§ 3); the
rendering of RVmg. is not very probable, and has no ancient
support (but cp Gc-s.-Bu. s.-v.).

Sopher [.\ss. Sdpii'u) seems to be a detiom. of si^pher
(Ass. Sipru), and to judge from the Assyrian usage
2 The soDher ^^^^^^ '""^^ originally have had a very
J v_."
wide sense, including every sort of
a n d soter.
,
^
l
^,
message, and even permittmg the
rendering ' command.' It is a question whether sopher
in Judg. 51+ should not be taken in accordance with this
(possible) early usage as ' c o m m a n d e r ' ; but to this we
will return presently.
T h e root-meaning of Str, on
the other hand, is ' to w r i t e ' ; the distinction should be
remembered—Sapdru in Ass. = ' to send ' ; Satdru= ' to
write,' cp Aram. Setd/-d, 'document.'
In Heb. ' t o
write' is not spr (-',!:ol or Str [^'^Q/), but ktb iinj) (see
the Lexicons), a word not found in Ass. Presumably,
therefore, sopher (also, of course, sepher ; cp EPISTOLARY
L I T E R A T U R E , § 5) and Soter were borrowed from
Assyrian or Babylonian. We find the Ass. noun Sdpiru
used as a syn. of akin, 'secretary' ; one or the other
term was often wanted, for the most different classes
needed secretaries to prepare legal documents and other
business records. So, doubtless, among the Israelites.
In Judg. '} 14, as also in Is. 3318, we meet with a sopher
in the army (the Isaiah passage, being a late hterary
work, may be used as a Jewish record). There were,
1 Kraepelin, * Scorpiones u. Pedipalpi,'
Lief., Berlin, 1899.
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Das Thierreich,
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In E.x. 5 610, etc., the Israelitish overseers appointed by the
Egyptian taskmasters are designated sotcrim',^tB ^^^\t%^ypap.^aret? ; cp iP s rendering of soter in Prov. ti 7, TOI' ayay/cafoi'Ta.
The term also occurs six times in Chronicles (i Ch. 23 4 26 29 27 i
2 Ch. 19 I I 20 I I 34 13). Evidently sopherim and si'terim were
synon. terms, and could be used of any subordinate office which
required ability to write.
N o doubt, too, in i Macc. 642
ypafj^fxaTeZ^ TOV ka.ov = d'l^

'TL^t;',

Thus the later Jewish meaning of sopher [see SCRIBES
AND PHARISEES) must be kept carefully apart, >\hen
_ .
we are considering the old and very slowly
- forgotten meaning of the term. When the
u s e 01
„ ! . . „ sitpharim
,vj;7. - . . r „ . *took
K *the
!,„ «
^ „ , ,.„„^.r,
^ f holy
V,^1.,
plur.
new
sense of
sopher. writings (Dan. 92, ^L^XOL, ~'
Theod. It
was natural that sopher should come to mean theologian
or ' lawyer' (so EV for VO/J.LK6S). But the older
meaning was precisely that which was most natural to
Alexandrian Jews.
Both under the Pharaohs and
under the Ptolemies a ' scribe' was a. government
clerk, or registrar—in short, an official (see HISTORICAL
LITERATURE,

§§ 3, 5).

H e was not a

theologian;

the priests were the theologians. H e was not properly
a military man, for he was exempt from military service.
Hence in Judg. 514 Sebet sopher ('iSD lanEr) becomes
dLTjyriaeojs ypa/j./j.aT^a}s [i&^'), ' the report of an official'(?),
and in Is. 3318 sJphcr becomes oi ypafifiaTiKoi.
Under
the Ptolemies, it is true, the term 'scribe' received a
military colouring; but, for clearness' sake, it was
usual to fill out the phrase and put ypafi/jLarei/s TC)V
fj.ax^p-<j3v or TG)V dvvd/jieujv.^
Avvdfiei^ is actually found once in iP, which gives in Jer.
52 25 (see note i) TOI/ ypafxp-aria riov Swdp-eiov, reading ^^'5?? "^-D.
T h e term ypap.iJ.aToet<rayoiyevs in iP, E x . 18 21 25 (not in B in
these two passages) D t . I 1 5 I 6 18 20 9 [10] 3128, awaits explanation frora the papyri.

The third and most difficult word remains—n word
on which (3 throws no light, ^ and for which our revisers
_. in their uncertainty give two renderings—
4. lipnsar. .j^arshal' and 'scribe.' 'Marshal,' no
doubt, was chosen for tiphsar or (Nah.) taphsar, because
this sense suited Jer. 5127. But it can be shown that it
does not suit Nah. 817, and in Jer. [I.e.) we expect the
name of a country ; here "IDEE: is probably corrupt (see
Cz-it. Bib.).
In fact, tiphsar, as Lenormant first
showed,^ is the Ass. dup-Sarru, 'tablet-writer,^ which
^ M T reads here N3i'n "i^- nabn, but (P presupposes "iSb,
whilst L reads f£3D (TOI/ Sa<^ai/) and Vg. Sopher, both as proper
names. ISb, too, is M T ' s reading in Jer. 6225 (© does not express liy)- ' Saphan' is adopted f r o m © L ( K i n g s ) b y Klo.; 'scribe
of the genera! is also a possible rendering in J t r . , and is
preferred by Kamph. in K a u . HS and Nowack (. Irc-^. 1 360).
Otherwise ^•yir\ "lb' will be a gloss (but cp Oiesebrecht).
- ® , however, civt^ Kpn-qi:, for Sotdr, ypap.fiaTev^ for sopher.
3 Deissmann, Bibehtudicu,
106(1895).
4 In J e r . iP gives ^eAoo-rao-ei?, a mere guess (?); in N a h .
6 rrv\L\/.iKT6s (TOV, which seems to represent iniV- ^ possible
variant to nnnxr which in (p's H e b . text supplanted yiDBBl'
owin? to the similarity of ~'-i to - j ^ ^ .
5 La langue primitive de la Claldce, 365 (1875) ; Etudes sur
syllabaires cun4iformes, 186 (1876). So Schrader, KA T\^) 424.
6 HaMvy (Origine d£ la civ. Bab. 235 [1875]) compares duppu,
' t a b l e t , ' with N e w H e b . ^\li column (of a scroll) or page. Cp
also Syr. dappd, 'plank,' 'board ' (e.g.. Acts 2744).
DuppuzXso
= ' l e t t e r ' ; see E P I S T O L A R Y L I T E R A T U R E , § 5.
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is of Sumerian origin, but occurs countless times in the
contract-tablets. See T A R P E L I T E S . The proof of the
correctness of this explanation is that a similar one is
equally needful for the parallel word -jniJD ( E \ ' 'thy
crowned'; so Kimchi, unsuitably) which is perhaps
corrupt in one letter (i for ,-]), and should be read Tini^o
(so P. Ruben). Mindidu, Uke dupSarm, occurs often in
contract tablets ; it means one who is legally empowered
to measure wheat, dates, etc. Tliuse two ofiicers are
naturally mentioned after the merchants (N'ah. 3i6).

law. In spite of this evident distinction, however, it is
quite clear that wherever the Scribes and the Pharisees are
mentioned side by side in the N T they were purposely
brought together as the representatives of the same
intellectual tendency (cp Mt. .O20 I238, etc.). Furthermore, in Mk.'26, in the account of the cure of the
palsied man, we find the term 'Scribes' ; but in the
parallel passage Lk. 521, the expression 'Scribes and
Pharisees ' is used in an evidently synonymous sense.
Finally, the application of both terms to the same
school of thought is found in the later Jewish literature,
where the earlier Scribes of Maccabfean times are
generally made to call themselves hdkdmim, ' learned
men,' but are also referred to as ' Pharisees,' especially
in passages inspired by hostile Sadducee sentiment

The same words (tiphsar and mindidu) have bucn reco.uiiised
by the present writer in Is. 33 18, where, for D''?nJCn"nN "ISD n'N
we should read C"|''J^ '•^.>^' D'"1D£:D n\x, ' w h e r e are the tabletwriters? where are the measuring clerks?' (Che. SBOT
'Isa.'
[Heb.]), and mindidu is probably to be found also in Zech. 96,
where ' a mamzer(KV
' b a s t a r d ' ; sec M A M Z E K ) shall dwell in
Ashdod'should be *a7«/«rf/rf shall dwell in A s h d o d ' — / . c , Ashdod
shall be subject to Assyrian (or foreign) civil functionaries (Che.
PSB.4, May, 1900). This is at any rate at once a possible and
a suitable explanation.
T. K. C.

SCRIBES AND PHARISEES
In NT (§ if).
_
Earlier history (§§ 11-16).
Name and position (§ 3f).
Assidaeans^ Pharisees (§ 17).
Character and beliefs (§g 5-10).
Later history (§§ 18-20).
Bibliography ( | 21).

It is too often forgotten that the gospel narratives
make only incidental references to the Scribes and
1. Incidental P^-arisees. The stern reproofs uttered
references ^ ^^^"^ against their arrogant selfin NT
righteousness, narrowness, and deadening spiritual pride, were undoubtedly
well deserved as applied to the later form of Pharisaism ;
but they do not aid us in discovering, either the fundamental principles of the school, or the causes which
produced such a. religious development. Our present
object must therefore be, first, to ascertain what the
two classes of Jews, designated in the N T Scribes and
Pharisees, really represented in the current theological
thought, and thus to determine, as nearly as possible,
the character of their party, and secondly, to trace
their historical development down from its beginnings
at the time following the Babylonian exile.
The usage of the terms ' Scribes' and ' Pharisees '
throughout the Gospels shows that a conscious dis2 Usase of ''°'^''°° ^'^^ made between them, as may
'writers
^^ seen, for e.xample, from the common
expression' Scribesand Pharisees,'/ajj/m.
It is significant that the word ' Scribe' is not used by
any evangelist with reference to single individuals. It
is in every instance applied to a literary class, as in
Mt.729 Mk. I22 (more specifically Mt. 151 Mk. 822 ' the
Scribes who came from Jerusalem,' who naturally were
the most important and most influential members of the
party). Where single scribes are meant, the writer
usually designates them 'some of the Scribes' (Mt. 93
1238 Mk. 7i), or else classes them with the Pharisees,
as just indicated.
On the other hand, the term
' Pharisees' is frequently used in passages where the
writer evidently means to refer to individual members
of a certain school (Mt. 911 34 122 1424 Mk. 218 24, etc.).
Josephus also refers to the Scribes ^'- ' those learned in the
law (lepcrypapp-arth, BJ vi. 6 3), and as ' expositors of the law '
(irarpKui. ^f,|y,^„l „l,^^y^ y{„t. xvii. 62), whereas by the term
sophists ' (o-o<().(rrai', .ff/i. 33 2 ii. I T s ^ ) , he may mean the
members of the distinctly Pharisaic party, some of whom
taught _ law. Josephus, who uses the regular
expression
japtu-atot much more often than any of the other terms,
neglects to inform his readers (for example in Ant. xiii. 106) of
M %!^ connection between the Scribes and the Pharisees, probaoly because it was too well-known a fact to require explanation.

There can be no doubt that in the N T , especially in
the many speeches of Jesus directed against the Scribes
and Pharisees, the term ' scribes ' (usually -ypap-pareli) is
used of those learned persons who made a special study
of the law(' the lawyers,' 1 Lk. I43 ; ' doctors, teachers
ofthe Law,' vop-oSiSdaKaXoi, Lk. 517 Acts 5 34), and that
tiie expression ' Pharisees' always means the peculiar body
of men who affected to live according to the letter of the
' NojiiKoi; cp Mt. 22 35 Lk. 7 30 10 25 11 45 52 14 3.
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The meaning of the name Pharisees [iapuTaioc) is
perfectly clear. Its original Heb. form D'E^hs, peruiim
3. Name (•^''^'"- I T ' i ? ^'S"-^) "^^^ signify only ' those
Pharisees, ^^^o have been set apart'—«'.«., from the
mass of the people ( p N j oy). The opprobrious sense in which the word was often used was
imposed upon it by enemies. In itself the term means
simply a school of ascetics' and is really quite in
harmony with the general character of the Pharisees,
•who may have used it of themselves at first. Their
own term for themselves was hdbcrim, ' brethren '
that is to say, members of the true congregation of
Israel.
Our data regarding the Scribes and Pharisees would
appear to indicate that, while the Scribes were a class
4. Relations °*' "'":''''
f"?""^,
•° * f ""'^y ^"'^
of Scribes
exposition of the Law, the Pharisees
and Pharisees, '""'f «'°>-« P^P^rfy a disdnct religious
party, most of whose members belonged
to the class of Scribes. The object of the Pharisees
was, clearly, to live according to the Law, \\'hich the
orthodox Scribes interpreted.
It follows, therefore,
that from the very inception of the Pharisaic part}^ its
leaders must have been orthodox Scribes. As the
Sadducees also followed the written Law, there must
have been Sadducee Scribes as well, and it is highly
likely that there were also Scribes who belonged to
neither party. This explains the distinctive expressions
'Scribes of the Pharisees' (Mk. 2i6 Acts 289); ' t h e
Pharisees and their Scribes' (Lk. 630), from which
it is evident that not all the Scribes were Pharisees.
It is probable also that some of the Pharisees,
owing no doubt to lack of education, belonged only
nominally to the scribal class and practised blindly the
precepts laid down for them by their more scholarly
scribal leaders.^ At the time of Jesus, we almost
always find Scribes in judicial positions ; thus, whereever the high priests and elders are mentioned, the
Scribes are generally included—without, however, any
specification as to whether they belonged to the Pharisees
or the Sadducees, or whether they were merely neutral
scholars {cp Mt. I621 Mk. II27 Lk. 922, 'the elders and
chief priests and scribes'; Mt. 20i8, ' the chief priests
and scribes,' Lk. 201
., ' with the elders'; Mt. 2657
Acts 612, ' the scribes and elders').
It is certainly an error to characterise the Pharisees as
a religious sect,^ because that word implies a divergence
p,
.
in creed from other followers of the same
5. FHariseeB ^^j^ Thiswas distinctly not the position of
' the Pharisees, as they were really from their
first development representatives of orthodox Judaism
\ T h e abstract form rnt'HS is used in the sense 'abstinence,
continence,' Vom. 74b.
2 Wellhausen's statement (Pharisder
u. Sadducder, 11) that
the Pharisees were the party of the Scribes needs some
qualification.
•i EV's rendering in Acts 15 5 265 is unfortunate; ai'peiTi?
means here ' a party which professes certain philosophical principles/ in fact, ' a school.' Cp Sext. E m p . 116. See H E K E S Y .
4322

SCRIBES AND PHARISEES

SCRIBES AND PHARISEHifci

who distinguished themselves from the mass of their coreligionists rather by the Strictness of their observances
than by any deviation from accepted doctrine. T h e
words of Jesus in Mt. 232 clearly prove the Pharisees'
position ; ' the scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses' seat ;
all things, therefore, whatsoever they bid you, these do
and observe' ; but, he adds, as a reproof to their externalism, ' do ye not after their works, for they say and
do not.' The sole object of the Pharisees' religious hfe
was to fulfil, regardless of consequences, the requirements of the law which they believed to be the clearly
expressed will of Yahwe. According to Josephus, when
Petronius asked the Pharisee leaders whether they were
ready to make war against Csesar without considering
his strength and their own weakness, they replied : ' we
will not make war with him ; but still we will die rather
than see our laws set a s i d e . ' '
This short sentence
expresses most characteristically their fundamental
principles.
The Pharisaic dogmatic peculiarities, as outlined in
§ 2 f, all tend to show how fully their religious position
was in accord with orthodox Judaism, and
6. Dogmas
to what an extent their opponents the Sadoral law. ducees had remained behind and apart
from the current religious development. The chief point
in the Pharisees' code wherein they differed from the
Sadducees was their insistence on the validity of a mass
of oral tradition (Mt. 152 Mk.Ts) which had accumulated in the course of centuries as a supplement to the
written law. T h e Pharisees held that this traditional
matter, regulating and explaining the observance of the
written law, was as binding on the Israelites of every
generation as the law itself [Sanh.\\3),
whereas the
Sadducees rejected all such oral traditions and held
strictly to the written Mosaic ordinances [.-int. xiii. 106).
Herein the Pharisees, rather than the Sadducees, represent the natural religious development, because traditions,
both oral and written, recording, for example, precedents
for the interpretation of the law are a necessary and
logical supplement to a fixed code, and, whilst they
should not be accorded the same authority as the code
itself, are undoubtedly a permissible and normal growth.^
In the case of the Pharisees, however, their reverence
for traditional precepts gradually degenerated into a
slavish regard, first, for the text of the law itself, and,
secondly, for a purely arbitrary supplementary oral code
w hich had exceeded the legitimate functions and authority
of tradition.

existence of angels and spirits (Acts 238). This was a
-,,
doctrine which had been part of orthodox
8. O t h e r j^^^^^js^^ gince the days of Zechariah (Zech.
p o i n t s . ---^^ . ^ 2 ^ g ^ ^ ^ ^.^^ jj^jj in later tmies become expanded into a definite hierarchical system (cp
Dan. IO13 Tobit I215, and the Book of Jubilees). Here,
also, the Pharisees were undoubtedly the representatives

This oral matter had largely originated among the scribes
since the time of Ezra,-* although most of the literary class undoubtedly believed that it descended from Moses. They consequently even went so far as to lay down the principle that, in
case of a contradiction between a written and an oral precept,
the preference must be given to the oral. Their observance of
law and tradition became, finally, so thoroughly formal, that the
Phari-sces actually seemed to have lost sight of the contents of
the Law in their endeavour to carry out its demands in proper
form.

The Pharisees believed in a resurrection of the body
7 R e s u r ^^^ ^^ ^ future state of rewards and punishrection." ™S,"'= <'^<='= ~^^- J°^- '^'y:''™'- \i)'.
^
1 he resurrection referred to in JJan. I'J 2 is most
probably confined to the Israelites ; probably the author of Daniel
did not believe in eternal life for the heathen. T h e resurrection
of all human beings, however, is announced in Enoch 22, and
wa.s the prevailing orthodox dogma in the time of Jesus. T h e
author of Dan. 12 also teaches the doctrine of future rewards and
punishments for the Israelites, and for the first time uses the
expression ' everla.sting life' ^ (Dan. 12 2).

The Sadducees denied both resurrection of the body
and a future hfe (Mt. 2223 Mk. 12i8, Jos. .-?«/. xviii. 14).
See S A D D U C E E S , § 6.

T h e Pharisees, unlike the Sadducees, believed in the
1 .Ant xviii. 8:5.
2 Schiirer in Riehm, HWB 2 1209.
3 T h e oral law was r<;2:ularly codified in writing in the second
century A.n. Cp L A W LriERATUUE, § 23.
•1 It is identical with the tayi] alJJvios o f t h e N T , and must not
be confused with c^'yn n>' D'TI of P s . 133 3, 'eternal life' for
Israel as a nation.
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of orthodox opinion.

See A N G E L S , D E M O N S .

Furthermore, the Pharisees held in general the doctrine
of predestination, which was a natural outgrowth of
their strict literaHsm, attributing the origin of everything,
even of evil, to the far-seeing wisdom of Yahwe. Unlike
the Essenes, however, they made a distinction between
such actions as were controlled entirely by fate (Yahwe's
will) and such as were, to some extent, directed by man's
will, which, according to their theory, was permitted to
operate within certain fixed limits—e.g., Tb irpdrreiv rd
dlKaia, ' t o choose the right' (Jos. BJii. S14, ^K^'. xiii.
69, xviii. I3). The Sadducees, on the other hand, held
that man's own will regulated all the events of human
life and determined his happiness or unhappiness.
The Pharisees were the most eager cultivators of
Messianic ideas.
The\' longed for and awaited the
temporal Messiah of the earlier Israelitish hopes (see
ME.SSIAH). They therefore, quite naturally, were among
the most bitter opponents of the more spiritual teachings
of Jesus, which they regarded as a dangerous departure
from their point of view. Their ideal of a personal
Alessiah may be gathered from Jos. Ant. xvii. 24 where
the author relates that the Pharisees were involved in an
intrigue of Pheroras against his brother Herod, and that
they sided with Pheroras, in order to accomplish the
overthrow of Herod and place Pheroras on the throne.
This statement is, without doubt, based on a misunderstanding of the Pharisees' motives.
In the first place, the prophecy which they made to Pheroras
that Herod's government and dynasty should cease was uttered
quite openly.
This would hardly have been done had the
Pharisees really been plotting directly against Herod with the
aim of supplanting him by another. Secondly, they are said to
have told Bagoas t h e eunuch that the new king would have
control over all things and would be able to restore to him his
powers of procreation. Such a statement could scarcely refer
to Pheroras, a mere human monarch, but was plainly an allusion
to the expected Messiah whose reign, according to Is. 66, should
be a time of miraculous fruitfulness.! It was quite natural that
such an idea should arise among the Pharisees a t a time when
the impious Herod was sitting as a n usurper on the throne of
David.

Jesus' frequent and bitter denunciations of both
Scribes and Pharisees because of their intense immov. TjpfppfH ^^^^ bigotry and cold formalism, show
very clearly their intellectual attitude in
his time. They bound heavy burdens and laid them
on men's shoulders (Mt. 234 Lk. 1146)—i.e., they laid
the utmost stress on c minute external observance of
details.
Such c formalism, although originally the
product of a true desire to stand in the right way and
follow the injunction of Yahw^, was certain to become
the most crass externalism in a very short space of time.
According to this system, the man who fulfilled to the
letter all the physical requirements of the law, such as
fasting, wearing the prescribed dress, etc., was technically
' righteous,' quite irrespective of his true inner feehngs.
This position is admirably illustrated by the well-known
comparison between the Pharisee and the publican (Lk.
18 9-14) Such externalism could only breed a love of
religious show, a tendency to display their formal
' righteousness' before the world, and was certain not
only to kill all appreciation of the spiritual meaning
which underlay the various forms (Mt. Qi2or,)< but also
to engender a spirit of casuistry which manifested itself
whenever the strict requirements of an ordinance became
unpleasantly onerous.
This cannot perhaps be better illustrated than by
citing the extraordinary means adopted by the later
Pharisees to obtam a greater degree of freedom on the
Sabbath than was allowed by the written law.
^ On this discussion see Wellhausen, PItar. « . Sadd. 25.
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According to Jer. 17 21-24 (post-exilic) it was forbidden to convey or carry anything on the babbath from one place to another.
It is clearly stated in Jer. that the ordinance refers, not merely
to the city gates, but also to private houses out of which
nothing might be carried. The Pharisees, who.se tradition used
the word resfith, 'district,' to define the limit in which carrying
was legal, deliberately enlarged the reSiith artificially according
to their own pleasure. Thus, if it was desired to fetch and carry
on the Sabbath within the limits of a street or large space, they
barred the street at either end or enclosed the space on four sides
with beams or cords, thus making technically a legally defined
limit (resftili) within which the labour of carrying or loading
might go on 11 Cp SABBATH, § 4, notes.

The capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians had of course
completely shattered the Jewish political organisation, so that
.
whatever differences of thought there had
12. r r e - e X l U c been before that event could hardly have surtimes.
vived in a concrete form under the radically
changed conditions which obtained afterwards. In the pre-exilic days the people had been led, on the
one hand, by the priests and priestly families, who were the real
literalists and ritualists, and, on the other hand, by prophets who
claimed to speak in the name and with the special commission
of Vahwfe, and who, as spiritual reformers professing to guide
Israel through the crises of her history,! were, in general, opposed
to the more formal and worldly priestly caste. As it is impossible
to trace here any of the differences between the Pharisees and
the Sadducees already noted, the rise of all of them must be
sought m the post-exilic times.

It is not surprising then that Jesus stigmatises the
Scribes and Pharisees as hypocrites ' who paid the tithes
but neglected the weightier matters of the law ' ; ' men
who cleansed the outside of the cup and platter, but
within are full of extortion and e.\cess'; ' whited sepulchres, which outwardly appear beautiful but inwardly
are full of dead men's bones ' (Mt, 2323_^).
The following Jewish classification of the Pharisees is
an interesting confirmation of Jesus' estimate of them.
_ . ,
Certain Rabbinical writers divided the
1 -fi .Pharisees under seven heads : ^ ( i ) t h e
0 . 5ijouj(jer Pharisee, who wore openly on
his shoulders a list of his own good actions. (2) The
temporising Pharisee, who begged for time in order to
perform a good deed.
{3) The calculating Pharisee
who said : ' my sins are more than counterbalanced by
my many virtues.' (4) The saving Pharisee who said :
' I will save a little from my modest fortune to perform
a work of charity.' (5) The Pharisee who said ; 'would
that I knew of a sin which I had committed, in order
that I might make reparation by an act of virtue.' (6)
The God-fearing Pharisee (Job). (7) The God-loving
Pharisee (.\braham).
Of these, only the last two may be understood in a
good sense. In spite of the general self-righteous tone
of the party, such epithets were not infrequently applied
to Pharisees. It must not, of course, be supposed that
every member of the party was of necessity a spiritless
formalist, dead to all true religious feeling. W e need
only remember the case of the righteous Nicodemus, and
especially the words of Jesus already quoted (Mt. 2 8 2 / ) ,
confirming the Pharisees in their principle of observing
the law, but attacking their insincere and external
manner of carrying out their own precepts. Paul himself boasts that he followed the Pharisaic ideas regarding
the law (Phil. 85), thereby implying that he recognised
the authority of both the written and the oral law.
In considering this subject, it is necessary to seek the
reason why the Pharisees enjoyed such an ascendancy
11 Grnwth ^'^^^ ^^^ people, and to examine into the
of acnhfll ^^^^^^ which had produced such a lament_ .
able state of religion among the Jews of
-''
the time of Jesus. These are all to be
found in the history of the gradual rise, after the Babylonian exile, of the scribal class, and in the account of
the development of the distinctively Pharisaic party from
their ranks.
As both Josephus and the N T writers, whose statements regarding the Scribes and Pharisees are certainly
the most important that we have at our disposal, were
famiUar with this school of thought only when it was in
an advanced state of development, their account is of
use chiefly in showing the character of the party in
later times. The sources which are most instructive,
however, for the study of the origin and growth of the
scribal party are the OT Apocrypha and the Pseudepigrapha, especially the Psalter of Solomon. Besides
these, the canonical books of Ezra, Neh., Dan., Ch.,
and Esther are of great value in indicating the beginnings
of the tendencies which produced the post-exilic literary
and religious development.
It is useless to seek the origin of religious parties as
far back as the period of the Babylonian exile.

Directly after the return, we find the people divided,
as shown by many passages in Ezra and Neliemiah,
-, o "n—^ „„:ii ' t " ° 'wo hostile schools, of which one
13. Two exilic
J I.• u
u
sohools
approved of uniting by marriage with
the neighbouring peoples, especially
with the Samaritan mixed race which they did not
regard as heathen, and the other opposed such amalgamation most strongly, urging the necessity of keeping
Yahwe's favoured nation intact (cp Ezra 9 i / i IO2 i8ff-).
Both Ezra and Nehemiah were most zealous upholders
of a strict observance of the law (Neh. 8 1 ^
^4ff.),
and the bitterest opponents of the tendency manifested by all classes of Jews to contaminate themselves
by foreign alliances. Ezra's and Nehemiah's earnest
efforts to spread a knowledge of the law met, therefore,
with only partial success (Ezra IO15 Neh. 67 10-14 IO30,
etc.). "The worst offenders against their injunctions were
among the prominent high-priestly families who constituted the aristocracy, and in many cases had already
allied themselves with outsiders seeking admission into
the Jewish nation (note the relationship in Neh. 618,
between the Persian official Tobiah and a prominent
Jew, and in 1828, between Sanballat and the son of the
high priest Eliashib). It should be said in all fairness
that the position so strongly taken by Ezra and Nehemiah
was not necessarily the strictly legal one, as their
opponents could cite many precedents from the earlier
history which justified a. considerate treatment of such
strangers as wished to live at peace and in union with
Israel (Lev. 2422 Nu. 15i6, etc. ; cp STRANGER, § 10).
In fact, in the earlier law it was only marriage with
the Canaanites that was expressly forbidden (cp Ex.
3416, but see Judg. 36, etc.). This being the case, the
rise of two post-exilic parties at bitter feud with each
other can easily be understood. The one consisted of
the high-priestly families, the real aristocracy (Ezra
1018), who were anxious to connect themselves with
another aristocracy in order to increase their own strength,
not, as some scholars thought, to form an anti-Persian
alliance. The pious leaders, on the other hand, were
the strictly Jewish party, who sought to follow the Law
as they understood it. These latter formed the beginnings of the class of scribes whose founder was Ezra
' the priest and scribe' (Ezra 7 11 Neh. 81).
It should
be remarked that the Book of Ruth, which derives
the house of David from a Moabitish stock, is now
considered by many to be a conscious polemic against
the extreme position of Ezra with regard to foreign
marriages (but cp R U T H [ B O O K ] , § 7).

From this time onwards, a circle of Jewish scholars,
many of whom were of priestly ^ (not high-priestly) race,
. ..
applied themselves with increasing de^*+' V * " ?
votion to the study of the law from a
students.
ji,ristic point of view. Among these
men began and developed the system of oral tradition
already mentioned which eventually took rank in their
minds with the law itself. Between the time of Ezra
and thc period of Antiochus Epiphanes (520-175 B.C.)
the differences became even more accentuated between
this student class and the aristocratic high-priestly party
whose policy of associating themselves with the nobility

1 See Schurer in Riehm, HIVB 2 1207.
2 See Levy, NHWB
4142.

1 Cp Briggs, Messianic Prohpecy, 26.
2 For priestly Pharisees, see. Jos. Vit- \ ff-y^', and in the
Mishna, -Eduyoth 2 1 / 8 2 ;
Abothit-i-z-
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ofthe adjacent or dominant heathen people (Samaritan,
Persian, Greek) remained unchanged. By the time the
Graico-Syrian domination began, the scholarly class,
who edited and circulated the historical and prophetical
Scriptures, treating them from the same minute dogmaticethical point of view as they did the law, had founded
many schools.

The statement in 2 Macc. 14 6 that the Assidaeans were the
real .Maccabean war party is in direct contradiction to the data
in I Macc. regarding them. In order 10 explain this, Hitzig
(GVI41.7) considers i Macc. 713 as an interpolation.
The
probability is, as was suggested by Siefi'ert (RE{'^) 13 223),
that I Macc. was written from a M a c c a b x a n , and 2 Macc.
from a Pharisaic point of view. T h e Pharisees wished to claim
for themselves the credit of the M a c c a b e a n victories. T h e
true attitude of the Assidaeans is probably given in 1 Macc. 7 13
(see also Wellhausen, t.c. pp. 7 9 ^ ; cp MACCABEES i., § 4).

Into these schools gathered great numbers of students who, of
course, assisted in promulgating the peculiar orthodox doctrines
already described. In these schools it was especially laid down
as the imperative duty of the faithful student to remember
accurately the principles which he had learned and to transmit
them with equal accuracy to others. This is fully illustrated by
two characteristic maxims of the Talmud :—(i.) ' T o him who
forgets a precept it is accounted by the scribe as if he had deliberately forfeited his life.' (ii.) ' Every one is bound to teach with
the exact words of the teacher.'^ In spite of these prescribed
lines which the faithful student should follow, we find the caste of
the Scribes at the time of Christ divided into two distinct schools,
viz., the school of Hillel and the school of Shammai, which
differed from each other, however, more on minor questions of
interpretation than on any serious points of doctrine.
In
general, the school of Hillel was more lenient than that of
Shammai (cp C A N O N , § 53, n. 3).

The Scribes were undoubtedly the originators of the
Synagogue service which was a natural result of their
religious position.- Separated as they were from the
high - priestly class, the teachers in these synagogal
schools developed of necessity into a well-defined independent order of religious leaders called Rabbis, whom
Sirach, writing at the beginning of the second century
B.C., praises most heartily (39-40).
It is doubtful
whether the Scribes had crystallised into a distinctly
political party as early as the time of Sirach.^
The first thing which tended to turn the religious
students called Scribes into a fierce politico-religious
__ . . ,
faction was the attempts of Antiochus
16. Assidseans. c« . ,
, - . c *•
*• ^ •
Epiphanes, so bitterly stigmatised ni
the book of Daniel, to Hellenise the entire Jewish
people. In this, Antiochus was aided by the aristocratic
party which, from the beginning of his reign, had
manifested marked phil-Hellenic tendencies. Among
the opponents of the Hellenistic movement we find
a party caUing themselves ASSIDSEANS [q.v.] or the
'pious,' and representing the most rigid development
of the ideas of the Scribes.
They were strict observers of the law (i Macc. 2 42), and in
particular so rigid in their views ofthe Sabbath that they even
refused to defend themselves on the holy day (i JMacc.
l32ff.).
T h a t they were ascetics in their mode of life may be inferred
from I Macc. 162 _ ^ , and that they were evidently a wellorganised body is seen from the unanimity with which they
acted together (i Macc. 7 13). See ASSID.4^ANS.

It is interesting to notice that the author of Daniel
shows many Assidasan tendencies. \\e need observe
only the stress which he hiys on the necessity of
observing the law, and the indifference with which he
regards the Maccabasan rising, calling it only ' a little
help' (1134). This is probably an allusion to the fact
that many of the Maccabrean combatants attached more
importance to the political than to the religious aspect
of the question at issue.
The reasons for the rebellion of the .Assidseans against
Antiochus Epiphanes must not be confounded with those
- rni^
which produced the popular rising of the
.
Maccabees. The fundamental impulse of
*^.".
the Maccabcean rebellion was a pure
° ' patriotism, a true feeling for the miseries
which the common people were undergoing (i Macc.
27_^). The Assidasans were much more selfish in their
aims, as they were perfectly wiUing to recognise the
dominion of the heathen king, as long as they were
left undisturbed in the observance of the law. They
accordingly took part in the contest only long enough
to insure their own religious freedom and, as soon as
this seemed safe, promptly surrendered to Alcimus the
HeUenistic high priest.

There can be little doubt that these Assidaeans were
practically identical with that party of the Scribes^
. .,
which came to be called Pharisees
^ ^ ^
- * ^ ^ under Johannes Hyrcanus (135-105
- f n a r i s e e s . ^^^^
^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^^ Maccabcean
dynasty had become established, the new rulers assumed
the high-priesthood, and so the ancient aristocratic and
high-priestly families who, up to that time, had been
the kernel of the phil-Hellenic party, were now forced to
relinquish their position as political leaders.
They
retained i great part of their influence, however, as
party leaders of their own faction which continued
under the name Sadducees with essentially the same
principles.
At the time of Hyrcanus, we find the Pharisees
..« -r* A.
opposed to the Maccabcean or Has18. Rupture
^^
^ •^
1. ,.
j
-jV
monsean family, with whom during
TT
the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes they
had temporarily made common cause.
It is not difficult to account for this change of attitude. As
has alreadybeen stated, the Assidaeans cai'ed littie for political
freedom and were therefore not in sympathy with the Maccabees
as to the main issue. It was only natural, therefore, that, as soon
as the Maccabees had succeeded in founding a temporal dynasty,
they should begin to drift apart from the stricter scribal religious
class who had now quite evidently assumed the leadership of
their own party. T h e first rupture between the royal family
and the Pharisees occurred in the reign of Hyrcanus who,
although himself a Pharisee at first, deliberately left that party
and became 3. Sadducee (cp ISRAEL, § 78).

The son and successor of Hyrcanus, Alexander
JannKus (104-78 B.C.), inherited his father's spirit, and
waged a six years' war against the now powerful Pharisaic party. On the death of Jannseus, however, his
widow and successor Salome Alexandra (78-69 B.C.),
realising the futility of attempting to resist the Pharisees,
who were becoming stronger and stronger under opposition, made peace and allied herself with them [Ant.
xiii. 61).
It was at this period that the Pharisees
gained over the minds of the people the ascendancy,
retained without interruption until the days of Jesus,
which appears so plainly in the pages of the NT.
Indeed, their opponents the Sadducees never again
became prominent as a political party after the advent
of the Romans, who in 63 B.C. appointed the Pharisaic
Hyrcanus, son of Alexandra, as their vassal-king, giving
him the preference over his Sadducee brother, Aristobulus (cp Ps. Sol. 2).
The Pharisees now appear as the leaders of Jewish
national religious feeUng, although they must not be
19 As leaders ^^^^^"^^-^ ^^ forming the kernel of the
people, nor as being the people's party.
This is true in spite of their violent opposition to Herod,
with whom the Sadducees had allied themselves. The
Pharisees naturally hated all religious oppression and
were therefore on the people's side. Their position,
like that of the earlier Assidaeans, was purely religious,
however, and their object can be said to have been
political only in so far as they desired to establish the
theocratic idea.
The Pharisees hated the Romans,
therefore, with perfect consistency, because it was from
them that the anti-legal exactions came.
Extremists

1 See Schurer in Riehm, HWB 21453.
2 See SwAGOGUE. Cp Sieffert, ' Die jud. Synagoge zur Zeit
Jesu,' in Beivcis des Glaubens, 1876, pp. Zff.', also Kuenen,
Oi'er de "^lannen der Groote Synagoge (Amsterdam, 1876).
3 Cp Sieffert, RE<^) 13 220.

3 Sieffert denies the identity of the Assidaaans and Pharisees,
claiming that they were merely alike in principle, and not
necessarily the same party. H e finds it therefor- impossible to
trace the Pharisees farther back than the time of Hyrcanus (l.c.
226). It seems quite clear, however, that the party divLsions of
the Hasmonasan period were merely continuations of early
differences and, as long as we can note in the Assidaeans the
chief characteristics afterwards found in the Phari.sees there is
every reason to see in the later party the logical development of
the earlier.
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like the Scribes refused, accordingly, to pay the foreign
tax and were consequently in a constant state of
friction with the Roman provincial authorities whom
the Sadducees, ever true to their foreign predilections,
supported. It cannot be said, however, that the later
Sadducees like their phil-Hellenic predecessors were
entirely anti-national.
There can be no doubt that this bigoted theocratic
nationalistic tendency, which the Pharisees never ceased
to preach, eventuaUy caused the
20. Bebellion. disastrous anti-Koman rebellion that
ended so fatally for the Jewish nation. Indeed, according to Josephus [BJiv. Zgff., Ant. wiii. 1 i), it was
the Zealots, a distinctly Pharisaic development, who
wer^ the instigators and ringleaders of this movement.
It happened then that those who wished to lead the
people to righteousness and to the realisation of the
Messianic hopes of centuries became, through their
own blind pride, the chief instruments in the downfall
of their nation and reUgion. The Pharisees' bigotry
and narrow short-sightedness, therefore, which Jesus
had condemned so frequently and so vehemently, were
punished in the most terrible manner conceivable.
The literature on the subject is very extensive. Among the
'modem publications the following should be mentioned :—Cohen,
Les Pha/'iscens
(Paris, 1877); Ewald,
21. B i b l i o g r a p h y . Gesch. des Volkes Israel,!?') Z 3S7 ff. 476J?;
(1864); Geiger, ' S a d d . u. Phar.' in Jiid.
Ztschr. luff.
(1863); Gfrorer, Das Jahrhundert
d. Heils,
1 3 0 9 ^ (1838); Griitz, Gesch. der Juden,C^) 71 ff. 4 5 5 ^ ( 1 8 6 3 ) ;
Hamburger, Reatencycl.fUr
Bibelu. Talmud, ii. 1 0 3 8 ^ (1882) ;
Hausrath, Neutest. Zeitgesch. \7&ff., Kruger, 'Beitrage zur
Kenntniss der Pharisaer u. E s s e n e r ' in Theol.
Quartalschr.
?543i-96; Kuenen, De Godsdienst van Israel. 2 342^^ (i86g);
Volksreligion jtnd WeltreligioTt, 206 ff. (Berlin, 1883); Reuss,
RE\\4<:,6ff.;
Schenkel, ^?<^^//^J:. 4 5 1 8 ^ ; Schurer, Gesch.
des jiid. Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi, 2 248,^ 3'^Aff' (1886);
in R i e h m ' s / / i r . 5 2 1205-1210 1451-54 (1894); Sieffert, PREC^
13210-44(1884); Wellhausen, Pharisder u. Sadducder
(1^74).
J. D. P.

SCYTHIANS
the fates of men (Jastrow, Karppe). For the later
Jewish references see Charles, E/ioch, note on pp. 1 3 1 / : ,
and for the origin of the tablets of Marduk see the
Babylonian Creation-story, 133 4131, and the first myth
of Zu, KB, vi. pt. i. pp. 4 7 / : , and cp Jastrow, RBA
428, 540.
2 at ypa0at (some eighteen times in NT—^.^., Jn. 639, of
0 1 ) , see CANON, § 2 ; ypa^ai ciytai, Rom. 1 2 ; y\ ypaM, Mk.
V2 10 15 28 (?) Lk. 4 21 Jn. y 22 7 38 4210 35 13 18 17 12 111 24 28 36 37
^09 A c t s l 16 83235 Rom. 4 3 9 17 10 11 11 2 Gal. 3 8 22 430
1 Tim. 5 18 J a . 1:823 4 5 i Pet. 2 6 2 P e t . I 2 0 ; nda-a ypa<^^
2 l m i . 3 i 6 ; Ta iepd ypap-iiara (AV, the holy scriptures; RV,
ib^ sacred writinu-s) 2 T i m . a i s ; cp i M a c c . l 2 9 ( T a ^i/3Aia
Td dyia) ; 2 Mai,... 823 (TTJI/ lepav ^i^kov).

Observe that in 1 Pet. probably, and in Jas., Jn., and
2 Pet. certainly, ij ypatp-q is used of the Scripture as a
whole. In 2 T i m . 3i6, however, RV is doubtless right
in changing AV's ' aU scripture (is given by inspiration
of God, and is)' into ' every scripture (inspired of God
is also).' ypa(p7} means here, as also in Paul, any
single passage of Scripture. * The writer shares the
Jewish view of the purely supernatural origin of the
Scripture in its strictest form, according to which
" theopneustia" is ascribed directly to the Scripture'
(Holtzmann, Lehrb. der NTlichen
Theologie, 2261).
Cp the Jewish belief in the heavenly origin of the Torah,
the denial of which made a man an 'Epicurean' or
apostate, and excluded him from the future age [Sanhedrin, goa).
SCURVY (3"1|). Lev. 2120 2222 Dt.28 27t:

see

D I S E A S E S , 8.

SCYTHE.
CULTURE, § 7.

For Jer. 50i6 AV^-e. (V|P), see AGRIFor Is. 24 Joel 3 [4] 10 Mic. 43 [all AVmg.]

(nnpID), see PRUNINGHOOK.
For 2 Macc. 13z
ing,' Sp€Travrt4>opa), see C H A R I O T , § 11.

('scythe-bear-

SCYTHIANS. The LXX contains some apparent
references to the Scythians.

^A'ALLET).
A scrip is 3. pouch or wallet used by
shepherds (Milton, Co7nus, I. 6 2 6 ) ; cp C A T T L E , § 6.

In 2 Macc. 447 Antiochus IV. Epiphanes is charged with
such injustice as would not be found in a Scythian court, and in
1 V 'fl
• 3 l^I^<^c. 75 the servants of Ptolemy IV. Philo1 . .ZiKvl7T]S i n pator are accused of cruelties after the fashion
® a n d N T = of Scythians. The city of BETH-SHEAN (q-v.)
S c y t h i a n ? ^^ called Scythopolis (%Kv6uiv TTOXLJ) in J u d g .
''
1 27 Judith 3 10 2 Macc. 12 2gf.
Symmachus
translated D'?»y (Elam) in Gen. 14 i g, 'S.KvOdv.

But the yalkut was also used by travellers. It is
probably the TTTjpa of Judith 105 1310 15 (EV ' b a g ' ) , and
of Mt. lOio, etc.; t;ipy or (n)ny'?p may (Che.) also
be restored in Judg. 526 (MT -\TC), where it would mean

'barbarian ' in T R of Col. 3 i i .
It is not certain that in any of these instances the
reference is to the historic Scythians.

SCRIP. 1. ]2>^\h\, yalkut [c^ Ass. lakdtu~T\\h,
'to
rake together' ; or Ar. kal'af^^, ' pouch, satchel,
knapsack'), i S. 174ot (cyAAorH)2. nHPA. Mt. lOio Mk. 68 L k . 9 3 1 0 4 2 2 3 5 / (RV

a household box or bag (see J A E L ) .

SCRIPTURE, SCRIPTURES.
^. In Dan. IO21
the seer's supernatural visitant is reported as saying,
' I will show thee that which is noted in the scripture
of truth' (AV), or rather (RV), ' I wiU show thee that
which is inscribed in the writing of truth'—i.e., in the
book in which the destinies of mankind are written down
beforehand. The expression stands in close relation to
the growing interest of the later Jews in the ' last things.'
Prophecy in the grand old style having ceased, it
became necessary to look to the source of all true knowledge of the future—viz., to God—or more specially to
those seers and sages of primitive times whom Yahwe,
It was believed, favoured by giving them special revelations, either directly, or by one of those angels who
' see his face ' (Enoch, Seth, Daniel, etc.). The phrase
in its context is important for the comprehension of those
late writings to which the name of some one of those
primitive seers is prefixed. It is, of course, related to
such an expression as the 'book of life,* or, 'of the
living,' Ps. 6928 [29], cp Dan. 12i, but very much more
closely to the conception of the ' heavenly tablets'
(TTAa/ces TOO ovpavov, see Test. xii. Patriarch.;
Enoch,
° 1 1 / ) , which are the Jewish equivalent of the tablets of
Marduk. The idea survives in the popular Jewish view
of the Jewish New Year's Day ( = the Zakmuk festival
at Babylon), according to which God holds session on
that day with a book before him in which he inscribes
4329

Moreover

' Scythian' [ZKVOTJS) is mentioned with

Jason of Cyrene in the days of Csesar, and the author^ of
3 Macc. at the time of Caligula, may indeed have had in mind
such descriptions as those in Herod. 462-69 "^ some proverbial
sayings based on them. It is also possible, however, that they
used the term ' S c y t h i a n s ' only as a synonym for 'barbarians.'
According to Georgius Syncellus (Chron. 1405) the origin of the
name Scythopolis for B E T H - S H E A N , also known to Josephus (A /it.
xii. 8 5 [§ 348]), Eusebius (OS 237 55), and others, was the presence
in that city of a body of Scythians remaining from the invasion in
the time of Psammetichus. The name, however, does not occur
on an in.scription before 218 B.C. Pliny states
(HN5y4)tha.t
Scythopolis formerly had the name of Nysa. Whilst it_ is not
in itself improbable that some Scythians in 625 B.C. remained as
an enclave in Beth-shean and played as important a part there
as the exiles from Cutha seem to have done in Samaria, it is also
possible that the name is due to the settlement of some people
deported by A5ur-bani-pal, such as the Parthian Dahae (Ezra 4 9,
where Hoffmann's conjecture N^.T^ is more ingenious than convincing). Symmachus may have used Scythian for Parthian.
In Col. 3 II the text is clearly not in order. It probably read
originally ' Jew and Gentile' ('IovSato<; KOL e^i-t/co?; Syr.
Ihildhdye w-Armdye;
E t h . Ayjifidaive wa 'Alaindive;
Lat.
Gentilis et luda-us), 'circumcision and uncircumcision, Greek
and barbarian ' (n-epiTo/xTj Kal aKpo^vVTia, "Ekk-qv Kal ^ap^apos ;
Syr. Vaundye TJU'Barbcrdye; cp Ignatius, Pliilad. 6, 'Ekk-qai.
Te Kal fiap^dpoK;, Sovkos Kal €kev9epo<;); ' Scythian' (2.KV9T]S)
seems to be a gloss to 'barbarian.'

It is exceedingly probable that in M T the Scythians
are referred to as Ashkenaz ^ ( ^ Aa-xo-vo-t) i" Gen. 10 3
i C h . 16 Jer. 5127.
1 [The question of the origin and meaning of the nanie
' A s h k e n a z ' and the related names needs to be re-examined in
connection with the 'Jerahmeelite theory.' See Crit. Bib. on
Gen. 10 2-4.]
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pal Gagi still lingered in the neighbourhood of Urartu
as the name of a chief of Sahi (Cyl. B. 4 i / ) .
Ihat
the memory of Gog as a people was not lost is shown
by Rtv. 208. Ewald rightly felt that the phrase ' Gog
and Magog' was not the creation of the X T apocalytic.
After the name Gogarene had attached itself to the
territory occupied by Scythians, at least since the beginning of the seventh century B.C., Gog naturally was
understood as a Scythian people, whatever its original
character may have been.
As, according to Ezek. 3S17, the coming of Gog,
In Gen. IO3 the Scythian is, then, regarded as a son
ofthe Kimmerian (GO.MER, Gimirra, Gamir, KifXfjJpLOL) prince of Meshech and Tubal, had been predicted by
(_.
_
, the former prophets, Jerome looked for
and a brother of Riphath and Togarmah, whilst in Jer.
°
^' such i<. prophecy and found it in Nu.
51 27 he appears as the companion of the Mannaean and
247 where (3 and Sam. with Aq. Sym. read ' h i s king
Urart;3ean. The author of Jer. 50-5158, whose producshall be higher than Gog. * ^ There can be little doubt
tion is largely a patchwork of quotations, seems to have
that this is more original than M T , though the whole
used in 51 27 some old writing now lost, since the converse is probably a late interpolation. [Cp O G , col.
nection of M I N N I and A R A R A T (^^.ly.) with Ashkenaz
reflects a definite historical situation centuries before his
3465-]
Originally the Hebrew word may have been pronounced
Aikunza(U3;yK, nii:;-N, nULTN, n3i-*'N, nrCN*); it is as Delitzsch
has pointed out (see A S H K E N A Z ) identical with
2. A s h k e n a z Askuza and Kkuza occurring in Assyrian in= S c y t h i a n , scriptions (see § 6). I n the Behistun inscription
the Saka chief Shuka is called, in the Susian
version, Iskunka. Already Vater (C>/«/«., iBo2,p. ioo)observed
that a name beginning with Sc would be suitable on account of
the prosthetic A, E, or I. T h e essential part ofthe name seems
to be S k u ; cp SKU-ATJS, 2K0-A.OTOt, SKtu-Tracris, Chinese Szu,
Persian Sa-ka.
Askuza-Skuza is apparently the origin of
2,K'udr}s.

own time (cp J E R E M I A H [ B O O K ] , § 20, viu.).

Whether

Riphath and Togarmah were current designations of
certain countries in the N. at the time of the priestly
editor of the Pentateuch, or likewise drawn from some
older source, must be left in doubt.
It has also been maintained that the Scythians are
alluded to under the names Gog and Magog. Magog
_ p
- was interpreted as Scythians by Josephus
d. UOg ana ^ ^^^^ i. 61 [§ 123]), Jerome, Theodoret,
lYiagOg.
^^^ others. The fact that Gomer (Kimmerian), Madai (Mede), J avan (Greek), Meshech (Moschi),
Tubal (Tibarenes), and Tiras (Tursa, Tyrrhenians) are
so manifestly names of famous nations renders it quite
certain that, if the word has been accurately transmitted,
or formed at all a part of the original text, Magog must
also represent the name of a well-known people. It
must be confessed that the absence of so important a
name alike in cuneiform and classical sources makes one
suspect the correctness of the name.
This has led Cheyne to suppose a dittography of n c i in Gen,
10 2, and a corruption of pi?!? in Kzek.SS f. (see GoG A N D
MAGOGJ n.). T h e interpretation of ARMAGEDDON (q.v.) by this
scholar is indeed as plau.sible as it is brilliant. It seems doubtful,
however, whether the new-found chthonic divinity will be of
service in Ezek. 38 (cp textual corrections in col. 3881, n. i, and
for the opposite view that a great historic personage is reflected
by the Gog of Ezek. 38 see § 5). A simpler suggestion as to Gen.
10 2 would be that Magog ( J I J D ) was miswritten for Gog ( j u )
under the influence of ' M a d a i ' ('i*^), as a consequence of a
changed conception of Gog, because at one time it was customary
to contract the Assyrian mat Gag into Magag (Streck), or as a
designation of a people akin to the Scythians and derived from
Gog (aiao). such as the Sarmatians or MassagetEe. It is interesting that Saadia in this place has jijN' (^d. Derenbourg), the
customary rendering of j u ^t his t i m e ; cp Kur'an 2196 and
Arabic writers quoted by Herbelot. In Ezek. 882, Mand of the
M a g o g ' (jui^n T I N ) is apparently an Interpolation (Stade), and
in Ezek. 396 the original seems to have been Gog ( © B Q ) . [On
Ezek. 38 see further Crit. Bib.] In Targ. Jer. 1 to N u . I I 2 6
Ji:."r"l KillM | 0 "T^O Hj'^^' ' a k i n g shall arise from the land of
Ma^og,' depends on Ezek. 882, while in Targ. Jer. 2 ^MDI i U
n'm'?'nT ' Gog and Magog and his armies,' jij,"?! is probably an
interpolation ; but Magog seems to be the name of a king, as it
certainly is in Targ. J o n . to i S. 2 10.

Amenhotep III. [Am. Tab. I 3 8 / ) mentions three
countries—Gag, Hanigalbat, and Ugarit. Hanigalbat
is probably Melitene, and Gog is Ukely to have been
situated X E of Commagene (Streck, ZA 15321). A
people cnlled Gag, or Gog, was thus known in the
fifteenth century B.C. Concerning its ethnic relations
we as yet know nothing. In view of the marked Iranian
character of some names in the Amarna letters (see § 13),
it is not too bold an assumption that Gag may have
been a forerunner of Askenaz in Anatolia belonging to
the same family. Like the Muski, the Kaski, the
Tubali, and the Haldi, the Gagi may have been driven
X. by new invaders ; and it is significant that, in the
days of Strabo, there was a province Gogarene immediately E. of the territory occupied by the Moschi,
tl>e Colchians, theTibarenes, and the Chaldnsans (Geogr.
1114, pp. 4 5 2 / . ed. Didot). In the time of Asur-bani4331

PtjjTon (Sur ies prophites, 1693, p . 136f) called attention to
Am. 7 ic where © read ' a n d behold, one caterpillar, king Gog,'
and made this passage refer to a Scythian invasion. Here, too,
the Hebrew text gives no satisfactory sense, and Nowack rightly
rejects it as a gloss.2 © probably reproduces more nearly the
words of the glossator ; but it may be questioned whether the
original read jij •]'?Q, ' k i n g of G o g , ' or •]'^Dn 3U. *Gog, the
king.' I f ' k i n g of G o g ' was the reading, ' G o g t h e k i n g , ' a n d
with it ' k i n g G o g ' himself, may have originated in a misunderstanding of this marginal comment to Am. 7 i. But the idea of
this king may also have been suggested by descriptions of Gagi,
ruler of Sahi, given by some of Alur-bani-pal's Syrian colonists,
unless it should ultimately prove to have its roots in Babylonian
mythology, where a divine messenger Gaga figures in the Inuma
ttis epic, 3 2f. 67. T h a t the descriptions of Jer. 4-6 and Zeph. 2
(see § 6, and Z E P H A N I A H , § 4) cannot by themselves have led
to the definite conception of king Gog, is sufificiently evident
from Jewish a n d Christian exegesis, which so long has been
satisfied (but see § 27, and Crit. Bib.) with seeing in these
passages references to the Chaldaeans only.

That, with all its apocalyptic character, Ezek. 38-39
reflects the career of a great historic personage, was
5. Mithridates ^^'^^^^ ? ^ ' ^ / Polychronius (about 427
' A.D.) who thought of Antiochus I I I .
= Gog of
He was followed in this by Grotius,
Ezek. 38.
whose commentary gives a detailed
apphcation of the text to the history of the Seleucid
king. Winckler most ingeniously interprets the prophecy
as occasioned by the career of Alexander [A OF 2160 ff.).
But neither Antiochus nor Alexander would naturally be
designated ' prince of Meshech and Tubal,' and there is
in neither case any motive for the feeling of hostility
displayed, whilst there is evidence of a different disposition toward these kings on the part of the Jews,
The present writer would suggest that the conqueror
whose career inspired this prophecy is far more likely
to have been Mithridates VI, Eupator Dionysus of
Pontus,
Mithridates alone could rightly be entitled ' prince of Meshech
and Tubal,' his seat of power being where the Moschi and the
Tibarenes lived, and his sway extending over the territory once
associated with those names. None could more aptly be considered as the coming Gog than the proud conqueror of Scythia
who reigned over all the coast-lands of the Black Sea and brought
from the farthest N . his armies. N o other ruler of these realms
had with him Paras, Cush, and Put, Gomer, Togarmah, and the
extreme N . than Mithridates, whose general Pelopidas could
justly boast of the Persian auxiliaries, Egyptian ships, Cappadocian troops, Armenian contingents, and Scythian, Sarmatian,
Bastarnian, and Thracian hordes that swelled the king's forces.
Mithridates' dark intrigues, his boundless ambition, his insatiable
greed, the ' Ephesian vespers' with their 80,000 victims, the
persecutions o f t h e Jews in Cos and elsewhere, who were at the
time warm friends ar>d allies of Rome, must, in 88 B.C. have filled
m a n y a heart in Palestine with fear of a n invasion, hatred, and
abomination. But, in an age of eschatological hopes, the confidence could not fail that, should he invade the 'navel of the
earth ' where quiet and prosperity had been restored, and prove
indeed to be the predicted Gog, he would there meet with a
miserable end. By the sword of the faithful and the wrath of
heaven he would perish, and his hosts would be buried during
^ 1\IT jjN : the addition o f t h e prosthetic ^ may be explained
as in Arab. .4jr7j for ji j in Ezek. 38 2 Ar.
2 [This alternative can, it would seem, be avoided b v the
course suggested in LOCUSTS, § 3 with note 6, C D Crit Bib
ad loc. ]
f
'
•
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seven months in ' the Valley of the Travellers to the Sea ' (iD of
Ezek. 31)11)1 whilst for himself would be reserved a famous
sepulchre in Israel in this \'alicy of Hamon-Gog (lisdr.-iLlMii),
apparently in the city named after the foreign horde H a m o n a h
(scythopolis). Thus the king of Scythia would be buried in the
city of the Scythians, the new Dionysus in the tomb where
Dionysus-Oitosyrus buried Leucothea, his nurse (Pliny, 5 74), who
was identified with Artimpasa, the Scythian Diana (Hegesippus
3i9).l

It is possible that already Photius understood Jeremiah as referring to the Scythians in 6 22_^
In his first homily on the Russian invasion in 865 Photius
seems to regard himself as siiuaking of the same northern people
that the prophet had in mind. H e no doubt
6. ScytniaJlS shared the \iew of his contemporary Nicetas
i n Jer. R&d who, in his life of Ignatius, speaks of the
ZeDb
Russians as a Scythian people (2KU0WV eflfos
'
Aryo^evoi 'Pw?), as does also the unknown continuator of Theophanes's chronography; see ' D e Russorum
incursione' in Lexicon Vindobonense,
ed. Nauck, 203 yi and
xxiv./

In modern times, Cramer, Eichhorn, Dahler, Hitzig,
Ewald, and most recent critics ha\ e seen in Jer. 4-6
Zeph. 2 original references to the Scythians, though
admitting subsequent retouching under the impression
of Chaldfean invasions. It has seemed to them impossible that Jeremiah should have feared a Chaldsean
attack in the thirteenth year of Josiah, whilst the Scythian
invasion mentioned by Herodotus (1103 ^ ) seems to
have occurred about that time. In J E R E M I A H [BOOK],
§ 20, i., it has been suggested that Chaldcean designs
upon S}Tia may have become apparent already in 625,
and that the Scythian army may have contained a
Chaldasan contingent by virtue of the agreement between
Nabopolassar and the Umman Manda prince alluded
to in the Nabuna'id inscription. That view must now
be somewhat modified, as W'inckler's researches have
rendered it highly probable that the Umman Manda in
this case are the liedes, and that there was an alliance
between the Askuza-Scythians and the Assyrians. A
pra5'er to Samas, published by Knudtzon (Assyrische
Gebete, no. 29), mentions the request of Bartatua of
Askuza for a daughter of Esarhaddon.
Winckler
identifies this chief with Protothyas, father of Madyas,
king of the Scythians (Herod. 1103), and reasonably
supposes that there was effected an alliance which led
Madyas to defend Nineveh against Cyaxares. If Madyas
was the son of Bartatua who flourished about 675, he
is likely to have taken just such a part in the events of
625 as Herodotus indicates. Phraortes had fallen in a
battle against the Assyrians 625. T o avenge his father,
Cyaxares marched against Nineveh and invested the
city. It is as natural that he should accept the aid of
Nabopolassar as that this Chaldasan usurper should be
eager to gain an alliance with him by sending an army.
In this predicament Madyas came to the aid of
Nineveh. The Medes were worsted in the battle, and
the city was saved. Another ally of Cyaxares and
Nabopolassar had, however, to be dealt with. Psammetichus had long been encroaching on Assyrian territory. Since 639 he seems to have laid siege to Ashdod.
The Scythians, therefore, went on from Nineveh to
invade Egypt. Their ostensible object was further to
defend the endangered interests of Assyria. Hence the
absence of any record of violence done. Even in the
disorders in Ashkelon, it is distinctly stated that the
mass of the army took no part, only a few individuals.
Such treatment at the hands of Scythians could scarcely
be expected. Prophets like Jeremiah and Zephaniah
naturally watched their approach as a new scourge in
the hand of Yahw^, amply justified by the moral condition of Judah. That these hordes should quietly come
and go in peace, having received their tribute from Egypt,
they could not dream. This line of conduct finds its
f V'^'"^'^'^ '^ nothing in the history of the Hebrew canon that
torbids so late a date ; see the present writer's articles on the
canon in the Jewish
Encyclopaidia
and the Neiu
Internmonal Encyclopa:dia and ' D a n i e l among the Prophets,'
nibbert Journ. vol. i.
N o r is there a n y evidence that this
Wsnoix already formed a part of the book that no doubt was
translated a generation earlier (preface to Ecclus.).
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explanation only in the political relations between
Scythians and .\ssyrians. The editor of Jer. 1-20 (see
J E R E M I A H [ B O O K ] , § 5 / ) had an important landmark

to go by, and rightly put the beginning of his prophet's
ministry in the memorable thirteenth year of Josiah (625).
Winckler assumes that the defence of Nineveh by
Madyas occurred at the time when the city was finally
7 Winckler's destroyed (606), and that the Scythians
criticism
^^^"^^ "^"^^ routed. He correctly observes that a parenthesis begins after
the statement of the appearance of Madyas, and concludes that only the beginning of Herodotus' account
(1103(7) and the end of it (1106, end) were drawn from
an older source, the remainder being the historian's own
work. But the parenthesis only tells how the Scythians
happened to be in Asia, and the narrati\'e manifestly
continues w ith ' Then the Medes fought with the
Sc\-thians' in 1104, end. T h e rest presents only one
difficulty, which, however, may be satisfactorily met.
If the twenty-eight years of Scythian rule fell within
Cyaxares' reign (625-585), as I107 distinctly affirms,
they must have extended from 625 to 597 ; yet the
capture of Nineveh in 606 is mentioned after the recovery of the nations ruled before 625. But the
restoration of Media's former territory is not unnaturally mentioned first, even though it had not been fully
accomplished before 597, and the important addition of
.Assyria only afterwards with emphasis, though occurring
already in 606. There is no evidence that Scythia lost
anything but an ally by the fall of Assyria. If the king
of the Umman Manda in the Nabu-na'id inscription is
Cyaxares, there is no hint in that document ofa Scythian
army appearing for the defence of Nineveh in 606.
H a d the Scythian power in Asia Minor been crushed in
that year, it is not likely that hostilities between Media
and Lydia would have been so long deferred. In 597
the two allies. Media and Chaldcea, seem to have made
a great attack upon the W . , Media destroying the
Scythian power in Armenia and Cappadocia, Chaldsea
humihating Egypt's Syrian buffer state, Judah. They
were still united when in 586 Nebuchadrezzar put an
end to the Judaean kingdom, and the next year secured
for his ' helper,' Cyaxares, an honourable peace after the
battle of the eclipse, Cilicia being then the heir to the
position and policy of Scythia. Winckler's hypothesis
apparently makes the distance too great between Madyas
and his father Protothyas, and does not sufficiently recognise the importance of the political situation in 625.
Such doubts concerning the first siege of Nineveh by
Cyaxares and its attendant circumstances (already e.K, pressed by We., KI. Proph-W 156('*),
8. J e r a n m e e l - ^g^^^ questions as to the reliability of
I t e tlieory.

1^^,462 (cp JERE.MIAH [BOOK], § 14),

and particularly a searching and much-needed criticism
of proper names in MT, finally led Cheyne to look for
an invasion from the S. by the Jerahmeelites instigated
by Nebuchadrezzar in the years immediately before 604
(see P R O P H E T I C L I T E R A T U R E , §40).

T h e Jerahmeel-

ite theory unquestionably promises to throw much light
on the obscure history of the Negeb. That the Arabian
neighbours of Egypt, as well as the peoples E. of
Judah, should have been inflamed by Nebuchadrezzar
is altogether probable; and that Jeremiah, watching
these repeated raids, should have felt behind them the
master-hand of the Chaldasan is not incredible. Nor
need it be denied that pss has occasionally been understood as ' t h e North,' where, in reality, a place-name
was intended. It is even possible that the reports of
the prophet's earlier speeches have been coloured by the
memory of more recent words of his occasioned by such
raids by the neighbours. In view, however, of the
account by Herodotus of a Scythian invasion of Palestine, following the rehef of Nineveh by Madyas, the
suggestion in a cuneiform letter of a Scytho-Assyrian
alliance already in the time of Bartatua-Protothyas, the
occasion for Scythian interference in the accession of
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Cya.vares forty years before the eclipse of 585, the insurrection of Xabopolassar, dated by Ptolemy's canon in
625, and the united attack of C3axaresand Nabopolassar
upon Assyria, and the assignment of these prophecies to
the same year by an editor apparently dependent on an
early biographer, it seems safer to adhere to the construction of the history given above. [See, further, Crit.
Bib. ]
At most, little knowledge concerning the Scythians
could be derived from these biblical references. If the
identification of Askuza is correct,
9. Cuneiform,
the Scythians are mentioned in cuneiclassical, and
form inscriptions, such as 1 R. 45 col.
Chinese sources.
227, and Knudtzon, Ass. Gebete, 29,
35, in a manner that throws light upon the beginnings of
Scythian rule in Asia Minor.

followed the E, coast of the Black Sea in the eighth
century was probably the last. Down the W. coast of
the Caspian Sea the Scythian tribes E. of the Don
followed and established themselves E. of the Kimmerians and N. of Mannaeans and Medes, whence they
apparently extended their power over all Armenia and
Cappadocia. Their old places E. of the Azov Sea were
taken by a Median people, the Sauromatse or Sarmatians,
possiblynot before the return of .Median power.
On
the plateau through which the Dniester (Tyras), the
Bog (Hypanis), the Dnieper (Borysthenes), and the
Inguletz (Panticapes) flow, and so far as to the Don
(Tanais), the Scoloti took possession of the land, some
settling down to agricultural pursuits, others retaining
their nomadic life.

In a Persian cuneiform inscription at Eehistfin, Saka humavarka, and Saka tigrakhuda are referred to by Darius, who also
speaks of the ' Saka at the ends of the earth ' in a hieroglyphic
list of nations at the Suez canal. T h e Scythians are not mentioned by name in the Homeric poems, though they may be
referred to as t7rTn)/j.oA.yot, / / . 13 5. Strabo (7 3) quotes a direct
reference from Hesiod ; but whether this was drawn from an
otherwise unknown genuine yij? Trepi'oSosor from the third Kardkoyos written about 600 B.C., as Kirchhoff emends the te.\t, is
uncertain. About 600 u.c. the name occurs in a fragment of
Alc^eus, and that is probably also the date of the poem of
Aristeas of Proconnesus. iEschylus refers to the good laws of
the Scythians (Strabo, I.e.), and Hecatarus of Miletus gave
valuable information concerning them. T h e most important
source is Herodotus. His fourth book is devoted to Scythia.
Much of hi.s knowledge is derived from native Scythians in
Olbia, as well as from resident Greeks. Hippocrates also seems
to have visited Scythia, and, like Herodotus, still confined the
name Scythians to the Scoloti. Pseudo-Scylax (about 337 B . C )
and Ephorus begin to use it in a somewhat wider sense,
though familiar with the character and history of the Scoloti.
Some of the representations in art of Scythian life found at
Kertsch (Panticapaeum), K.um Olba and Altun Olba (see § 11)
belong to the fourth and third centuries. The Greek inscriptions
of Olbia containing Scythian names are not older than the second
century B . C Diodorus adds little to the earlier sources ; but
Strabo's geography throws much light upon the Scythia of his
day. T h e changed conditions there inspired him with undue
scepticism as to the accuracy of Herodotus. Trogus Pompeius
in Justin, Ptolemy the geographer, Polyeenus, Ammianus
Marcellinus, and others acquamt us with some facts. For the
history of the eastern Scythians Ktesias is not without value.
Coins give the names of Scythian kings. Of great importance
are the Chinese writings of Sse-ma-tsien (about 100 B.C.) translated by Brosset, Journ. As. ii. 8 4 1 8 ^ . , and of Panku (about 80
A.D.), both because of their sober descriptions of lands and
peoples, and because o f t h e aid they furnish to the chronology.

Whilst, in historical times, there have been important
centres of Scythian life in Asia Minor and in Europe,
10. Home and 'f } ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ Bactria, Kophene, and
migrations of ^.^^/f' '^^ P^°P^^ ""f^^l <=°"^s>dered
the Scythians. ^ ' ' f ^ " ° ' '^^ regarded by others as
•'
autochthonous in any of these lands.
Even in the territory between the Danube and the Don,
which might properly be called Scythian, because for so
many centuries the seat of a Scythian civilisation, a
native tradition declared the Scoloti to be strangers.
Many indications point to the region N. of Jaxartes,
between the .Aral Sea and Lake Balkash, in modern
Turkestan and the adjoining Khirgis steppe, as the
home of the Scythians in the days when their immediate
Iranian kinsmen, the .Aryan invaders of India, were still
their neighbours S. and SE. in the old Airyanem
Vaejo.
The presence of Mongolian and Tibetan
tribes on the NE. and E., and of the kindred
Massaget.'e on the SE., occasioned by the expansion of
Chinese power, gradually forced a branch of the people
across the Ural, the Volga, and finally tlie Don. The
time of this invasion of Western Scythia cannot be
determined with certainty ; but it may have occurred as
early as in the sixteenth century B.C. (see § 14). Another
Iranian people, the Kimmerians,*"occupying the land so
far S. as to the Danube, were gradually driven into the
Crimea or, at different times and by different roads,
into .\sia Minor.
The Kimmerian invasion that
1 Such names of Kimmerian Icings as TeuSpa, Tuktammi
(Aiiy5a/iis = .Vuy5a/Ai?, Sayce) and Sandraksatra, occurring in the
seventh century, are clearly Iranian.
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T h e arrival of Milesian colonists (Olbia founded about 650)
created mixed Gra^co-Scythian tribes such as the Kallipidse and
Alizones. A kindred Thracian tribe, the Agathyrsi, was sub.
dued. Northwards the territory extended into Ukraine. Beyond their own clans in that direction lived Slavonic tribes, the
Neari, the Melanchlasni, and the Anthropophagi (wrongly so
called). U p the Volga there were the Budinai (Permians ?), and
across the tjral the Thyssageta; and Tyrkas, Finnish peoples,
whilst E . of these were the Turkish Argimpaei and the Tibetan
Issedones, and their neighbours the AriamaspEe, fighting with
griiBns for the possession of gold.

The Scythians do not seem to have been driven out
of their home in S. Russia, but rather to have been
absorbed in the Sarmatian'and then in the Slavonic
tribes.
The eastern branch of the people was not allowed
undisturbed possession of its lands N. of the Jaxartes.
Already in the time of Cyrus and Darius a part of the
Scythians had been pressed into Margiana (see § 17),
and at the end of the third century another part was
forced by the Massagetae into S. Sogdiana, and somewhat later into Bactria. In Bactria these Scythians
found only a temporary home, as they were driven from
there by the MassagetEe (Yuechi); but they maintained
themselves longer farther east.
In S. Kabulistan, Arachosia, Drangiana, and Sakestan (Kipin),
and in Kagmir, Nepal, and Punjab they established themselves.
Finally, they were there also submerged by new powers and
absorbed in the native population.

That the Scythians spoke an Iranian language, is
already evident from Herod. 4117, where the Saurornatae,
11 Languaee ^ ^''^^ian people, are said to speak the
a i d ethnic
^'=y"''^° language, though in an imrelations
Perfect manner. The Scythian words
explained by Herodotus are manifestly
Iranian, and the many names of persons and places
recorded by Greek writers and in the Olbian inscriptions
leave no room for doubt. It is the merit particularly of
Zeuss and Mlillenhoff to have proved conclusively the
Iranian character of Scythian speech. That the Eastern
Scythians spoke substantially the same language is
evident not least from the names of the (Jaka kings in
India(see Hoffmann, Syrische
AktenpersischerMartyrer,
1397^).
An occasional Scythian loan-word in a neighbouring Slavonic
or Turkish dialect cannot affect this result. T h e discussions of
Neumann, Cuno, Fressl, and others, who have tried to invalidate
the arguments of Zeuss, would have proved quite futile even if
their philological method had been more discriminating. Still,
It should not he denied that neighbouring dialects of the same
lamily have a tendency to shade off into each other.

For determining the ethnic relations of the Scythians
the pictorial representations on objects found at Kertsch,Kum Olba, and elsewhere on the Kimmerian Bosphorus
are of utmost importance.
As the best of these are not later than the fourth century B.C.,
apd were probably made for Scolotian grandees (see Rayet,
Etudes darch^-ologie, 1 9 6 ^ ) , they may be taken to represent
fairly the Scythian type. T h e similarity to Russian mujiks, in
ress, hair beard, and general appearance, due to climatic con.
ditions and the same mode of life, cannot obscure the fact that
£ IlV^ne""' '"•f f s=""ally Iranian. If they all should prove to
be likenesses of Sarmatians as the later ones probably are this
would not weaken the conclusion, since the Iranian charac er of
the Sarmatians admits of no doubt.
cnaracter ot
Through Herodotus we know that the Scythians worshipped
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Tahiti ('lo-n'i?, Vesta), goddess of the fire ; Papgeus (probably
Papai or Babai, Zeus), the heaven-father ;
12. R e l i g i o n . Api (yq), the earth ; Oitosyrus (Apollo, possibly descriptive name of Mithra), the Sun ;
Artimpasa (Aphrodite Urania), Venus ; Thamisadas (Poseidon),
the Sea ; Herakles and Ares.

The Scythians had no images, or altars, or temples.
Their chief sacrifices were horses, which they offered in
a peculiar manner ; but prisoners in war were also at times
offered. Only the god of war had a few great shrines.
There is evidence of ancestral cults. Divination by
rods or linden bark was practised, and the sooth.'^ayers
formed distinct classes. A comparison with Persian
divinities and religious customs shows a. remarkable
similarity. HTiilst a heptad of divinities occurs ('A^SapSa), there is no trace of Ahura Mazda. W'hether
any of the E. Scythians accepted the Mazdayasnian faith,
is not known.
Buddhism may have made some progress among the Sse in
Kipin and Punjab; but the Vuecni king Kaniska (78 A . D . )
seems to have been the first monarch officially to embrace that
form of religion.

The earlier Greek writers speak in terms of
praise of the character of
13. Character Scythians, giving instances of
and civilisation. -^^^-^^^ sincerity, love of truth,
sharp intelligence.

high
the
their
and

It is possible, however, that these descriptions have to some
extent lien coloured by d priori reasoning as to the virtues of a
nomadic life, such as may still be found in modern works. On
the other hand, the less flattering tone of later authors was,
no doubt, due in no small measure to their confusion of the
Scythians with their ruder Slavonic, Finno-Ugric, and Turkish
neighbours. In Roman times, the conflicts with the Sarmatians
naturally added bitterness to the references to Scythians.

The Scythians probably possessed, in addition to the
general characteristics of all Iranian peoples, some
qualities peculiar to that nomadic life so large a part of
them continued to lead. The r61e which the Askuza
played in Asia, at a time when the Assyrian empire had
reached its greatest extent, and in the days of its decadence, indicates a somewhat highly developed political
organisation and a certain adaptability to conditions of
settled life, sagacity as well as energy, diplomacy not
less than enterprise.
In Russia the long contact of the Scythians with Greek civilisation, at a time when it had attained its very highest development,
could not but exercise a profound influence upon them. T h e
antiquities found on the Kimmerian Bosphorus, now in the
Hermitage in St. Petersburg, amply prove what the tastes of
Scythian lords were and what enviable means they had of gratifying them. One class of these finds probably represents the work
of native artists trained upon Grecian models. These Scythian
raa.sters produced a type of art the infiuence of which may be traced
beyond (X. oO the Baltic. Since some tribes had for centuries
cultivated the soil, and large numbers of Scythians lived in cities,
many nobles undoubtedly had their residences built by Greek
architects. King Skyles had a palace in Olbia. Concerning
their industrial skill, we have no information, except that they
excelled in metallurgy. In Bactria the Scythians became the
heirs ofanother Greek civilisation ; and in India they evidently
adapted themselves to native and Greek traditions, not without
themselves exerting an influence upon the life of Punjab and
Sindh.

Concerning the period in which the Scythians still
had for their neighbours in the Airyanem Vaejo
14 Historv* (^^""^idad, x) the other branches of the
earliest ' ^""^"'^^ family, before these had passed
Deriod.
^"^*^ Sogdiana, Margiana, Bactria, Hyrcania, Herat, and Kabul, we possess no
direct information. The presence of Iranian names in
the Amarna Tablets and early Assyrian and Egyptian
inscriptions indicated by Ball ( P 5 5 ^ . 1882, pp, 4 2 4 ^ ) ,
^^zo\d-B\xdge (Tell el Amarna Tablets, 1892, p. xiv),
Rost [.WAG, 1897}, and especially Hommel (Sits.ber. Bbh/n.. Ges. d. Wiss. 1898), seems to show that
Anatolia, Mesopotamia, Syria, and Elam had already
become acquainted with some members of the Iranian
family in the sixteenth century B. c.
^•fjp^ording to the native tradition of the Scoloti found in
"^mia by Herodotus (4 7), the first king of Scythia, Targitaus,
reigned 1000 years before Darius Hystaspis ' a n d no more.'
We have no means of determining on what data this computation rests, and its historical value appears doubtful, Targitaus
nimself being probably a mythical personage. Hommel con4337

nects this story with the accounts of a Scythian conquest as far
as the Nile and an invasion of Asia to the borders of Syria by
an Amazonian queen (Diodorus, 2 43 46), and regards Strabo's
(15 11.) Idanthyrsus as a mistake for Targitaus.
But it is
probable that the accounts in Diodorus are only reflections
of the invasion in the time of Psammetichus, and that Idanthyrsus has in Strabo received credit for the worlc accomplished
by Madyas. The narratives of the conquest of Scythia by
Sesostris (Ramessu II.) are clearly late exaggerations; but
Hommel's notalile theory, accounting for Ir.iriian names in
Kadavaduna ( = Cappadocia, a country closely allied to the
centre of Hittite power, Melitene, and Cilicia; see Muller,
Asien, 288, 33s) by the Scythian character of its people, also
tends to explain this confusion of Hittite and Scythian. T h e
people called Gag may prove tu be akin to the Kimmerians and
forerunners of the ASkuza. As regards the history of the
Scoloti in Russian Scythia before their contact with the Greeks
in the seventh century, we have no information.

From t.iblets inscribed in the reign of Esarhaddon
(681-668) we learn that Scythians had established
, , ,„, . t h e m s e l v e s N. of Lake Urumiah.
16. Asianic rule -. ...
j i . .1, t- .u
Protothyas,
r e a r is expressed lest the Scythians
Madyas.
should break through Mannnean into
Assyrian territory, the chief Ispakai
is said to be an ally of the Mannseans, and king
Bartatua (Protothyas) is referred to as seeking an
alliance and the hand of Esarhaddon's daughter. That
the alliance was concluded is highly pr(^bable, since in
625 Madyas, Protothyas' son, came to the aid of
Assyria by defeating Cyaxares, who was besieging
Nineveh, and by checking the advances of Psammetichus in Syria. In consideration of these services,
it is natural that the suzerainty of Assyria over Urartu
acknowledged by Sarduris III. should pass to Scythia,
and that such states as Cappadocia, Commagene, and
Melitene should become tributary. What the relation
of Cilicia to the new power was, it would be interesting
to know ; but it cannot yet be discerned. The Median
border states Atropatene, Matiene, and others are
likely to have been subdued.
From 625 to 597
Scythian rule in Asia Minor continued. Then the
power was broken by Cyaxares.
In 591 Scythian
refugees from the Median court fled to Lydia for protection ; but Scythians continued to live under Median
and Persian domination in Asia Minor. There was a
Sacastene in Cappadocia as well as in Armenia.
Darius claims to have conquered the ' Saka beyond
the Sea.' By these he means the Scythians N. of the
, .
Euxine. He probably also refers to
16. Scytmans ^.^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^ tigrakhuda. since
m Russia.
jjjg pictorial representations from the
Kimmerian Bosporus show that these wore the Phrygian
cap. It is to Darius' campaign into Russia in 512 that
we owe the elaborate account of the Scythians by Herodotus. That Darius marched as far as to the Volga
may be doubted, and some other points in the narrative
are manifestly unhistorical.
There is no reason, however, to question the important rfile
ascribed to Idanthyrsus, through whose adroit management of
the defence Darius was frustrated in his object. His father
Saulius seems to have already impressed himself upon the
colonists, as his name is especially mentioned. N o events of
any importance, however, have been recorded by the Greek
writers before Herodotus who refer to the Scythians. Whether
the use by them ofthe name Scythian (SKiieT)?) shows that their
knowledge of the people was derived from the AtSkuza of Asia
Minor, or that Sku-za was as much a native designation of the
people as Sko-lot, cannot be determined.

The Milesian colonists were, of course, tributary to
the Scythian suzerain ; but the relations seem to have
been cordial.
Only when a king like Skylas forgot his native traditions to
the extent of taking part in the Dionysiac orgies in Olbia, the
Scythians resented his proceeding. Friendly relations also prevailed between Ariapeithes and Teres of Thrace, in the beginning
of the fifth century. It is doubtful whether Spartacus (438-432),
the founder ofthe Iiospor.anian kingdom, was a Greek or of mixed
race. There are some indications that the king whose skeleton
was found in a tomb at Kertsch (Panticapajum) had Scythian
blood in his veins. T h e Spartacida: were not a serious men&ce to
Scythian power in the fourth century. Danger threatened first
from Macedonia, whose ambitious ruler Phihp invaded Scythia
and killed in battle king Ateas in 339, and subsequently from
the Sarmatians who crossed the Don and made thernselves
during the third century the most important people in the
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territory once claimed by the Scythians. I n the beginning of
the second century the German Bastaniians made their appearance.
A Scythian reaction seems to have occurred under
Scilurus who, however, was defeated by Mithridates V I . ,
105 B.C. Aftt;r ^lithridates (132-163) had conquered the country
N. -jf the Euxine, he could lead armies of Scythians as well as
Sarmatians, Bastarnians, and Thracians against the Romans.
Lattr, the legionaries of Rome found Sarmatians as soon as
they had crossed the Danube. Finally, the Scythians were
absorbed in the prevailing Slavonic population.
From their old home the eastern branch of this
people was also driven by invaders across the Jaxartes
into Chorasmia, Margiana, and Bactria.
17. Eastern According to Ktesias, Cyrus fought
Scythians. against these Scythians, and forced
Amorges to aid him in his war upon Croesus {546),
There is probably also a nucleus of truth in his account
of Cyrus' war with the Derbikkas, though he has
wrongly connected his death with this war.
There
is no reason for doubting the substantial accuracy of
Herodotus' account of his death in the war upon
Tomyris, queen of the Massagetae, though there are as
usual some embellishments.
T h e grounds on which
Duncker rejected this story are quite insufficient.
Darius had to fight with Scythians whom he designates as
Saka humavarka.
These are probably identical with the
Amyrgian Scythians. Fressl may be right in connecting both
these words with Margiana. According to Fr.
ls\\\\\ex(WZKM
7 25!^) they are the ' Soma-preparing Scythians "; but E d . Meyer
(t;,-J 3 i i o y ; ) doubts this interpretation. Scythian archers took
part in the battle of Marathon, and were also in the army of
Xerxes. Where their home was, is not indicated. Alexander
came into contact with Scythians only after he had crossed the
Jaxartes in Sogdiana. For some time before 138, Scythians had
held possession of Margiana.
Through Chang-kian's account ofhis mission (in Ssematsien),
it is possible to trace the political situation in Iran in 128, and
to discern some of the events that led u p to it. Pressed by the
Hiungnu, a Turkish people, the Yuechi (probably Massageta;)
had forced the Szii (Qaka, Saka, Scythians) across the Jaxartes.
In 175 the Szu conquered Sogdiana from Eucratides of Bactria.
This king defended Bactria against their attack with the aid of
Mithridates I. in 160. In 130 the Scythians took most of
Bactria from Heliocles. But they were in their turn driven
from Bactria, and fled into Kipin, Kashmir, Nepal, and India,
where they established kingdoms. Maues reigned in Kipin
and Punjab (130-110), Azes('10-80), and Aspavarma, Aziles, and
Vanones after 80. Between 70 and 30 Spalahoras, Spalagdames, Spalyris, and Spalyrisis reigned In W, India, though
their power was much limited by Hermaios. They were finally
overthrown by Kadphizes I. (Kiutsiu-Kio), the founder of the
Yuechi dynasty. This dynasty (until 116 A . D . ) , whose most
famous king is Kanishka (70-90 A.D.), was also designated as
the Scythian (Caka), and the Caka-era begins with the year
78 A.D. T h e E . Scythians were confu^^ed with their kinsmen,
the Massagetae, and other neighbours in India, as the W .
Scythians had been confused with their kinsmen, the Sarmatians, and other neighbours in Europe. I n India, as in
Afghanistan, the Scythians were absorbed in the native
population.
( I ) On the biblical references see the commentaries on Genesis,
Jeremiah, Zephaniah, and Ezekiel, and the histories of Israel
[also Crit. Bib.]. T h e best modern history
18. L i t e r a t u r e , of Mithridates of Pontus is by Theodore
Reinach (Mittiridate
Eupator,
1B90). (2)
For descriptions of Scythia see especially Ukert, Geog. der Grieck.
und Romer, Z2', Reclus, G^og. Univ.; Lindner, Skythie?t u. d.
Skyttten
des tierodot,
1841, and especially Neumann, Die
Heitenen i/n Skytlunlande,
1855 ; Baer, Hist. Fragen, 1873, and
Tomaschek in Berichte d. Wiener Akademie,
1888. (3) T h e
most important works on the language are Zeuss, Die Deutschen
und die Nachbarstd/nme,
1837 ; and Miillenhoff,
Deutsche
Altertumskunde,
3 (1892). Fressl, Die Skythen-Saken,
1886, is
not sufficiently critical. (4) For the antiquities see Stephani,
.Antiquites du Bospho^e Cimm^rien,
1854; MacPherson, Antiquities of Kertch,
1857; N e u m a n a (see under 2). Rayet,
Etudes d'arcliJologie et (Ta/d, i883 ; Solomon Reinach, Antiquites du Bosphore Cimm^rien,
18S5. (5) For the history,
see, in addition to primary sources, Winckler, Gesck. d.
.Altertu/ns, 1878,(5) 2 4 3 0 ^ . : Gutschmid, £5f9), artt. ' S c y t h i a '
and ' Persia,' discriminating, but wrongly excluding the eastern
Scythians; the suggestive discussions of H . Winckler, AOF
\ d^'.4 tf.; the admirable summaries of E d . Meyer, GA, especially 3, §§ ^off. ( i g o i ) ; Lassen, Indische
Altertumskunde,
1847-1857 ; Schroder, Indiens Literatur
tt-nd Cultur, 1887,
and Lefmann, Gesch. des .-itten Indiens, 1890.
N. S.
SCYTHOPOLIS (cKyeooN TTOAIN). 2 Macc. 1229 ;
in Josh. etc.
B E T H - S H E A N [q.v.]; cp H A M O N A H .
SEA ( D ; . yd/n; GAAACCd.)- See G E O G R A P H Y , § 4 ;
also D E A D S E A , G A L I L E E (Sea of), M E D I T E R R A N E A N ,
RED SEA, SALT SEA.
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SBA,

T H E BRAZEN

SEA, THE B R A Z E N ( n ^ ' n s n DJ; T H N 0 A A A C C A N
THN X ^ A K H N 2 K. 25 13 Jer. 5217 [om- ^ 1 1 , * ^ ^ ' ' 1^^)'
, T H E MOLTEN SEA (PV*"!^ ^V^\
THN
fjrm^
GAAACCd^N [B], T . G- A Y T H N [A], T. 9.
)(YTHN [ L ] , i K . 7 2 3 ; T- G. XYTHN
[.BAL], 2 Ch.42), or simply T H E S E A ( I K . 744, 2 K.
1617, 2 Ch. 415), the large bronze reservoir which stood
in the SE. angle of the court of Solomon's temple.
The
designation ' sea ' is explained by Josephus from the size
[A/it. viii. 3 5 ; kK\i\dT] . . . dd\a(j(xa hid rb fxiyedos).
According to the description in i K. 7 23-26 the ' s e a ' was
round, measuring 10 cubits (17.22 ft.^) in width and 5
(8.61) in depth ; ' and « hne of 30 cubits (©^-^^ 33
cubits) compassed it round about.'
These numbers are
of course only approximate—not given with mathematical
precision, otherwise to a diameter of 10 cubits would
have corresponded a circumference of 31.4159 . . . cubits;
failure to observe this has caused commentators needless trouble.
T h e capacity of the ' sea ' ( i K. 726 ; ©^^
om.) was 2000 b a t h s = 16,010 gallons (see W E I G H T S
AND M E A S U R E S , § 3). 2 Ch. gives 3000 baths ( = 24,015
gallons), certainly an impossible figure, even that of
I K. being too large for the data ; a hemisphere of the
dimensions given contains only 6376 gallons and a
cylinder 10,798 gallons.^ Even if, in view of what is
said about the 12 oxen, we come to the conclusion that
the ' sea' must have been more or less cylindrical in shape,
not, as josephus [Ant.viii. 3 5, T6 7}fxi.a(paipiov) will have
it, hemispherical, we can hardly suppose it to have held
much more than (say) 7000 gallons.
There is, however, no recorded ancient parallel even for such a
casting.
It is one of very considerable magnitude
(great bell of Moscow 198 tons ; great bell of St.
Paul's—largest in E n g l a n d — 1 7 ^ tons).
T h e ancients
no doubt usually did their large castings in pieces ; but
where
possible
they preferred
hammered
work.
Solomon's ' s e a ' may, therefore, it has been suggested,
have been a wooden vessel plated with bronze.
On the
notice in 1 K. 746 see A D A M , I ; and for a different view,
SUCCOTH, ^.
As to the form of the ' s e a ' the only further data we
have are that the brass was an handbreadth thick, that
the brim was wrought like the brim of a cup, like the
flower of lily, and that below the brim ran two rows of
gourd-like ornaments c'i'pB^ (see G O U R D , end).
These
ornaments, as distinguished frora those of the brazen
pillars, were cast when the sea itself was c a s t ; in other
words we have to think of them as in relief, not as
undercut. T h e sea rested upon 12 brazen oxen arranged
in four groups facing the four quarters of the heavens.
On every other point worth knowing—the height of
the oxen, the shape of the basin, and so forth—the
writer is silent.
Nor are we told in what manner the
water was supplied or drawn ; one naturally thinks of
the temple spring or a conduit from it.
Klostermann satisfies our curiosity as to the mode of filling
by conjectural emendation of i K. 7 23 where he reads ' "There
were 30 cocks around the s e a ; 20 were under the brim and
supplied it, and at the bottom o f t h e sea were 10 which drained
it ; the cocks were in two rows and their flow was according to
their measure.' T h e Vss., however, supply no sort of hint
towards a n y such emendation.
According to the Chronicler (2 Ch. 46) the sea was
1 rOn the assumption that by ammdh

is meant the long cubit;

see W E I G H T S and M E A S U R E S , § i . l

2 [Prof. Unwin, F . R . S . , in a private communication, s a y ; :
' I make o u t t h a t a hemispherical cup, 15 ft. external diameter
and 4 in.S. thick would require 113.5 cubic ft. of brass, and would
weigh 26itons. It would contain 770 cubic ft. or 4805 gallons
of water, and this would weigh 21^ tons. A cylindrical vessel
would weigh more and contain more—but the spherical shape is
the most favourable for possibility.']
3 n.DN3 ^-CV in I K. V 24 is usually rendered ten in a cubit'
(so RVmg. and AV), and accordinq;ly the total number of gourds
in each row reckoned to be 300. T h e words as they stand however, can only mean ' i n a length of 10 cubits'; but this gives no
sense. T h e clause is (with Stade) to be deleted as a gloss (cp
Benzinger, ad loc).

SEA

CALVES

SBDECIAS

for the priests to wash in (cp Ex. 3019); as to this, all
. one can say is that the arrangement would
*' °^o"- - be in the highest degree inconvenient for
ncauce. ^^^ ^^^^^ purpose. Almost inevitably therefore one comes back to the conjecture that the sea itself
had a symbolical meaning, as well as thc o.xen on
^\hich it rested. The oxen are to be explained not by
the consideration that the ox was the principal sacrificial
aiiim.il (so Riehm, HWB, s.v- 'Meer, e h e r n e s ' ) b u t
rather by the symbolic character of the ox as representing deitv, in Canaanitish-Isiaelitish religion. Kosters
(cp Th. T, 1879, pp. 4 5 5 / ^ ) explains the sea itself as a
symbol of the subterranean ocean, the t,'h,',m. He
recalls the many traces to be found in the O T of acquaintance with the Babylonian creation-myth and the struggle
of the gods with Tiamat (cp Gunkel, Schopfung, 153,
and see DRAGON,

LEVI.\TH.\N,

RAHAB,

SERPENT).

It is this Tiamat — who was held to represent the
waters of chaos, and to have been ^•anq^ished by the
gods — that according to Kosters was represented by
the ' sea' upon the oxen (these last symbolising Marduk).
In view of the admitted fact that the Babylonian
creation-myth determined the form of the Israelitish
cosmogony, one cannot deny that such a \ie\v may be
correct, even though the O T itself does not directly
supportit.

Cp C R E A T I O N , §§ 13, 19, 22 ; X E H U S H T A N ,

[Gunkel refers to the apsu, or primaeval sea, made by king
Ursina of Laga.s and the tdnitu, or sea, of Agum (1500 B.C.) ;
cp A'5 iii. 1 1 3 1 4 3 ; Del. .-iss. HWB 114; Muss-Arn. Diet.
80; Jensen, Kosniol. -iyiff., 511, and pi. 3. See also Sayce
(Hibb- Led., iSSy, p. 63, and RP(-) 1 65), who points out the
connection between the sea and the large basins called apsi in
Babylonian temples. What this acute scholar did not remark
was the connection of these ba.sins with the Babylonian
creation-myth, in which apsu (the ajrao-oji' of Damascius ; see
CREATION, § 15, end) designates the ocean which ' i n the beginning'was, or filled, all things.]

-\i all events no other satisfactory explanation has
been proposed. How the worshippers of Yahwe interpreted or (if it came from Babylon) adapted this symbol,
we have also no information from the O T . But that
the original meaning of the ' sea' did not quite accord
with later Yahwistic ideas, may be inferred with great
probability from the fact that the later period either
explained it inan impossible manner (so the Chronicler ;
see § 2, begin.) or eliminated it altogether. In Ex. 3018
40 7 30, instead of the molten ' s e a ' P has merely a
brazen laver or basin (ivs) for the priests to wash their
hands and feet.
So also the post-exilic temple has
only a basin of the same sort, not to be compared in
point of size with Solomon's ' sea.' In Ezekiel it would
seem as if the temple fountain were to take the place of
the molten sea, which does not otherwise seem to be
represented in the temple; in its place we find a
fountain to the E. of the temple (note the agreement,
partly verbatim, between the expressions of i K. 7 39 and
of Ezek. 471). As regards this fountain too we can see
that it is not primarily intended to provide an arrangement for the priests to wash their hands, but has a
symbolical meaning (see the comm. ad loc-).
Of Solomon's brazen sea we are further told that
King Asa took it down from off the oxen, and put it
upon a pavement of stones (see PAVE.MENT).
Like
other brazen appurtenances of the temple, the oxen were
made available for paying the tribute exacted by the
kingof Assyria (2 K.I617). T h e sea itself fell into the
hands of the conquering Babylonians, who broke it in
pieces and carried off the fragments (2 K. 2513 16 Jer.
5217 20—where the twelve oxen also are erroneously
reckoned among the spoils of the Babylonians).
oee the ArchEeologies and I)ictionaries, also the commentaries
on Kmgs by Thenius, Keil, Klostermann, Benzinger, and
Kittel. See also Perrot and Chipiez, Sard., Jud. etc. 1258-264;
t^lcan. and Cypr. 1289-292; Renan, Hist. Peup. Isr.
li^Cf.
l-onsultfig. in .Masp. Struggle, n o .
I. E.

SEACALVES(I''3n),Lara. 43AV"'S-,RVjACKAL(i).
SEAL (Dnin), I K. 218.
139

See R I N G , § i.
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SEALSKINS, E.\. 25setc. RV, .AV B A D G E R S ' S K I N S .
SEAMEW (t]nL''), Lev. 1116 Dt. 14is, AV CUCKOW.
SEA MONSTER (jri*). Lam. 43 -\Y, AV"e. ' s e a
calves,' RV J A C K A L [q.v., i ) ; cp W H A L E .
SEAT.

See T H R O N E .

SEBA ( N a p ; CABA [BNAL, etc.],-T [Bonce] ; i n l s .
433 COHNHN [I''X,\(J], CYHNHN [T] ; in Is. 45i4,
pi.

D^N3!p,

EV SABTEANS (q.v.)

CABAEIM [ B ] , CA-

B&eiN [N*], ceBcoeiM [A], ceBtoeiN [«'=•'»'^••'Q*],
CABooeiN : 01 r ' c&Bi>,eiAA [ Q ^ ^ ] ; ).»*.), first in
order of the sons of Cush, Gen. IO7 [P], i C h . I9.
Mentioned also in other late passages—e.g-. Is. 483
(with Mizraim and Cush), 4514 (in pi., with same companions) ; Ps. 72io (with Sheba), where, however,
Bickell, Cheyne, Ps.i!^\ regard it as a later insertion.
This last passage may simply indicate a locality in the
fnr S. ; the other passages favour Africa, and the
neighbourhood of Ethiopia (but cp CusH, 2). Dillmann
(on Gen. IO7) thinks it safest to regard Seba as a branch
of the Cushites or Ethiopians settled eastward from
Napata, on the Red Sea or Arabian Gulf, a view which
Baethgen (on Ps. 7210) and Duhm (on Is. 483) accept.
T h e name is not found in Egyptian ; but Dillmann cites TO
aa^diTiicbv (rropa, \cpTiv S a ^ a , Sa^at TroAi? evp€-yedy)q, from
Strabo, xvi. 4 8 10 and ^a^acrrpcKhv crropa, cra^ar n-oAis ei' TI3
'XSovpcKc^ KoAiro) from Ptol. i\. 7 7/^ ; Josephus, and many
following him, identify with Meroe ; but this does not seem to be
elsewhere distinguished from Cush. See also CUSH, 2 ; MIZRAIM.
F. B.

SEBAM (Q2b),

Nu. 323 RV, in v. 38, RV SIBMAH.

SEBAT, RV S H E B A T (123^', Zeeh. 17).

See M O N T H .

SECACAH ( n 3 3 D ; AIXIOZA [B], t.m[B"],
COXOX^ [A], CXAXA [L]). a city in the wilderness of
Judah (Josh, 156if), mentioned between Middin and
Nibshan. Assuming the ordinary view of the sites
mentioned in Josh. 1 5 6 i / (see B E T H - A R A B A H ) , we
might suppose Secacah to be the name of a fort erected
(with cisterns) on the plateau above the W. coast of
the Dead Sea to keep the nomad tribes in check (cp
2 C h . 26io).
T h e caution, however, given elsewhere ( M I D D I N , ad fin-) may
be here repeated. P may have led subsequent ages into a great
misuntierstanding by putting ' E n - g e d i ' for ' E n - k a d e s h . '
Secacah was probably a place in the far south (Negeb); possibly
Khalasah is meant. See N I B S H A N .
T . K . C.

SECHENIAS

(cex6Nia.C [AL]).

i. i E s d . 8 2 9 =

Ezra 8 3, SHECANIAH, 2.
2. I Esd. 8 32 = Ezra 8 5, SHECANIAH, 3.

SECHU, RV Seou (-13??'), » corrupt reading in i S.
1922 (in the same late narrative referred to under
N A I O T H ) . In the pl.ace so called in EV we are told
that there was ' a great well' [^) or ' the (well-known)
great well' (RV). Unfortunately bar hag-gddol cannot
properly be rendered either way. ©•"- not only suggests
the right reading, bdr haggoren (]-un for Vijn), ' t h e
cistern of the threshing-floor,' but also completes the
correction by the very appropriate >sts'n, ' on the (bare)
height.' A treeless height where there would be cool
breezes was the natural place for a threshing floor ; cp
Jer. 4 i i

and see . \ G R I C U L T U K E ,

§ 8.

(©, fws

rov

cppiaros rov IJXM TOV iv rep csecpci [B], f, epp. r^! &rrj^ iv aecpit [ L ] , (pp. rov pe-/a.Xov rov iv croKxcJ [A],
Socho [Vg.].)
s. A. C.
SECRETARY ("ISID), 2 S. 817 EV^g-, etc., EV
SCRIBE.

SECT (i,ipecic), Acts24i4 RV, AV HERESY.
SECUNDUS (ceKOYNAoc [Ti. W H ] ) , a Thessalonian, who accompanied Paul for (at least) a part of
the way frora Europe on his last recorded journey to
Jerusalem (Acts204).
SEDECIAS,

RV Sedekias
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(ceAeKi&c).

••• b.

SELA

SEDUCERS
Maasias, an ancestor of BARUCH [f.n-] (Bar. 11); cp ' Zedekiah
b. Maaseiah ' Jer. 29 2iyl
2. In Bar. 18 ; elsewhere called ZEDEKIAH, I.
SEDUCERS, RV 'Impostors' (rOHXec). 2 T i m . 3 i 3 .
See M A G I C , § 4.

*

SEER ( n s ' l , I S. 9 9 ; n f n , 2 S. 2 4 n ) ; see P R O P H E T ,
§SSEGUB (3-1JB', ceroyB)-

- b . Hezron; father of

J A I R [J.V.] ( i c b h . 2 2 1 / . , c e p o y x M ) E P H R A T A H , R E U B E N , § 11.

^^^

On the name, see N A M E S , § 57, and for S. Ar. analogies,
Hommel, Siidarab. Altertiimer
(1899), 21. But the theory that
it is an ethnic like Jair, Hezron, and Machir is attractive. (T ^
in i C h . ^2iyC implies JnB', and this comes probably by transposition from "l^B^il (cp SERUG). Abiram, the brother of 2, also
probably bears an ethnic name. * Ram,' if not also the fuller
form Abiram, comes (Uke ' J e r i c h o ' ) from DnT =='7*<Dm' (Che.).
See Crit. Bib.

SEIR (TrEy), the reputed ancestor of the Horites
iCh. I38/).

See S E I R , M O U N T .

SEIR, MOUNT (T'rB>, either lit. ' h a i r y ' [Lag.
Vbers. 92], or trop. ' o v e r g r o w n ' [Nfi. Zi?.W"G40i65 n. 2 ] ; ©
always a-f\vip, except Josh. 1117 cnjeiaa. [ A ) ; 127 o-eetpa [AF],
acnreacpa [ L ] ; i C h . I j a cnjeip [ A ] ; Ezek. 258 lom. B Q ] ; D t .
passim, Ch. [except i Ch. 1 38] o-ieip [L]). _
T h e name of a mountain district occupied by Esau and tbe
Edomites, Josh. 24 4 (E), Gen. 36 ef. (P), Dt. 2 5 etc., but by the
Horites in Gen. 146 (on text see especially Buhl, Edomiter, 28).
T h e name ' land of S e i r ' ("I'VB' j'^N) also appears in Gen. 32 4
( J ) 36 3o(P ; where, however, (B has eSop [ A D E L , B lacking]),
and (often) simply 'Seir,' J u d g . 64 Gen. S3 14 16 (J), N u . 24i8
(J E ; where, however, © has i](rav [BAFL]), D t . 1 44 etc.

The mountain region of Seir (mod. el-fardh) extends 13
or 20 m. E. from the 'Arabah (S. from the Dead Sea),
which it skirts nearly to the Gulf of'Akaba (the terms
' land of Seir' and ' Seir,' are sometimes applied to the
plateau W . of the 'Arabah) ; Zimmern (ZA 6257 n. 13)
doubtfully suggests a connection with the district of
Seri mentioned (with Gintikirmil) in an Amarna letter
•from Jerusalem (Wi. JCB5182 [B 105] 26). On early
traces of the name Seir, and on its meaning, see EDOM,
§§ 2, 3.
' E d o m ' and ' Seir' are terms which are often used
interchangeably as the designation of a region occupied
by Esau and his descendants (Gen. 323 36 i 8 / 19 21 43
N U . 2418 Dt. 25829 Josh. 244). ' Mt. Seir,' the range
of mountains running S. from the Dead Sea, on the E.
of the 'Arabah, was a main feature of ' Edom ' (Gen.
146 3 6 8 / D t . 2 8 J o s h . 2 4 4 ) ; but ' S e i r ' (Gen.33i4
Dt. I44) and ' t h e land of Seir' (an ancient variant to
' the country [or field] of Edom,' Gen. 323), are terms
which are clearly not limited to, nor, indeed, are commonly, if ever, identical with, ' Mt. Seir' in the O T
text. Sometimes i-yci ' Seir' appears to be miswritten
for nisD, ' Missur' [Che. ].
T h e practical question
therefore is. What portion of the country westward of
the 'Arabah was included in ' Seir and in ' the country
of Edom,' in the days of the Israelites' wanderings?'
Cp EDOM, § 5. Trumbull answers, ' The extensive
plain es-Sir, bounded on the S. by Wady el-Fikreh, a.
wady which ascends south-westerly from the 'Arabah,
from a point not far S. of the Dead Sea, and separates
Palestine proper from the 'Azazimeh mountain-tract,
or Jebel Makrah group. T h e northern wall of this
wady is a bare and bald rampart of rock, forming a
natural boundary as it ' goeth up to Seir' ; a landmark
both impressive and unique, which corresponds with
all the O T mentions of the Mt. Halak', Kadesh-ha-mea,
99/2

[ L ] ) ; see Buhl, Pal. 9 1 1 6 7 , and B E N J A M I N , J U D A H .

CALEB-

2. The youngest son of HiEL [q-v.'\ ( i K. I634 ; Kr.
2'ic>', fe70ii(3 [B ; om, L]). Cp R E U B E N , § 1 1 . In 6
of Josh. 6 26 it may be his name that is rendered
SiacTiaBivri; the translator apparently misread 2^w
(Aram. ' to save ').

(Gen. 3 6 2 0 /

S E I E , MOUNT ("ym
111; o p o c ACCAR [B].
O. ACCApeC [B^''], O. CHeip [A], o . c i e i p [L]), one of
the landmarks on the boundary between Judah and
Benjamin (Josh. 1510), between Kirjath-jearim and
CHESALON [q.v.l, and therefore in the neighbourhood
of the rocky point of Saris, 2 m. W . by S. from Kciryetel-'enab (so Robinson). With Saris may be identified
the Sores of ® , Josh. 156o (euj37;s [B], trooprii [A], -eis
SEIRAH, but AV S e i r a t h ( n n ' I W n ) , the place to
which Ehud fled, where he ' blew the trumpet in the
hill country of Ephraim' (Judg. 826, c e r e i p c a e A J^B],'
c e e i p w e A [A], CHpaieA[L]). T h e name has greatly
puzzled critics.2 Winckler (Alttest. Unt. 5 5 ^ ) even
supposed some unknown place on the E. of Jordan
to be m e a n t ; in G / 2 i o o he prefers the ' Mt. Seir' of
Josh. 1510. If, however, we use the key supphed by a
number of the narratives, in which, as the evidence
tends to show, the scene has been transferred from the
Negeb to the tribal territory of Ephraim, we shall see a
way out of this perplexity. Eglon was king of Missur,
and the city he took was a place called Jerahmeel—i.e.,
either Jericho (see JERICHO, § 2) or more probably the
capital of the Jerahmeelite Negeb (possibly Kadesh).
After his exploit Ehud escaped to Zarephath (.nnsix),
and mustered the Israelites who dwelt in the southern
Ephraim — i.e., the Jerahmeelite highlands.
Ehud
himself was probably a Benjamite of the Negeb.
T. K. C.

SELA, or (AV 2 K . ) Selah, or once [see § 2] P E T R A
(I'^D. n e r p A in Is-i 3'?Bn, H n e x p * . in Judg. 2 K . ) ,
Judg. I36 (RV^e-) 2 K. 147 (EV) Is. I 6 1 (AV^s- Petra)
4 2 i i (Hitz., Deh, Duhm). Commonly supposed to be
the Hebrew name of the later city of Petra (see § 2).
The name of S^la indeed is parallel to the Arabic name
Sal', which Yakut gives to a fortress in the Wady Musa,
where Petra stood (cp Nold. ZDMG 26259).' Wetzstein (in Del. /^j.P) 6 9 6 ^ ) thinks that Sfla' is another
name for BozRAH [q-v-l; the full name of the Edomite
capital being Bozrath has-s^la', » view which has not
.JJ ..
much to recommend it.
Nor is the
,, J g 7 simpler view that a city on the site of
cailea b e i a p^j^.^ ^ ^ known to the Hebrews as S^la'
"^
or has-.s^la' ( ' t h e rock') exegetically
tenable ; there is in fact no city called S^la' mentioned
in the O T .

See, however, E D O M , § 7.

• From SSla',' (D^D.nD), in Judg. 1 36 should rather be ' from
the rock* (V'on); the reference may be to some striking cliflF
near the S. end of the Dead Sea, fitted to be a landmark, such
as that now called es-Safieh (so Buhl, Moore). In 2 K. 14 7,
it may be ' some castle on a rock unknown to us' (Kittel) that
is referred to. In Is. 161 V^DD, ' frora the rocks' (collectively ;
cp Jer. 48 28), is generally taken to describe the route taken by
the Moabite ambassadors, which would run through the_ rocky
country of Edom. Is. 42 11 .should be rendered ' Let the inhabitants of the rocks (y'7D collectively) sing'; cp Ob. 3. It should
be added, however, that though as against ' S61a'' the above
summary of current interpretations will stand, the views of the
geography of the texts which are proposed seem open to
question. The redactors themselves were sometimes the authors
of confusion (see Crit- Bib.).
Of all these passages the only one which can with
any plausibility be thought to refer to Petra is 2 K. 14?.
But in the || passage, 2 Ch. 2512, we only read of a
' rock,' nor does Joktheel occur anywhere as the name
of an Edomite city ; J O K T H E E L [q. v. ] is very probably connected with ' Maacath ' or ' Jerahmeel.' T h e
misinterpretation (for such, as Kittel has shown, it is)
arose partly from the supposed mention of the Edomites, partly from the comparatively early confusion
between Petra and Kadesh. Eus. and Jer. ( 0 5 286 71
1459) distinctly assert that Petra, a city of Arabia in

Cp H A L A K , M O U N T .

1 Trumbull, Kadesh-barnea. B^f.
2 See, further, Palmer, Desert of Exodus, 404 (es-Sirr), and
note that Rowlands (Williams, Holy City, 1465) had already
connected * Seir' with es-Serr (sic).
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1 ©B's crereipuda may, perhaps, be a corruption of rreytcptaOa.
(T and r confounded).
2 See Budde, Moore, and cp van Kasteren, MDPf, 1895,
pp. 26-30.

3 WRS, Ency. Brit., art. • Petra."
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the land of Edom, surnamed Joktheel, is called Rekem
H MepicOeiCA [B-\l-] ; cp Driver's note), the name
by the .-Vssx rians (so Ens., but Jer. 'Syrians'). Still,
of a mountain where Saul and David ' played hide and
as elsewhere they appeal to Jos., they may not be
seek ' (i S. 2:528/ ). S.aul hurries along on one side of
speaking here on their own authority.
Jos. [-4iil.
the mountain, thinking to overtake the unseen David,
i\'. l? 7i)sa\'s that Petra, the capital of Arabia, was
and David on the other flies (as he thinks) before the
called apK-rj or peKep-ij from its founder Rekem, a unseen S.iul. There is danger of their coming into
Midianite king.
But Taig. Onk. and Targ. Jon.
collision, which is averted by the news of an inroad of
apply Dpi to Kadesh-'barnea,' Gen. I614 20i. npi
the I'liilistines ; Saul turns aside from the chase. The
is supposed to be connected \\ith ,^'ciT, ' to stone' ; it
narrator must have e.xplained Sijla'-hammahliikoth so as
is probably, however, as applied to Kadesh, a corrupt
to stigHUbt this ' hide and seek' game. But neither
fragment of 'Jerahmeel,' whilst, as applied to PeLi\i, it
'rock of divisions' (EX'^e-), nor 'rock of escaping' (an
may perhaps, as W'et/steiu suggests, be deri\cil from
unjustifiable rendering) can be right.
Though the
the Greek pfiypa, ' a cleft in the rocks.'
name is confirmed on the whole by the certainly corrupt
Wellhausen (Pe Gentibus [187a], 39, n. 2) doubts whether
form :h-2n (see 1 I A H I I L A H ) , we are almost driven to
Rekem as the name of IVtr.i is derived fiuiii the varici^iittd
suppose that the original form was niSrf;.i y'^D, ' the
colours of the rocks about \\"rMi>- Musil or fri.iii a tribe dwelling
rock of the mlhbloth' (circling dances). Meholah, like
in the Edomite region called Rekem, and virtually mentioned
in i C h . 1244. The present writer is convinced, however, that
Hachilah, may come from 'Jerahmeel.'
T. K. c.
the REKEM of Chronicles, which is tlie nanie of
S. Palestine, is realty .1 mutilation of Jer.'itiiiieel.
See Wetzstein in Del. /.fa/a/:,(*l 6.16-707 ; I'.ulil,
Edomiter, 34-17 ; Kittel, HK, on 2 K. I47 ; l.ury,
Edomiter, 2i/.- Robinson, BR '-^'-ssff- (n. 36).

a trilie of
Gesch, der
Gc-ceh. der
T. Iv. C.

Petra (TJ Uirpa ; at IIeT|Oat), however, which ga\e its
name to the province .-Vrabia Petreea (ij Kara llerpav
p ,
'-\paj3ia, .-Vgathemerus), became famous
' under the X.VB.iT.-i-AN's (y.II.); but, to judge
frora the advantages of its situation, it was doubtless a
city or fortress before that time. Its ruins are in the
deep valley called Wady Musa (from its connection in
in Mohammedan legend with Moses), which is in the
mountains forming the eastern wall of the great valley
betvveen the Dead Sea and the Gulf of 'Akaba. W a d y
Mt'is.l lies just X. of the watershed between the two
seas, in 30° ig' X. lat. and 35° 31' E. long.^ Travellers
comins; up the '.Irabah usually approach the ruins from
the .SW. by a rough path, partly of artificial construction ; "^ but the natural entrance is from the E. down a
narrow defile more than «. mile long called the Sik
(' shaft'). The Sik is a contraction in the valley of a
stream which comes down from the E., rising in the
so-called Fountain of Moses ('.\in Musa),* and passing
between the villages of Elji and 'Aireh (Palmer). Both
these places are ancient; the latter is the fortress W o 'aira of Yakiit,'' whilst Elji, mentioned by Edrisi, is the
'Gaia urbs juxta civitatem Petram ' of the Onomasticon.^
Below these and above the ravine the characteristic
rock-cut tombs and dwellings of the Nabataeans begin
to appear.
.Xot only was Petra a place of refuge and a safe
storehouse, it was also the great centre of the Nabatcean
caravan trade. It was the place where the Gaza road
branched off from that to Bostra, Palmyra, and N.
Syria, and it commanded the route from Egypt to
D.tmascus. From Petra, too, there went a great route
direct through the desert to the head of the Persian
Gulf. Thus Petra became a centre for all the main
lines of overland trade between the E. and the W . ,
and it was not till the fall of the Xabata-an kingdom
that Palmyra superseded it as the chief emporium of
X. Arabia.
See Lion de L.-iborde and Linant, Voyage dans
f-Arabie
Fctree (1S30) ; Due de Luynes, / ',n,a,.:e dexploration
a ta mer
7norte(s-a.); Palmer, Desert ofthe Kxodus, 4 4 0 ^ ; Visconti,
yiaggio in Arabia
Petrea (1872); Libbey, PEFQ,
1902,
P-'t"-^
T. K. C , § I ; W. R. S., § 2.

SELA-HAmMAHLEK0TH(nip'?n?3n i;^D; n e r p A
1 The latitude and longitude are taken from De Luynes's
map. Ftolemy, who, according to Olympiodortts, spent some
ttme in Petra, and doubtless owes to this fact his excellent inlormation about the caravan-routes in Arabia, gives the latitude,
" ' * surprising accuracy, as 30" 20'.
^ Cp Diod. 1997.
This seems to be the fountain mentioned by Nowairi (in
Vuatremere s Melanges, 84), which flowed with blood and was
cnanjed to water by Moses. T h e name Od-demS, which gave
Edom
'=S^"<'i raay possibly be a relic of the old name of
5 ^•^"•'•aps also the 'Iram of Gen. 86 43 [see I E A M ] .
^ee luch, Gen.v^ 271 n.
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SELAH (n7D) occurs seventy-one times in forty
psalms, and three times in Habakkuk (83913). Mostly
_ ,
« __™ it occurs in the middle of a psalm ; but
1. JJata ot m i j^^ ^^^^ psalms (3 9 24 46) also at the
and versions.
,
rr
u ••
1
end. Usually it occurs only once m a
psalm ; but there are several cases of two Selahs, and
in some psalms we find three (3 -32 46 66 68 77 140) ;
Ps. 89 actually presents four.
In 55 20 [19] 574 [3]
H.ab. 839 Selah occurs in the middle of a \erse. The
accents connect it closely with the preceding word ;
Aq., Jer., Tg. also imply that it forms part of the text.
These three versions take it to mean ' always' (ae'i,
semper ^nc\ jugiler, pD^y'?, but also Ninn). So Ps. 917,
Theod. and dXXos give ael ; Quinta eh rois alCivas ;
.Sexta dca-iravros. (&>, however, gives Stdi/'aX/.ta, a word
of somewhat uncertain signification (Theodoret, peXovs
pera^oX-lj) ; it occurs more frequently than the Hebrew
' Selah.'
Various conjectures as to the etymology of Selah have
been offered (see Ges. Thes. 955 ; and the commentaries
, of Delitzsch and Baethgen); even a Greek
u s e ana Q^jgj^ (^j/dX'Xe) has been suggested (Paulus
meaning, Q^^^^I . jgg Siegfried-Stade, Lex.).
Parisot
[Pe-,,. bibl, Oct. 1899) approves the theory that Selah
represents a musical interlude. Briggs suggests that
when a section of a psalm or a prayer was used apart
from its context in liturgical service it was followed
by a doxology, and that ' Selah' divides a psalm into
sections for liturgical use.^ By an inductive process
Miss E. Briggs arrives at results of much interest [AJSL
161-29). These partly depend on the correctness of the
M T ; but Grimme has shown that in some cases (and
the present writer, Che. Ps.P), has added considerably
to the number) the n'?D of M T is due to corruption of
the text.
Attractive as the view that nSo is properly a musical
indication may be, it will have to be reconsidered if
_ .
, the other so-called musical notes in
3. Conjectured ^^^ headings owe their existence to
origin.
textual corruption.
In that case it
becomes plausible to hold that nhc is a corruption of
Saliem (c^-ci), 'supplement,' or llsallem [^'-cih), 'for
supplementing.' The note may either be a direction
to supplement the MS at a defective place from another
MS, or an intimation that an editor at this point has
made an insertion in the psalms.
Possibly the old
traditional interpretation 'always' points to a reading
c^y or D'jyS. which was itself a corruption of c^-c or
D^dS. For another view see B. Jacob, ZAT\V\^i.-.cj
ff.
As to the meaning of IP's Siai|/aAna: for the opinions of the
Fathers see Suicer, 1 890 ; Lag., Novct Psalterii Gmci
Editionis
specimen,
j o ; B. Jacob, Z.4 TK^IC (1896) 173-181. The result
is that all the various explanations are pure guesses. What,
then, is to be offered in place of them? We cannot suppose
that the Alexandrian translators coined 5iai//(iA/ia ; but it is very
1 ' A n inductive study of Selah' (J B L\'& lyi ff-). Briggs
thinks it probable that nSo is an imperative cohortative, 'lift
up a benediction or doxology.'
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SELED
possible indeed that Stii//. only t.vi^ts through textual corruption.
Biyd^aL^p-a and iivd\ljakp.a have been suggested ( « / .
Schultens, Lex. in LKV
[1820] 1 146), but neither word exists.
It remained to suggest that 5iai//. may be a Graecised Hebre'W
word ; c^^'^ (^ee above) might become first 5a<Takp.a and then,
for euphony, 5t.ai|/aAfta.
T. K.. C.

SELED nb;D ; AAC. Cd.Kd.h, [B], c- [A], -eA [L]),
b. Nadab b. Shammai, a Jerahmeelite ; i Ch. 230.
SELEMIAS (i.e., Shelemiah).

1. (ceAeMIAC [BA])

I Esd. 9 i4 = Ezr.-i 10 39 S H E L E M I A H , 6.
2. (Selemiain) a scribe ; 4 Esd. 14 24, R V S e l e m l a .

SELEUCIA (ceAeYKiA. Actsi:J4, T i . \ \ - H ; i Macc.
118). One of the four chief cities of northern Syria
(the others being Antioch on the Orontes, Apameia,
and Laodiceia) which together were spoken of as the
tetrapolis of Seleucis (Strabo, 749). They were the
foundation of Seleucus Nicator (died 280 B.C.).
Seleucia lay on the southern skirts of Mt. Coryphaeus
(the Pieria of Str.abo, 751)—a spur of Mt. Amanus ^—
separated from it by a ravine (see description in Pol.
559). The town extended to the sea, and was surrounded by cliffs, except towards the W., where the
site was more open ; here lay the mercantile buildings
(ip-TTopeia)- The upper town could be reached only,
from the seaward side, by an artificial ascent cut in
the rock like a stair [KXipaKu>ri]v). Seleucia was the
port of .\ntioch, which was distant 16 m. by land ;
the distance by the Orontes, which fell into the sea
about 5 m. to the southward of Seleucia, was still greater
(.Strabo, 751). Being strongly fortified (Strabo, 751,
ipvpa a^ibXo-^ov Kai Kpeirrov pia;) Seleucia was the key
of Syria (cp Pol 658). In i Macc. 118 there Ms a
reference to the capture of ' Seleucia which is by the
sea' by I'tolemy Philometor VI. (146 B.C.).
Its
remains are still great. In consequence of the resistance
it made to Tigranes, the Roman Pompeius declared it a
free city, and this was its condition in Paul's time (Pliny,
//.V5i8).
Paul, with Barnabas, sailed from Seleucia on his
first missionary enterprise (.•\ctsi34), and to Seleucia in
all probability he returned (.\cts. I426; for the expression
' sailed to .'Antioch' need not imply - voyage up the
river : cp the expression ' sailed away from Philippi'
in .\cts206). Probably also Paul's passage through
Seleucia is implied in such places as Acts 1539, and
1530 (with which contrast the land journey summarised
in 153). In this connection it is interesting to note
that two piers of the old harbour bear the names of
Paul and Barnabas, with whose work they are probably
coeval.
\v, j . \v.

SELEUCID.5;
.ALPHABETICAL LIST OF K I N G S
Alexander I I . (§ 17). Antiochus I X .
Antiochus I. (§ 3).
(§ 19).
Antiochus I I . (§ 4). Antiochus X. (§
.\ntiochus III. (§ 7).
21).
.Antiochus IV. (§ 9). Antiochus X I I I .
Antioelius V. (§ 10).
(§ 23).
.Antiu.-hus VI. (13). Demetrius I. (§
.\ntio,_husVlI.(§ 15). II).
.Antiuilius V I I I .
Demetrius I I . (§§
(§18).
12,14,16).
Bibliography (§ 24).

Demetrius I I I .
(§ 22).
Philippus I. (§ 22).
Seleucus I. (§ 2).
Seleucus I I . (§ 5).
Seleucus I I I . (§ 6).
Seleucus IV. (§ 8).
Seleucus V. (§ 17).
Seleucus VI. (§ 20).
Tryphon (§13).

' Seleucidae ' is the general name applied to the kings
of S\ria, who were so called from Seleucus I., the
^ . .
founder of the monarchy.
This empire is
° ' alluded to as ' the kingdom of the Greeks '
in I Macc. l i o ."S iS, and in the phrase ' t h e diadem of
.Vsia' in I Macc. II13. The Syrian kings claimed to
rule over the Asiatic portion of .Mexander's empire,
and to interfere in the affairs of every country from the
Hellespont to India; but the territorial limits were
gradually reduced, the border-lands of India being first

lost, and then Asia Minor and Egypt effecting their
withdrawal from Seleucid sway.
Egypt under the
Ptolemaic dynast\' became in fact » standmg rival, disputing with the Seleucidse the possession of Palestine.
The hold of the Seleucida; upon Asia Minor was precarious, owing to the peculiar characteristics of the
Greek cities there, and the rise of new powers (e.g-,
Pergamos and the Attalid dynasty). Here nothing can
be attempted more than a few general remarks upon
salient features of the monarchy. Syria was its intellectual centre ; for Seleucus abandoned his capital at
Babylon (which was in truth suitable only for the
undivided world-wide empire dreamed of by Alexander),
and transferred his permanent abode to Antioch on the
Orontes (see .ANTIOCH, 2). This transference also calls
attention to the constant striving, as constantly thwarted,
of the Syrian empire, to become, not so much a military,
as a naval power. Its wealth, indeed, came from commerce, which partly depended upon command ofthe sea,
and partly also upon keeping open the old trade routes
leading into inner .Asia.
The latter condition was
found to be more easily realised than the former, for
the rise of Egypt and of Rhodes, with other powers,
prevented the realisation of the designs of the Syrian
dynasty.
.As regards its internal characteristics, the
Seleucid empire is well described by Holm [Gk. Hist.
ET4112) as an artificial creation—in its essence an
attempt to found in the E. a state based on Greek
view s. ' That Seleucus tried to promote the Heilenising
of .Asia in the spirit of Alexander appears from the many
cities (about 75) which he founded' ; and the progress
of Greek life is seen from the fact that eventually Syria
proper breaks up into a number of city communities
almost entirely. It is precisely through their continuation of Alexander's work on this line, of controlling
.Asia by a policy based upon a preference given to the
Graeco-Macedonian civilisation, that the Seleucidte
come into violent contact with the peculiar institutions
of the Jews. It was especially in Seleucia on the Tigris
that the Greek life of Mesopotamia and Babylonia
centred, to sueh an extent that this city completely
overshadows the other Greek communities in these
regions.
Seleucus I., Nicator (312-280 B.C.), one of the best
of .-Alexander's generals, was made chiliarch by Perdiccas
„
upon Alexander's death.
Perdiccas
?'i9
ian'^Rr
'"^^'^'^'^
^SYP^''"'^
^""'"S
checked
ii-z-zau B.o. ^p^j^ jjjg j ^ j,g j^y Ptolemy was murdered
by his own officers, among them being Seleucus.
Subsequently Babylon was assigned to Seleucus ; but he
was soon compelled to flee for his life from his satrapy,
to avoid Antigonus, and took refuge with Ptolemy (316
B.C., cp .App. Syr- 53). In the war with Antigonus
that followed, Seleucus bore ,. distinguished part, at
first as commander of Ptolemy's fleet, and afterwards
in the operations in Syria which culminated in the
battle of Gaza (312 B.C.), in which Demetrius, the son
of Antigonus, was completely defeated. Seleucus in
consequence with ^ small force recovered his satrapy,
and the era of the Seleucids dated from the capture of
Babylon (ist Oct. 312 B.C.).
T h e career of Seleucus is very obscure during the ten years
which followed ; his name is not even mentioned in the peace
concluded in 311 B.C. between Ptolemy Cassander and Lysimachus on the one side, and Antigonus on the o t h e r ; but the
record of that peace may be incomplete. It seenis clear, at any
rate, that Seleucus ^^'as left to extend his conquests in the K.
undisturbed, and that in a scries of successful campaigns he
recovered all the eastern provinces of Alexander's empire between
the Euphrates, the Oxus, and the Indus. H e was obliged,
however, to acquiesce in the cession of the territories beyond
the Indus to king Tchandragupta (Sandracottus, Strabo, 724) in
return for five hundred war-elephants.

1 Hence the town was called SeAeuKeia Tltepia, or —eXevK^ia
T) ev Utepicx. tL. distinguish it from other towns of the same name
(Strabo, 749)

In 306 B.C. Seleucus followed the example of Antigonus and Demetrius in adopting the title of ' king' ;
and from that date his coins are so inscribed, whilst
.Alexander's types are gradually abandoned in favour of
new devices, such as his own head with bull's horn—
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an emblem of divine strength, probably also bearing
allusion to the story told by Appian [Syr. 57) ; as an
adjunct symbol in the field occurs an anchor, the badge
ofthe family (cp Justin, 154)When Ptolemy Cassander and Lysimachus again
combined against Antigonus, Seleucus also joined the
coalition, and was largely instrumental in winning the
decisive victory at Ipsus in which Antigonus fell (301
B.C.)- Seleucus consequently received a great extension
of territory—all Syria, and Asia Minor as far as Phrygia
(uith the exception also of Cilicia).
Hence the
Seleucidae are spoken of as kings of Asia [e.g., i Macc.
86; though in other passages, such as i Macc. 1113,
it is doubtful whether the term Asia should be restricted
to Asia Minor).
Seleucus reigned over the largest kingdom that had
been carved out of Alexander s empire.
The direct
government ofthe provinces beyond the Euphrates was
in the hands of his son Antiochus. In 281 B.C. , by the
defeat of king Lysimachus at Korupedion in Phrygia,
Seleucus became heir b\- gage of battle to the crowns of
Thrace and Macedonia, and appears to have intended
to hand over his Asiatic possessions to his son, and
spend the remainder of his life (he was now about
seventy-two years old) as ruler of his nati\e country,
Macedonia, from which he had been so long absent.
He set out for Europe, but was murdered at Lysimachia
by Ptolemy Ceraunus, the exiled elder son of Ptolemy I.
Ceraunus took possession of Thrace and Macedonia ;
Antiochus succeeded to his father's Asiatic sovereignty.
Seleucus was undoubtedly an able administrator of what his
generalship secured for hiin. H e was a patron of art, fostered
trade, and by his foundation of many cities encouraged the
spread of Hellenic civilisation through his dominions ; lie was,
in fact, perhaps the only one of Alexander's successors that
showed an appreciation of Alc-xander's true policy (' I should be
inclined to call him a true disciple of Alexander,' Holmj Gk.
Hist.,'ET,i 131).

Xot much is known of the reign of his successor,
Antiochus I., Soter (281-261 B.C.). It was occupied
3. Antiochus I. P^"'^: ''Tr ^"™P«= '° ''!^"' ^™^^'f
,--- rtci -D n \ ^" Asia Mmor, as a prelude to making
' '^' good his claims to the Macedonian
crown, and partly in endeavours to render effective the
Syrian rule over Ccelesyria, as against the claims of
Egypt to those territories (the so-called First Syrian
\\'ar).^ In Asia Minor he was defeated by the
Bithynians, at the beginning of his reign ; and by
Eumenes, king of Pergamum, towards the end of it.^
The intermediate years show him engaged in warfare
wilh the Gauls who poured into Asia Minor (277 B.C.)
andfoundedthestateof Galatia(seeGALATiA, § i). He
\vonavictoryoverthem{App. Syr. 65), and in consequence
assumed, or was given, the honourable title of Soter
('Saviour') and a festival \vas founded in his honour.^
In 261 B.c. Antiochus was killed in battle by a Gaul (Celt) ;
but whether he was actually then fighting the Celtic invaders is
doubtful. He seems to have been a brave and energetic prince ;
hLstory knows nothing to his discredit, and he deserves praise
for his attempts to carry on his father's Grecising policy by
means of city foundations.

Antiochus II., Theos (261-246 B.C.), son of the
4 AntiochuR TT P^^'^^'^'^g ^n<^ Stratonice, married
(261-246 B f i ' Laodice, daughter of Antiochus I.
* •'• by another wife (Polysen. 850).
Practically our knowledge of him is confined to the statements
that he was a debauchee and addicted to drink, that he left
atfairs in the hands of unworthy favourites, that he wa^ed war
in Thrace, that he earned his surname by liberating the M ilrsians
Jrom their tyrant Timarchus, and that he was generally popular
in the cities of Ionia' (Holm, op. cit. 4 188).

Of the second Syrian war which he waged with
Ptolemy Philadelphus, we know httle. This led in_ directly to his death ; for to put an end to the strife
I^tolemy gave his daughter Berenice in marriage to
Antiochus, who put away Laodice.
After a time,
nowever, Antiochus changed his mind and recalled
J Alluded to only in Paus. i. 7 3.
3 Q ^ Strabo, 624. It occurred near Sardis.
bee decree of thanksgiving from Novum Ilium, CIG 3595 =
nicks, Manual, no. 165, with notes thereto added.
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Laodice, who immediately poisoned him and murdered
Bd-Liiice and her infant son, and her own son ascended
tiie vacant throne. It has, however, been suggested
that this dark history was an invention of the Egyptian
partizans of Berenice, and that Antiochus really died a
natural death. According to the traditional interpretation, Dan. 116 refers to this king (Jerome, in loc.) ; but
tlie te.vt Is corrupt (see D A N I E L , § 6 / ) .
Seleucus II., Callinicus ^ (246-226 B.C.), was the
eldest son of the preceding by his first wife, Laodice.
5. Seleucus II. J"-""^ the moment of his accession
(246-226 B C ) ^^^^'^^^^s ^^- was engaged m warfare
^
• •'* with Ptolemy III. liutrgetes, who invaded Syria to avenge the death of his sister Berenice
(the third Syrian War). This war is as mysterious in
its course and results as the two pnj\ious conflicts
between Egypt and Syria. Ptolemy, \\i- learn, drove
Seleucus beyond the Taurus, captured Antioch, made
hirnself master of Syria and Phcenicia, and penetrated
even beyond the Euphrates ; the Egyptian successes are
sketched in even more extravagant terms, which make
them tantamount to the recovery of all Alexander's
empire.^ Seleucus summoned to his aid his younger
brother Antiochus Hierax, promising him the regency of
Asia Minor. Ptolemy was indeed obliged to consent to
a peace ; but Stleucus soon found himself at war with
his own brother (Justin, 272). Antiochus was at first
victorious, with the help of the Galatai (Celts) ; but they
deserted him, and when their co-operation was again
bought, both they and Antiochus suffered repeated defeats
at the hands of Attalus of Pergamum, who seized the
opportunity of the strife between the two brothers to
strengthen his own position in Asia Minor. Antii chus
Hierax was at last driven from the country into Egypt ;
but Ptolemy imprisoned him, and when he escaped he
was slain by brigands (227 B.C., Justin,273).
Seleucus apparently owed his title Caliinicus to an eastern
expedition in which he vanquished Arsaces of Parthia (Strabo,
513; Justin, 41 4). Afterwards, however, Ar'iaces defeated
Seleucus in a ^reat battle which the Parthians long celebrated
as the foundation of their independence. ' I'he title_ to the surname of Callinicus was therefore as well made out as is necessary
for an Oriental monarch, and the subsequent foundation of a
city called Callinicum in his hereditary territory on the
Euphrates by the hero who had been fortunate enough to
escape from the Parthians, no doubt made a great impression on
the surrounding inhabitants ' (Holm, op. cit. 4 21 c,).

In 226 B.C. Seleucus lost his life by a fall from his
horse.
Seleucus I I I . , Ceraunus, or Soter (226-223 ^-C),
was the elder son and successor of Seleucus II. He
invaded Asia Minor in order to put
/00c OOQ"^ n\ ^°^^'" Attains. He was assisted by his
(226-223 B.C.). gj^jif^i ^^d energetic relative Achosus.
Soon, however, he was murdered by one Xicanor and a
Gaul named Apaturius (Polyb. 448).
Seleucus I I I . seems to have left a son Antiochus, mentioned
only in an inscription, to whom are attributed coins bearing on
one side the image of an infant Antiochus (see Head, op. cit. 640,
and cp CIG 4458, and Droysen, Gesch. d. Hell. iii. 2 izi).

Antiochus III., the Great (222-187 B.C.), the younger
son of Seleucus Callinicus and Laodice (P0I.540). ^vas
. . . .
only twenty years old when he came to
7. Antiochus ^^^ throne, and for some time he was
IIL (222-187 ^.,-jtij-eiy ^nder the influence of his
^•'^•)minister Hermeas. The condition of
Egypt, then governed by Ptolemy 1\'. Philopator, a weak
and vicious monarch, invited attack.
A rebellion in
Persis and Media weakened the blow; but when that
had been put down, and the king had freed himself
from the evil influence of Hermeas by executing him
(Pol. 556) the war with Egypt was resumed. At first
1 He was also called Pogon, the Bearded, fiom his habit of
wearing a beard, which, like Demetrius I L , the only other
bearded king of Syria, he probably adopted during his sojourn
in Parthia (cp H e a d , Hist. Numm. 639).
2 See the Adule inscription preserved by Cosmas Indicopleustes in his Topographia
Ctcristiana = CIG 5127 (and cp
Jer. on Dan. 11 5 ; also P o l y s n . 850, who says that he pushed
his conquests p-expt- TTJS 'Jv&iKr]^).
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Antiochus carried all before him, and made himself
master of Phoenicia and the territory on both sides of
the Jordan (Pol. 5 6 8 / ) , and wintered in Ptolemais. In
the following year, however, he was utterly defeatecLat
Raphia, the most southerly Syrian city (217 B.C.), and
compelled to cede to Egypt all Coslesyria and Phcenicia.
In the meantime Achseus had raised the standard of
revolt in Asia Minor, and it cost a two years' warfare
round Sardis to overcome him (Pol. 715/.).
Then followed an expedition to the east, in which
Parthia and Bactria were invaded; these successes
gained the king his surname (209 B. C.). When Ptolemy
Philopator died and Ptolemy V. Epiphanes ascended the
throne (204 B.C.), Antiochus III. combined with Philip
V. king of Macedonia, for the partition of the Egyptian
kingdom (Livy, 3114; Pol. 1520). In pursuance of the
scheme Antiochus invaded Coslesyria and Phoenicia,
and overran Palestine (Jos. Ant. xii. 83) ; and though a
diversion caused by Attalus of Pergamum enabled the
Egyptians to reoccupy Palestine, they were defeated
(198 B.C.) by Antiochus himself near the sources of the
Jordan, and driven out of the country. Jerusalem itself
fell into the hands of Antiochus (Pol. I639). A peace
was concluded in which it was agreed that Epiphanes
should marry Antiochus' daughter, Cleopatra, who
should receive Ccelesyria, Phoenicia, and Palestine
as her dowry (on this peace, see Holm, op. cit. 4339,
and note on p. 368). Antiochus then commenced
operations in Asia Minor, with a view of recovering the
Greek cities there as a whole, and more especially those
of the S. and W . coasts, whioh had long been reckoned
to belong to Egypt, but had recently been occupied by
Philip under the terms of the secret alliance with Syria
above-mentioned.' T h e defeat of Philip by the Romans
at Cynoscephalse brought .Antiochus also face to face
with the power of Rome (197 B.C.).
Antiochus claimed not only sovereignty over the
cities of Asia, but the throne of Thrace also, in virtue
of the victory of Seleucus over Lysimachus a century
before him. The tension between him and Rome was
increased when Hannibal, a fugitive from Carthage, •
sought asylum at the Syrian court (App. Syr. 4).
After long negotiations war was declared between the
two powers in 191 B.C. The decisive battle took place
in the autumn of 190 B.C. at Magnesia on the Hermus,
and the motley host of Antiochus was utterly defeated ;
the Roman legions were never actually called upon, and
the victory which gave them a third continent cost but
24 horsemen and 300 light infantry (Momms. Hist, of
Rome, E T , 1881, 2 2 7 0 / ) . ^
Allusioit is made to
these events in Dan. 11 lo, and i Macc. l i o 8 6 / (see
ANTIOCHUS, I ) . Antiochus was compelled to renounce
all his conquests N. of the Taurus range, which had in
fact always been the boundary of effective»Syrian power
in this direction (Pol. 2117; Diod. Sic. 2910 ; Livy, 37 45).
In consequence of this defeat and loss of prestige
Armenia fell away from the Syrian empire (Strabo,
528).
In 187 B.C. .Antiochus himself, marching into
Elymais, at the head of the Persian Gulf, in order to
plunder a temple of Bel to replenish his treasury exhausted by the enormous war indemnity, was slain by
the natives of the district (Strabo, 744).
Seleucus IV., Philopator (187-175 B.C.), son and
successor of Antiochus the Great, came to the throne in
_ ,
..„ difficult times, when Armenia had
1187 175^^0 r ^'"'^^'^y revolted and the prestige of his
^
. .;. country was dimmed. The power of
Rome also overshadowed the East, and freedom of
policy was almost impossible. Thus he was compelled

to forego the opportunity of interfering beyond Mt.
Taurus, in assisting Pharnaces of Pontus against Eumenes
of Pergamum (179 B.C., see Diod. Sic. 2924). Yet he
concluded a treaty of alliance with Perseus of Macedonia.
With Egypt he lived outwardly at peace, though his
minister HELIODORUS (q.v.) interfered in the affairs of
Palestine. One APOLLONIUS (2), son of Thraseas, being
governor (arpar-rnbi) of Ccelesyria and Phoenicia,
induced the king to send HeUodorus his chancellor
(' treasurer,' AV) to plunder the temple of Jerusalem.
This attempt, and the supernatural (?) means by which it was
baffled, are related in 2 Macc. 3 \f. (cp 4 RIacc. 4 sf, where
the attempt is ascribed to Apollonius himself). In 1^5 B.C.
this Heliodorus murdered Seleucus, and tried to setfe the
Syrian throne, but was driven out by Eumenes and Attalus of
Pergamum (Appian, Syr. 45 ; Livy, 41 24).
Seleucus IV. left two children, Demetrius, who subsequently ascended the throne (see § 11), and Laodice.
Antiochus IV., Epiphanes^ (175-164 B.C.), was the
son of Antiochus I I I . and Laodice (daughter of the
. .
Pontic king Mithridates II.).
After
I V ? 1 7 B I M " ' ^ '•^"'^ °^ Magnesia he had been
^^^,'
sent to Rome as hostage (Appian, Syr.
'
39)At Rome he remained nearly
fourteen years, and then Seleucus IV. who was on the
Syriau throne secured his exchange for the heir apparent,
Demetrius (Appian, S.vr. 45 ; cp Justin, 343).
On his way home Antiochus visited Athens, and displayed his
phil-Hellenic sympathies by accepting the ijost of first straiegus
(trTpartj-^oi CTTI ra oirXa, see coins ; cp Reinach, Rev_. it. Gr.,
1888, p. 163^1). He also contributed to the completion ofthe
Olympieum (Pol. 261), and placed a golden segis over the
theatre (Paus. v. 12 4). He presented gifts to the temple of
Zeus at Olympia, and to those of Apollo at Delphi and Delos,
as well as to many Greek cities—Rhodes, Cyzicus, Tegea
(theatre), and Megalopolis (contribution to walls). His favourite
cult was that of Olympian Zeus (cp MAUZZIM), to whom he
erected a temple at Daphne near Antioch on the Orontes,(see
ANTIOCH, 2), with a statue which was a replica of that made by
Phidias for Olympia.2 It was his thorough-going programme
of Hellenisation which gained him his notoriety in Jewish
annals (Tac. Hist. 5 8 : * rex Antiochus deraere superstitionem
et mores Grsecorum dare adnisus*).
While he lingered in Athens Antiochus received news
of the murder of Seleucus IV. by Heliodorus and, being
supported by the king of Pergamum, he expelled the
usurper, and gained the crown in defiance of the rights
of his nephew Demetrius (Appian, Syr. 45 ; cp Frankel,
Inscr. of Pergamon, 1160 ; I Macc. l i o ) . He showed
himself soon even more enterprising than his father.
For the death of his sister Cleopatra, the widow of
Ptolemy V. Epiphanes (173 B.C.), opened the whole
question of the ownership of Ccelesyria, which the
Egyptians claimed as the dowry of the dead queen (Pol.
2719), whereas she had only enjoyed a portion of the
revenue derived from that country (Pol. 28 20). Antiochus
forestalled the Egyptian attack (2 Macc. 421). At the
end of 171 B.C. the contending powers came into
decisive conflict on the Egyptian frontier between Mt.
Casius and Pelusium (1 Macc. 117).
The Egyptians
were utterly defeated.
Antiochus even secured the
person of the young king Ptolemy Philometor, and was
himself crowned king of Egypt at Memphis. There
was a Seleucid party among the Egyptians themselves
(Diod. 3014); but upon the withdrawal of Antiochus
( i Macc. 1 2 0 / ) the national party ill Alexandria rose
and placed the young Ptolemy Physcon upon the throne
of Egypt. Antiochus therefore invaded Egypt a second
time (2 Macc. 51 ; Pol. 2819), nominally at first in the
interests of Philometor.* He demanded the cession of
1'ETTLf^ai/iJff, 'illustrious,' called also "EiTLpavri^, ' m a d , ' from
his actions, Pol. 261, Athen. 10 52. On coins his titles are
'E7rt(^ai^s, NiK7j(^6pos, and 0e6?. Cp J o s . Ani.xii.5^.
See
A N T I O C H U S , 2.

i It was probably at this period, or perhaps earlier, that
Antiochus sent 2000 Jewish families from Mesopotamia into the
cities of Lydia and Phrygia, securing their loyalty by grants of
land and immunity from taxation. See Jos. Ant. xii. 3 4.
8 ' With the day of Magnesia Asia was erased from the Hst of
great s t a t e s ; and never perhaps did_ a great power fall so
rapidly, so thoroughly, and so ignominiousfy as the kingdom of
t h e Seleucidse under this Antiochus the G r e a t ' (Mommsen, I.e.).

2 T h e figure of Zeus Nicephorus enthroned appears on some
ofhis coins in place of that of Apollo. H e seems to have con.
sidered himself a manifestation of Zeus ; and perhaps bis name
Epiphanes really means that. On some of his coins his own
portrait occurs, in tbe character of Zeus.
See H e a d , Hist.
Numm.
641.
T b e nimbus on the diadem of the Seleucidae
originates with him. See the remarks of Holm, Grk. Hist. 4399.
3 'The wars of Antiochus I V . virith E g y p t are complicated,
and it is doubtful whether h e made three or more invasions (so
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pelusium and of the island of Cyprus which was now
practically his through the treachery of Ptolemy Macron
(2 Macc. IO13). Autiochui,' victorious career in Egypt
came to an abrupt ending. For at this moment the
Roman victory at Pydna (168 B.C.) changed the whole
face of affairs in the East.
Popilius Ltenas, the Roman envoy, a harsh, rude man,
demanded in the name of the senate that Antiochus should
restore his conquests and evacuate Ky;>pt within a .set term.
Antiochus asked time for consideration ; but the envo\' drew
with ilis staff a circle round the king and bade him answer
before he stepped beyond it (Pol. 2'.' 27. Livy 4512). Antiochus
yielded. 'Like Macedonia in the war just waged by iViseus,
the Seleucidae had made in the war rcij;ardiii.- Ccelesyria a final
effort to recover their earlier power ; but it is a significant
indica ion of the difference between the two kingdoms, that in
the former case the legions, in the latter the abrupt language of
a diplomatist, decided the controversy ' (iNKinuns. Hist.
ofRo//te,

It was upon his return to Syria after finding the prize
of Egypt, so nearly within his grasp, thus forever snatched
from him, that Antiochus committed those outrages in
Palestine which earned him the undying hatred of the
jews, and for which he is pilloried in the books of Daniel
and JMaccabees as the very personification of impiety.
Already upon his first return, in 170 B.C., he had
captured lerusalem, slain and enslaved thousands of
Jews, entered the Holy of Holies, and despoiled the
temple (I Macc. 1 2 0 / 2 M a c c . 5 i i / ; see ANTIOCHUS 2,
J.^-^OX, MENELAUS). NOW the king determined to
carrv through the Hellenisation of Palestine. A royal
edict made the practice of Jewish rites punishable by
death ; the temple was dedicated to Zeus Olympics
(168 B.C. See I Macc. I 4 1 / , 2 Macc. 6 1 / . ).^ These
persecutions led to the revolt of the Maccabees. The
outbreak of Mattathias at Modin (167 B.C.} seems to
have attracted little attention at the capital. It was not
until the death of Mattathias and the assumption of
leadership of the movement by his son Judas (166 B.C.),
who defeated several detachments {that of Apollonius,
I Macc.Sio; that of Seron, i Macc. 313), that ' h i s
name came near even unto the king,' and energetic
measures were taken to suppress the insurrection
(i Macc. 827). The general conduct of the operations
was entrusted to LvsiAb (q.v.), ' a n honourable man,
and one of the seed royal' (i Macc. 832); but the
victories of Judas at Emmaus and Beth-zur secured the
practical evacuation ofthe country, and gave opportunity
for the purification and rededication of the Temple
(I Macc. 4 36 f, 2 Macc. 101 / ! ) . Antiochus was unable
apparently to direct upon Judea the whole force of the
empire, before which the Jewish national party must
undoubtedly have succumbed.
He was engaged
beyond the Euphrates ( i Macc. 837), not, as the Jewish
narrative puts it, to ' take the tributes of the countries,
and to gather much money' {i Macc. 331), but more
probably in safe-guarding his frontiers against the growing power of the Parthians (cp Tac. Hist. 68: 'rex
Antiochus demere superstitionem et mores Grsecorum
dare adnisus, quominus tasterrimam gentem in melius
mutaret, Parthorum bello prohibitus est").
The sequence and extent of his operations in this quarter are
unknown. After making an attempt to plunder a temple of
Artemis in ELYMAIS (q.v., see also N A N E A ) , Antiochus died of
disea.se at Tabs: in Persia ; some said that he died mad (Pol.
31II, Appian, .S-yr. 66); the professedly circLimstantial narratives
ofl jMacc. 6 if and 2 Macc. 9if
are mutually contradictory
and of no historical value (cp in general MACCABEES, F I R S T ,
§ 10, SECOND, g 2/.). When, in fact, we compare the last episode
of this king's life with that of his father, we may well doubt
whether the tradition is not a confusion partly suggested by and
founded upon the nickname Epimanes applied to Antiochus IV.
Wilcken, s.v. ' Antiochus ' in Pauly's Realencyc,
ed. Wissowa),
or oniy two (so 2 ^Macc. 5 i ; see Mahaffy, ^ ? « / . of the Ptolemies,
330y^). His usurpation of E g y p t was marked by the Seleucid
anchor on the copper coins, and also by a new issue of copper
coins with his own name.
^ Perhaps the savage outbreak at Jerusalem upon the second
occasion was due to some more personal grievance than mere
resistance to innovations. T h e nationalists of Palestine may
have been in part responsible for the delay and failure of his
^'gyptian expedition, as Mahaffy suggests, op. cit. 341.
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Antiochus V., Eupator (164-162 B.C.), son of the
preceding, was either nine or eleven years old at his
10. Antiochus ^^!^^';'' "^f^^^ (Appian, Syr. 46 ; Eus.
V (164-162 ^^''•1253).
In 166 B.C. Antiochus
*g ^N
Epiphanes, on the eve of his departure
to the east, appointed Lysias ' to be
over the affairs of the king from the river Euphrates
unto the borders of Egypt, and to bring up his son
Antiochus, until he came again' (i Macc. 3 3 2 / ) ; see
LYSIAS. On the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, Lysias
declared Antiochus his son king, with the title Eupator,
* on account of the virtues of his father' (i Macc. 617;
cp Appian, Sy/-. 46). The young king and his guardian
then led an expedition to the relief of Jerusalem, where
the citadel was hard pressed by Judas Maccabreus.
The armies met at Beth-zacharias, near Beth-zur, and
Judas was defeated and his brother Eleazar slain
( i Macc. t>28/, Jos. yJ///.xii.94 ; bul 2 M a c c . l 3 i 6 / ,
representing the Jews as victorious, is clearly unhistorical).
The victory of Antiochus enabled him to
invest Jerusalem (i Macc. 648/!), and famine was already
doing its wurk when the king's troops were recalled by
the news that Philip, the foster-brother of Antiochus
Epiphanes (2 Macc. 929), was approaching Antioch
with an army ( i Macc. 655/.). Philip had, in fact,
been appointed by the dying Epiphanes as guardian of
the young Antiochus (i Macc. 655). Peace was made
with the Jews on the terms that ' they shall walk after
their own laws, as aforetime' (i Macc. 659 ; 2 Macc.
1323); but Antiochus in spite of this destroyed the
fortifications of the city and imprisoned the high priest
( i Macc. 662, Jos. Ant. xii. 97).
Returning to Syria,
he found no difficulty in expelling Philip from Antioch
(i Macc. 663).
In 162 B.C. Antiochus himself was
betrayed, along with Lysias, into the hands of Demetrius, the son of Seleucus, and rightful heir to the Syrian
throne, and was by him put to death (iMacc. 7 2 / . ,
2 M a c c . 1 4 i / . , Polyb. 31 1 9 / , Jos. ^ K ; ' . xii. l O i / ) .
See ANTIOCHUS, 3.

Demetrius I., Soter (162-150 B.C.), son of Seleucus
IV. Philopator.
As a boy he had been sent in 175 B.C. to take his uncle's place
as a hostage in Rome (Polyb. 31 12, i Macc. l i o ) . When his
cousin inherited the crown which his father
1 1 . D e m e t r i u s I . Epiphanes had usurped, Demetrius, who
( 1 6 2 - 1 5 0 B.C.). ^^"^ '^^^'^ ^'"^'^'^ nearly twelve years prac'
tically a state prisoner in Italy, begged the
Roman Senate to recognise his claim to the Syrian throne, but
in vain. It suited the Senate better that a mere boy should rule,
rather than one who had reached his twenty-third year. At last
he made his escape in a Carthaginian vessel and landed in Syria
(Jos. Afit.xii.lOi,
2 M a c c . l 4 i ) . There seems no ground for
the opinion that the Senate really connived at his escape (so
Holm, Grk. Hist. 4 416 E T ) .

After putting to death Antiochus V. and Lysias (see
above), the first object of Demetrius was to gain the
recognition of the senate (Polyb. 3 2 4 / , Diod. 3l2g).
It was only after a long time that he gained the grudging and half-hearted recognition he sought. Timarchus. who under Antiochus Epiphanes had been satrap
of Babylon (Appian, Sy/: 47), revolted, and declared
himself king, and ruled Babylon with an iron hand.
Him Demetrius put down, being given for this service
his title Soter ('Saviour') by the grateful Babylonians.
The relations of Demetrius with the Jews are sufficiently
set forth elsewhere (DEMETRIUS, I , and in the references
there given).
The foreign policy of Demetrius was not skilful;
indeed it is difficult to see the object at which he aimed.
First, he attempted to get his sister Laodice, the widow
of Perseus, married to Ariarathes ^^ of Cappadocia,
possibly in order to form an anti-Roman league in the
east. Failing in this, he married her himself, and in
revenge encouraged a claimant to the Cappadocian
throne in the person of Orophernes, brother of Ariarathes
(Polyb. 3224).
The only result was to raise against
Demetrius the enmity of both Rome and Attalus of
Pergamum (Polyb. 85). Attalus IL in return supported
the claims of a pretender, Alexander Bala, or Balas. to
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the Syrian throne ; .-\LEX.\NDER [q.v., 2} made himself
out to be a son of Antiochus Epiphanes.

native troops and retained only his Cretan mercenaries.
This led to risings in Antioch, which were put down b>
the mercenaries with the aid of 3000 Jewish troops sent
by Jonathan. Confiscations and executions alienated
the goodwill of the people (i Macc. I I 3 8 / ) .
This
emboldened one Diodotus, a native of Kasiana, brought
up at Apamea on the Orontes (Strabo, 752 ; cp id.
668), to declare a young son of Alexander Bala king as
Antiochus VL Dionysus.^ This was in 145 B.C. The
Jews profited by this revolt, for Demetrius had not
redeemed his promises to withdraw his garrisons from
Judsea.
The disbanded troops also rallied to the
standard of his rival, and Demetrius w as compelled to
evacuate Antioch and to retire to Seleucia {Livy, Epit.
52) or to Cilicia (so Jos. yi«/. xiii. 64). Jonathan and
his brother Simon mastered all southern Syria (for the
details of the operations, see i Macc. ll6o_/I).
Seleucia, near Antioch, remained true to Demetrius,
along with Cilicia and the eastern provinces generally,^ so
-« A J.- -L. TTT that the young Antiochus never ruled
13. A n t i o c h u s VI.
\
^^
r
(145 142 B C) °''^'' "'"""^ ^^^" ^ ^""^^^ P"""^ °^
J m
ll
Syria.
His reign soon came to
and Trvphon
,
,
1 , ,
/ia.f> t^a-R n\
^^ ^ ' ^^
^^^ murdered by
(142-138 B.C.;. £)iQ^otus_ ^^h^ usurped the throne
under the name of Tryphon.

Alexander Bala appeared at an opportune moment, as Demetrius had completely alienated his subjects by his tyranny and
excesses (153 u . c ) , whilst at the same time he had given way to
love of drink, the hereditary vice of his house (Polyb. 33 ig). In
addition to this, an attempt to secure the island of Cyprus by
treachery had indeed failed, but had earned the Syrian monarchy
the hostility of Ptolemy Philometor (Polyb. 385). The result
was that, though a party at Rome (perhaps that of the Scipios)
was favourably inclined to Demetrius, the Roman Senate, upon
grounds of policy, and also upon more sordid grounds, was
induced to recognise the impostor -:\lexander (Polyb. 33 18), who
was also supported by Attalus Ariarathes and Ptolemy Philometor. Consequently, in 153 B.C., Alexander appeared with an
army in Syria.
B o t h D e m e t r i u s a n d A l e x a n d e r m a d e b i d s for t h e

favour of the Jews, who were now under Jonathan
(i Macc. lOi/".). The king recalled his garrisons from
all the towns except Jerusalem and Beth-zur, and gave
Jonathan power to raise an army and to liberate the
hostages. The various taxes and royal claims upon the
Jews were also remitted (see the instructive list given in
Jos. Ant. xm. 22 f)."^
The impostor, however, was
more successful in appealing to Jonathan's personal
ambition, nominating him high-priest, and sending him
the insignia of royalty, with the title of ' king's friend '
{cp F R I E N D ) . The decisive battle was fought in 150
B.C., and Demetrius fighting heroically was slain
(Justin, 35r, Polyb.35, Jos. Ant. xiii. 24). In spite
of the fragmentary and obscure character of the record,
we may well doubt whether this Demetrius was not one
of the most gifted of the Seleucid dynasty (v. Gutschmid,
Iran, 43).
Demetrius II., Nicator (145-139 and 129-125 B.C.),
the elder of the two sons of Demetrius I., had been sent
, ^ _,
. . TT hy his father for protection to
12. D e m e t r i u s II. r^ .,
.
M
j
^ i
Cnidus when Alexander mvaded
(firat r e i g n :
145-139 B.C.). Syria (Justin, 302), and remained
there for some years in exile until he
became aware that the usurper had forfeited the goodwill
of his subjects by his negligence of state affairs and his
self-indulgence (Li\T, Epit. 50). In 147 B.C. he landed
un the Cilician coast with a force of Cretan mercenaries
( i Macc. IO67).
Ptolemy \ T . Philometor had given
his daughter Cleopatra Thea ( ' o n e of the most
impudent women produced by the Ptolemy line, which
had no lack of such characters,' Holm, G/-k. Hist.
4417) in marriage to Alexander, and at first came to his
assistance, but afterwards transferred his favour to
Demetrius I L , to whom also he transferred his daughter.
Ptolemy's volte-face was accounted for by a story that Alexander had attempted his life (i Macc. 11 10); but tJie true motive
was probably the desire to take advantage of the intestine strife
to annex at least Palestine and Coslesyria (i Macc. 11 i).
According to Josephus (.Ant.ySSx.^^f),
Ptolemy actually at
Antioch assumed the ' diadem of Asia ' (so also i Macc. 11 ^f,
where, however, the motive assigned for Ptolemy's conduct
differs). On this episode, see Mahaffy, Emp. ofthe
Ptolemies,
364/

The opportune death of the Egyptian king on the
third day after he had gazed upon the severed head of
Alexander Balas, removed a formidable rival from the
jsath of Demetrius (i Macc. 1118; was he murdered?
Strabo, 751, says that he died from a wound received
in the battle on the CEnoparas, near Antioch, fighting
against Alexander); Having thus won back his father's
kingdom by arms he received the title Nicator ( ' C o n queror' ; Appian, Syr. 67, wy vliQov TOV yivovs &.vhpa
viK'r](Tas).'^ The entire country, in fact, had rallied to
him, with the exception of Judcea, where the ambitious
Jonathan had inflicted defeat upon his adherent Apollonius, governor of Ccelesyria (i Macc. IO69 y.).
Demetrius was, indeed, fain to purchase the acquiescence
of Jonathan by confirming him in the high-priesthood,
and by the abolition of taxes ( i M a c c . 1120/!), and
the surrender to Jiida;a of three Samarian districts.
W'hen peace was assured Demetrius disbanded the

T h e date is disputed ; probably it was in 143-142 B . C ; so the
coins (see Babelon, Rois de Syrie. 131 f and cp i Macc. 13 31).
On the other hand, according to Josephus (.Ant. xiii.6 11 7 i) the
murder of Antiochus occurred after the capture of Demetrius
b y the Parthians.
(On this much disputed point see the
authorities referred to in Schiir. Hist, of thc jcivs, E T , i. 1 177,
and Cambridge Bible, First Book of M. in I.e.).

The usurper made himself detested for his cruelties.
Chiefly he alienated the sympathies of the Jews, and
earned their active hatred, by the capture and execution
of Jonathan when he had all but established the independence ofhis country ( i Macc. \23gf).
T h e three or four years of the reign of Tryphon are
almost destitute of incident, save for a few isolated
notices. His headquarters seem to have been at Coracesium in Cilicia Aspera, a robbers' eyrie on a precipitous crag by the sea. Strabo (668) attributes to
him the rise of the piratical power in Cilicia, which
afterwards attained such extraordinary dimensions.
The generals of Demetrius, in Mesopotamia and Ccelesyria at least, retained their ground before those of
Tryphon, whilst Simon, who had succeeded to the
leadership of the Jews (i Macc. 138), entered into
negotiations with Demetrius, who granted all his
demands, including even exemption from tribute
( i Macc. 1336/!). Though the Jews thus did not gain
absolute independence, but had still to recognise the
suzerainty of the S}Tian kings, they adopted a. new era,
and Simon ruled as ethnarch, or vassal prince (i Macc
1 3 4 1 / ; cp Justin, 3613).
At this moment the attention of Demetrius was diverted \.o
Babylonia, where he had to face a new peril. Mithridates I. m
_
, .
Parthia,^ after displaying his power in the
14. D e m e t r i u s E . , had conquered Media (147 B.C.), and
i n Parthia.
even Seleucia on the Tigris two years later,
( 1 3 9 - 1 2 9 B.C.). f^hc: Babylonians appealed for assistance.
Demetrius was joined by the Persians, Elymceans, and Bactrians; but in 139 B.C. he was defeated and
taken prisoner by the Parthians, and carried about through
their territories as a show* (i Macc. 14 i, Jos. .-iw^. xiii. 7 i,
Appian, Syr. 67. T h e actual capture was due to treachery).
For ten years Demetrius remained a prisoner; but very soon
after his capture his treatment improved, and he was e\'en
given the king's daughter Rhodogune to wife. Probably the
promise of reinstallation in his kingdom would have been
realised had not Mithridates himself died, and been succeeded
1 The coins of this seven-year-old king also bear the title
Epiphanes. His mother was the Egyptian princess Cleopatra
Thea.
In Appian, Syr. 68, he is wrongly called Alexander.
See A N T I O C H U S , 4.

5 See the remarks of Mahaffy, Emp. ofthe Ptole/nies, 1^2 f
2 On his coins he also calls himself Theos and Philadelphos.

2 Cp inscr. from Babylon In Zeitschr. f Assyr.^iio,
and
inscr. from Paphos \n Journ. of Hellenic Studies, 9 (1880) 230.
^ Mithridates I. reigned 174-136 B.C. He calls himself on his
coins King of Kings, the Great, Arsaces, Epiphanes, Euergetes,
Philhellen. H e was the most considerable of the Parthian
monarchs.
* From this circumstance he was called mockingly SeripidcS
(Eus. Chron. \2se).
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lilhellen
by Phraates I I . as Arsaces Philopator Epiphanes Phill
(reigned 136-127 B.C.).
It seemed better to this; monarch
monar
to
retain Demetrius in order to be able to use him in case of
threatening circumstances.

\\hilst Demetrius was a captive in the hands of the
Parthians (see above, § 14) his younger brother Antio. ,
chus Sidetes, who owed his surname to
15- Antiochus jj^g j.^^j ^^^^ he had been brought up at
VII., Sidetes ^ j ^ ^ -^^ Pamphylia (see S I D E ) , I asserted
(138-129 B.C.). ^-g (.laims to the kingdom of Syria
(iMacc. 1 5 i / ) . He was now sixteen years old. liis
attempt succeeded, perhaps chiefly beeause he was joinetl
by queen Cleopatra Thea, who, enraged at the union of
Demetrius with the daughter of the Parthian king,
went over to the side of Antiochus, and surrendered to
him the strong tower of Seleucia, near Antioch, which
during all these \'ears she had held for Demetrius.
Tryphon was defeated and driven into the Phoenician town of
Dora, where he was besieged. Thence he escaped to Apamea,
but was again besieged, and compelled to end his life by his own
hand(i Macc. 15 1037 ; Strabo, 668 ; Jo-*. Ant. xiii. 7 2 ; Appian,
Syr. 6S).2

Antiochus married Thea ( ' t h e objectionable but
evidently inevitable adjunct of the Syrian throne,'
Holm, Grk. Hist. 4.4ig), and acted very vigorously to
unite again the severed fragments of the Syrian kingdom
(Justin, 361). First and foremost came the necessity
of dealing with Palestine, which in the turmoil of the
past few 3-ears had absorbed large tracts of Syrian
te^•itor}^ and attained an almost completely independent position, even entering into diplomatic relations
wilh distant and, in part, hostile powers (i Macc. IO59/".
r 2 i / . 1416/! 24).
In 135 B.C. Antiochus invaded
Judsea in person. Already, three years previously, the
Syrian king had come into collision with the Jews,
who, under Judas and John Hyrcanus, inflicted a defeat
upon his geueral CENDEB.^L s. After the assassination
of Simon and two of his sons by his son-in-law
Ptolemy, the son of Abubus (i Macc. 1 6 i i y . ) , John
Hyrcanus had become high priest and prince of Judcea.
Upon the invasion by Antiochus he was shut up in the
citadel of Jerusalem for at least a year, and then forced
to capitulate.
The walls were destroyed, hostages
demanded, with five hundred talents indemnity, and
tribute for the cities which had been occupied by the
Maccabees (Diod. 34i, Justin, 3 6 i , Jos, .^«i'. xiii. 82).^
Syrian suzerainty over Judaea was fully asserted.
Xext occurred the final attempt of the Seleucidae to
overthrow the formidable Parthian power which had
wrested from them so much of their eastern possessions.
In 130 B.C. Antiochus undertook an expedition against the
Parthians. His brother Demetrius was still in their hands,
having twice been recaptured when he attempted escape. Three
victories gave the Syrian king the possession of Babylonia, and
brought to his standard all the peoples who had been reduced
under the Parthian yoke.-* Phraates opened negotiations with
Antiochus to amuse him, while he prepared once more to try
his fortune in the field (Diod. 35 15); more effective still was the
stroke by which Demetrius was at last released from captivity
in order to cause the withdrawal of the Syrian forces. In the
next collision with the Parthian troops Antiochus fell, bravely
fighting (Appian, Syr. 68 ; Justin, 38 10). His entire army was
cut to pieces.
The Parthian king, having t h u s won the victory b y
arms, keenly r e g r e t t e d h a v i n g set D t m i e t r i u s at l i b e r t y

16.Demetrius ^^^^ § ^•^*' ^""^ ^^'"' *° recapture him,
II Nicator ^^*' ^^'^^'^- ^ ^ ^^ied next to undo his
(second reign ^'^^'^ ^^ sending into Syria -^ second
129-125 BC)' pretender, a son of Antiochus, the late
'^' king, Seleucus by name, who had fallen
into his hands. This also proved of no avail. Demetrius, however, did not long enjoy his change of fortune.
In Sida urbe educatus, quapropter Sidetes utique vocabatur' (Eus. Chron. 1 255). On his coins Antiochus V I I . calls
nimself Euergetes, which was, therefore, his true official title.
J o s . ^ « / , xiii. 7 I calls him 2wr»Jp. See ANTIOCHUS, 5.
On his coins Tryphon calls himself BatrtAtu? avrOKpaTiop,
3 TK"° °^'^^'' ^ ^ " ^ " """^^r does.
Ihis Antiochus was not hostile to the Jewish faith, and for
"'Itolerance was called Eu.sebes ('pious'), Jos. .-J«^. xiii. 82.
,_. For • these victories Antiochus received the title Great
^Uittenb. Syltoge,(^) 244 and 245, BatnAe'cus p.eydkov 'AVTIOX'^V,
cp Justin, 3810: ' Magnus haberi coepit').
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He was induced to emer into war with Egypt on behalf
of Cleopatra II., sister-wife of Ptolemy Physcon,^ and
his ovvn mother-in-law, who had l;iken refuge in Syria.
The war with which he was thus threatened Physcon
evaded by setting up Alexander Zabinas, c^ pretended
son of Alexander 1. Bala, to claim the Syrian throne.^
Supported by a strong Egyptian army the pretender invaded
Syria, where several cities fell away from Demetrius.
The
decisive battle was fought in 125 B . C near Damascus, and
Demetrius was defeated.
He fled to Ptolemais to his wife
Cleopatra, who refused to receive him, and, when be tried to
enter T y r e , had him murdered (Justin, :j'.l i, Appian,
Syr.68,
Jos. Ant. xiii. 9 3).

Little is known of the rule of Alexander I I . ; but one
authority at least passes a favourable verdict.^ He
17. Alexander ™''''=^ '".'° ^""""^^J ••^J='"°"= ^ 1 " ^
II and
Hyrcanus, influenced largely, no doubt,
Seleiious V. ^^ '^'^ '''^^''''^ ' ° " " ^ support against
Egypt, from which power he soon
became estranged (Jos. Ant. .xiii. 93), He was, in fact,
not left to enjoy his usurped dignity long without
rivals. Inimediately upon the death of Demetrius II.,
Seleucus, the son of the murdered king, laid claim to
the throne, only to be murdered after a few months by
the infamous <_^leopatra Thea, his mother, who was
indignant that he should have taken such a step without
her, and without sharing the power with herself.
Cleopatra then put forward the second son of Demetrius II. as heir to the throne ; his claim was also
18 Antiochus ="PP°rted by Egypt. Alexander II.
___1._ _
4 was defeated and fled to .Antioch, and
/ I V ' K Q ? ' B ' ' A ^ *•=" ' ° Seleucia (Diod. Sic. 35 28,
(125-96 B.C.;. jygjijj^ 39 ^j^ Finally he was captured
and brought to Antiochus, who had him put to death.
Thus from 125 B.C. Antiochus reigned, in association
with his mother, after the fashion common in Egypt.
Their joint reign lasted four years. ^
The queen.mother was thrown more and more into the shade,
especially after the marriage of her son with Cleopatra Tryphsena, given to him by her father Ptolemy Euergetes I I . as a
pledge of Egj'ptian support, and also after 123 B.C. by the
victory gained over Alexander I I . (cp Justin, 392 : 'Cleopatra
cum huius [sc. Antiochi] quoque victoria inferiorem dignitatem
suam factam doleret'). In 121 B.C. she tried to poison him, but
was compelled instead to drink the draught herself (Appian,
Syr- 69).

For some years .Antiochus Grypus reigned quietly,
and then there arose a claimant to the throne in the
. . .
person of his half-brother and cousin
19. Antiocnus .^„tjo(,jjus ( i x . ) , son of Antiochus \ T I .
n i'c Q^'^^r ?^ Sidetes and Cleopatra Thea (see above,
(116-95 B.C.;. g j ^ j
Antiochus owed his surname to
his having been brought up at Cyzicus (his title on his
coins is Philopator), whither his mother had sent him in
129 B.C. upon the return of Demetrius II., her second
husband, from his Parthian captivity (Jos. Am. xiii. 101).
The poisoned cup with which his mother had made
him familiar was employed in vain by Grypus to remo\o
this rival. The attempt only precipitated the inevitable
struggle (116 B.C.). In the first important battle of
the war Grypus was victorious, and took Antioch,
where he found his ow n sister-in-law iHeopatra IV., sister
and divorced wife of Ptolemy Soter II. (Lathyrus);
having been expelled from Egj'pt by her mother (i.e.,
Cleopatra III., Physcon's niece and former wife, who
herself married Ptolemy Soter) Cleopatra had married
Antiochus Cyzicenus. By command of her sister, Try1 Ptolemy Euergetes I I . , or Physcon, reigned 146-117 B.C. ^
2 Or, according to another and more probable version (j[ustm,
89 i), he claimed to be an adoptive son of the dead Antiochus
V I I . Sidetes. H e was really an Eg>'ptian, son of a merchant
called Protarchus, though Jos. -4nt- xiii. 9 3 calls him a genuine
Seleucid. H e also gives the title as Zebinas. It is translated
' slave ' (ayopao-To?) in Eus. Chron-1 257.
3 Diod. Sic. 35 22 (8445), V W ^P,^"^ « " crvyyviofioj-iKos,
€Tt Se ev rals bpcXiat^ Kal ev raU ejiTev^ea-i TTpoaT\VTjS. u^v
yaptf Siac^iepovTco^ VTTO Tcjiv iroAAwc TjyaTraro.
_
i His titles are Epiphanes Philometor (!) Callinicus. I h e
name Grypus = ' hook-nose '—a feature conspicuous on his coins.
Grypus is, of course, not an othcial, but a vulgar title. _
° Coins bear her portrait, with cornucopiiE. Her titles are
T h e a and Eueteria (' abundance').

4358

SBLBUCID.^

SELEUCIDS

phasna, the wife of Grypus, the unfortunate Cleopatra
was put to death (Justin, 393). Soon the scale was
turned, and Grypus was defeated, and compelled to
retire to Aspendtts (Eus. Chron. Izs-j)-, Tryphaena was
put to death in her turn by the victor. In i n B.)C.
Grypus returned and won back northern Syria. The
result of the struggle was that the Syrian empire, now
sadly shrunken in size, was partitioned between the contestants, Grypus retaining northern Syria with Cilicia,
and Cyzicenus taking Phoenicia and Ccelesyria with its
capital Damascus. Apparently a state of peace did not
long continue; but the details of the never-ceasing
warfare are hard to trace.
It is clear that the brothers' war in Syria was intimately connected with a similar strife in Egypt, where_ also Ptolemy
Alexander and Ptolemy Soter II. were at enmity, due to the
intrigues of their mother the reigning queen Cleopatra III. (cp
Journ. of Hell. Stud, 9 230; Justin, 30 4 ; Jos. j^«^. xiii. 10 2 ;
and see Mahaffy, Empire of the Ptolemies, ipcjf). Grypus
held with the party of Alexander, and by way of attaching him
more closely thereto Cleopatra sent him as his wife her youngest
daughter, Selene, beforetime the wife of the exiled Ptolemy
Soter II.
The confusion in Syria was an opportunity for surrounding powers. In 103 B.C. even Rome, by the
victory of the Praetor M. Antonius over the pirates,
gained a footing in Cilicia (cp Justin, 395). By the
union of Laodice (Thea Philadelphus), daughter of
Grypus, with Mithridates I. Callinicus, the dynasty of
Commagene was founded, and the way prepared for the
severance of that kingdom from Syria (cp Mommsen in
Athen, Mitt. I 2 7 / ) .
The Jews also, under John
Hyrcanus, who had practically thrown off their allegiance since the death of Antiochus VII. {129 B.C.),
made great strides forward, investing and destroying
Samaria (about 108 B.C.) in spite of all that Antiochus
Cyzicenus, even with the help of 6000 troops sent by
Ptolemy Soter II., could do to save it (Jos. Ant.
xiii. I O 2 / ) .
Such successes as the Syrian king won
were entirely neutralised and torn from his grasp by the
senatus consultum secured by Hyrcanus bidding ' Antiochus the son of .Antiochus' (Jos. ..4«A xiv. IO22; cp
id. xiii. 92) restore all his Palestinian conquests.
In 96 B.C. Antiochus Grypus died, or was murdered by Heracleon (Jos. .-Jw^. xiii. 134 ; cp Eus. C/ir(j«. 1 259). He was
forty.five years old at the time of his death, and left behind him
five sons.
Seleucus VI., Epiphanes, the eldest son of Antiochus
Grypus, on his father's death laid claim to the un20 Seleucus '^"''^^'^ empire, and proceeded to
•VT V 'tih nna ^^^^''' '''^ claims by arras. Antiochus
• jj?g?i._
Cyzicenus marched into northern Syria
/QK OK B p ^ 3-g3.inst him, but being defeated killed
(»b-96 B.O.;. himself in the battle (Appian, Syr. 69 ;
Jos. Ant. xiii. 134 seems not quite accurate). A sketch
of the character of Antiochus Cyzicenus is given in Diod.
3034.
W e are told that he had to wife Selene, the
Egyptian princess, who had been married to his rival
Grypus ; but whether her marriage to Cyzicenus occurred
before or after the death of Grypus is unknown. For a
few months Seleucus VI. was master of the whole extent
of the Syrian empire, as it then existed, but soon he was
expelled by a rival, Antiochus X. Eusebes, Philopator,
the son of .Antiochus Cyzicenus. He was compelled to
retire into Cilicia, where he took refuge in the town of
Mopsuestia (mod. Missis).
By his violent and tyrannical behaviour, and his extortions,
Seleucus raised the inhabitants against hini; they fired the
gymnasium in which he had taken shelter, and he either perished
in the flames, or slew himself to avoid a worse fate (Jos. Ant.
xiii. 134; Appian, Syr. 69). This was probably in 94 B.C.
Mopsuestia was thereafter razed to the ground hy Philippus and
Antiochus XI., brothers of Seleucus.
' Syria now presented the spectacle of, firstly, a
contest between two branches of the Seleucids, the
_ . .. ,
descendants of the brothers Demetrius
X ( ^ 8 3 ° B 0 ) ^ II. and Antiochus VII., but both
' *• "
• •'• having the same ancestress [Cleopatra Thea], and, secondly, of squabbles between the
members of the first branch, the five sons of Grypus'

(Holm, Grk. Hist. 4542). The confusion prevailing is
well illustrated by the fact that Antiochus X. married
Selene who had first been the wife of Grypus and had
then married Antiochus Cyzicenus, his own father.
First, Antiochus X. had to meet the opposition of
Antiochtis XI. and Philippus I., the third and the
second sons of Grypus. After a battle on the Orontes, in
which Antiochus X. was victorious, Antiochus XI. lost
his life in the river in his flight (Jos. l-c.; Eus. Chron.
I261). Philippus then assumed the royal title, and
held part of Syria (from 94 B. c.). In the meantime,
Ptolemy Lathyrus •^ had sent for IJemetrius, fourth son
of Grypus, from Cnidus, and had established him as
king in Damascus.^ After hard fighting Antiochms X.
was expelled from Syria (or, according to Josephus,
lost his life in battle with the Parthians).
According to Appian (Mithr. 105) this Antiochus was alive
and ruling in 83 B.C. when Tigranes (see below, § 22^ end) made
himself master of Syria. If this is true, his death in war with
the Parthians fell later (it had already occurred in 75 n.e).
Appian (Syr. 6g) also tells us that he married Selene, his father's
widow. His son was Antiochus XIII. (§ 23 ; cp Kuhn, Beitr.
z. Gesch. der Seleukiden, 33^^).
In what way Philippus and Demetrius divided the
kingdom is not known ; but Demetrius probably ruled
22 P h i l i m u s Coelesyria and Antioch.
Soon hosT
JTC
tilities broke out between them. DemeI. aad Deme- . .
,
j -., ., T
. .
-..J.
trius was also engaged with the Jews,
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them against their tyrant prince Alexander Jannasus.
Demetrius defeated Jannseus (Jos. Ant. xiii. 1 4 1 / . ) ;
but in the moment of victory Jewish national feeling
awoke, and 6000 Jews went over to Alexander from the
army of Demetrius. The Syrian king must have shown
signs of desiring to reduce Judasa once more to a dependency of Syria. Demetrius then turned his arms
against his brother Philippus, whom he besieged in
Beroea.^ Straton, the ruler of Berc]ea, who supported
Philippus, appealed for assistance to the Arab sheik
Azizus and the Parthian Mithridates. By them Demetrius was himself beleaguered in his camp, and compelled to capitulate. He died in honourable confinement at the court of the Parthian king Mithridates II.
(Jos. Ant. xiii. I43).
After the capture of Demetrius by the Parthians,
Philippus made himself master of Antioch, and for a
short time was sole ruler of what was left of the Syrian
empire ( 8 8 B. c ) . The intestine strife was soon renewed, for Antiochus X I I . Dionysos,* the youngest of
the sons of Grypus, claimed the throne, and established
himself in Damascus (87/6 B.C.). Philippus, indeed,
shortly afterwards took the town by the treachery of the
governor Milesius, while Antiochus was engaged with
the Nabatseans ; but he was compelled to evacuate it
again. A\''hen Antiochus resumed operations against
the Arabians, the Jewish despot, Alexander Jannseus,
attempted to bar the road through Judsea by constructing a great wall and trench from Joppa to Capharsaba,
but in vain (Jos. Ant.yim.X^i).
Ten thousand Arab
riders surprised the forces of the Syrian king, who, true
to the traditions of his house, fell fighting bravely
(probably about 84 B.C.).
The end of Philippus is doubtful. In 83 B.C. the Armenian
kingXigranes was invited to put an end to the long strife by
making himself master of the Syrian kingdom. Neither
Philippus nor Antiochus X. (if they were still alive ; see above,
§ 21) could offer any real opposition, and "Tigranes made himself master of the entire Syrian kingdom from the sea to the
Euphrates, including also Cilicia (Justin, 401, Appian, Syr.
48). He so ruled for fourteen years, Syria heing governed by a
viceroy. In 6g B.C. the connection of Tigranes with his fatherin-law Mithridates of Pontus led to his own defeat by Lucullus.
1 Ptolemy Lathyrus = Ptolemy Soter II. (see PTOLEMY).
2 Demetrius III., Eucaerus (95.88 B.C). EvKaipo?, so Jos.
Ant. im\.\iif, where, however, Niese reads "Afcatpos. The
coins of Antiochus X. hear the triple tide Theos Philopator
Soter, or else Philometor Euergetes Callinicus.
3 A town E. of Antioch.
-*• Dionysos' coins hear also the titles Epiphanes Philopator
Callinicus, the title Dionysos being also sometimes omitted.
4360

SEM

SENNACHERIB

After the defeat of Tigranes, Syria did not all at once
,
come into the possession of the
23. AntiOCHus^ Romans. T h e royal house of Syria
XIII. AsiatlCUS ^^g ^Qj. yg^ extinct, for Antiochus X.
(69-65 B.C.).
Eusebes and Cleopatra Selene had
left a son Andochus.
The youth of Asiaticus had been passed in Asia Minor (Justin,
4O2 'in angulo Cilicia;'), from which circumstance he received
his surname (Appian, ^1 /-. 70). This Antiochus, along with a
brother, appeared in Rome to urge their claim to the kingdom of
KglT^ ^^^" under the sway of the illt--gitimate I'Lulfiiiy Auletes.
This claim was disregarded, and tht; disappointed princes returned home by way of Sicilj', where Antiochus was robbed
by Verres of a rich present intended for the Senate {iS\c. Vc7-r.
ii. 4 27)- This was about 72 B.C.
Ihree years later Tigranes
had lost his Syrian possessions, and Antiochus was received
wilh open arms as the heir to his kingdom (Appian, Syr. 49},
Lucullus recognised his claim.

In 61; B.C. disturbances broke out in Antioch (Diod.
frg. 34), and Philippus son of Philippus I. was
encouraged to lay claim to the crown. Thus the old
strife between the two ri\'al lines was renewed in the
third L;t;neration. I'he Arabian chief ..\zi/,us (cp § 22)
supported Philippus, whilst Sampsiceramus, prince of
Emesa (Strabo, 753), supported Antiochus. Into the
details of the strife we need not enter. Pompeius, w ho
had taken the place of Lucullus in 66 B.C., took in hand
the reduction of this chaos to order. Antiochus, on
requesting to be acknowledged as the rightful heir to
the throne, * received the answer that Pompeius would
not give back the sovereignty to ex. king who knew
neither how to maintain nor how to govern his kingdom,
even at the request of his subjects, inuch less against
their distinctly expressed wishes. With this letter of
the Roman proconsul the house of Seleucus was
ejected from the throne which it had occupied for two
hundred and fifty years. Antiochus soon after lost his
life through the artifice of the emir Sampsiceramus, as
whose client he played the ruler in Antioch ' (Mommsen,
Hist, of Rome, 4135).
Syria now became a Roman
province (63 B.C.).
Besides the special articles devoted to Antiochus, Demetrius,
etc., and collateral articles, in the present work, Schiirer's
Jewisli People in the time of Jesus
Christ,
24, L i t e r a t u r e . E T , should be consulted for a sketch of
SjTian historj^, and for the authorities there
cited. The literature of the subject is extensive. Most important are P. Gardner, Catalogue of Greek Coins in the British
MuseuTH: The Seleucid kings of Syria;
a n d Babelon, Rois de
Syrie. Extremely valuable are the articles imder the various
headings Antiochus, Demetrius, etc., in Pauly's Real
Encyclopddie, now available in part in the revised edition by Wissowa ;
in it will be found the fullest collection of recent authorities, to
which general reference must here suffice.
w . T. W.
SEM (cHM [Ti. W H ] ) , Lk. 836, RV S H E M .

SEIffiACHIAH (-in^rnp, § 29), one of the sons of
Shemaiah b. Obed-edom (i Ch. 26;, CABxeii^ [B],
Cd^MAXldv [L]' "^<^C [A]). Cp ISMACHIAH, where a
religious meaning is suggested. This meaning, however, seems to be due to a redactor. The neighbouring
names are surely clan-names of the Negeb (cp O B E D EDOM).

C p SiBBECAI.

SEMEI (ceMe[e]l).

T. K. C.

-i..

i Esd. 933 = Ezra 10 33,

SHI.MEI (15).

2. Esth. 112, R V SEMEIAS ; elsewhere S H I M E I (IO).
3. Lk. 826 (o-e/xeeii^ [ T i . W H ] ) , R V S E M E I N , a name in the
genealogy of Jesus, see Gi NEALOGIES, § 3.

SEMEIS (ceMeic [A]), - Esd. 923 RV. AV Semis
= E2ra IO23, SHIMEI, 14.
SEMELLIUS (ceMeAAioc [A]), i E s d . 2 i 6 = Ezra
48 SHIMSHAI.

SENAAH (nX^P), E2ra23s; H A S S E N A A H .
SENEH (H^p), in Neh. 83. i S. I44.

See BozEZ,

MICHMASH, § 2.
As no coins of Asiaticus are extant, we do not know his
offiaal title. T h e name Asiaticus, of course, belongs to the
some class as Grypus, Hierax, etc., which are vulgar in origin,
not official. Possibly the official title of this last of the Seleucida;
was Eusebes, which would account for his being confused with
his father by our authorities.
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SENIR ( W ; CAN[e]ip: Sanir; Dt. 89 i C h . 5 2 3
Cant. 48 [ca^Nieip, N] Ezek. 275 [ceN6ip, B]), or
sometmies, incorrectly, in AV, SHENIR (Dt., Cant.).
Senir (the Amorite name of Mt. Hermon, Dt. l.c.) is
described in an inscription of Shalmaneser as ' Saniru,
the mountain summit at the entrance to Lebanon ' (Del.
Par. 104) ; l^/ckiel says that the Tyrians (but cp T Y R E ,
§ i) sent thither for planks of fir-trees. In i Ch. 523
Senir is coupled with Mount Hermon. Tt might be a
designation of that part of the Hermon-range ^^hich is
between Baalbek and Horns, and was known by the
same name to thc Arabic geographers [e.g., Abulfeda).
Cp AM'/r-^) 159; Hal6vy, REJ 20 [18.50] 246; Wetzstein,
.^•^J/'/^ 827a. _ See HiiHMON, SIRION, and, on the question
whether there Is once or twice a confusion between a mountainrange in the far N . and owi. in tl;e far S., bearing a similar
name, see Crit. Bib.

SENNACHERIB 1 ( 3 n n 3 P or [2 K, 19=0] n i m p ;
ceNNAXHp[e]iM [BNAQr]'-eiB [Q"'E- IS. S 7 2 I ] , -xeip.

1. Sources C^^' ^e^^KHp. b ^ l ^ ' s A 2 Macc.
for history.
^ZMacc.\~^^)l
'^'
^ r / ' 36i,
i " Aq.]
; n';
•' 3
65, V], ceNHpHBf.Is.
Ass. Sin-afie-erba,
' S i n has increased the brothers'),
son and successor of Sargon, came to the throne on
the I ath of Abu, 705 B.C. Sennacherib's own dated
inscriptions, the Taylor Cyhnder being the latest,
give the events of the first fifteen years of his reign,
in a chronological order, but arranged according to
campaigns, not, like Sargon's Annals, according to
years. T h e Canon Lists, of the second class, which
fix some definite event for each eponymy, are defective
after his first year. The Babylonian Chronicle, which
was e.xceptionally full for this reign, deals chiefly with
what concerned Babylon.
T h e Kings List, a Bab)^lonian document, records the succession of kings who
ruled in Babylon during this reign. Some statements
preserved in classical authors are to be regarded with
suspicion until the}' are brought to the test of further
inscriptions, still unpublished, of this king's. The
many contracts of this reign and a large number of
letters, now being published, give many incidental references.
Hence the last word on the historj' of Sennacherib from the Assyrian side cannot yet be said.
All that can now be done is to summarise the present
state of knowledge.
Sennacherib does not seem to have been in a position
to proceed to Babylon directly after his accession to the
„
, „ throne of Assyria and there ' take the
^ l / ' * ™ ^ ^ ' ? * ° ' ' h a n d s of B a , ' or become legitimate
t n e Mngdom. j^j^^ ^^ Babylon.
Polyhistor relates
indeed that Sennacherib's brother reigned there at first,
and, on his death, a man named Hagises reigned for
one month, till he was killed by Merodach-baladan, who
reigned for six months. T h e Babylonian Kings List
assigns one month to Marduk-zS.kir-sum, who may be
Hagises, and then gives nine months to Merodachbaladan. Whatever means Sennacherib took to govern
Babylon in his first two years—whether he ruled by .1
saknu or governor, or whether he really sent a brother
to act as sub-king—his rule was thrown off by an upstart, ' s o n of a slave.' Merodach-baladan, who had
been e.xpelled by Sargon in 721 B.C., although a
ChaldEEan, was evidently more welcome than Sennacherib, whom the Babylonian Kings List calls a member
of the dynasty of Habigal. According to Jensen, this
means simply ' Great Rascal.'
Sennacherib's own inscriptions ascribe to the commencement of his reign the active hostility of Merodachbaladan, king of Kardunias, the old name for Babylonia,
whom Sennacherib defeated in his first expedition.
Merodach-baladan was supported by an army from
Elam. These allies were defeated at Kisu (now Hymer),
about 10 m. E. from Babylon. Merodach-baladan fled
alone to Guzumini. Sennacherib immediately entered
Babylon and took possession of Merodach-baladan's
* For a portrait of Sennacherib see col. 729.
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palace, acquiring great spoil. He then sent after Merodach-baladan an army which searched the swamps where
he had taken refuge ; but the wily Chaldasan escaped.
Sennacherib then proceeded to conquer the country, city
by city. He seems to have had to fight with a number
of tribes, Urbi, Aramu, and Chaldaeans, who had
occupied Erech, Nippur, Kisu, ^arsagkalamaand Cutha,
and boasts of having captured 89 strong cities as well
as 820 smaller cities in Chaldsea.
On his return to
Babylon he had to pacify the country, and rescue it from
the hordes of Aramsean and Chaldasan peoples, who
would not acknowledge him as king.

It is evident that .Assyria had completely lost control
of the country. Sennacherib had to reconquer it. The
Babylonian Chroniclt; and a fragment of the Canon List
place a conquest of Larak and Sarab^nu in 704 B.C.
This doubtless marked the commencement of the reconquest.
But the campaign clearly lasted beyond 702
B.C., when Sennacherib set Bel-ibni on the throne of
Babylon.
This prince had been brought up at the
Assyrian court, but was of the old Babylonian seed
royal, for all the sources acknowledge him as legitimate
monarch, and the Babylonian Kings' List ascribes him
to ' the dynasty of Babylon,' and gives him a. reign of
three years. He was, of course, a vassal king.
Sennacherib assigns to this period the submission of
Xabli-bSl-sumdte, kepu of Hararati, and the destruction
of Hirimmu. Some of Sennacherib's inscriptions follow
the plan of presenting together the events connected
with one district. Thus we learn that after Bel-ibnt
had proved faithless or inefficient, Sennacherib once
more marched to Babylon and deposed him, setting
Asur-n^din-sum, his ow n son, on the throne. The Babylonian Chronicle places the pillage of Hararate and
Hirimmu in 702 B.C., and associates the accession of
Asur-nadin-suin with St-nnacherib's pillage of Akkad,
or Northern Babylonia. B^l-ibni was called away to
-Assyria. It was probably during Sennacherib's absence
in the W'c^t that Bel-ibni became disgraced.
Asiu"nMin-suni was acknowledged king in Babylon according
to all sources ; but the Kings' List assigns him to the
dynasty of Habigal. He reigned six years, 699-693 B.C.
Sennacherib owed Elam a grudge for supporting
Merodach-baladan against him. In his second campaign, as he calls it, before September 702 ^ . c , when
the Bellino Cylinder is dated, he marched an army
towards Elam.
The Kassi, who had once furnished
the ruhng dynasty of Babylonia, about 1725-1155 B.C.,
and a neighbouring tribe, the lasubigalli, on the borders
of Babylonia and Elam, who had never been subjected
to Assyrian rule, were now ravaged. The neighbouring
kingdom of Ellipi, once subject to Sargon, was also
pillaged. As in Sargon's case, some distant tribes of
the Medes sent presents. Sennacherib boasts that his
predecessors had not even heard the names of these
peoples. But although ELam was threatened, it does
not seem that Sennacherib made any direct attack this
time. His hands were soon full in another quarter.
How long the W^est had been in rebellion does not
appear; but Sennacherib calls the campaign in which
he proceeded to bring the West to submission his third.
This is ascribed by general consent to 701 B.C. B^libni was settled in Babylon, and Sennacherib was free
to attend to the ^^'est at that time ; but we have no
explicit statement of date from cuneiform sources. The
first move was against Tyre. Eululseus, whom Sennacherib calls Lull king of Sidon. according to Menander,
as quoted by Josephus, had gone to Citium in Cyprus
to estabhsh his authority. ' He was thus committing a
technical act of war against Sennacherib. The latter

does not state the grounds of his quarrel. But doubtless all the West had become very backward in payment
of tribute. Sennacherib says that Lull fled from Tyre
to Cyprus and that all his country fell into Assyrian
hands. Great Sidon and Little Sidon, Beth-zait, Sarepta,
Mahalliba, Usil, Achzib, and Accho are named as
fortresses captured from T-.uli.
Sennacherib set up
Ethobal as vassal king over n new kingdom of Sidon.
Tyre he could not reduce.
The vassal kings and semi-independent rulers of Syria
and Palestine now hastened to secure exemption from
pillage by tribute and submission. Menahem of Samsimurtina, Abdi-li'ti of ..\rvad, Urumilki of Gebal, Mitinti
of Ashdod, Pudu-ilu of Ammon, Kamus-nadab of
Moab, Airammu of Edom, all called kings ofthe Martuland, submitted.
Sidka of Ashkelon stood out, was
captured and with all his belongings carried to Assvria.
He had apparently come to the throne by a revolution
which had expelled Sarru-liid^ri, son of Rukipti, whom
Tiglath-pileser IIL had set over Ashkelon, about 734
B.C. Hence he probably expected no mercy if he submitted. Sarru-llid^ri was reinstated. Sennacherib then
reduced Beth-dagan, Joppa, Benebarka, and Azor which
had been under Sidka's rule.
The nobles and people of Ekron had rebelled against
their king Padi, a faithful vassal of Assyria, put him in
chains, and sent him to Hezekiah, king of Judah, to
keep in prison. A\''hen Sennacherib advanced against
Ekron, he was faced by a great army of the kings of
Musur, with troops, archers, chariots, and horsemen
from Meluhha.
This army he defeated at Eltekeh,
capturing the sons ofthe kings of Musur and the generals'
sent from Meluhha,
He then stormed Eltekeh and
Timnath.
Ekron soon submitted. After wiping out
the conspirators and enslaving their supporters Sennacherib reinstated Pad!, whom he says he ' brotight forth
out of Jerusalem.'
Sennacherib then proceeded to ravage Judah, capturing forty-six great fortresses and smaller cities ' ^vithout
number.' ' counting as spoil' 200,150 people. He does
not claim to have captured Jerusalem.
He sa3's of
Hezekiah, 'him, like a caged bird, within Jerusalem,
his capital, I shut in, forts against him I raised, and I
repulsed whriexer came out of his city gate and tore it
u p ' ; but there is no mention of capture. The captured
cities were annexed to the dominions of Metinti of
Ashdod, Padi of Ekron, and Silli-bel of Gaza. What
caused Sennacherib to leave Judah we are not told ; but
it is nearly certain that troubles in Babylon were again
pressing. The army left behind under the Tartan and
Rabshakeh would be well able to carry on a siege ; but
Hezekiah would not push matters to the point of standing a long siege. He did submit, as is evident from
the tribute which, Sennacherib says, w^as sent after him
to Nineveh. It amounted to 30 talents of gold, 800
talents of silver, and an enormous amount of precious
stones and palace furniture,besides Hezekiah's daughters,
his eunuchs, musicians, etc. Sennacherib's account of
the submission seems to imply that it was the Urbi,
Arabs whom Hezekiah had received into the city to
strengthen it, who really gave in, and so forced the
king to submit. They may have been a garrison from
Meluhha. These events are recorded on Cylinder B,
which is dated in the Eponymy of Mitunu, 700 B.C.
That the account is complete no one can pretend. It
makes no mention of Lachish, although the celebrated
scene of Sennacherib receiving the submission of that
city shows the great importance attached by him to its
capture.
Whether Lachish was one of the forty-six
great fortresses, or not, it seems probable, as it was
only 10 m. or so from F.Itekeh, that it was captured in
this expedition.
\\niat was the exact nature of Bcl-ibnl's fault we do
not know ; but Merodach-baladan's activity in the Sealand and the unrest of Marduk-us^zib in Chaldaea
caused Sennacherib to attack the southern portion of
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Sennacherib enumerates the Tu'muna, Rijiihu, ladaku,
Ubudu, Kipre, Malihu, Gurumu, Ubulu, Damunu, Gambulu,
y^indaru, Ru'a, Pukudu, Hamranu, Hagaranu, Nabatu, Li'tau,
Aramu. The nuniber of his captives he puts at 208,000. T h e
nature of these tribes is indicated by the spoil taken from t h e m :
7200 horses, 11,073 asses, 523a camels, 80,100 oxen, 800,500
sheep. T h e country was clearly over-run by nomads.
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Babylonia. His principal enemies fied. Merodachbaladan, with his gods, escaped by ship to Nagitu on
the Elamite coast of the Persian Gulf; but his brothers
and the rest of his people, wliom he had left in Bit
Yakin, were taken captives. Sennacherib added 15,000
bowmen and 15,000 pikemen from these countries to
his army. This was in 700 B.C. Sennacherib calls it
his 'fourth campaign.'
Sennacherib now seems to have considered his empire
thoroughly subdued, for he embarked on a fanc}- e.\„.,
pedition, what he himself c.ills his fifth 1
o other
o. vouc
campaign.
It can have brought little
campaigns, p^o^t^ ^,^5 i^g dwells upon it with evident
pride and delight. Some of tlie mountain districts of
CiUcia, peopled bv the Tamurru, Sarmu, Ezama, Kipsu,
Halbuda, Ktia, Kana, dwelling m cities peiched like
birds' nests on Mount Xipur, ' \\ere not submissive to
my yoke.' ."^o, pitching his camp at the foot of Mount
Nipur, with his bodyguiirds and picked w arriors he scaled
the mountain peaks, leading the attack in person, ' like a
mightv bull.' He goes on to describe the hardships of
this raid in a way that shows his own love of fighting. Then he turned to Mania, king of Ukki, at
the Mount .•^nara and Uppa ; then against parts of
Cilicia, Tulgarimmu, and the borders of Tabal. Everywhere he succeeded, pillaged, burnt, and destroyed.
This seems to have been in 699 B. c. Although there
seems to have been small value in this move, Berossus
seems to have known of Sennacherib's war in Cilicia
and ascribes to him the foundation of Tarsus.
In his sixth campaign Sennacherib struck out a completely new plan. Merodach-baladan's elusive tactics
had repeatedly foiled his enemy. He had taken to the
ships, for which the Chaldseans were famous, and escaped
to Nagitu, whither Sennacherib could not follow. Now
Sennacherib determined to strike him even there. So
he set his captives from the Phcenician coasts, skilled
shipbuilders, to build ships at Xineveh. These he took
down the Tigris to Opis, dragged them overland to the
Arahtu canal, and floated them on the Euphrates at
Bit Dakkltri. He then embarked his bodyguards and
picked warriors, stocked the ships with provisions for
the men and fodder for the horses, and sent them down
the river, while he marched beside them on land, as
far as Bftb Salimiti. The fleet stretched on the shore
of the river to the shore of the Gulf, ' two kaspii.' At
the mouth of the river Sennacherib seems to have stayed
behind. He sent on his fleet, however, and after five days
and nights they reached a point where he caused sacrifices to be offered to Ea, god of the ocean, and threw a
gold ship, a gold fish, and an alluttu of gold into the
sea. The landing at Xagitu was opposed and the shore
was difficult; but at the mouth of the Ulai, where the
shore was practicable, a landing was effected and
Sennacherib's army swarmed out of the ships ' like
locusts.' The Chaldseans were utterly routed, Nagitu,
Nagitu Dihibina, Hilmu, PiUatu, Hupapanu, Elamite
cities, were captured. The gods of Bit Yakin that had
been carried there, the people, with a number of Elamites, and immense booty, were brought back to Sennacherib at B^b Salimiti. .Sennacherib added to his army
30,500 bowmen, 30,500 pikemen. The rest of the spoil
he distributed among his warriors.
In this campaign Sennacherib had violated the territory of Elam. Istar-hundu of Elam had never crossed
swords with Sennacherib since the defeat of his army
sent to support Merodach-baladan. Probably he was
regarded by the more warlike spirits in Elam as pusillanimous, .^t any rate in 699 B. c. his brother Hallusu
imprisoned him and took the rule in Elam. How long
Sennacherib was occupied over his preparations for the
extirpation of Merodach-baladan is not clear; but it
was in 693 B.C. that he pillaged Nagitu, Hilrau, PiUatu,
and Hupapanu. This invasion was at once revenged
by Hallusu. While Sennacherib was triumphing in the
S., the king of Elam made a raid into Babylonia, cap4365
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tured Sippara, slew its people, defeated .\sur-nadin-5um
and carried him captiie to Elam, whence he seems
never to have returned. The king of Elam then set
Nergal-usczib on the throne of Babylon. Xtrgal-usezib
at once set to work, evidently assisted by Elamite troops,
to occupy the country in Sennacherib's rear. In Tammuz he occupied Xippur.
He attacked Erech and
pillaged its gods and people. His Elamite allies carried
off the gods and people. This was on the first of
Tcsritu ; but on the seventh he met the victorious army
of Sennacherib returning from the S. and was defeated,
captured, and carried off to .\ssvria, after a reign of a
year and six months.
This was in 693 B.C. At the
end of this year Hallulu of Elam was killed in a revolution and wai succeeded by Kudur-nahundi.
Sennacherib is silent as to the troubles in Babylonia and the
fate of Asur-nadin-sum. But he appends to the account
of the si.\th expedition the statement that on his return
he defeated and captured Suzub, son of Gahul, who had
seated himself on the throne of Babylon. He ascribes
this revolution to the Babylonians, who had fled with
Merodach-baladan to Elam, and had returned thence
to Babylon.
Sennacherib then sent an army against
the Elamite auxiharies while he apparently pursued his
way to Assyria. His army defeated that of Elam and
slew the king of Elam's son.
It was clear that Sennacherib could not pass over
stich conduct as Elam had shown. In his ' seventh
campaign,' Sennacherib raided the land. He claims
to have captured thirty-four fortified cities and an endless number of smaller towns, ' the smoke of their
burning lay over the land like a cloud.' But Kudurnahhundi would not meet the invader, who seems only
to have ravaged the lowlands. Sennacherib states that
the king of Elam returned to Madaktu, a mountain
fortress. Thither Sennacherib determined to follow and
root him out. Kudur-nahhundi abandoned Madaktu
and fled to Hidalu, a remote mountain fastness. Sennacherib attacked Madaktu ; but in the hills winter
came on so fast and the storms were so severe that he
could not press the assault, and returned to Nineveh.
Kudur-nahhundi did not survive more than three
months, and was succeeded by a brother Unimanminanu, whom Sennacherib regarded as a man \s ithout
sense or prudence.
Sennacherib with his plunder-laden army had passed
Babylon by on his return from the S., and though he
had captured its king X(5rgal-usSzib at Xippur and
driven the Elamites out of Babylonia, and subsequently
raided Elam, he had not yet entered the capital.
Doubtless his first efforts had been directed to an
attempt to recover his son from Elam, and the place
was hateful to him.
Xov, when he would enter
Babylon, he found that the inhabitants had made
themselves \ new king, Musezib-Marduk, another
Chaldaean. He is credited with reigning four years—
692-88 B.C. Sennacherib calls him a felon who had
fled from the prefect of Lahiri and had collected a
band of murderers and robbers, and taken rehire in
the marshes. \\'hen surrounded by Sennacherib before,
he managed to escape to Elam ; but when he found
there only danger and trouble, he had come back to
Babylon and there found means to secure the throne.
He broke open the treasure-house of ^larduk's temple
and sent a bribe to Umman-minanu. The latter giving
no heed to the fate which Sennacherib had brought
upon Elam in his last campaign, received the bribe and
assembled an immense army, drawn not onl)- from Elam,
but also from many lands whieh had once acknowledged
Assyrian power. It is interesting to note Parsua, .Anzin
(afterwards the land of Cyrus), Ellipi, Lahiru, Pukudu,
Gambulu; also Samuna, son of Merodach-baladan.
The forces reached Babylon and effected a junction with
Musgzib-Marduk. It was the greatest coalition that
had yet faced Sennacherib. In his eighth campaign he
met them at Halulg on the Tigris, and the chronicler
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waxes eloquent over the immense array that faced the
Assyrian army. They were ' like a great swarm ' of
locusts. ' The dust of their feet was like a heavy storm
cloud which, spreads over the wide heaven about tQ
break in downpour.' The account of the battle given
by Sennacherib is a masterpiece of description, but too
long to quote. He claims to have defeated his enemies
with tremendous slaughter and terrible butchery. The
Babylonian Chronicle, however, claims the victory for
Elam. At any rate Sennacherib returned to Nineveh for
a time. It is not clear in which year the battle occurred ;
perhaps itwas in 69r B.C. In 689 B.C. (Nisan the iSth),
Umman-minanu had a stroke of paralysis and lost his
speech. Sennacherib seized the opportunity to attack
Babylon, which was without Elamite assistance.
On
the first of Kislimu the city was taken, MusSzibMarduk was carried away captive to Assyria, Marduk
himself was taken to AJur.
Babylon was sacked,
its walls razed to the ground, the greater portion
of the houses burnt, its inhabitants driven out, or deported, and the waters of the Euphrates turned over
the site. For eight years the Babylonian Chronicle and
Ptolemy's Canon write the city down as ' kingless.'
Some time after this Sennacherib made an expedition
to Arabia. This we learn from a notice by Esarhaddon.
Aduma was captured and the gods carried off to Assyria.
Winckler sees in this an excuse for postulating a second
expedition of Sennacherib to the W., at any rate to
Arabia and Egypt. Several fragmentary inscriptions
have been published which are consistent with the
supposition that there is a cylinder at least partly preserved, which narrated events occurring after 688 B.C.
There is no means, however, of dating the events until
the remaining historical inscriptions are published. The
reference to .-Xzekah, noted by Hommel, may belong to
the reign of Sargon.
No convincing evidence from
cuneiforjn sources is available to support » second
expedition of Sennacherib to the W . All sotu-ces are
silent as tp the last eight years of his reign.
Sennacherib was the maker of N I N E V E H
(q.v.).
His inscriptions are very full on the subject of his
nth
great buUdings there. Some think that it
,' . ..
was with a view to make Nineveh supreme
that he humbled Babylon so completely ;
but the trouble it had given him and the memory of
his son amply account for his pohcy.
Besides Asur-n^din-sum, king of Babylon, 699-693
B.C., doubtless Sennacherib's eldest son, we know of a
son .-\rdi-Belit, crown prince in Nineveh, in 694 B.C.;
Asur-sum-usabsi, a son for whom Sennachefib built a
palace at Scherif Khan ; NSrgal-sum-(usur?), named in
693 B.C. ; Sar-etir-.Asur, whom Winckler would make the
Sharezer of 2 K . I 9 3 7 ; and ES.\RHADDON (j-.v.), who
succeeded him. The mother of Esarhaddon seems to
have borne the names Zakdtu and Nakia. For an
account of a jewel belonging to this queen, see Seheil,
Rec. des Trav., and see the article ESARHADDON for
her rdle as regent in Assyria. Her sister was called
Abirami.
Sennacherib also left «. daughter called
Mattd.
Sennacherib was murdered by his son, according to
the Babylonian Chronicle, and the Canon Lists, on the
2oth of 'Tebetu, 682 B.C. On the biblical account of
the murder, see ADRAMMELECH, SHJ^REZER, and

the cuneiform record, is obvious. That portion consists of barely four verses (2 K. 1813* [from n'^yJ-iS),
and probably comes from the royal annals of Judah.
It states (so too Is. 361^) that Sennacherib took
' all • the fortified cities of Judah (Sennacherib himself
says forty-six), and exacted a heavy tribute from Hezekiah as the price of forgiveness ; two points of difference in the respective accounts, (i) as to the amount of
the tribute, 1 and (2) as to the place to which the
tribute was sent (Lachish? Nineveh?), need not be
dwelt upon. The second and the third portion (i.e.,
1817-1992 and 3 6 / 19g*-35), however, contain several
statements which are unconfirmed by Sennacheijb."
Thus (i) in z K . I 9 9 (Is. .379)—;.^., in the second
narrative—we are told that Tirhakah took the field
against Sennacherib, and it is impUed that this stood
in close relation to the withdrawal of Sennacherib from
Palestine. (2) 2 K. I935 (Is. 3736) tells us that rSs.ooo
men in the Assyrian army were destroyed in one night
by pestilence—the explanation which the third narrative
gives of the failure of Sennacherib's invasion of Judah.
(3) 2 K. 198 (Is. 378) speaks of Sennacherib as engaged
in the siege of Libnah when the news respecting 'Tirhakah reached him—i.e., the third narrative gives the
prominence to Libnah which the first and the second (see
2 K. 1814 17 Is. 362) give to Lachish. T h e first and the
second of these statements are commonly supposed to
be confirmed by the legend iu Herod. 2141, that when
'S.ava.xapi^oi, king of the Arabians and Assyrians,
invaded Egypt and besieged Pelusium in the days of
the pious king Sethos, field-mice gnawed the quivers
and shield-handles of the invaders, who precipitately
fied. Even Winckler and Prasek accept this view, and
they find in the passage of Herodotus a support for
their theory (which is accepted by Guthe [Gesch. 205]
and Benzinger) that Sennacherib made asecond expedition to S. Palestine and N W . Arabia (in the course of
which he actually besieged Jerusalem) some time between
690 and 581, which is referred to in the third narrative,
whilst the second narrative relates to the expedition of
701, in the course of which Jerusalem was only blockaded,
not besieged.

NISROCH.

C. H . W. J.

With regard to the history of the relations between
Sennacherib and the kingdom of Judah, thore is much
_ , ,.
difference of opinion. The chief points
w i t h J u d a h ' ' ° '^'^P"'^ " ^ <') ^ h ^ h e r the Hebrew
narratives, except where they comcide
with the cuneiform record, can be used at all for
historical purposes, and (2) whether these narratives, if
based upon facts, relate to one period, or to two, in
the reign of Sennacherib. That the first of the three
portions, into which Stade and his successors have
analysed the Hebrew record, agrees in the main with
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W e shall do well in considering this theory to put
aside altogether the material in the second and the third
Hebrew narrative, for a close examination of them
clearly shows that they are parallel. The two narratives are no doubt inconsistent in some respects ; but
upon the whole they interlace and are mutually complementary. All depends, therefore, on the justice of the
inference drawn from Herod. 2141. Prasek* conceives
himself to have shown that the SPthSs of Herodotus is
no other than Tirhakah. That Egypt was a member
of the coalition against Sennacherib is shown by the
presence of ' kings of E g y p t ' at the battle of Altaku
(Schr. P^ATI^I 3 0 2 / . ) , and the designation of SavaXapc^os as 'king of the Arabians and Assyrians' is
thought to be a. record of the fact (?) that after his
successes against the N W . Arabian tribes Sennacherib
assumed the title of ' king of Arabia' ; lastly, the
mouse is said to be the symbol of pestilence. The
objection is threefold, (i) As Winckler has shown, it
was the kings of Musri (D'-IXD), not of Egypt (D"]XD)I
who fought at Altaku; (z) W e have no occasion to
assume that ' Sethos ' is written in error for ' Tirhakah ' ;
and (3) there is no trustworthy evidence that a mouse is
the symbol of pestilence (see H E Z E K I A H , § 2, col.
2059). The second of these criticisms may need some
explanation. T h e reason why scholars equate Sethos
with Tirhakah is simply that Herodotus gives his
Arabian and Assyrian king the name of Savaxcipi^os.
But how if Herodotus or his informant has made a
confusion? And how if the king of Egypt really in' See Winckler, in ICA Tm 342.
2 Cp Intr. Is. 229 ^
8 Forschztngen zur Gesck. des Alt. 2 11.21.
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tended w;is Seti (the natural equivalent of Sethos) ? As
Brugsch relates : ^—
'The wars of Seti towards the E . be;i,'an in the first year of
his reign. The scene of them was the tl isi r i d s and the fortresses
on the territory of the Shasu, or Hcduiiin, "from the fortress
Khetam, in the land of Zalu, to the pl.u-<j Kan'ana." . . . T h e
fortress Kan'ana. wa.s stormed by Stii and Ins \\'arriors, and so
Pharaoh became the lord of the entire Edomite Negeb.'

The name of the Shasu chief is not given us. It is
nol unreasonable to suppose that the popular tradition
caaght up by Herodotus spoke of ' the chiuftain of the
Arabian Shasu,' and that this became to Herodotus'
ears, '[Sennacherib] the king of the Arabians and
Assvrians.'
The result, so far attained, is that the only historical
accounts ofthe campaign of Scnnacherd) aj^ainst Judah
and its capital are to be found in thc cuncilorni inscriptions of Sctiuacherib and in the sh<^rt extract from the
Annals of Judah (2 K. 18 133-16). But huw is the rest
of the Hebrew narrative to be accounted for? W e are
not bound to answer the question hcic at length ; but
some suggestions must be given. According to M.irti
[Ies. 259), the subject of the deli\ erance of Jerusalem
from Sennacherib attracted imaginative and ditlactic
writers. This, indeed, is about all that we could
venture to say, as the text of the Hebrew narrative now
stands. But it is not all that we can saw if we give due
weight to critical considerations.
W'e must not exaggerate the imaginativeness of later Hebrew writers,
but rather dig deep down for the fragments of genuine
tradition in their works. This is b\- no means a hopeless
task because we know that the two pow ers constantly
present to the minds of the peoples of Israel and of
Judah were X. Arabia and AssjTia ;• the works of the
prophets of the ' Assyrian a g e ' prove this conclusively.
W'e have, therefore, something to direct and restrain us
in our application of text-critical methods.
Now in
the account of the national extinction of Judah two
invasions appear to be combined, an Assyrian and a N.
Arabian. This leads us to suppose that such may have
been the case in 2 K. I813-I937. The king who invaded
Judah may have been a king of Meluhha—the same who
sent troops to fight against Sennacherib at Altaku,—
and the Cush, whose king interfered with the invader's
progress, may have been the N. Arabian Cush (friendly
to Judah?). The names Sennacherib and Tirhakah
may be explained on the analogy of the erroneous
2avaxdpi/3os of Herodotus.
The pestilence, if at all historical, may have attacked the N .
Arabian army. ' N i n e v e h , ' as in some other passages, m a y
havecome from'Jerahmeel,'' Nisroch'from ' N i m r o d , ' ' A d r a m melech' from 'Jerahmeel,' and ' A r a r a t ' (as in Gen. 84) from
Aram'—£'.^.,* Jeralimeel.' T h e object of the Asshurite or N .
Arabian invasion would be to form one strong united empire in
opposition to Assyria, I t may be added that the much-disputed
and badly transmitted prophecy in Is. L'21-14 refers most probably, not to an AssjTian, but to an Asshurite siege ofthe Judahite
capital (see VISICN, VALLEY OF, and Crit. Bib.).
i It may be ur^^-^ed in objection to these conclusions that fresh
inscriptions of S-^nnacherlb are not past hoping for. T h a t is
true; but these inscriptions will not supersede the Hebrew
traditions. To attempt to write the history of the Israelites
simply on the basis of the uncriticised Hebrew texts and the uncnticised Assyrian inscriptions would be a very grave mistake.
Lr. Smith's History of Sennacherib gives the chief events with
the original texts.
For additional small items of information
_,.
see the Histories of As'^yria, especially
6, L i t e r a t u r e . Winckler's GBA, R. W . Ro.:;ers'
History
of Babylonia and Assyria, Winckler's ^O/'"',
pisswi, and Assyrian Deeds and Docu7/ients, passim.
C. H . W . J . , § § 1 - 4 . 6 ; T. K . c , § 5.

SENUAH (nX-lJD), Neh. I I 9 ; in 83 HASSENAAPI.

SEORIM (Dniyb^), the name borne by one of the
(post-exilic) priestly courses: i Ch. 24 8 (cecopeiM
[•^L], -PIN [A]).
SEPARATION.

On the water of separation (^p

n p ) , RVng- 'water of impurity,' Nu. I D g ^ , see C L E A N
AND UNCLEAN, § 17.

On the separation of the Nazirite see N A Z I R I T E .
^ Gesch. MgyptetiSi

458-460; cp E G Y P T , § 57.
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SEPHARAD
SEPHAR ("IBD; COK^HRA [AEL]) is mentioned

in Gen. IO30 as one of the boumlai-ics of the territory
of the sons of Joktan. It has not been identified with
certainty. The usual identification—a very apijropnaLe
one—is with the aaircpapa, aacjiap of Ptolemy, I'liny, and
tbe Pcnplus [i.e., the ancient Himjarite capital '/AIU\] ) ;
this again is held by Karl Ritter, (Jcseiiius, etc., to be
the same with the seaport of Hadramaut, near Mirbat,
the name being now pronounced I-J>ir or I.Jdr. T h e
possibility of this may be granted; bul it is .stdl uncertain
(see Di. Gen.i^i, 2 0 1 ; Del. Gen. [1887], 22S). ' T h e
mountain of the Kast' is too general an expression to
give precision to the undcfineil geographical terms of
this verse. [On the textual criticism and the meaning
of (Jen. IO30 see further G O L D , § i [c), P A R V A I M . ]
[Sec also Ritter, I'^ntlatiuie, 14 372 ; TiiiJi, Gen.^^) 212;
Sprenger, Alte Geogr. vun Arabien, \?,^ ; r;i;isci, .\ki:.::e, 2437;
lient, Southern
Aratia
(jaoo); A. l l . Kt^uic, The Gold of
Ophir, 70. From Prof. Kcjaiie wc quote the following lintis ;
his work only appeared as the article O P H I R was passing through
thepress. 'Dhofar [==Zafar], as Bent tells iis, furms a surt of
oasis, an extremely rich alluvial plain, extending sunic sixty
miles along the coast a little to the W. of tbe Kiiria Muria
islands, and cut off by the Gara range from the sandy wastes of
Hadramout. Here still flourish both the myrrh and the frankincense shrub, which have constituted the chief industry of the
inhabitants for thousands of years. . . . The harbour of Siu.scha,
now nearly blocked by a sandbank, is still deep, and extends
inland about a mile and a half, and there are many ruins about
it. Here we have the Partus Nobilis of the Pe7 Iplus ' (70 f).
H e r e Prof. Keane would place ' t h e elusive Ophir.' Moscha
' w a s in fact the port of Ophir, which itself stood a little inland,
round about the head of the inlet, which Bent tells us is surrounded by many ruins and was reached " from IMesha as thou
goest into S e p h a r " ' (82).]
F , B . — T . K. C.

SEPHARAD ("TlDp, in pause for HnBD [BDB]?
[Q^]', Vg. [in] Bosphoro, as if the prefixed 5 were
radical). If the text is right, ci place or country in
which Jewish captives from Jerusalem resided when
Obad. 15-21 was written (Obad. 20). That Sepharad
(or Sephared?) is not Spain^ (Tg. Jon. Pesh.), nor
Sipar, or some other Babylonian city (Schr.
KAT^)
285 ; cp von der Hardt, De Sipphara Babylonice [1708])
need not now be shown. Schrader in KATK-) 445/".
identifies it with Saparda, i region in S W Media
towards Babylonia mentioned by Sargon (cp KG!"
116-119). This view is also accepted as most probable
by Fried. Delitzsch [Par. 249) and G. A. Smith
( Twelve Prophets, 2 176) ; it harmonises \; ith the theory
that vv. io(i5)-2i are to be referred to the time of the
' Babylonian exile.'^ But it is also possible to identify
Sepharad with (^"parda, a province of the Persian empire
mentioned in two inscriptions of Darius between
Cappadocia and Ionia, and in a third (Behistun) at the
head ofthe list of provinces, immediately before Ionia. ^
In the Seleucidan chronicles from Babylonia this name
is applied to Asia Minor as a whole. According to
Winckler, the origin of the Jewish captivity of Asia
Minor is to be referred ti* 16B B. f. (Antiochus
Epiphanes) ; if, however, the tradition of a captivity
under Artaxerxes Ochus is historical, this period will
naturally deserve the preference. W. R. Smith remarks,"*
' Lydia was a great slave-market, and Asia Minor was
a chief seat of the Diaspora at an early date (cp
Gutschmid, Nene Beitr. 77).'
T h e text of Obad. 20, however, is very far from trustworthy,
and the context does not favour the view that an>- distant place
of captivity or indeed (see GHADIAH, § 5) any place of capti\ity
at all is referred to. We expect some part of the Ncgcti to be
mentioned. I t is not too bold to take TIBD as a dittographed
nrii;-^ This is confirmed by ©'s reading e<f>p3.da (so the Ar.
t From Sepharad thus explained comes Sephardim, the name
of tbe Jews of Spanish origin.
2 Knudtzon (Ass. Gebete. nos. 8, I T , 30) has also found a
Saparda, N E . from Nineveh, spoken of in Esarhaddon's time.
3 So Silv, de Sacy, Pusey, W . R. Smith (see col. 3454), Sayce
(Crit. Mon. 4S3), Cheyne (Founders^ 3 1 ? / ) . Wi.
A0F2430.
Lassen even connected the name Sardis with Cparda.
4 EB[^, art. ' O b a d i a h . '
B Cp Cidt. Bib. on Ezek. 27 14 ( n n i s ) - That ' • in Obad. is
corrupt is recognised by Wellhausen and Nowack.
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version). ' Z a r e p h a t h i t e s ' was a sj'nonym for 'Jerahmeelites.'
See OBADIAH, § 5 end, n. i.
T . K. C.

D*p 130 (or H-TD), Sipar (or, Sippar) -maim ^—i.e., ' Sipar
on the stream.' Cp the phrase ' t h e stream of Sipar,'
a title of the Euphrates (ZA 1 [1887J. p. 267).
There is, however, a threefold difficulty in the above
explanation of 'Sepharvaim' in 2 K. I724. (i) T h e
- , . ,.
Annals of Asur-bani-pal do not affirm
^+!: « ™ « - ^ ? ^ th^^ ^"^^ ^^"S transplanted people from
to current
Babylon, Kutu (Cuthah), and Sipar,
theories.
but only that he ' commanded that they
should remain alive, and caused them to dwell in
Babylon.' ^ (2) The god specially worshipped at Sipar
was neither 'Adrammelech' nor 'Anammelech' but
Samas. On the other hand, it is equally true that
Sargon, who as a fact brought captive populations to
Samaria (KB243 l- 2 0 ; cp S.VMAKIA), did not and
could not includeany captives from Babylon, Sepharvaim,
etc., for the excellent reason that he made none there.^
And (3) the theory in question requires us to suppose
that Avva and Hamath have been introduced into 2 K.
17 24fromlS34 by RD,"* ivhieh is a complicated procedure.
The question of Sepharvaim is therefore no simple
one.
At present there is no current theory which
„
.
satisfies the conditions of the problem.
^^^1*^3,1 -p^gj-g jg ^ strong a priori objection to
o n icia . distinguishing the Sepharvaim of n K.
19 13 and I834 (with the parallels in Is.) from that 01
2 K. 17 24 31, and there are three considerable difficulties
in this course, two suggested by Assyriology and one by
literary criticism. Let us, then, appnjnch the subject,
bearing in mind the gradually accumulating evidence
for the apparently destructive but in reality conservative
theory that many passages both of the narrative and ot
the prophetic books have been recast, and provided
with a new historical and geographical setting. It is
by no means an impossible view that the passages in
Kings and Isaiah here referred to have been recast by
an editor to suit his own theory of the course of later
Israelitish history (see SENNACHERIB, § 5). This view
implies that the names of the cities mentioned there
have come out of somewhat similar names of places on
the N. Arabian border of Palestine.

SEPHARVAIM (D^inDD ; variously cenct>ApeiM.
-IN, -eiN. -OY<MM. -OYiMN. OyAAAl N [2 K. I834, B],
1 OT

"OyN- cect)ct)ApoY<MM. - O Y A I N .

-OYN.

references

enict)ApoYd.iM,
encl).enct)d.peNi.
eM4>APIN cencjJApOYeM). whence the
gentilic Sepharvites (D'^p^Dn, 2 K. 1731a, Kt. in
V. 31b D^DD). T h e references to a place, or places,
called 'Sepharvaim' are in ? K. I724 (cp 31), I834
( = 13.3619), 1:^13 ( = Is. 3713).
Taking the passages
as they stand, in contexts relating to the political
intercourse between Assyria and Israel or Judah, we
may venture to explain them provisionally as follows,
reserving our ovvn judgment to the end.
I. T h e passage 2 K. 1832^-35 (Is. 36i3-2o), which is
plainly an interpolation (see Marti, and cp Intr. Is. 218),
seems to be based on 2 K. 19i3 (Is. 3713). which may
refer to the Syrian city called in the Babylonian Chronicle
Sabarain, which was destroyed by Shalmaneser IV.
(see SIBRAIM).

•z. The Sepharvaim of 2 K. 17 2431 (in which passages
captives of war appear to be referred to), however, is
more plausibly identified^ with Sipar, or Sippar, the
city of Samas the sun-god (St7r0apa, Ptol. f) 18 ;
^LTnrapT}v(ov irbXis, Abyden. ap. Eus. Prcep. Iiv.\^4\),
faiiHius from its association with the Deluge-story as
given by Berossus, and regarded as one of the mahazi
rabiiti, or 'great capitals.'- This place was one of
the three cities which maintained the great Babylonian
revolt against Asur-bani-pal the longest. It was on the
- .
' l ' l Isft or" es-stern bank of the Euphrates ;
^,
°
the site was identified with the
mounds of Abu Habba, about 16 m.
SE. of Baghdad, by the explorer H. Rassani, who
found here a large stone with a representation of the
shrine of Samas and short inscriptions, dating from the
time of king Nabu-abla-iddina (about 800 B.C.). T h e
builder of the temple was Xaram-sin (about 3750 B.C.),
whose original inscription was found by Nabu-na'id
(about 490 B.C.), one of the royal restorers of the
sanctuary. The temple was held in high honour ; one
of the most constant titles of S.iinas was, ' the great
lord, dwelling in E-bara, which is within Sipar'
(Pinches, J^SBA 8b 164 ff.). But there was also a
second divimty, called Anunit, who was specially
worshipped at Sipar. In the Synch/'onous
Histo/y
(218-21), Durkurigalzu is said to have conquered Sipar
of Samas and Sipar of Anunitu [KBl^gg;
Sayee,
TSB.4 2131) \ the Anunitu referred to was the consort
of the sun-god.
W'e must not, however, use this
statement to confirm Schrader's (vcrj^ natural) explanation of ANAMMELECH (2 K. 1731) as = Anu-malku,
for if Anu (the heaven-god) were designated ' k i n g '
in Assyria, the word used would not be malku [' prince')
but sarru.

Dr. W. H. W^Sixd(P/'oc. Am. Or. Soc, 1885, pp. 2 9 / )
thought that he had found the site of a double city of
Sipar (Sepharvaim, dual?) at the mod. el-Anbar, a few
miles from Sufeira, \VX\V. of Baghdad, where, from
the appearance of the ruins, it is evident that a canal
was conducted from the Euphrates into the heart of the
city. Dr. \\'ard foimd there a small tablet on which
three or four Sipars were mentioned, and he supposed
'Anbar to represent at once Sipar sa Anunitum and
Agan6 (Peters, Kippur, 1176 335 [Dr. Ward's diary]).
If so, Sipar sa Anunitum was a more considerable citv
than Sipar of Samas (Abu Habba). But we can hardly
admit that the duality of the city which lies under the
mound of el-Anbar is made out. Most probably the
form Sepharvaim is erroneous. Either the editor confounded ' S i p a r ' with the 'Sepharvaim' of 2 K. 19i3,
or, as Haupt proposes, we should restore the reading
1 E.e.,

b y Wi. Alt. lint, TOI ; Benzinger, A'HC, KSn. 175.
2 See Wi. W(.V''i;52o.
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Sepharvaim, Hke Rezeph in 2 K. 19 12 (Is. 37 12), will then be
a distortion of Sarephath, one of the most important places in
that region (see Z A R E P H A T H ) , or rather the final letters cn (.MT
C'l, vayim) z-xe., together with Ty"? ( M T Tv|^, ' t o , or of, the
city'), yjn ( M T i'jn, ' H e n a ' ? ) , and possibly mvi ( M T , r^}^S\
' a n d I w a h ' ? ) , representatives of SKDnT (Jerahmeel). It is
noteworthy that the god worshipped by the 'Sepharvites'
receives the double name "^cinN and iSDjy (2 K. 1731). In
the latter form j has displaced -) (cp ii^jj; and ]3y); probably
the best intermediate reading is -;^,-2~IN, the original of which is
surely ^NOm' (Jerahmeel).^ T h e rite of sacrificing children
wab apparently distinctive of some famous sanctuary in Jerahmeel (see M O R I A H , and cp Crit. Bib. on Gen. "112 Jer. 234 11 15).
The other passages which have to be considered in this
connection are Ezra 4 8-10 (see SHUSHAN'CHITES) and Is. 109 (see
Crit. Bib.).
See also R E Z E P H .
See especially Winckler,--I/^. Unt. 100-103; ^ " d cp Cheyne,
^ ^ / . r , 1898, p . 4 2 8 /
T. K . C .

SEPHELA(cect>HA^.[AX--^b], c- neAiNH [ X n ' ] .
Vg. Sephela), i Macc. 12 38, RV 'plain country.' See
S H E P H E L A H ; also J U D . E A , col. 2617.
SEPTUAGINT. See T E X T AND V E R S I O N S , §§46-55.

SEPULCHRE ( i n p , Gen. 236 etc. ; MNHMeiON
Mk. 1.^46 etc.).

See T O M B , R E S U R R E C T I O N .

SERAH ( n r : ' . in pause ny:\ AV S A R A H in Nu
2646; CAPA [L]), daughter of ASHER [q.~'\, § 4]
Gen. 4617 (cAAp [A]. CARRA [D]), Nu. 2046 (KARd
[Hz/. 30 C A R A ; B^^AFJ) = i C h . 7 3 o ( c o R e [ B ] , C&RA

[A], -AA [L]).
1 C p ©13, 2 K . 18 34, <Tenif>apovfxaiv.
2 A'B'2 ig3 (foot) ; cp Ki. Kdn. 276.
3 See^\'i. Alt. Unt. gg.
•* Ibid, i o r /
^ T h e most plausible alternative original is -iinn ' Marduk
or ' M e r o d a c h ' t e p N I S R O C H ) . This is favoured by ' N-^r-al' ii
the same list. But it must perhaps be owned that ' .Nurj^al' i
only a little less doubtful than ADRAMMELECH \,q.v.\

SERAIAH

SERAPHIM

' H e b e r ' and ' M a l c h i e l ' ( = Jerahmeel) both point to llie
south (cp .-VMIEK, § 4); of .Vsher's original settlement in the
Negeb we may perhaps still possess a record in an early poem
(see Crit- Bib- on J u d g . 517). ' S e r a h ' too will be a southern
ethnic name; cp m i , Zerah, a n d ^lMi>'.S'' Ashhur.
\\'e have
also Sab. proper names ^.s*m^", ^.xnm:;'. mi^-'^.s*, with which we
might compare "^.snil^' (root, ' to open ? ') the origin of which
need not be discussed here.

C&p. [K* once]), supernatural guardians of the throne of
1. References ]*^^'''"'='' mentioned and partly described
' in the account of Isaiah's inaugural
vision (Is. 6 2 - 4 6 / ) . 'Abovehim stood thes8raphTnr—/'.f.,
the}- seemed to tower above \'ahwe, who was enthroned
in the most sacred part of the temple (the T^T). Each
had si.x wings ; a ])air co\ered the face, another the
SERAIAH ['T^l-t'. once [Jer. 8626] -innL", §§ 35, 80,
loins, and the third .served for flight, when YahuA
as if 'God strives'; cApA,IA[c] [ B . \ N L ] . " (iray [HPjV
sent his servant on some errand. Responsively they
236] argues from the apparent formation with a pcif.
proclaimed the antiphon, ' Holj-, holy, holy is Yah\ve
.•^ebaoth ; the whole earth is full of his glory,' and so
foUowed by n' that ' Seraiah' can hardly be an early
powerful were their voices that the posts (read n'lj-N) of
name. The formation h.is indeed been questioned,
till; doorway trembled. Then one of the seraphim flew
though perhaps without sufficient reason. It is suggestrd
to Isaiah with a ' hot stone' (see Co.\L, § j) from the
thatthe name has been adaiHedfroman old ethnic ; cp -i-c.
altar in his hand, and touched Isaiah's mouth with it,
Note that in i Ch. 4 14 Joab, b. Seraiah, is called the
as a symbol of the purification of his lips. T h e
father of Ge-harashini, which is probably a distortion
seraphim are not mentioned again by name in the
of the ethnic Geshurim, or of lle-ashhurim [Che.]).
OT or the N T , though in Rev. 46-8 the four cherub-like
1. Da\ i d s scribe (2 S. ^ 17 ; acra [B]), probably miswritten for
beings (ftSa) sing the anthem of Isaiah's seraphim. Eut
SHA\'SHA [?.?'.].
in Enoch207 ' the serpents ' (SpdKovre!, Giz. Gk.)—i.e.,
2. b. .\7riel, one of those whom Jehoiakim commanded to
no doubt the seraphim—are mentioned together with
take Jeremiah and Baruch (Jer. 3(526 : crapea [BN]).
3. b. Tanhumeth, a captain, temp. Gedaliah (2 K. 25 23
Paradise and the cherubim as under the rule of Gabriel,
Jer. 408).
and in 6110 717 with the cherubim and the ophanim ;
4. b. Xeriah and brother of Baruch, nientioned in
the latter classification also occurs in the Talmud (cp
a passage (Jer. 5159-61, aaipaca [.K*'""^ once t-. 59],
CHERUB, § 1). And in the Slavonic ' Secrets of Enoch '
traptas [N once v. 59]) which follows .^ prophecy
(first edited by Charles) we find not only cherubim and
(50 511-58) wrongly ascribed to Jeremiah. H e is said
seraphim mentioned together as orders of angels (201
to have gone up to Babylon with (or, see below, from)
211), but also seven six-winged creatures overshadowing
ZEDEKIAH [?.''.], carrying a prophecy of Jeremiah on
the throne of God and singing with one voice (196
the fate of Babylon, which he was commanded to bind
211), who are obviously the same as the seraphim and
to a stone and cast into the Euphrates, as a sign that
certain flying creatures that sing called Chalkadri
Babylon would sink and not rise again. Seraiah bears
( = 'crocodiles'? cp COCK.^TRICE), with the feet and tails
a title which -W renders ' a quiet prince' and RV of lions and the heads of crocodiles, mentioned with
' chief chamberlain' (so .\V">K-, Rashi, etc. .inijs ic').
the fabulous Phoenix-bird (12i 15 i). These creatures
' Prince of Menucha' (.!¥•"£ ) is evidently a resource of
have twelve wings, and attend the chariot of the sun ;
despair; Menucha = Manahath (!) i Ch. 86. Another
evidently they are a modification of the seraphim.
interpretation is ' officer of resting-place' = quartermaster
Passing over the view' that the seraphim are merely
(so Hi., Gr., Giesebr.); this strangely poetical title is
assumed to have belonged to the officer who arranged
2. Explanations, ^ / ' ^ l ' °^r ^f\°"w"^^^'''
""""''
the halting-places of the royal train.' More probably,
^
[AT. sarzifa, to be nigh J, we note
however, Seraiah's office was that of commissary of the
three possible views as to the original meaning of
tribute (iip-.-i-.:: ®, Tg., Gra., Che.). This view
the name.
implies a further correction of ' with' into ' from
1. Fried. Delitzsch and Hommel see a connection
Zedekiah.' Xote that Jeremiah's interest is entirely
between sdrdphl/n and Sarrapu (the burner), which is
absorbed in Seraiah (v- 61, 'when thou comest, and
given as one of the names of the Babylonian solar
seest,' etc.).
fire-god Nergal ' i n the land of the west'—i.e., in
But is this story historical? It has the appearance
Canaan (5 R. 46, 22, cd. ; Jensen, Kosmol. 62).
of being Haggadic, i.e., an edifying romance. See
This suggests that ReSeph, the old Palestinian solar fire-god
(CIS
1 38)j also admitted (as Respu) into the Egyptian Pantheon,
jEREMi.\H (BOOK), § 17, and cp Giesebrecht's commay possibly in early times have been called Saraph. If Rekub
mentary.

5- b. Kenaz, brother of Othniel and father of J O A B 2 (i Ch.
4 1 3 / aapia t.\ V. 14]). See ad init.
6. b. Asiel of Si.MEON (§ 9 iii.), i Ch. 435 (crapaav [B]).
7. A chief priest in the time of Zedekiah, who was put to death
by Xebuchadrezzar (2 K. 25 1 8 ^ Jer. 52 2 4 ^ [BKAr om.]).
Ihe Chronicler traces his origin to Eleazar b. Aaron (i Ch. IJ4J^
floff-'i);
he is the son of Azariah b . Hilkiah (i,. 13), and
father of JEHOZADAK [g.v.]. In K z r a 7 i _ ^ Ezra, who was
perhaps not even a priest at all, is made a son of Seraiah, which
betrays the desire of the priestly redactor to bring him into the
high-pnestly family (cp EZRA, G E N E A L O G I E S i., § 7 (iv.J). T h e
same fragment of genealogy springs up again in N e h . 1111,
where Seraiah b. Hilkiah is called cri'-Nri n ' 3 TJ3 (cp 2 Ch.
3113), cp also I Ch. i' II, where, however, the name is replaced
by .Vzanah. In i Ksd. 65 2 Esd. 11 SARAIAS, E V ; b u t R V
AZAKAIAS, I Esd, 8 I.
8. One of those who came u p from Babylon with Zerubbabel
(l'.zra22opaia![I;A-n), in Neh. 77 called AZARIAH (17). H i s
name appears in 1 Esd. 5 8 as ZACHARIAS, RV ZARAIAS (fapaiou
[B], (apeov [A]).
"^
, ''• Priestly signatory to the covenant (see E Z R A i., § 7) ;
N e h . l 0 2 [ 3 ] ; cp 12i, In N e h . l 2 i 2 the house of Seraiah is
tirst on the hst, whence we infer that in the mind of the
t-nronicler his family was considered to be of great importance,
and perhaps therefore connected by him with Seraiah (7). See
S^'"^^S. A. C.

SERAPHIM (D'S-jb, cep&(|)[6]iM, - N [ B X A Q T ] ,
Several Palmyrene inscriptions state that they have been
set up in honour of the leader of the caravan (nmK'D m ) by
me senate and people.'
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(one of the gods of Sam'al in N . Syria) were really, as Halevy
thought, the same as Kerub, ' C h e r u b , ' this would supply a
parallel. The Saraphim (not Seraphim) would in this case be a
mythic rendering of the supernatural flames in which this god
revealed himself (cp Cant. 8 6 Job •'J 7 ?) ; the form which they
took would naturally be that of the lion (cp N E R G A L ) . And
Isaiah's SaraphTm (?) may have been suggested by mythic forms
which perhaps existed In the temple, similar to the nergalti ox
colossal winged lions with human heads which, like the colossal
winged bulls, guarded the portals of Bab.-Ass. temples and
palaces.
W e find 'lions, oxen, and cherubim' mentioned
together in i K. 7 29.
2.

Another

possibility

is t h a t

the Seraphim (not

Sdrdphi77i) were originally, in accordance with Nu. 218
I-S. 14 29, serpents; Arabian and Hebrew folk-lore
placed flying serpents, with burning venomous bite, in
the desert, and Hebrew mythographers may have
represented winged serpents as the guardians of the
dwelling of the Deity. The place of honour given to
living serpents in the Egyptian temples, is remarked
upon elsewhere (see SERPENT, § 3 [ / ] ) , and though to
Isaiah the seraphic guards of Yahwe have assumed a
higher form of being (see SBOT, 'Isaiah, 139), 3"et
no one who remembers the frequency with which in
folk-lore serpents are transformed into human beings,
can pronounce such a development impossible. It is
true, there is no mention of the seraphim in the Hebrew
story of Paradise as it has come down to ns. But it is
quite possible (see PARADISE, § l i ) that the serpent
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[ncihdiS) who held discourse with the first woman was
originally represented as the guardian of the wonderful
tree in the midst of God's garden. There may have
been originally only one seraph just as,there may have
been only one cherub (cp Ezek. 281416 Ps. 18ici[n]).
3. It is also possible to regard the seraph as a nobler
development of - bird of prey. H. G. Tomkins long
ago suggested a comparison with the Egyptian seref,
which appears as the guardian of graves and as the
bearer of the Egyptian kings to heaven on their decease.
The seref is met with as early as the pyramid texts ; in a late
papyrus he is said to ' .seize [his prey] in his claws in an instant
and take them above the top of the clouds of heaven.'1 It is a
composite animal, and bears a close resemblance to the Hebrew
cherub and to the •ypui/' or griffin (part lion, part eagle).
The arguments in favoiur of the second of these views
preponderate. It is against the first that we find no
trace of eriz' as a divine name, and against the third
that it leaves no real distinction between the seraph and
the cherub. And it is against both that o'Siiti 's so
much more naturally rendered ' serpents' than either
' burning ones' or ' serefs.' It may seem strange that
the symbolism of the temple decoration made no use
of the seraphim.
But the temple did contain one
sacred object closely analogous to the original seraphim
—the so-called ' brazen serpent' (see N E H U S H T . ^ N ) .
Hezekiah broke it in pieces. The Jewish and Christian
imagination did something better with the seraphim
inherited from folk-lore ; it transformed and ennobled
them. See CHERUBIM, § i.
T. K. c.

unfettered way in which Mt. and Lk. make a place for
it in their narratives.
The idiosyncrasies ofthe reports, too marked to be explained
from the separate use of Q by each editor, necessitate the
hypothesis that they had at their disposal different recensions
of Matthew's vernacular logia.coUection, which had originated
in various circles of faith and practice. 'Translation such as
Papias mentions certainly would involve editing ; the fluidity of
interests in the primitive church, together with the absence of
any definite authority upon the biography of Jesus, exposed
evangelical collections to considerable vicissitudes, even before
they came under the free but neither arbitrary nor doctrinaire
handUng of an editor with religious aims and prepossessions ofhis
own (see G0SPEI.S, §§ laof.), to say nothing of the diverse
needs of edification. Upon the characteristics of the recension
used by Lk. .see P. Ewald, Das Hauptproblem der Evang--fi-age
(i8go), 212^7,216^; So\ts.\x, Eine Liicke tier synopt. Forschung
(1899), 3-5, and Feine, Eine vorkanon. Ueberlieferung des
ZMf«j(i89j), 142 ,X

SERAR (cepAp [BA]), i Esd. 63= RV, AV A S E R E R
= Ezra 2 S3, SISERA, ....
SEREBIAS (ecepeBi&c [B.A.]), 1 Esd. 854, AV^e= Ezra 818, SHESEBI.MI.
SERED ( T i p ; c&peiv [BAFL]), a clan of ZEBULUN
(q-v.). Gen. 4614 (ce- [A], e c p - [D'\, ceAeK [L]. Nu.
2626J, whence the patronymic, AV SARDITE, RV
Seredite (Nu. 2626 ; n-jDH ; o C(\p6A[e]l [BAFL]).
SERGIUS PAULUS ( c e p r i c o H A Y A W [ T i . W H ] ) ,
A c t s l S ? . See PAULUS.
SERJEANTS (Acts 16 35 38,t EV), RV^e- H C T O R S .

SERMON ON THE MOUNT
Critical presuppositions (§1).
Beatitudes and Woes (§ 10).
In Mt. (§§ 2-4).
Jesus and the Law (§§ u-13).
In Lk. {% if).
New Law (§ 1 4 / ) .
Sermonic logia in Mk. (§ 7).
Finale (§ i6).
Mt.'s Sermon a compilation Audience (§ 17).
(§ 8). ^
_
Historical signilicance (§ 18).
Transposition in Sermon (§ 9). Bibliography (§ 19).
The Sermon on the Mount is the conventional title
given to an address variously reported by the first
(Mt. 5-7. avi^Ti (Is rb 6pos) and the third (Lk. 620-49)
canonical evangelists, assigned by both to the early
Galilean mission of Jesus. The remarkable divergencies
and as remarkable coincidences between the reports
constitute a problem of some nicety which is bound
up with the general synoptic question.
How far
free editorial revision upon the part of each author
'extended in the case of these reports of the Sermon,
and how far it is feasible not simply to reconstruct the
original address as that lay in the Matthean Logia
( = Q ) or in the Greek recensions of Q used with other
material by each writer, but also to estimate its
historicity and actual situation in the life of Jesus —
these are questions to which no answer can be attempted
until a firm foothold has been obtained upon a critical
examination of each report and a comparative analysis
of their contents.
Evidently unknown to the original Mk. (' Ur1 Critical ore- '^I^'''^"^')' "^^ sermon transmitted in Q
BUDT)ositi(ms ^ ^ ' " s to have simply borne the title
^^
' ' t o disciples' and a general reference
to the Galilaean period—to judge at least from the
1 Revillout, Rfnui igyptienne, i88i, p. 86; see Proph. Is-W
384,(3)296.
437S

T h e place assigned to this oratio montana^ in our
first gospel iUustrates the Uterary method which here as
„ ., „ .
elsewhere leads Mt. to produce his effects
2. I n M t . : by means of massing ^together alternate
getting.
groups of incidents and of sayings, not
infrequently taken from various quarters without strict
regard to what may have been their original setting or
chronological sequence.
As in Mk., which (substantiaUy) lay before Mt., the baptisnt
and the temptation of Jesus are followed by. his return north,
wards to (Gahlee and the choice of the first disciples (Mt. 31.4 aa
= Mk. 1 i-2o). So far the two writings generally agree. But
whilst Mk. proceeds to narrate the healing ministry of Jesus in
detail, Mt. either postpones this till he reaches his cycle of
miracles (Mt.8i4-i7 = Mk. I29-34 Lk.438-4i)or omits part of it
altogether as irrelevant to his plan (Mk. 1 35-38= Lk. 442^),
hurrying on to elaborate an impression of Jesus as the prophet
and authority of the new religion. The description ofa preaching tour in the Galilaean synagogues, whichfell here in the
primitive document underlying the synoptists (Mk. 1 39 _=
Lk. 444), is expanded by Mt. (423-25) somewhat vaguely =^_ia
order to form an introduction to two separate cycles of (a) instruction, and (b) healing. The author's plan thus is to represent Jesus .successively as teaching and preaching (Sifiao-Kwi' KOI
KrtpvcrcTcpv -. 5-7) and as healing 0epa.irmuv : 8-9 34, a cycle, for
the most part, of ten miracles). Tne exigencies of this method
postpone 10 the latter phase all the incidents narrated in their
proper place by Mk. (I40.312) and Lk. (5 12-d 1117-19). In
historical order these ought to form a prelude to Mt. 5-7, upon
which they serve to throw occasionally rays of light.
The inner structure of the address corresponds in
part, but only in part, to its setting.' Out of the
crowds. Galilaean and non - Galilaean,
3. Structure. who thronged Jesus on the border of
the lake, his adherents gathered to him as he retired to
the hill-slope (5if.),
W h a t foUows is represented as an
address delivered to tbem directly, in the hearing of the
larger throng ( 7 2 8 / ) . Jesus seizes the opportunity to
proclaim vividly and openly his aims and methods in a
magna charta of the new reign of God. With large
and divine utterance (di'oifa! rh arkiw, airo'v), he at
once lays bare the continuity of his message with the
religious tradition of the people, and explicitly differentiates what made up tho original element in his own
ideal as compared with that of current Judaism.
The addre5.s opens with a reflective but glowing description of
the genuine religious character, in its demands and privileges.
The eight beatitudes (03-10), of which the last is repeated and
specially applied to his hearers (5 i ly;), define a spirit of chastened
and unselfish devotion towards God and man, rather than a
- For the question of the Sermon's ethical originality, which
does not fall within the scope of the present article, see especially
Titius, Die NTliche Lehre von der Seligkeit(M,r!Aer Theil, 1895),
197-199: for the teaching on marriage, ibid. 67-72, and on.
man's consciousness of God, ibid. 114-117. Further, Ehrhardt^
Der Grundcharakter der Ethik Jesu im VerhdUniss su dem
messian. Hoffnungen seines Volkes, etc. (1895), 107^
2 The incident in the Capernaum synagogue (Mk. 1 2r-28=
Lk. 4 31-37) and the flight of Jesus (Mk. 135-38= Lk. 4 4 2 / ) are
both omitted.
8 Jesus as the deliverer of a new law speaks from a hill at the
opening (ixfl), as at the close, of the gospel (2816, equally
vague). Mt.'s moderate concern for chronology renders It imcertain how far an expansive passage like 423-61 (Ss. ora.
424a) rests upon some hdl-tradition, or is derived and modified
from the narrative of Mk. (see the doublet 935.101). Certainly
in 61 there is no tinge of contempt for the crowd as composed
01 \ap.a.c cnipopevbtv (Chrys.).
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robust attitude to the uorld.l But Jesus thc rabbi hastens 2 to
explain that his ideal, so far from being parochial or pusillanimous, involves an unflinching stand before hardship and
duty (.0 13-10); •* so little was it a relaxed method of piety,•* that
it demanded from men a loftier and more exacting conduct than
that taught or practised by the conventional rabbinical religion
of the day (.-• 17-20).^ This avowal naturally suggests the ntw
and final ;ittitude of JeMis^ to the Jewish Law, uliich is exemplified with brilliant and effective paradox in live or six
crucial instances (621-48) of the radical antitlicsis bLtwcen the
new legislation and the old jurisprudence with its ethical limitations. The new rests on motive and inner disposition, summed
up in ungrudging charity to one's enemies; thus Jesus rounds
otf the circle of thought started in the beatitudes, cutting up the
poisonous growths of evasion and quibbling by unconditional
precepts of incisi\'e 1 ire\ ily.
The principle of inwardness and sincerity is then e.vpounded
(61-it;), pointedly and strongly like all effective principles, in the
shape ofa triple antithesis to the Phari-^aic praxis of almsgiving,
prayer, and fasting, which, by their externality, develop ostentation. Jesus then recurs 7 to the positive relation of man to
God's fatherly providence (i> 19-34, cp 645) as a motive for
singleness of heart and for freedom from undue worldly anxiety
(cp O. Holtzmann's Nei/tcst. Zeitgesch., 1^95, p. 2'ju). T h e
loosely joined aphoristic logia which follow (in 71-20), are
partly resumptive and in the main accessory rather than vital
to the body of the address. \Vanungs against censoriousness
(71-5) with its attendant hj'pocrisy, and the opposite (though
less common) fault of an undiscriminating temper which is blind
to the differences of men (7 6); an encouragement to prayer,
based on God's fatherly goodness (7 y - i i ) ; a reiteration of the
golden rule (7 12) ; a call to personal effort and independence in
seeking life (7i3f.)',
a warnini;; against being misled by false
prophets, whose conduct is to be made their test (7 15-20) ; these
lead up to the epilogue (7 21-27), ^^ wbich spurious discipleship ^
is exposed, and (by means of a parable) the responsibility of
hearers and the wisdom of practical obedience to Jesus' commands are vividly depicted.

able hypothesis. The weU-known habit of compiling
material, which stamps Mt.'s Gospel, is legible all
through the o/'atio 7nontana ; earlier and later logia are
massed together, and even their dexterous union cannot
obliterate their h'jlurogeneous nature and foreign sites. ^
Mt.'s Sermon, to 1 much larger degree than Lk.'s, is
neither consecutive in trend nor a unity in time ; internal evidSice, and the comparative evidence gained
from Lk., put this beyond the reach of doubt. The
\ery style shows how the source has been worked over.

In Style, conception, and arrangement, Mt.'s elaborate
and prolonged Sermon shows traces of his workmanship
4 Charactpr ^^^ characteristic traits. It is a com. ,position rather than an actual address.
That it was carried in some retentive
memory as it now stands, is i perfectly unmanage1 Achelis ingeniously traces missionaries (g) and martyrs (10)
suffering, the latter (11 f.) generally, the former inside (12) and
outside (14-10) Israel. T h e temper of z>z'. 3-10 resembles, with
less eschatological emphasis, that of passages like E n . 5 7, ' but
far the elect there will be light and joy and peace, and they will
inherit the earth." Cp Tajdor's Ancient Ideals, 2 217 f. (i8g6).
2 The connection of 5 12 and 5 13 f. seems to be ; as successors
to the noble and devout company of the prophets, you must be
prepared for hardships which flow from an open stand for
religion among the people. Fear cf such peril is not to deter
you from taking your place, any more than the subtler temptation of false modesty. On the continuity, of which Jesus was
conscious in, his preaching of God's reign, between himself and
the OT psalmists and prophets, see Barth, Die
Hauptprobleme
des Lebefts jesu, 58-67(1899).
•^ Zahn (Einl. 2277 287) actually makes 5 16 the theme of the
sermon, emphasising the apologetic aim of the whole Gospel as
a defence of Jesus and his religion against current Judaism.
Grawert ingeniously tries to detect in 5ie beatitudes a reversed
programme of contents : 5io = 5 i i - i 6 59 = 617-26 68=527-37 ^ 7
=538-48 56 = 61-34 55 = 7 i ^ 64 = 73-6 6 3 = 77-11.
* t h e cunous variation of 615-17 in an early Talmudic story
( I am not come to take away from the law of Moses, but to add
to the law of Moses am I come," accompanied by ' Let thy light
shme in the candlestick') is supposed by Giidemann to have
been derived from Mt.'s Logia. Cp Studia Biblica, 157-59
(Neubauer), Philol. Sacra, 45 (Nestle), and Laible, Jesus
t'lrr.tu^im
Talmud(iZgi),
62 f.
T\\^ good iih-rrks of z*. 16 are simply the higher righteousness
of z». 20, which (it is implied in zn'. 26 and 45) reflects and reproduces on earth the character and conduct of the Father in
heaven; cp Holtzm. NT Theol. 171 1 7 4 /
6 Although, in conformity to the historical situation, the claim
of Jesus upon the personal life of his followers is not emphasised
at this inaugural period of the mini.stry, and bis Messianic rOle
IS still obscure (cp oxiT^zf),
his commanrling authority and
self-consciousness are evident in words like ' I come . . . I say.'
ouch language is the utterance of * a superhuman self-consciousness which, as the secret of Christianity's origin and growth,
must be grasped first and foremost as a fact. . . . It is quite impossible for us to conceive such an inner life. Revelation,
''^S'Tiption, forgiveness, help—he has it all within himself and
9ff^rs it to those who yield to the impression of his personality'
(Wernle, Anfdnge uns. Religion, 24 f . after Baur).
Mt. may, however, have meant 619-34 to continue the antiPharisaic polemic (cp Mk. 12 40 M t . 2 3 2 5 Lk. 1 6 1 3 / ) .
To imitate God's ungrudging love towards men (5 43-48) or
to obey his will (7 21) is as impossible along the road of legal
crupulousness (620) as it is for mere profession and empty
words. On 7 21-23 cp the (too conservative) essay by Schlatter
in Greifsivalder
StudicTt, 85-105 (1895). T h e citation in
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In Mt._6-7 we have the author's favourite ' come unto ' (Trpotrcp\o)±Lu) in the introduction (like Lk.'s ' as he was ' [kv TW infin.]
I l l etc.), and favourite or characteristic phrases throughout the
whole—,-.^^'-., ' (and) then ' ([«:alj TOT^ : 0 24 7 5 23), ' verily ' {a/xTjV :
5 18 etc.), ' s a y . . . against . . .'ULTVCLV TL KaraTifO? : 5 11 12 32),
'ai;ain'(TruA(i' : 5 33 etc.), * be seen ' (</)aiVo^at: 65161O, intrans.
'do'(Troteii-) with adverb (647 Ca 7 i 2 = L k . 6 3 i ) , 'lie d o n e '
(yerTjflvjTOj : n 10, WiA in L k . ; Acts 1 20 <&), ' it was said ' (ippc6y\:
621 eti ., non-LiK.-.'Ln), verbs in -eueti' (I'Tjo-Teueti/, irpo^rjTeTJeLv,
^oveveif, ayyapevftv), ' g o thy w a y ' (uTraye: 624"), ' w h o e v e r '
Cio-jit: r'394i 7i5-.'4 = 6s, Lk.648), ' t i i r ( e ' w s : 61826), 'before
[men] (e/HTrpoo-^ei': 0 16 24 6 lyC 76), ' for so ' (ouVtos ydp : 2 5 8 1 5
5 12), the simpler pron. for the reflexive (5 29 6 19), Trpbs TO (' to ')
with infin. (628 tii), ' t h a t . . . m a y ' (oirto<; [6 times]), ' a s '
(tuo-TTcp: f'l 2 etc.), ' i t is profitable' (<Tvp.i^^pei: h^g f , nonLucan), Tvov(\p6'; (-ov) of evil (one) = 5 37 30 6 13 (cp 13 19 38 ; Lk.
O45 only of men), BHipov a sacrificial gift (623^!), ' r a i m e n t '
(ev&vp.a: 625 = L k . l 2 2 3 Mt.tJ28 715 etc.), 'in danger o f
(ei'o;^o5 : ^21 f , non-Lucan), ' a l t a r ' (Qva-iauTT\cn,ov'. 6 23 yT
23 1S-2035), *behid'(KpUTrTti); 5 i4etc.), ' reward'(ju.t(T6os: ijif.
etc.), ' o n l y ' (fj.6vov, a d v . : 647), ' s w e a r ' (bp.vv(i>'. 63436 etc.),
' profess ' (op.okoydfa : 7 23 etc.), ' for this is' (OVTOS yap : 3 3 7 12 ;
cp 1110 AV), 'bring . . . to' (irpoa^lptu : 6 2 3 / ! etc.), ' hypocrite '
(vTTOKpiTrfs '. 6 2 5 16 75), ' wise' (^p6vip.Q-;: / 24 etc.), besides, of
course, the famous kingdom of hea7jen (6 3 10 etc.) instead of
kingdom of God, and tbe distinctive (c.\cLpt Mk. ]1 25) usage of
Father (in heaven, or //^az/^w/y) as applied to Godi (yotir Father
occurs in Lk. only G36=Mt. 648 and llJ3o=Mt. 632, besides
1 2 3 2 ; it is Matthaean). Of Mt.'s 120 hapax tegome/ia the
Sermon alone contains 12 (^aTTokoyeui, ^pox'^, ^LoAAducrw, eipTjl/OTTOtd?, eTTtopKe'ti), eiivoeui, toira, KaTafxavSavu), Kpyt^aLO^, fJiCkLov,
TTokvkoyCa, paKa, opKOi (plur. = \ow^, 5 33), irkijpooi (absol.),
idvLKQi; (647 67 18 17), [^acr. TU>V o-upavuii/] and pani^ta (5 39 26 67),
Phrases like on that day (7 22), Kpiveiv -p.a -cm; (in sense of
final judgment, b-zif 7 ly^) are more frequent in !Nlt. than in
the other synoptics, and traces of the apostolic (Pauline?) age
have been more or less reasonably found in expressions such as
ipya^. avop-Cav (7 23), avo/xCa (7 23), a-rruikeia (7 13), SiKaiocnjur)
(5 6 e t c . ; Lk. 1 75 in O T sense), jutopos (622 7 26, etc.), (H^CLATJjuara (612), •napa-KTuyp.aTa (b 14 _/I), Trepio-treuetc (5 20), o.ya-av
TOc ETepov (6 24 Rom. 13 8), etc.

Following in the main Mk.'s order during the narrative of the Galilcean mission, though with one characteristic {see below, § 9) transposition
6. In Lk.: (Mk. 37-i2 = Lk. 617-19. :Mk. 313-19 =
structure. Lk. 612-16), which was introduced to
provide an audience and situation for the non-Marcan
address to be inserted at this point, Lk. narrates the
choice of the T^\elve and the subsequent position of
Jesus on some level ground w here he was surrounded
by (a) the Twelve, [b) a large crowd of disciples, and [c)
a large multitude of non-Galilseans.^ Abbreviating
Mk.'s account of Jesus as a. healer of diseases, Lk.
2 Clem. 4 accentuates the logion, 'even though 3-e be gathered
with me in my bosom and do not my commandments, e t c '
1 Some logia would by their nature be associated with certain
places and certain people. Others would be somewhat timeless,
either owing to their repetition or to their less local content.
Introductory and explanatory comments, by way of setting,
must have been retained by many of the primitive logia in passing from oral to written form, just as earth clings to the roots
of a plucked plant. But a comparison of Mt. and Lk. shows
that whilst Lk. frequently found no setting for his logia, and
generally tried to furnish them with a site, Mt. is much less
concerned to preserve tbe local and chronological position even
of logia which he found equipped with such a habitation. His
Sermon consists of several smaller collections of logia, already
compiled, perhaps in part by himself, for catechetical purposes.
These, welded more or less skilfully together, make up the
splendid summary ofthe Sermon as it now lies in the gospel.
2 Mk.'s Galileans and (so Ss.) Idumasans are omitted. _ Just
as the force of Mt. 5 T4-16 is felt when one realises that it was
addressed to a crowd drawn primarily from Galilee (425), that
traditionally inferior and ignorant province ( 4 1 5 / ) , so Lk. s
omission of the logion from his Sermon becomes significant when
one recollects that he wrote for a public in the Roman empire
when memories of the desperate part played by Galileans m the
recent war (66-70 A.D.) made it inadvisable to dwell upon their
connection with the new religion. Jerusalem and Juda:a bulk
largely in Lk. 2-3 ; Lk. alone narrates the Galila;ans punishment
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to be rich in order to be robbed or to lend money ; but it is
obvious that reiterated and prominent injunctions like these
would lose much of their point, if the society to which they were
The address opens with a quartette of beatitudes, apostrophisaddressed consisted of poverty-stricken outcasts. This enforces
ing literal p-Aerty, physical hunger, and actual tears as destined
the view that '620f is not intended to describe the actual conto secure eventually bliss and benefits for disciples in such a
dition of the disciples round Jesus, to whom <5 27 f. is spoken.
pres-ent pli^lit of social want and oppression. These beatitudes
T h e third phase ofthe addre.ss (39-45) opens with some loosely
breatlie a s|iirit of intense sympathy with the poor and downset logia; the thread upon whicb Lk. has strung them seems to
trodden, which is characteristic of the third gospel. Dives, for
be as follows.
Turning from one's duty to
example (lii iQ-^O, is not sent to hell simply becai^se he is rich.
6. C h a r enemies, Jesus dwells on the duty, especially
V'-t his riches, it i.s implied, have not merely aggravated his
a c t e r i s t i c s . of teaching and instruction, which one oue.s to
guilt, but proved a barrier to the conduct which would have
the brethren. T o give safe guidance (1139 =
saved him.
Better without them, is the inference.
Better
Jas. 5 i9yC) one must be clear-eyed oneself; to give adequate
bestow them in alms upon the needy. La/arus, as this scriba
and complete assistance to the untrained and inexperienced,
mansuetudmis
Christi assumes, being a poor man is pious.
one must be equipped adequately first of all (0 40). SelfSimilarly, in the good time coming, Jesus promises a complete
criticism (&4if.) is the necessary prelude to any sincere and
revolution of the social order, when the destitute will recei\'e
useful criticism of other people. It is the inner state o f a man's
compensation for their present ills^ (cp the deliberate 'now'[cui']
own heart (643-45) ^^^^ determines the value and virtue of what
repeated in z>. 21 ; ' i s ' [eo-ni'], v. 20, implies certain, not present,
he contributes to the world. See M I N E S (cob 3098).
pos.-'Cssio)!). As fj 27 indicates, w. 20-26 are spoken in the hearFinally, the epilogue (646-49) in parabolic form (which ' might
ing of the disciples rather than addressed to them directly. They
constantly inhabit both the memory and tbe judgment,' Sir
represent an impassioned monologue addressed to two general
Philip Sidney) sums up the responsibility of hearers ; a stable
classes of individuals whom Jesus, here * one of the prophets'
character is built up not on mere verbal admiration of the
indeed, sees in his mind's eye. Among the many disciples
teacher, but on practical obedience to such commands as he
(jjLaOyjTCLi) standing round him, there were probably poor meUj has laid down.
poor by circumstances or by choice (5 11), hungry people (G if),
WHiatever be Lk.'s method elsewhere in dealing with
and sufferers (6 17 fi).
But at this juncture it would have been
neither an appropriate nor an exhaustive description to classify
his sources, the Sermon exhibits traces of considerable
the disciples as a whole under these categories.
freedom on the part of the editor, whose general
This is corroborated by the quartette of woes (CIi^'lN). iti
characteristics of style, conception, and arrangement
which the reverse side of the picture is sketched (Is. .^8-23, cp
are fairly conspicuous in 620-49. Not merely in the
ii.^ 13-16). Like the rest of what is peculiar to Lk. in the
beatitudes and woes (Feine, pp. 112-120), but throughSermon, it is mainly concerned with the perils of authority (37/'),
popularity (26), and especially money (•24f. 33f 38a). T h e
out the whole, the jewish-C^hristian circle reflected in
second woe is unaccountably omitted in Ss. There is no woe
Lk.'s sources becomes visible and audible.
Whilst
corresponding to the third beatitude, and the fourth woe is
Mt. rcHects the early church under the strain of opposiaddressed to the disciples, rather than to an objective class,
tion at the hands of Pharisaic religion, Lk. reveals
thereby resuming tn^. 22 f and paving the way for the transition
in V. 27. In his second volume Lk. has stories illustrating the
indirectly the fortunes and hopes of Palestinian
joy felt by disciples under persecution (623 = A c t s 5 4 i , etc.),
(.'hristians, possibly within the Jerusalem-church (Feine,
while at the same time he points out that popularity is not inpp. 142-145) itself, under the overbearing rule and
variably (Rom. 14 18) a proof of disloyaUy (IJ26, cp Acts'2 47).
Although the first three beatitudes and woes are rather external
bitter animosity of the wealthy Sadducees (see Renan's
and eschatological,2 the fourth touches a deeper note of experirAntich/-ist, chap. 3). His sources vibrate with feelence ; yet all are controlled by the same sense that the religious
ing similar in many points to that felt in the Epistle of
question is bound up with the social, as the O T prophets were
James, Hermas, etc.^
Formally, too, his pungent
never weary of reiterating.
report of the Sermon is shaped into a homily, whereas
In quieter tones Jesus now proceeds to address not the twelve
apostles but the wider circle (61320) of his disciples or imMt. 's is built up out of didactic pieces used by catechists
mediate hearers (6277^), passing from the vehement denunciaof the apostolic age.
tion of prosperous and proud folk into a persuasive appeal for
charity and forbearance among his adherenls.3 T h e introIn the Lucan beatitudes etc. (6 20-26), the poor (TTTW^OO are
duction, ' But I say unto y o u ' (aAAd vfxlv keyui), where ' you ' is
first of all blessed (as already in 4 i3 Jesus is represented as
defined by ' w h o h e a r ' (rots aKououutiO. corroborates the imquoting Isaiah 61 if and placing in the forefront of his mission
pression that hitherto in 0 20-26 Jesus has been describing, rather
—' to preach the gospel to the poor' [euayyeAio-acr^at TTTW;^©!?]),
than addressing, certain types of men. At this point the conseveral of tbe Lucan hapax tegomena occur (e.g. -yeAaio and
trast is almost equal to a dropping ofthe voice. The substance
cr/ctpTao)), and in the introductory formula (cTrapa? K.T.A.), as
of the discourse, in its second phase, is lu\e to one's enemies or
throughout the rest of the address, the style is predominantly
opponents. According to Lk., this humane disposition is to be
Lucan. Fa\oLirite or characteristic Lucan terms recur ; e.g.,
expressed not simply in blessing and prayer, but heroically in
Kkaisiv (more external llian .Mt.'s TrevBelv), Kara TO. aura Troteti'
(a) a patient, uncomplaining endurance of violence and robbery,
(623), TTAOUCTIOS, VVV, •n-apdKkT]UL^ (*5 24 of selfish worldly satisand in (b) lending money freely—so freely, indeed, that it is a
faction, as opposed to messianic bliss, 2 25, cp 16 25), kp.iri-nkTip.i
loan merely in name. As usual, the question of money bulks
(i'25, contrast similarly 1 53), Treuaw (621 1 53), TTSS with ptc.
largely in Lk.'s mind. H e represents Jesus as counselling the
(113047 etc.), irk-fiv ('12435), o-rraiTiii' (6 3opl2 20), aiTokap.^a.vei.v
disciples in effective and unqualified aphorisms never to make
(l'l 34), KaQuiq (636), KokjTog (tJ 3^). oixoLoiS (6 31, etc.), uakevoi
money an occasion of quarrelling ; if it be stolen from them,
(in unique sense 638), eKTrtn-Teii' (''39, cp Mt. 15 14), IStos (O41,
better acquiesce than retaliate and attempt to recover the Irtss ;
cp Mt. 7 4 ; 644, cp Mt. 1233), epx^o-flat irpos (647 1426),
if borrowed, neither money nor property is to be demanded back.
i>Tro6ei|w (6 47 12 5), one instance of his preference for compounds
To this passive >-ole, an active side is added ; money is to he
with ai'Tt ((• :i:^), laxyu) [OVK] (648), &k Kal (i'\ 3g), et^i with dative
ungrudgnigly lent •* even to one's enemies. One does not need
(f'32/^)1 the Hebraism ISoi/ ydp (623, etc., never Mt.), tiTref-ac
fie (6 39, etc. ; Mt. 12 47?), eiTrei/Trapa/SoA^j/(6 39, etc., only Mk.
] 2 i 2 ) , (cat avTOq (''•20, etc.), irpoaevxea-Oat Trept (628 Acts8i5),
by Pilate (13 1-3) and the fahe charge of sedition (aTrb rn^T.
v\pL(TTOs of God (1 32 35 76 ; i'35), tbe common Lucan and Pauline
23 3) made against Jesus by the priests; Galilee plays no part
constr. ofthe article (1142 ; only in Mt. once, 73), etc. Notable
in ilis Resurrection stories.
hapax tegomena a r e : aTreATri^oi'Tf?^ (1135), vTxep^Kx\)vv<.>i ('i 3^),
1 Lk.'s Sermon is less true than Mt.'s to the normal position
TTie'^w (638), 7rA7j/j.p.upT]5 (648), o-KaTTTOJ (648), SaOvitot (I'MS), TLO.
of Jesus towards the future of God's reign on earth ; in rightly
6ep.. (648 14 23), (Tu/xTriTrTO) (6 49), 7rpo(Tp^yi>u/xt ('''.i8yC), and priypa
leproducing the somewhat catastrophic side, which Jesus held
(i'49). In G27f. ex^poC a.nd f/.ttrovi'Tes are paralleled a^ in 171,
in common with his age, he fails to gi\"e sufficient prominence
to the inner spiritual side, which formed the real contribution of
Jesus to the time. Hence the impression left by his Sermon is
L. Paul's study (ZJl'T, igoi, pp. 504-544), ' W e l c h e r Reiche
vivid but limited. See Titius, 177 f , 1-^5 f
wird selig werden?' Also Hastings' DB 4 igf
2 This is so far in keeping with the first preaching of Jesus in
1 Cp the second-century interpolations in Test. Jted. 2 5 ; Kat
Galilee, uhich echoed the eschatological note of the Baptist
ot ey TTTbixeia 6ta Kv'ptof TrAouTtcr^yjo-oi'Tat Kal oi er irevia ^opratr(Mk. 1 14 A Mt. 4 i 7 23yC). Both 'holy spirit' (ayiov TrceOjuLa) and
6ijiT0i>TaL . . . ot fie ao"e^et5 Trcvdrjo-ova-L Kal a/xaprwAol fcAau' f i r e ' (TTI'P) are in the Sermon; but, particularly in Mt., the
a-ovTai. The_ preceding saying (ot ei/ AVTTTJ TeAevT^traire?
gracious heavenly spirit predominates, even althou,2;h Lk. has
avaa-TTrja-ovTai ev x^P^) reflects an oudook alien 'to either of the
little or nothing of Mt.'s sweeping anti-legal critici-^m. Both
synoptic versions of the beatitudes—a fact which incidentally
Versions arc, from different standpoints, to be regarded as ' g o o d
confirms their historic verisimilitude. When the Sermon was
neu's ' (M t 4 zi).
spoken, Jesus had not yet emphasised his second coming or even
•' The connection would be still closer if the wealthy
his death ; all the future for him and his lay within the horizon
of his lifetime, as yet hardly clouded by opposition culminating in
oppressors of 7'7'. 24f. were the enemies of 7'. 27.
tragedy or delay. Even the allusions to excommunication
•* On the religious economy of alms see 10 r-14, and contrast
from the synagogue and otber apostolic ills do not obliterate
12^3 = 1^22 with Mt. 619. Like the Epistle of James, Lk.
this primitive feature, although they qualify it.
reflects the trading atmosphere of early Palestinian Christians ;
the dangers presented by property and wealth to tbe faith
2 T h e idea is one of several anticipated in Ps, Sol. (cp 5 1 - / ) .
(Gri<;pEi.fi, § 40) are vividly present to his mind. See Peabody's
See further, on the meaning, Reinach, Revue des etudes p-recaues,
jesus Christ and the Social Life (1901), ^g7f, and especially
1894, pp. 52-58.
^
^

hastens to incorporate an address of his to the disciples
{620, not to the Twelve).
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and ill-vvilU defined as speech (xarap.) and act (i-irqp. cp i P e t .
S lo).- Similar phra.ses recalling the apostolic .ige may be seen
in the use of Lk.'s favourite (eleven times) aytof nveviia (11 13),
ai'a0o7rotetv(6g33 35, never in Mt. ; cp 1 Pet. 2 15 20 3 (, 17), and
^ffie'AiOi' (1J48, cp I Cor. 3 10, etc.), besides phrases like ' F a t h e r '
'pitiful' (li 3"^^) t p 2 Cnr. 1 3), wapex^iv (6 29), ,>^apts (il 32-:i4, for
Mt.'s fiLO^doq), atxaoTojkoi (generic for Mt.'s fOviKoc, itAiLrai),
oYoptcTO? ("^35 = 2 r i m . 8 2 ; cp y 13 with i Tim. 4 1), tkni.(^i;iii
(tM4, etc., onl\- once in quot. in M t . l 2 i ' i ) , and blind guides
(639—Rom. 2 ig, which is perhaps a reminiscence ofthe logion),
Siniilai-ly, the two other pa.ssages (111-4 9-13 12 22-34) where
Lk. has reproduced matter included in Mt.'s Sermon, show
evident traces ofthe author's style in favourite or characteristic
expressions, such as :—ai/ao-ras, arao-TafTes (11 7f), Kad' rjfjuepav
(11 3), Trpos of address, \ e r y common in Lk. (11 i I222), etTrei' 54
(II2 1222), Tts with a noun (11 I 12 lo, etc., only once in Mt.
I2ii), ws =^where (11 i, never in Mt.), ^akkavnov (I233), clvai
with prep, and art. (11 i).
These linguistic phenomena bring Lk.'s version of
the Sermon into line with the rest of his gospel.
It
cannot be said that Hebraisms or Aramaisms are at all
characteristic of the passage, and the inlVroncc is that
Lk. has either translated from Q with a freedom which
makes his rendering something of a paraphrase, or (as
is more probable) that like Mt. he has edited and in
part rewritten a Greek recension of Q.
In this CJ,
to all appearance, the Sermon lay between the choice
of the Twelve and the healing of the centurion's child at
Capernaum (Mk. 3 13-19 = Lk. 612-16 Mt. 8s-i3 = Lk.
7i-io). Near ( N W . ) Capernaum and about midway
in the Galilcean period Jesus may be conjectured to
have spoken this address.
It is much less probable
that Lk. had before him not merely the logia but also
another independent document containing a discourse
which he confused with the Sermon on the Mount.
In three instances our canonical Mk. contains logia
equivalent to passages in the Sermon : on retribution
7 Sermonic

4=4 = Mt. (633*) 7= Lk. [1231b) 638,

logia in Mk. ?•? ' ^ ' " T ' ^ " 9soa = M t . 5 i 3 a Lk
•^
14 34, and on a forgivmg spirit with
prayer II25 [26]=Mt. 6 1 4 /
The presence of these in Mk. may be due to a redactor of the
primitive ' M k . , ' who had become acquainted with the logia;
certainly the first two Marcan passages occur in extremely
difficult contexts and are in themselves not particularly apposite,
whilst the third is distinctly inappropriate to its surroundings
(cp Mk. I I 2 3 from Mt. 17 20).
Eveil were this hypothesis
rejected, however, it would not be necessary to presuppose
Mk.'s acquaintance with Q. There may have been identical or
substantially identical logia in Q and in the Petrine narrative
which is practically equivalent to the primitive ' M k . ' There
is no reason to believe that these documents were mutually
exclusive, and it is natural to suppose that occasionally the
"ame logia in divergent historical settings and linguistic shapes
l a y i n b o t h : f.^., .Mt. 6 2 9 / 3 (Q)=lS8f.
Mk. 9 43 45 47 ; Mt.
5 32Lk.lGi8((;))=Mt. 199 Mk. l O i i y : Similarly it ispossible
that even within Q itself logia lay in two different connections
preserved from heterogeneous traditions. A capital instance
IS the saying on the lamp and the bushel, which is a pendant to
the parable of the seeds (Mk. 4 21 = Lk. 8 16, Julicher, Gleichnisreden 2^ g2; cp GMSIELS, § 134, col. 1875), and also connected
with a disciple-logion (Mt. 615, repeated and misplaced by Lk.
'IJ ^-1 33); This seems on the whole a preferable hypothesis to
that which would confine the logion to the former setting and
make its employment elsewhere by Mt. and Lk. an arbitrar>' displacement and application.
Mt. 716-18 and I233-35 form
intlependent variations of a common idea rather than a doublet,
and passages like 3 10=719 8 7 = 1234 2833 may reasonably be
taken as reminiscences by a younger man of his first leader's
phraseology. These are cases where pure literary criticism
requires to be conscious of its limitations.
Happily, in the absence of direct parallels* to the
^ Justm ^Martyr's apology is offered (1 5) vnea ruiv eK Trar'TO?
^^n^K? ai'ffpWTrajc aBCxtas fxi(roviJi.ev(ov Kal

eTn]pea^op.evoiv,

Similarly, in expanding the warning against censoriousness
u^xj J^It-''' }f), Lk. redoubles it by adding; KaTafitKao-^TJTe (of
which, as of a.7roAvw = let off, Mt. IS 27, Mt. is content to give a
practical illustration 12 7), and presents the positive side as the
suecial form which appealed to him, viz. charity in the sense of
liberahty or_ benevolence. T h e ground of v. 35 is shifted ;
chanty now is advocated as certain to win ample return.
K 30 is textually suspect, however (om. D , Ss), and witb
^•29 IS probably placed here by the editor.
The parj.llels in Jewish thought (e.g. Hillel, the Essenes,
'lie Pirke Aboth, and the earlier wisdom-literature, including
the negative form of the law of love) may be seen in W{insche,
J. Lightfoot, Wetstein, or R o d r i g u e s ' Les origines du Sermon
»s la Montagne

(for Mt. 69-13 see L O R D ' S P R A Y E R ) , and

Worked out in more or less detail by critical editors.
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So far as

Sermon in the fourth gospel, the comparative phenomena
8. Mt.'s
°^ " ' ^ ^^"'^ gospel enable us sometimes
Sermon a
' ° '''"'''3'^'= ^^- '^ version of the Sermon,
compilation "'^''='' '^ obviously composne, into its
component parts.
.At least seven
passages set in Mt. 5-7 appear throughout Lk., although
differently edited and applied, in connections which are
not mei ely Superior but intrinsically probable from the
historical standpoint.
These are the logia on (a) coming
to terms with an opponent (Mt. f i a j / = I.k. 1257-59),i
(/') the inodel jjrayer (Mt. 69-r5 = Lk, 111-4), (c) God
and mammon (.Ml. (;24 = Lk. I613), (d) vsorldly anxiety
(Mt. (525-33 = Lk. Ili22-3i),2 (e) encouragement to prayer
(Mt. 7 7-11 = Lk. 11 9-13), ( / ) the narrow way (Mt.
7 1 3 / . = Lk. 1823 1), and (g) the final rejection (Mt.
72i-23 = Lk. 1825-27).^
Upon the other hand, it must
be admitted that Lk. is possibly inferior to Mt. in his
setting of other four logia which occur in Mt. 5-7 (515 =
Lk. I I 3 3 , 5.8 = Lk. I617, 5 3 1 / = L k . I618, 6 2 2 / = L k .
1134-36); although this does not imply that even Mt,
preserves them in their original strata.
Two instances
are neutral—that is to say, Jesus might have uttered the
saying upon either occasion or upon both, so far as
the evidence available is concerned (Mt. 5i3 = Lk. 14 34,
619-21 = Lk. 1233/.; so e.g., Lk. 644a = Mt. 1233(r, 6451: =
Mt. 1234^).
In three instances of a. doublet in Mt.
affecting the Sermon (629/. = 1 8 8 / . 632 = 199 and 7 19 =
310 Lk. 3g), the historic probabilities seem to favour
that setting of the logion which is extra-Sermonic.
The Sermon also exhibits several curious instances of
transposition [e.g-, the temptation-narrative Mt.45-io =
a rp Lk. 4 5-12, Jonah and Solomon Mt.
...
.
1241/! =SoIomon and Tonah Lk. I I 3 1 / ; ,
position in
. ^/.
... , • ' , . .
,
'•''-''
Sermon
' ' " .P^^^^S^^ ' ' ' ' ^ ' ' " • ^-*° (X""K. - . i/tdr.) = Lk. 629 (i/A. K. .
x-),
64244 (liberality and prayer) = Lk. 62830 (prayer and
liberality), 6 4 5 / (sonship and reward) = Lk. 632-35
(reward and sonship), Mt. 6 1 9 / . (moth and thief) = Lk.
12 33 (thief and moth), Mt 6 1 9 / 33 (treasure in heaven and
seeking kingdom) = Lk. I 2 2 9 / 3 3 / . (seeking kingdom
andtreasureinheaven), Mt. 628(neitherIabournorspin) =
Lk. 1227 (neither spin nor weave [Ti. W H ' " ^ ] ) , Mt. 7i6
(grapes and figs) = Lk. 644 (figs and grapes). Such transpositions occur throughout the threesynoptists. If literary
variety be considered too artificial a motive to explain
their phenomena, we must have recourse to the hypothesis
that such divergencies grew up unconsciously during
the period of oral transmission, although the freaks of
the Sermon is concerned, the resemblances only serve to
accentuate the profound difference between Jesus and the
contemporary piety of his age, even when he is using the latter's
language and developing germs already present on the higher
levels of the O T and of pre-Christian Judaism. Here, from the
historical standpoint, Jesus appears engaged not merely in
clearing away accumulated rubbish to permit the stream of
piety to have free course, but in opening fresh fountains for its
supply as well as in disclosing a reach and flow for its waters
larger than had been hitherto Imagined—much less attained. _
^ .\s Lk. plainly reproduces the original setting of this logion
(cp Weis^, Alatth. Ev^lni. isByT), and as Mt. fi 21-48 represents
a hnn]<.>t;Lneous and fairly coherent address, it is probably light
to regard 5 25^? as an interpolation (c-g-, Holtzmann, Bruce,
Ri^ville). Its insertion wa;. mediated by the well-known connection of debt and sin in the ethnic mind (Exp. T 10 54, cp
Mt. 6 1 2 1 4 / ) .
2 T h e unique ' the nations of the world ' (ra e&vT\ TOU Kocrpov :
Lk. 12 -.0}, translating an Aramaic or Hebrew rabbinical equivalent (DVII)^ n'lOK, Dalman, II 'arte Jesu, 1 1 4 4 / ) , is one proof that
I.k. stands nearer than Mt. to the oricinal source. Lk.'s retention
of Lk. 12 32 balances his omission of .M t. 0 34. Similarly the unM atth,-uan kingdom of God in Mt. I'l 33 (as in 12 28 19 24) shows
that D is reproduced here verbally, as by T.k.; 'and the righteousness ''((toi IT)!' iicK. : cp Jas. 1 20) is .an editorial explanation (like
rpSirov) or gloss upon ' kingdom.' Even were the variant order
adopted (his righteousness and kingdom), still ' kingdom ' would
remain as the^predominating term. Lk. I231 is plainly more
faithful to the original. Cp Titius, 82.
3 Lk. preserves, in an altered and somewhat expanded form,
the original reference to unbelieving Jews. Mt., who apphes
the logion to antinomian adherents of Jesiis (possibly nltraPauline Christians), is obliged to use the sequel elsewhere
(S i i / s L k . 13 2 8 / ) , as it would not have suited his purpose in
the Sermon.
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memory do not seem quite adequate to account for
inversions so repeated. Intentional or accidental, they
are to all appearance destitute of significance.
Assuming these results and continuing to employ
the larger report as more convenient for the purpose of
comparative analysis, we now pass to its divisions. As
a working hypothesis we may provisionally surmise that
the original scheme^ of the Sermon in Q embraced [a)
beatitudes, (b) a statement of Jestis' relation to the
Jewish law, followed by (c) a definition of his own nova
lex, and (d) a warning against unreal, idle adherence to
it and to himself. If Lk.'s level spot {617) meant a
plateau among the hills, a comprehensive designation
of the Sermon both in Lk. and Mt. might be ' the
teaching on the hill-side' or ' the hill-teaching.'
(a) The divergence of the beatitudes in style and
spirit accentuates at the very outset the general variation
i n Th
°^ ^^ *^^° reports. Lk.'s four beatitudes
.
•., are followed =^ by four woes (after Dt.
Deaxituaes 2 7 1 1 / ) ; Mt.'s eight^ stand alone, save
for an expansion or application of the
eighth. Lk.'s are more vehement (sec. pers. plur.),
M t / s (exe. 5 i i ) employ the quieter third pltu-. Lk.'s
order (poor, hungry, weeping, persecuted) differs from
what verbally corresponds to it in Mt. [poor in spirit,
mourners, meek,* hungry for righteousness, merciful,
pure in heart, peacemaJcers, persecuted), much more
his general atmosphere and colour.
The original
Sermon in Q probably contained beatitudes and woes in
the second person corresponding to those preserved with
somewhat heightened ascetic colouring by Lk. ; their
number it is impossible to ascertain with any certainty;
their nature is as elusive, except that it was less restricted
and external than Lk.'s report (see below, on the
audience).
Mt. 5 i i / . = L k . 622/! is apostolic in its
present form (cp for my sake, the Na7ne, and terms of
persecution^); especially in Mt. 5ii_/! it is a comment
such as Mt. loves, added here to lead over from the
beatitudes into 513-16.
As the crucial instance of the first beatitude indicates, the

doubt, language such as that preserved by Lk. would appear
ambiguous and unsatisfactorj^ to those who had lost touch with
the primitive situation in which the words were spoken, or who
had not the same intellectual sympathies. Mt.'s version, figurative anti traditional in its use of language h.-illowed by religious
associations, would appeal to a larger circle.
(6) The attitude of Jesus to the Jewish law would
naturally form a cardinal topic in any such inaugural
•
address, especially as popular curiosity
ll Vh ^l"^^
must have been already whetted and
' misunderstanding created by the conflicts between Jesus and the religious authorities. The
prospect of a revolutionary attitude upon his part towards
the law must have stirred hopes and fears alike unfounded. But the original form of the passage in Q
seems to have been expanded by Mt. and abbreviated
by Lk. T h e latter had an obvious motive for omitting
anti-legal polemic from his narrative as unsuitable and
irrelevant to his audience ; his familiarity with most of
the logia underlying Mt. 513-16 17-20 21-48 is proved by
his reproduction of several elsewhere in more or less apt
situations (see above, § &f.). Mt. 5 21-24 2 7 / 31-48, therefore, is in all likelihood substantially reproduced from
Q, filled out by the incorporation of two logia frora other
places (25/. 2 9 / ).^ From this passage in his edition
of Q, Lk. has merely taken the climax^ (i.e., the superseding of retaliation by unstinted love), in order to preserve the distinctive assertion of the new law. The
linguistic variations seldom affect the sense of the parallel
passages materially. Nor does the catechetical form of
Mt.'s version with its careful structure, reproduced from
the church catechism of Q, imply that Jesus did not use
such a method of instruction. H e taught as a rabbi.
The apostolic churches arranged and used his sayings
for catechetical purposes, but in this Jesus had to some
degree anticipated them ; the five commandments of the
lawgiver in IVIt. b-2i ff. may well be a specimen of the
preaching which Jesus already practised in the synagogues,^ where part of the service consisted in the reading of O T scriptures from the law and the prophets,
followed by comments (Lk.417, cp Acts 1 3 i s ; Schiir.

discrepancies of the two reports run back not only to the predilections of the final editors, but to variant renderings of the
vernacular in Q : irTcoxot and ran-en'ot are ©'s equivalents for
D'13y in Is. 6 1 1 , a passage applied by L k . elsewhere to Jesus
and his career (4 IT f , where Mt. places the Sermon), and irpaeZ^
is similarly used. Mt.'s beatitudes, therefore, represent variations upon the leading idea of ' the poor being b l e s s e d ' — ' p o o r '
being tne devout lower classes in the main. Lie's rendering is
truer to the letter, Mt.'s to the spirit, of the original.8 N o
1 Feine (' Ueber das gegenseitige Verbaltniss der Texte der
Bergpredigt bei Mt. und bei Lk.,' JPT,
1885, pp* 1-85) finds
the original Sermon In Mt. 53-10 17 20-22 27,^ 33-48 61-6 16-18
7 1-5 12 15-18 21 24-27. T h e Hebrew and Greek reconstruction
attempted b y Resch (Aussercanoft.
Paralleltexte,
1893-7,
262-65 81-102 x-T-'if 362-98 101-6; Die Logia Jesu, i8g8, pp.
18-29) traces the Sermon in 51-6 ixf. 20-22 27 j . 31 33-350; 37-48
71-5 12 16-18 2 0 ^ 24-27 ; whilst Wendt's outline consists of Lk.
620-26 Mt. 5 17-20 21-24 27-2ga 31-42 7 12 543-47 L k . 6 3 4 Mt.
548 61-18 71-5 15-1^ 7 21 (Lk. 646) 24-27.
3 Fourfold woe in E n . 954-7. Ss. om. Lk. 625^, Ka-njpTi.o-fievog . . . auTou 40, and softens beatitudes from second to third
person plural. See J . Weiss, Predigt Jesu, 179-187.
3 Or seven (as e.g., 4 Esd. 7 78-99. where seven woes follow), if
5 lob (=5 3b) is supposed to mean a. fresh start. It is quite
fanciful to see a counterpart to the decalogue in ten beatitudes
(Delitzsch, Edersheim). On Mt. 6 3 , with its secondary form,
cp Klopper, ZIVT, 1894, pp. 175-191, with the essay of Kabisch
in St. Kr. (1896) 195-215 ; on the general superiority of Lk.'s
report, Adeney, Expos. 5th ser. 2361-376.
4 T h e alternative order (meek, mourners), even if better
attested, would not affect this point.
5 There was a reasonable ground for anticipating persecution,
although Mt. either ignores or fails to emphasise it, in the recent
arrest of Jesus' master (Mt. 4i2), as well as in the conflict
which had taken place between Jesus and the religious
authorities ( J E S U S , g§ 22 f).
T h e Sermon by no means portrays
the flush of an absolute GalilEean success. See § 6, n. i.
6 Lk.'s fundamental idea is (cp Feine, 25-35) that no satisfaction will be got in the present age, such are its contradictions
and oppressive m a n n e r s ; Mt.'s view is, no satisfaction will be
got in this or any age of the world, since the inner needs of the
soul cannot be satisfied outside of God. Lk.'s report suits the
original situation better. But Mt.'s is truer to the central teaching of J e s u s ; his beatitudes give rich and vigorous expression
to the purest ideal of the Christian consciousness, even although,
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Cp SYNAGOGUE, §§ &ff.

T h e transition from the beatitudes into the relation of
Jesus to the law was probably mediated in Q by logia
12. Mt. 513-16. (corresponding to those substantially
preserved in Mt. 613-16 17 20) upon the
sphere and function of those whose character had just
been described, as well as upon the personal attitude
assumed by their leader to the conventional religion.
Whether 513-16 in whole or part belonged to the original
Sermon is doubtful. Were the Sermon addressed to the
Twelve (so, e.g., Hahn, Resch, and [Lk.] O. Holtzmann), the passage would be quite in line with IO41,
where the Twelve are also prophets ( c p 5 i 2 a n d 5 j 3 ) .
Even with an audience of many disciples, as Mt. and
Lk. both describe the scene, the appropriateness of
the passage is defensible (the prophets as in Jas. 510/.).
T h e connection of 5i2 (Lk. 623) and 5x7 is excellent;
but the intervening sentences may have been an aside
upon critical grounds, they may not justify their claim to be
r e g a r d e d a s the prelude to the historical Sermon.
i Possibly v.-z^f
are also foreign to their context, as that
stood in the original Sermon. T h e superior position of 5 -lez at
199 might, but does not necessarily, involve that bjif
did not
belong to its Sermonic context. 'The omission of 647 (with k,
Ss.) would contribute to the terseness o f t h e context.
2 Thus.failing in the Sermon to establish (with Mt.) the historical continuity of Jesus with the religious tradition of the
past. H e had_ done tbis already and otherwise (4 rfif.).
But
with Lk. the disciples of Jesus within Judaism have 'somewhat
to become' rather than ' somewhat to cast off,' in taking their
course of obedience to him.
3 On the significance of this early ministry among the synagogues of Galilee (Lk. 4 r 5 444 = Mk. I 3 9 Mt. 4 23), which was
interrupted and checked b y the scribes, see Bruce, With Open
Face, 80-106 (1896). ' Great temporary popularity, little permanent fruit' sums u p its effects ; but, as the Sermon indicates, il
enabled Jesus to come to an issue with the current legal religion,
besides inducing him to turn his attention specially to the susceptible disciples (Mae'7TiiO who showed some capacity of mind
and soul for the new teaching.
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/for which Mt. has prepared by the words rot^s trpb
I'/xuJc), after wliich Jesus resumed the tenor of his speech.
Function depends on character, and privilege implies
responsibility ; the disciples are an Israel within Israel,^
whose raison d'etre is to permeate the people as a \vhole,
instead of preaching an esoteric piety or an Essene-like
retirement.
The horizon of Jesus was primarily Judaism
at this period (Rom. 167-9) > ^'^''^^'h a high and devout
consciousness of his mission, which was partly to bo
achieved tlirough his adherents, he sets himself and
theni (in these logia) to the regeneration of Judaism,"-^
Whatever be the origin-' of 14b, the logia 13 and 14a
(15-16) may quite well have lain side by side (otherwise
GOSPELS, § 134) in the original (cp the Roman proverb,
Till sale et sole ntiliu.i), though not exactly in their present
form. The traces of editorial handling, howexer, do not
affect the substance of the passage ; its parts fit in here
at least as well as, if not better than, in their arrangement
by Mk. and Lk. ; and as 11 whole this didactic piece
vindicates its position in the Sermon.
If any ' definite
historical situation' (\\'eizs.) needs to be sought for the
passage, its present site affords a riiotif of sufficient
psychological and historical importance.
\\'hilst 51720 is not only an authentic saying but also
in its proper place as a vindication of Jesus against the
suspicion of la.xity and undue mildness
13. Mt.5i7-2o.
raised"* by his free, daring attitude to
the law, 5 1 8 / ! is wideh" accepted as representing a
Jewish-Christian gloss which evidently (cp its partial
retention in sharper form by Lk. 1617, Mt.'s Iwra being
secondary, Dalman 4-5) belonged not merely to Q""^
but to Q. See GOSPKLS, §§ 34^:, 112c, 1 2 8 ^ ; Feine,
pp. 25-35 I ^^so Moffatt, Historical
Xew
Testament
(i2J 1901, pp. 6 4 5 / ) .
The aim of the O T religion, as expressed by the phrase ' the
law or the prophets,'^ was to be realised by Jesus In the higher
Christian 'righteousness'(SiKaiooi't^), not (as iSyT imply) through
the permanent validity of the iMosaic code with its statutory and
ritual elements, although the more conservative circles of Jewish
Christianity believed that the latter was not merely legitimate
but essential t o t h e new faith. _ It is one thing to say that the law
contained a divine revelation ; it would ha\'e been quite another
thing for Jesus to say that the IMosaic law (Leviticus and all) with
its injunctions had still a future and a rdle. T h e very qualifications and repudiations of 5 21-44 indicate the irrelevance of 5 i^f.
to the original context.6 On the other hand, 5 17 20 define not
^ 5 14, with an instance of Mt.'s partiality for ' the world ' (6
jfocTfto?), reflects (as it stands) the universalism which forms one
trait of Mt. Originally in Aramaic the logion had a range consonant with the historical situation of Jesus and the disciples (so
VJ)?, i3=land, not earth). Cp Dalman's Worte Jesu, 1136 144.
The selection of the twelve shows that JesUs already contemplated a vocation on the part of his disciples, which was not
confined, of course, to the Twelve (cp Lk. 8 39 Mk. 0 38). U n fortunately Mt., who preserves the logion on vocation, omits to
narrate beforehand the incident which helps to elucidate its
aptness.
2 It is needless, therefore, to regard 5 13-16 (with Riiville,
2128-T30) as a patriotic address to the Jewish people ideally
represented^by the crowd, whom Jesu.s exhorts to be faithful to
their historical \ocation and to .show themselves Worthy of their
religious superiority to the surrounding world. N o direct preachin? as yet (except for the Twelve? Mk. 1 i7 = Mt. 4 I Q ) ; only
the expression of an upright and exceptionally pious life, C p
Villus, 12-17.
^ The Oxyrh. Logion 7 ( ' a city built upon a high hill and
established cannot either fall or be hidden') blends 5 14^ and
' 24/^1 and 514-16 was known to the author of the Pastorals
(iTim. .'>25)a3 well as to Justin (.-\poL 1 lo).
Perliaps already in his younger brother James, who appears
in tradition (cp von Dobschiitz, Die urchristlichen
Ge/zteinden^
112/; 272 f [igoz]) as an austere and strict Jewi^^h Christian ;
Certainly in the Scribes and Pharisees, who felt themselves responsible for defending the faith against unsettling tendencies.
£ven the disciples may already have needed a warning of this
Kind against rash inferences from sayings like Mk. 'l 22c.
Unless (Wernle) ' o r the prophets'(77 TOI>? Trpo^^ra?) be an
editorial gloss (om. Clem. Hom. 3 sr). But if Paul could appeal
from ' the law' to ' the law and the prophets ' for anticipations of
Jp 'rigbteousness of G o d ' which was realised in the gospel
(Rom. 321/C), surely Jesus could have done the same. Chrysostom's discovery o f a certaia reserve and guarded tone in 5 17
(otfoi'o^t'a Aoytoi/) is imaginary.
On ' the righteousness of
Christ's kingdom ' (Mt. 5 1 7 / ) , cp Dods, Expos. 4th ser. 9 70 f.
^^\f"> ^'-^o Gardner's Explor. Evangelica,
192./?
As it stands, however, 5 17-20 reflects Mt.'s apologetic temper,
especially in its effort to show the Jews of the Diaspora the
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merely the theme of the Sermon but the permanent attitude of
Jesus towards possible abu.ses and misunderstanding of his gospel
(cp KlOpper, /. WT, 1896, pp. 1-23). The critical attitude wbich a
reformer hnds it necessary to as.sume towards orthodox opinion
and habit in order to clear the road for positive and healthy progress., 13 generally mistaken for mere iconoclasm ; he is impugned
as a mover of old landmarks, and one of his first and hardest
duties IS to show that valid change and advance in religion only
knit the bonds of moral claim moie tightly on the conscience.
(c) The abruptness with which the nova lex is introduced m Lk. (627-36) contrasts unfavourably with the
14 The '''"^ clima.x of Mt. (543-48),^ which comes
n e w l a w ^^^^^ ^ smooth and clear series of antitheses to the traditional legislation (21-42).
In Mt. .5 4t-4K, which ^Nlt. has correctly preserved as the
kernel of the ^eimon, the new 'righteousness' already sketched
IS elucidated with respect to (i.) murder and anger (21-24); see
R.'\CA and SVNEDKIUM.'-J T h e form of denunciation (ti'oxo? with
gen. of punishment or puni.shment's source, in Mk. .4 29 of the
cnn]e)is.said to be common in inscriptions against guilty persons
in Asia Minor (Rams. Exp. '/"IO 55/.) ; v. 2 3 / reflect Palestinian
Christianity previous to 70 A . D . and emphasise the duty of reconciliation as paramount, superseding even the claim of sacriiice.
Cp Epict. L)iss. 2 10, ' if you go and blame your brother, 1 tell
yuu, you have forgotten who you are and what you are called'
{i.e., a brother). The same inwardness breathes in thc treatment
(ii.)of adultery and divorce 3 ( 2 7 ^ 3if);
cp GUSI'ELS, § 145 d;
M A K R I A G E , § 6. (iii.) Laxity in oaths (33-37), as well as in
marriage, had already been checked by the Essenes, and 34 f
is a Jewish commonplace (cp, besides Wetstein, ad loc, Charles
on Slav. En. 4!t i, also Harnack or Conybeare on Acta Apollou.
6). A remarkable parallel from a pagan inscription of the Katakaumene Is cited by Rams. .£'-t^./'10 109, and Doughty (Ar.
Des. 1 264-269) notes the frivolous, lavish use of oaths among the
Arabs, (iv.) 'Retaliation superseded by beneficence' (38-42)15
put in characteristically Oriental and paradoxical form, though
Epictetus also (Diss. 3 22) teaches the cynic to practise forbearance, and when flogged to love those that flog b i n , even yielding his body to the free pleasure of anybody, (v.) Love to one's
enemies (43-48), with prayer for them, constitutes the distinctive
spirit of the new reign (cp v. 20 with v. 46 f);
the divine ideal is
magnanimity, which Jesus inculcates on his adherents as their
duty ; in short a ' love imperturbable ' (Beyschlag), which is not
deterred from serving other people by their ingratitude or active
opposition,4 but finds its motive in ardent desire to be like God,
and its method in instinctive activity, not in punctilious performance of set duties.
See LOVINGKINDNESS, § 4, and
NEIGHBOUR.

Lk.'s indifference to the critical attitude of Jesus,
which dictated his omission of the logia corresponding
to Mt. 521-48, leaves him with a report of the nova lex (6
27-36) which is, upon the whole, less admirably arranged ^
spiritual continuity between esteem for the Law as an ethical code
and devotion to Jesus its ' e n d ' (reAo?); see Wernle,
ZNTW,
1900, p . 47yC^ This tendency has led Mt. to preserve traditions
and logia which often seem rather alien to the catholic spirit of
his own mind. See Manchot, Prot. Monatsb., 1902, pp. 211-227.
1 * This is not by any means an ideal such as could be derived
from tbe hopes of the future cherished by the Jews, or from their
l a w ; it is in the truest sense the possession of Jesus alone' (O.
Holtzmann, Leben Jes%t, 192). Whilst this is true of 5 4 8 , 5 4 4 ^
is not unparalleled; _cp, e.g., Seneca (de Benef.^26, ' s i deos
imitaris, da et ingratis beneficia ; nam et sceleratis sol oritur, et
piratis patent maria'), and, earlier still in Judaism, Ecclus. 410
(' Be as a father to the fatherless. . . . So shalt thou be as a son
of the mo.'^t H i g h ' ) . See O. Holtzmann, Neutest.
Zeitgesch.
(1895)226/?, lA^ifoot,
Philippians, 283-287, and //Cl61-62 2T4JC
2 On 5 22, Field's Otiuni Norvic. (pars tertia, 1809), 3-5 ; and
for Lk. 635, ibid., 59. T h e opprobrious terms of ^It. 622 may
have been actually thrown at Jesus by the Pharisees and their
followers in the heat of controversy.
3 When these are treated separately, the antitheses against
the Scribes fall into two sets of tliree (621 f 27 f. 31 f; 33/. 38/?
43 f), followed by three anti-Pharisaic in 6 if. $f. rftyC, followed
by three others in 7 if. 4f. 12. It is doubtful whether this trim
scheme was present to the mind of the editor of M t , ; but even if
it was, the arrangement seems artificial rather than spontaneously
natural, and forms one reason for doubting whether the connection of 6 i - i 8 with what precedes is anything more than
literary. T h e last-named pa.=;sage is certainly less spontaneous
than, e.g., Mk. 11 2 4 / ? 2i322, But the methods of Christ's
teaching were versatile, and whilst the pas.sage is misplaced and
jjossibly edited, it seems hardly safe to argue back to 'ecclesiastical p i e t y ' as Its basis (Carpenter, First Three Gospelsi^),
iSgo, p. 356;.
.
.,
4 Another genuine reflection of this evangelic tradition occurs
in tbe two logia (preserved by Jerome} of the 'Gospel to the
H e b r e w s ' : (a) et nunquam laeti sitIs, nisi cum fratrem vestrum
viderltis in caritate, (b) inter maxima ponltur crimlna, qui fratris
sui spiritum contristaverlt. Jesus left_ it to common sense to
apply the logion on Indiscriminate charity ; tbe necessary qualification is explicitly appended in Did. 1 6.
f> Resch suggests forfi40 a place in the address at the Last
Supper (after Mt. 2028 Mk. 1045). At any rate 6 3 9 / i s irrele4386
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and less definite in content {cp, e.g., sinners for pagans
and tax-gathe/'crs, xpV'^'^os [635] for Mt. 645. sons of
most High' for Mt. 54S, the omission of 0 3 8 / 4143). H e
has taken Mt. 544£7 (in its logia form), expanded it
(627^-28^), and reproduced Mt. 644^-47 in his own style,
substituting for 45 logia ((129/.) roughly answering to
Mt. .•')39^'-4o42. Starting afresh from 044(2 he expands
it independently, though Mt.'s cUmax^ (048) becomes
with him a transition to what follows ( 6 3 6 / ) , and love
is not thrown into relief against the background of
formalism. T h e variations in expression are seldom
significant ; the main alteration of colour is robbery
(Lk. 629) for legal proceedings (ML .04.,) as an opportunity for displaying the habitual mood of disinterested
iove.^
The law of unflinching love carries with it, as a
corollary, abstinence from censoriousness (Mt. 7i-5
15 M t 61 18 ^ ^ - ^ 3 7 / 4 1 / ) • '^it•. however, has interpolated two long sections at this point:
^^'^'*"
(i.) an exposure of the Pharisaic praxis
(61-18, incorporating unchronologically the Lord's

a c c u r a t e b e c a u s e s i m p l e r f o n n of 31 ( = M t . 6 3 3 ) . a n d 32
{originally b e t w e e n M t . 6 3 3 a n d 34)^ ' P ° " ^^'^'^ ^^^""^^
h a n d , 12 33 is L u c a n , g e n e r a l i s e d in o r d e r t o i n t r o d u c e
w h a t f o l l o w s ; 26 is p o s s i b l y e d i t o r i a l ( o m . D ) ; while
M t . h a s p r e s e r v e d 634 a n d t h e t r u e r Father iu 626.
Of these two pieces {i.) is less certainly than (ii.) foreign to
the original Sermon; 61-616-1S might lie conceivably between
the anti-Pharisaic 521-48 and 7 1-5 (so, e.g., Neander, Keim,
AN'eiss, Feine, Bruce), but it has all the appearance of an independent piece. And 7 1-5 flows readily out of 543-48—so, e.g.,
Resch after Keim, who regards 0 ig-34 as the nucleus of the
inaugural popular Sermon (also 7 24-27) which he strangely sees
combined with a later sermon to disciples on the Law.

Prayer;

see

LORD'S

PRAVER

and

Cary,

114-120),

which is undoubtedly genuine but misplaced, and {ii.)
an appeal against worldly anxiety (625-34), which Lk.
(indifferent to the former) has preserved elsewhere in a
superior conte.xt (I222-31/ ), where it is followed by the
men:: positive logion on heavenly treasures (1233/^ =
Mt. 619-21) used by Mt.-* rather aptly to connect 618
and 625.^ T h e catechism (i.) upon a Christian's duty
to his neighbour, his (iod, and himself (expressed in
rhythmic form, 62-45/". 16-18), which has a title,^ 61,
and a logion, 67-9^2, introductory to the specimen
prayer, 69(^-13 (i4f),
describes the trinity of normal
religious practices for an early Christian,—alms (ALMS,
§ 4 ; C O M M U N I T Y O F G O O D S , § 5 ; c p G A S m . HG 6:^4),
p r a y e r ' ( s e e P K A V K R , §§ 6 - 7 ) , a n d fasting (FASTING,
§ 4 } — t h e t w o laitur c o m b i n e d in Did. 8 a n d Test. Jos.
3, e t c . (ii.) T h e f o l l o w i n g c o u n s e l ^ of i d e a l i s m f o r m e d
a u n i t y i n (J ( L k . 1 2 2 2 - 3 4 = M t . 619-34).
T h e significant
e l e m e n t in t h e m a t e r i a l p e c u l i a r t o L k . is fxi] fMereiopt^ijOe ( L V ' Uc n o t of d o u b t f u l m i n d ' : 1229), t h e m o r e
vantly introduced ; its loL;ia are correctly placed by Mt. (15 14 =
Lk. 1139, 10 24y; = Lk.ti4' >). It is difficult to discover (with H a h n )
seven commandments in il27-r-i, or four parables in 639-49.
1 On this term SL-C Che. Ol's. 837^, Dalman, 1627C, j ^ C l 342.
2 T h e supposed originals n S c or T o n . of which reAeios and
oiKTip|U.u>i/ are held to be variant translations, do not seem convincing. On Lk.'s superior connection In 6 36 37 see Bousset 8 2 /
3 T h e original form of the beatitudes, the presence of traits
denoting social oppression and an atmosphere of strain, even of
worldly perplexity, together with the absence of Mt. 6 25-34 from
the Si.:rmon, render it impossible to regard it as the echo of a
lialilican idyll with pastoral charm, although Mt. lends itself to
this impression of summer teaching among the hills. On the
real state of Galilee and its population, see t_i.-\LiLEE, § 6, Schiir.
Hist. ii. 1 3-5. It is remarkable that the polemic of the Sermon
omits any reference to the Sahhath question, upon which the
bitter enmity of the Pharisees had already come to a head against
Jesus (.Mk. 36 Lk. 0 i i ) . Mt. prefers to postpone the Sabbath
disputes unhislorically (12 1-8 9-14).
** T h e real treasure (0 4 6 IK) IS secured, not by ostentation, but
by inwardness and single-minded devotion to God. L^nfeigned
and undivided desire for heavenly wealth (619-24) is sure of
satisfaction (cp J a . 1 ^-y), whatever else falls.
5 T h e g a p is further filled u p by means of logia (622-24)
which—to judge from their erratic and less happy situation
(I i 34-y- 16 13) In Lk.—seem to have had no historical setting in
(J. SLU E V E (col. 1453), also \\'eriilc, Synoptische
Frage(iSgg),
74, and O. Holtzmann's Leben Jesu (280-2). Mt. 6 24 is echoed
in I Cor. 10 20 f , and cited in 2 Clem. 6 i, Orig. c. Cels. 8 15.
6 T h e possible Interpretation of 'righteousness'(6i«aio(n!iTj)
a-s ' alms ' (eAeTjuiocriinj ; 2 Cor. 'J gf = Ps. 112 9) would make 6 i
specifically part of 6 2-4.
•^ ' T h e house of G^d abhors much speaking. P r a y thou
with a loving h e a r t ; the petitions of all are in secret. H e will
do thy business. H e will hear that which thou sayest, and accept
thine offerings' (from the ^ « / p a p y r u s , Exp.T ^ S37)- Prayer,
fasting, and alms In Tobit 12 8.
^ Epictetus, in urging the same trust in providence, adduces
the odd consideration that runaway slaves (not birds or flowers)
get a_ livelihood somehow (D ss. 1 9 8 2 .)• It is one trace of a
certain historic fitness in the evangelic sources or their editor.s
that figures drawn from the vine (Judsea's characteristic plant)
are confined to the Judasan ministry, whilst the corn flourishes
naturally enough in the Galilaran tradition. See Bousset 44.
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In 637-42 Lk.'s expansion of Mt. 72£Z is secondary
and his insertion of 6 3 9 / ^ (between 38^= Mt. 72<5 and
4i = Mt. "3) only confuses the original conte.xt. Otherwise this injunction to pursue a quiet, inoffensive Hfe (cp
T^est. Issach. 3)^ lies visibly enough behind the subordinate linguistic variations of the two reports, and in
Mt. closer to the original. Jesus speaks in the figurati\e and proverbial language of popular wit against the
vice of censoriousness, suggested by the Pharisaic type
of character. Lk. thinks rather of the inner life of the
churches, and applies the warning specially to niggardliness or lack of ' charity' in the narrower sense of the
word (Ecclus. 29 to/", etc.).
The loose series of sententious aphorisms in Mt.
71-14^ has no connection with the Sermon; 76 is
evidently an erratic boulder (possibly apostolic), 77-11
should follow 6 9 / (as Lk. I I 9 / ) or 6 3 3 / , and 7i2
connects with 642 (as Lk. 6 3 1 : Holtzmann, Wendt)
better than with 7 1-5 (^^'eiss), although as it lies it is
meant to round off 617. Similarly 7i3f. belongs to a
later context (Lk. IBzsf);
Mt. has inserted it here for
dramatic reasons as a logion •* suitable for an opening
address, adding some expansions [i] dirdy. els TTJV
d-mi/Xeiav, 7? dirdy. els T. ^wrjv) to bring out his customary
eschatological interest (cp Dalnian, 130/!).
[d) T h e finale of the Sermon, a warning against
spurious forms of discipleship (Mt. 7165-27 = Lk. 643-49),
Ifi Th
^^^ been expanded by Mt.'s insertion of
-* .
an apostolic logion against false prophets^
(715, which 16a connects with what follows)
and another logion (721-23) presented by Lk. in its true
setting [lS26f.).
The latter, which represents Jesns as
Messianic arbiter of human lives, is plainly proleptic
and cannot have been uttered before 1 6 1 6 / ; like
several other passages of the kind, if not apostolic (cp
s T i . 2i9, etc.) it is an unhistorical anticipation (at
least in its present form, for ' lord ' [Kvpie] etc. in Lk. 646
may represent some Aramaic or Hebrew term for
' master '). Cp (iospicLS, ^ 20 (iv.). On theother hand,
Lk 645 is not specially homogeneous with its context
(cp Mt. 123s), and Mt.'s opening (7i6<5-i8) is superior.
The identity and outline of the closing parable ^ are cjuite
1 Neubauer quotes a Galllsean proverb similar to 6 39 (Studia
Biblica, 1 52, n. 3). 642 corresponds to Oxyrh. Logia i, and
637 echoes a saying of Hillel. K o doubt many of the.se sayings were suggested to Jesus by what he had heard on the lips
of Galilffian neighbours and during his recent tour throughout
the synagogues.
2 C p J a s . 4 Ilf
On Lk. 641 Cheyne quotes from a satirical
poem in the Arabian Hamasa 6 37 : ' 1 indeed see in thine eye a
beam set across, and thou marvellest if thou beholdest in mine
eye a mote ' (Exp. T 4 402).
3 Resch groups 76 with a later set of logia on the service of
the kingdom, following the agraphon ' b e ye wise bankers'
(ytvea-Oe S6KifjiOi Tpaire^lTai : cp i Thess. 6210) and i Tliess.
5 '2ib-22. T h e lapidary style of Mt. 7 1-14 represents one characteristic method of Jesus as a teacher, derived from the gnomic
literature of Judaism and practised by nmst rabbis of his day.
T h e other method, resembling that o f t h e prophets, was a longer
inipassioned harangue, with sustained appeal and thrust. 1 hese,
with the dialogue-method, represent the characteristic styles
adopted by Jesus, the Sermon being a combination of the first
two.
^ For instances of this famous figure in the first century, cp
Test. Asher 1, Test. Abrah. 11, and Kplct. Diss.2 11 8 2 2 ;
for the roads of Galilee, GASm. HG 4 2 5 /
5 Lk.'s sole mention of 'false prophets' (t/'euSoTrpo^^rat: 626)
refers to the past: in keeping with the ' political' or social tendency of his eschatnlouy. he omits this trait in describing the
apocalypse ^f J.-.sus (Mt. 2+24 Mk. 13 22).
^ According to the Tahnud (Neub. Geog. du Talm. 185,
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recognisable under the characteristic style of each editor,
Mt. s \ersion being stiperior in accuracy. The impression of originality and authority produced by the
Sermon (Mt. 728/1) naturally corresponds to the weight
and length of it in Mt., who has transferred to this
place what Mk. (I22) and Lk. (432) narrate as the
result of Jesus' earlier teaching in the synagogue.
Much of the discussion upon the audience of the
Sermon is misplaced. The dual nature of its contents
-now touching disciples specifically,
17. Audience. now broadening out to the public—
together with the deliberately dual description of its
hearers (which is not the result of composite tradition),
may serve to indicate that too rigid a distinction is
usually drawn between teaching {didaxr}) and preaching
[KTjpvyfia) at this early period of Jesus' ministry. The
alternative ' disciples or crowd' is as imaginary as the
harmonising expedients are nnsaiislactory. A solution of
the problem is visible when the collocation of crowds
(6x^01, 6x^os) and 'disciples' [/xad-rjTai) in the description
of the audience (Mt. 5iJ'. 72Bf Lk. 619/i 7 1) is held to
imply that in Q the ' disciples ' were not the restricted
inner circle of the twelve, whose election preceded the
Sermon, but a wider circle of adherents more or less
devoted to the new prophet.
His instructions they
followed, and to his teaching they professed attention
and obedience.
This ordinary sense of ' disciples'
(p.adT]TT)s; cp Mt. IO24 Acts 62 etc.), as employed
if not retained by Mt.^ and Lk., would cover people of
varied enthusiasm and position (cp Mt. IO42 Jn. 666),
and even men with extremely imperfect ideas of what
their new faith involved (Acts 191-3). The characteristic
which distinguished them in general from the ordinary
multitude was sympathy with the propaganda of Jesus
—due in many cases to gratitude for the healing received from him—as well as a disposition to favour the
new religious leader.
Naturally the line betvveen
' disciples' and ' crowd' would not be rigid ; although
there had been a certain sifting which helped to define
the groups more clearly, they did not always lie noticeably apart as yet, like oil and water. Among the
crowd there were usually some who were attracted by
other motives than mere curiosity or the desire to range
themselves behind a. fresh and promising and popular
guide ; these Jesus in the Sermon and elsewhere "^
designed to reach and
Particularly among the
'quiet in the land,' susceptible and devout souls unspoiled by the hot fanaticism of Galilee with its semipolitical zeal for God, or by the chilling formalities of
Stud. Bibl. 1 52), Galilasans were noted as wandering preachers
who excelled in expositions of the biblical text, couched In
parabolic form. Whilst Lk.'s access to a Jerusalem-cycle of
traditions or even sources enables him to give Jerusalem a considerable r3le in the account of Jesus' early days^ as indeed
suited hls^ literary predilections, Mt. singularly ignores the
capital. So far as Mt, is concerned, Jesus had never been
there when he delivered the Sermon ; his ministry had been
purely Galilaean. Jerusalem in Mt. l-4(cp 45) is merely indifferent if not antipathetic to Jesus (2 3), though susceptible to
John (3 5, from M k ^ 5).
J
^ ^^'
^
. ^ ^ ^ L s characteristic ' t o dlscip\e'(jj.a$T)Te-ueiv: elsewhere in
W 1 only in Acts 14 21) includes (28 16-20) instruction in the words
ot Jesus (e.g., 5 21 f) as the norm of life (cp 6 21-24) ; in 27 57
the word is substituted for 'awaiting the reign of God,' in the
aescription of Joseph of Arimathseaj and the important logion
ot .Alt. 13 52 indicates the continuity and advance of Jesus'
teaching (Dalman, 57). Thus the conception of discipleship,
especially in .Mt., corresponds to the aim of the Sermon (as in
^It. 5-/); it means adherence to the teaching of Jesus as the
consummation of Judaism and the independent rule of a new
laith. See further J. Weiss, Nachfolge Christi (1895) 2-13.
,Cp Mt. 23r and Mk. S 34 (Lk. 923, yet Mt.1624), although
- the latter allusion to the crowd has its own difficulties (Carpenter,
^^7i Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnisin
den Evangelien,
1901, pp.
^'i?J-h The less determinate conditions of Jesus' actual
ministry may, of course, have been somewhat sharpened in the
process of tradition.
Even although Jesus is proleptically represented in the
oermon as Messianic judge, the fidelity of the evangelic sources
appears in the fact that as yet the adherents or disciples are
pointed not to himself but to God as the supreme object of
J'^'f^^'on (cp Xen. Afem.i. 6 3 , aisirep Kal T(liv akkcov epyuiv ot
toacTKaAot TOVS /xaBrfTas p.ip.'qTas kavTdv
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the rinari.saic legalism, Jesus seems lo have found
congenial spirits.
This unobtrusive piety of the 'meelc' (C"Jl', or D'W) is
sketched in Enoch 108 7-10, and its resi,^ned semi-ascetic temper
breathed through circles of pre-Christian Judaism outside E s .
senism ; see Ps. Sul. 5 13 f , the Assumptio Hlosis, the character
of Simeon and Arma in Lk. 2 and of Nathanael in Jn. 145-49
([^hees, yj5Z, 1898, pp. 21-30), and the \^tctr mansueti et quiescent es of 4 Esd. (1142), with tile suffering lower classes of James
(1 9 27, etc. ; Spitta on Ja. •! 5). The picture of poor and needy
ones sketched m the earlier wisdum-hterature and apocalypses
of Judaism reveals a disposition whii h had certain aifinities with
that of Jesus and yet was capable of development under his
hands. His patient endurance, as taught to these people in
the Sermon, was equally devout, l)ut more cheerful ; alert rather
than resigned. With the quietists, as with the Essenes, Jesus
stuotl in evident if partial^ sympathy; they were the Gottesfretiinte of the age. Affinities, however, do not imply alliance or
dependence, and the data of tlie gospels referring to the OaliI.tan period show that Jesus drew adherents from all classes,
particularly from the poor, but not to the exclusion of that
middle class which, as Graetz argues (History of Jews, E T
1 TycJ'.), was not conspicuously lacking in piety or morals and
might have echoed honestly the young ruler's apologia (cp also
]\lk. 12 32-34).

See N A Z A R E T H , § 2, POOR, § 2.

At any rate, the Sermon assumes most of the fundamental principles of the religious consciousness ; it was
not addressed to a people 'sitting in darkness," much
less to the twelve. Neither esoteric, nor official, nor a
call to repentance, it may be presumed to have reached
an audience of people morally disposed (owing partly to
temperament and circumstances, partly to his preaching)
to start on the new road, if they had not already started,
people whose cardinal need was encouragement and
instruction upon the differentia of their new course.
'Ihat jesus taught the contents of the sermon during the
course of several days (JESUS, § 12), is not impossible.

T h e real Sermon, however, is short enough to have been
delivered upon one occasion, and the gospels plainly
intend to convey this impression of a single address,
although the indefiniteness of Q and the evident absence
of supplementary oral tradition did not permit them to
sketch any concrete situation for it in time or place.
Perhaps the outstanding features of the address, from
the point of view of historical and ethical progress in
Id ti- + • 1 Judaism and primitive Christianity
18. Historical (isEApL, § 93), are (a) the close union
Slgnincance. f,gt^^•ggJ^ jj^g rnutual love of man and
man, and the devout aspiration of the soul towards
God ; (b) the genial tenderness with which the conception of God is developed, free from rabbinic
intellectualism or mere nationalism ; and (c) ' the
spiritual nomism' (Toy), which conserves the moral
essence of the Law and at the same time frees it from
legal dryness (JESUS, §§ 11-13, 1 7 / . ) . The last-named
pomt is of cardinal importance to the historian, as the
pivot upon which the relation of Jesus to Judaism finally
turned.
' The expansion of the law quantitatively
amounts,' as Baur remarked, ' t o a qualitative difference. ' There is no reason to doubt that even during
the Galilasan period Jesus was conscious of issues in
his message which transcended the current and traditional environment of religion among the Jews. But
revelation, like nature, is never brusque. As yet the
transition had not become so acute as it did at a later
stage, and one main concern of Jesus in the Sermon,
while defining and urging the new revelation with
perfect decisiveness (Brandt. Die EvangeUsche Geschichte
u- der Ursprung des Christenthums, 1893, pp. 449"
455), is to avoid needless misunderstanding and prevent
his freer views from being abused to the detriment of
morality. 1 Both in the apocalyptic and in the nomistic
1 Cp L. Jacob, Jesu Stellung sum mosaischen Gesetz (1893).
T h e sensitiveness of Jesus upon this point has been already
noticed (see above, § 13). Max Nordau quotes Mt. 6 17 as the last
word in his exposure of modern Degeneration ( E T 1898, p. 500);
it is to him a profoundly penetrating maxim upon the truth that
' whoever preaches absence of discipline is an enemy of progress.
T h e preservation of such logia in Mt. and Lk. was necessarj; m
view of their audiences in the Diaspora and the outside empire,
to whom the Law was an ethical a n d e n t code. Now that the
Pauline strife had passed, the later generation (cp i Tim. 1 if)
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tendencies of the age he found support.' Neither of
these wholly anticipated his genius, and to neither did
he yield himself; yet in each material lay ready for the
new reconstruction of religion to which, in ' the Sermon
on the Mount,' Jesus is represented as having for the
first time seriously addressed himself.

clearness requires that we should vary our renderings,
and not translate all these eleven words ' serpents.'
X. .lysN, 'epKeh ( % j Job 2016; iiririSes, Is. 8 0 6 ;
/SairiXJcr/co's [Aq. IxiSva, Sym. Th. dtriris]. Is. 59 s t ) , EV

In addition to the essays and monographs already cited, consult the critical editors on Mt. (especially Weiss, Das
Matthdusevang. «. seine Lukasparallelen,
1876, pp.
19. L i t e r a t u r e . 1 3 0 ^ 2 0 2 / 1 , also in Meyer's comm.,(9) 1S98;
and Die vier Evangelien
im
berichtigten
Text, 1900; Schanz, Komm. Uber des Ev. des heilig. Mt., r87p,
pp. 156-246 : Baljon, Comm- op het Ev- van Mt., 1900), or Lk.
(Schanz, Komm, iiber das Evg. des heilig. Lucas, 1883 ; Godet,
Comm. sur livangite
de S. Lac,{i) 1888 ; Colin Campbell,
Crit. Studies in St. Luke's Gospel, 1890, pp. aogyC ; Hahn,
Das Evg- des Lukas,
1 [1892] 4 1 4 / ; J . Weiss in Meyer's
Coram.,(»l 1892; A. Wright, St. Luke's Gospel [1900]). or both
(de Wette, Exeg. Handbuch
zum jVT 166-113 2 53-5S ; Holtzmann, HC vol. i.(3) 1901; Bruce, Exfios. Gk. Test. vol. i . ; G.
L. Cary, Intemat.
Hdbks. to A T [1900), 195-138), besides the
patristic annotators of whom Augustine (.de sertnone Domini in
monte ; Bened. ed. tom. iii.) and Euthymius Zigabenus are_ the
most penetrating.
T h e subject is handled by most writers
upon the biography of Jesus—e.g., Keim, Jesu von
Nazara
( E T ) S 12-J9 281-335 ; Neander, Life of Christ, 1837 ( E T ) , pp.
240-256 ; Didon, Jisus Christ, 1 316-339 ; Renan, Vie de Jisus,
ch. 10 ; A. Riville, Jisus de Nazareth
(1897), 2 29-60 ; Weiss,
Leben Jesu ( E T 2 139-162) ; and O. Holtzmann, Leben
Jesu
(1901), 185-193. On the religion and ethics of the Sermon, see
ISaur's Dots Christenthum
u. Sie Christliche Kirche der drei
ersten Jahrhunderte
(1853), E T 127-36; Harnack, Dogmengeschichte ( E T I 154^7); Weizsackers Das apost.
Zeitalter'^
(ET), 13if. 2 4 6 / 5 5 / ; Ritschl, Die altkatholische
Kirche
(1857), ilf- ; R- Mackintosh, Christ and the Jewish
Law
(1886), 84-108; Wellh. Sketch of Hist, of Israel ((3), 1891),
•20-jf. -, C. H. Toy, Judaism and Christianity
(1890), 415^^;
Denney on ' Law in N T ' (Hastings' DB 8 73-83); besides Ecce
Homo, chs. 10-13; Edersheim's Life and Times of Jesus the
Messiah, 1, ch. 1 8 ; Pfleiderer, Das Urchristenthum
(1887),
489.501, cp 432-435; Tolstoi's famous My Religion,
chs. 1-6
(1S84), and Havet, Le Christianisme
et ses^ origines (1884),
4 42-60. On the critical question add especially Holtzmann,
Die Synopt. Evang. (1863), 174-178, and
Neutestamentliche
Theologie (1897), 1150-160; Bovon, Neutest. TMologie
(iBgj),
2377j/^ ; Briggs, Messiah ((f Gospels (iZ,)^,i-jjf.
; Bruce, 'Phe
Kingdom ofGodi^), 1893), 1-12 et passim; Bartlet on Matthew's
gospel, Hastings DB 3 296-305 ; Robinson, Saviour in Newer
Light,'?') 1898, 9 2 / : 146^?; Wernle, Die Anfange
unserer
HeligioH (igoi), 23-69 et passim;
Wendt, Die Lehre Jesu
(l2), igoi ; and generally the essays by Schurer (Die
Predigt
Jesu in ihrem Verhdttniss zum A / , 1882), Bousset (Pesu
Predigt in ihrem Gege-nsatz zum Judenthum,
1892), Baldensperger (Das Selbstbewusstsein Jesu{^), 1892, pp. 128/!), Burton
( ' Ethical Teaching of Jesus in relation to Ethics of Pharisees
a n d O T , ' Bibl. IVorld, i8j7, pp. 198-208), and J . Weiss (Die
Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes,(!^ i?*^)- Special monographs
by Jehnichen (1786), Pott (1789), 'Tholuck ({>), 1872), Achelis
(1875), Steinmeyer (1885), Ibleken (PI, 1800), H . Weiss (1893),
Gore (1807), Heinrici (Beitrdge zur Gesch, u. Erkldrung
des
NT: 2, die Bergpredigt, 1899), and F. Grawert (O/e Bergpredigt
nach Matthaus auf ihre dussere u. innere Einheit, etc., 190^.
On the Sermon in the later literature of the age see GOSPELS,
§§ 83-107, J A M E S ( E P I S T L E ) , § 3 a, and the patristic citations
collected by Resch '\i\\ni Paraltel-TexteProf B. W. Bacon's
thorough monograph, The Sermon on the Mount: its didactic
purpose and literary structure (1902), and A. Wabnitz's essay
on the Mount of the Sermon, Revue de 'Iheol. et guest, ret.
1902, p . 285yC were published since this article was written.

J. Mo.
SEKON, the commander ofthe Syrian army belonging
to Antiochus Epiphanes, who was defeated by Judas the
Maccabee at Beth-horon 166 B.C. ( i Macc. .•? 13-24,
CHpcON [AXV], cp Jos. Ant.-xa.li,
yOj.»ot [Pesh.],
seron [Vg.]).
SERPENT. Serpents abound in Palestine, as well
as in Egypt, in the Sinaitic peninsula, and in the Arabian
N a m e s ^'^^^'^ (Doughty, Ar. Des. 1 328). The O T
• writers use eleven different words for serpents
of one kind or another. It is often difificult to determine
which species of the order Ophidia is meant, and yet
could regard the Law with equanimity, and, indeed, it was
advisable to emphasise Jesus' positive approval of it to avoid
misconceptions.
t The apocalyptic was not wholly destitute of a legal basis,
for a right to the. Messianic blis." frequently was traced back to
loyalty to the Law._ Noi, on the other hand, did the Law
entirely reject a Messianic outlook. So Ehrhardt (-il/-) rightly,
as against Baldensperger's thesis. See further W. Mackintosh,
The Natural History of the Christian Religion (1894), 133225, and C-iird's Evolution of Religion, 2v&f. X2l/4391

V I P E R , which is also the rendering of Ix'-^"'^ ' "

^J-

The root of the Hebrew word (and its cognate in Arabic)
means to utter a groaning or hissing sound : the verb
rt!)3 occurs once in O T (Is. 4214) in reference to the
groaning of one in pain. ^ That 'eph'eh as well as Ar.
afa means the ' viper,' was shown long ago by Bochart
(Hieroz., Bk. iii., chap. 2) ; the deadly nature of the
viper's poison well suits the allusion in Job 2016.
Objection has been talfen to the mention of 1 viper
issuing from an egg (Is. 595^) : but it is to b? remembered (i) that vipers are in a. sense oviparous, the
young being hatched at the moment of birth, and (a)
that such Hebrew words as 'epiieh are not like scientific
terms for genera and species, and may easily be extended
from the animals they properly denote to others which
e.xternally resemble them,
li. Zohdle 'dphdr, "iBy '.^ni (Dt. 3224!), and z. 'ires,
Cnn -hm (Mi. 7171), ' they that glide on, or into, the
earth'.—a phrase which needs no comment.
Cp
ZOHELETH.

3. nahal, torn (many times; ® everywhere d^0is,
except Job2613 Amos93, where ipi-Kinv), EV ' serpent'
—the most general word (probably used also in Ecclus.
25 IS, where the Greek translator has so strangely taken
the wrong meaning of riS—' h e a d ' should be ' venom'
[see G A L L ] ) .

Its connection with the verb jjlm (Gen. 30 27 44 5 15 Lev. 19 26
1 K. 2033 etc.), which means 'to divine by omens,' is obscure ;»
a plausible theory is that of Boch. (Hieroz, 1 3), that the verb has
obtained this meaning because of the belief, widespread in
antiquity, that the serpent possessed the power of such divination,
and that this power could be gained through contact with serpents
(as in the case of Helenus and Cassandra) or by partaking of
their flesh. Against this it is urged by Robertson Smith (Journ.
Phil. 14 115) that the noun ndhds'\% confined to Heb., whilst the
verb is common to all the Semitic dialects (cp Barth, -fiJ, 48).
In any case, considering the common use pf the root in Arabic
and Syriac (ib. zx-if.), we cannot suppose, aa has been held (e-g,
by Lag. Uebers. 188), that the verb is a denominative from ndhUS
and so referred primarily to whispered incantation, connected
with the idea ofthe serpent's hiss.^ See DIVINATION, 8 3 [3].
W e find ndhal combined with other terms in the
phrases (a) ndhd! iaraph, i^ib Bih] (801! BavarSiv, Nu.
216 ; 801S hciKvijiv, Dt. 815), ' fiery serpent' ; see below,
g ; (b) n. biridh, m a u/n: (Job 26i3 5/)dKiui'diroirTiiTljs
Is. 271 8015 ij>e6yi>iv\), AV ' piercing serpent,' RV ' swift
serpent'; and (c) n. 'dkalldthon, pn?pj; B'm (Is. 271, fi^tJ
o-KoXi^s), 'crooked (RV^B- ' w i n d i n g ' ) serpent.' Both
epithets are appUed to the mythical Leviathan in Is. 271; *
the reference in Job is similar.

See

LEVIATHAN.

4. 2!isbj;, 'akSab (Ps. 1403[4],t itrwlSes, cp Rom. 813
[Aq. probably ^oiriM<r(co!J), 'adders. This word, which
in form resembles the word vi-'23]l, ' spider,' seems in
the Mishna to denote a kind of spider, perhaps the
tarantula (Lewysohn, Zool. des Talmuds, 309 ; Levy,
NHWB,
s.v.), and was so understood by Rashi in the
single instance where it occurs in the OT. But the
authority of nearly all ancient versions (the Arabic
renders 'vipers') and of the N T citation (Rom. 813)
is in favour of the rendering ' a d d e r s ' ; and, as Bochart
has shown (Hieroz. 85), this rendering harmonises with
its probable derivation from the root represented by Ar.
1 In Syr. the verb is used for the bleating of sheep.
2 nahs is the Ar. term for infniistus; but whether it is
legitimate to connect this with ^Tfi is doubtful. See We.
Hcid.Q-) 147, K. 1.
3 Lag. (Mitth. 1 230 ; cp Barth, ES 48) identifies liigj with Ar.
lianas.
This seems very plausible, though hanaS is Used for
flies and worms as well as serpents (cp W e . ' Heid.1'^-, 152). A
shiny black serpent (Zamenis carbonarid)
of Palestine, often
carried about in bags by dervish serpent-charmers, is called
hdnclS(PEFQ,
J a n . 1894, p. 29 Z).
* Smend (ZA TlVi 213) thinks that two difterent creatures
(ipoKcav and o0is) are meant. This seems unlikely.
4392

SERPENT

SERPENT

"akasa, to 'invert' or ' t u r n round,' as describing the
motion of a serpent. ^
5. \r\^, pithen [dcsiris, Dt. 8233 [Aq. /SacrtXiff/cos], Job
2014 Ps- oS4[5] Is. 118 ; ^pdKUiv [Aq., Sym., Th. dutxis]
Job2016; /Sao-tXicr/fos [Sym. probably d<77r/s], Ps. 9113 f^),
EV ' a s p ' or 'adder.' The \vord evidently denotes a
hio'hly poisonous snake, perhaps of the cobra kind (cp
Arab. batha?t; Forskal, Descriptiones Animoliinn,
15).

countrywhich, byclimate, soil, and geographical position,
iswelladaptedtosustaina large ophidian fauna. TrLslram
2 Species *^"^"'*^^^'*tes thirty-three species, of which
^
' the most venomous are:—[a) T h e Aaja
hajc, or Egyptian Cobra, found in Southern Palestine
and common in Egypt.
Its habit of swelling and
flattening its neck when irritated, and gliding along with
its posterior two-thirds on the ground, its head and
The particular sort intended cannot be determined. Tliuie is
neck being erect, arc well knovt'n.
It usually forms
no ground for connecting the name (Boch. 3 5) with Gji^ck jruf (oi'.
part of the stock in trade of snake charmers, and it is
said that the cobni is readily thrown into a rigid or
6. y^j, s^phd
{Ts. 14 29,f LKyova
d<T7xl8o)v),
.W
mesmeric condition, which G. St. Hilaire says is induced
'cockatrice,' RV 'basilisk,' EV^"'i^- ' adder .' From Is.
by pressure applied to the neck.
The remaining
1429 it appears that st'phd denotes a more deatUy
\eiiomous snakes all belong to the family Viperidas.
animal than ndhds, though itself less formidable than
They are (/') Cei-astes comutus [hassclgnistu), the horned
sdniph (see Dillm. ad loc). T h e \'g. renders regains,
and il is possible that the fabled * basilisk' is intended ; viper, which is exceptionally poisonous ; it frequents
the sandy deserts of South Palestine, and hides in the
but the ' asps' brood' of the L X X seems eqaally likely.
sand or in the hollow caused by a horse's or camel's
7. "Ji'Di. siplioni (^Kyova dffTxldfjjv, Is. 1 1 8 ; ctcTTriSes,
foot (Gen. 4917).
It is an object of great terror to
Is. 595; KCpdjTTjs, EV 'adder,' RVf^^s ' basilisk,' Pr.
horses, and is thought by some to be the asp of
2332; 'i; C'cni, 6(pCLS [cp no. 3] OavaxovvTe^ [I'^^'IP J<^r.
(.,leopatra.
[c) Vip>cra lebetina, syns. /''. evphratica
Siy^t). AV •cockatrice,' R \ ' 'basilisk,' I-IV"''^- ' o r
and Daboia xanthina.
[d) I'. a77imodytes, the longadder' except in Pr. 2332 where ' a d d e r ' is in the text.
nosed or sand-viper, mainly nocturnal and found on
Perhaps, as Tristram [XHB 275) and Cheyne suggest, a
hills, (e) Echis carinatus, syns. E. arenicola, found in
large viper like Daboia xanthina [FFP 147) is intended
the desert near the Dead Sea. It is said to produce a
bv both fZ/iAVwi'and the kindred J^Aa'. CpCocKAiKiCE.
characteristic hissing or grating sound by rubbing its
The eggs mentioned in Is. 59 5 are an objection to this
serrated scales together.
A. E. S.—N. M.
identification. Hence the cat-snake (Ailurophis
viva.x, now[a) The art of serpent-charming, still practised in
called Tarbophisfattax)
has been suggested by Furrer
(Hil'B^)
142^0 i tind this, it is true, may formerly have extended
Egypt, Palestine, and India, was known to the ancient
S. of ' X . Syria.' T h e eggs of the monitor lizard
J'aj-anus
.^
.
Hebrews (see Ps. 684/. Jer. 817 Eccles.
nUotictis (still eaten) would produce creatures fairly like vipers.
, ,,' , ° ' J lOii Ecclus. 1213 la. 3?), who, how8. nsp, kippdz (t)(i.vQs, Is. 3415), AV 'great owl.'
folk-lore, and
Tl .1, J
•u
1 u
,y^ ,
ever, like the dervish snake-charmers
Ar. kafaza means ' t o spring,' and Ar. kajfdz ( = i'isp)
^
°^' of to-day, found venomous serpents
and its fem. kaffdza are both quoted (P. Smith, Thes.
Syr. 1375, Lag. Uebers., 89) as meaning <^ kind of deaf to incantations (cp PEFQ Jan. 1894, p. 2 9 / ) .
In Ex. 79-12 (P) we hear of Moses and Aaron turning
serpent. The etymology would suggest some rapidly
their rods (by the divine power) into serpents, and the
springing snake, such as Eryx jaculus (FFP 146) ;
Egyptian magicians (did the original story say, ' t h e
though the kippdz cannot be either this or ( R \ ' Bochart,
magicians of Misrim'?—see MOSES, § 6) performing
Ges., etc.) the ' arrowsnake ' [dKovTias : cp Lucan, 6 675
the same feat. The converse of this (serpents stiffened
' Arabum volucer serpens' and 9 822 'jaeulum vocat
into rods) is still common (see above on the cobra) with
Africa'), since only pythons ' h a t c h ' (Is. I.e.).
J-Lastern jugglers. J however, so far as we know, only
The context of Is. 3415 would be appropriate to a n y ovitold of Moses turning his rod into a serpent (see Ex. 43) ;
parous species; but there are no pythons now in Palestine or
Babylon,_ nor are they known to have lived in Persia or Mesoits supernatural power must surely (in the oldest form
potamia in historical times, being confined, with one exception,
of the tradition) have excluded the competition ofthe
to the Palieotropic and Australian regions (cp Houghton).
Egyptian sorcerers, though it is true that in the end,
© and most ancient interpreters confused kippi>z with kippod',
but etymology- and context show them to be distinct.' AV's
according to P, ' Aaron's rod swallowed up their rods.'
'great owl '_is not supported by etymologi' or ancient tradition
{see Boch. ii. 3 11); but there is force in the contention that a
bird is suggested by the description (Houghton, Acad., 1886,
I 2 9 2 / ; Post, Hastmgs' DBZ 637).

9. -"L;, .rira//i(Nu.2l8), rjic- t^m (Nu. 216 Dt. 815),
and r2-;',-3 qn^' (Is. 1429 306).
The rendering 'fiery
serpent' of EV is due to the derivation from r-jL", ' to
burn' which still remains the most probable explanation
of the name.
The name thus refers either
serpent and especially of its
caused by its venom. On the
seraphim of Is. 626, see below,

to the fiery appearance of the
eyes'* or to the inflammation
relation of the saraphs to the
§ 3 (e).

10- ir-^r, sephiphon (iyKaBrj^evos, Gen. 4 9 i 7 t ) . EV
renders 'adder,' AV^^e- 'arrowsnake, RV^'E- 'horned
snake,' the Cerastes (see § 2 [b]), cp Ar. sif.
11- j-n, tannin (Ex.791012), RV^"^- ' A n y large
reptile' ; Ps. 9I13 RV, AV ' d r a g o n ' ; Deut. 3233 (EV
'dragon'; Dr. ' r e p t i l e s ' ) ; cp DRAGON.
As we have seen, snakes are no rarity in Palestine, a
^ Forfinaljcp Ar. tha'lab-^^^,

'fox'; see SHAALABBIM.

[In Ps. 9113 we may doubt the combination ' l i o n ' (SnE*)
^ n d ' a d d e r , ' ' y o u n g lion ' (T33) and 'dragon.' ©'s en-'ia-Tri'Sa
presupposes Sm (cp 2 above), and in J o b 4 10 ©'s 5pa/c6>'Ta.i'(for
"'SD)presupposes C S I S , an otherwise unknown word for * asp '
\Syr. kurfa).~-r. K. C ]
Here Aq. seems to render Q'^ysa in one edition by PacnkL<T''°V\^\ in another by a-KOTrevovTas ; Sym. by novripovs.
, .^"Arabian poet (Tarafa, Mu'all. 83) speaks of the 'fiery
^ead ofthe serpent' [V-,. Jacob, Altarab. Parallelen, 10]; cp also
fg* Aen. 2210, Ardentisque oculos suffecti sanguine et igni.
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Cp P L A G U E S ( T E N ) , § 4.

[b) Another element in Hebrew folk-lore was probably
a veneration for the supernatural character of certain
serpents. Of course we need not credit the Israelites
with the full Aral^ian superstition respecting serpents.
On the other hand, we can well imagine that nmch was
popularly believed in Israel which has found no record
in the O T (the names Dragon's ^^'ell, Serpent's Pool
[Jos. ], and Zoheleth confirm us in this view ; see
DRAGON, § 4). Those who regard the narrative in
Gen. 3 as of native Palestinian or e\ en Jerahmeelite origin
(see § 4) may therefore be excused if thty look for
illustrations of it in Arabian folk - lore.
The most
accessible sources of information are Robertson Smith's
Kel. Sem. (see 120, 133, 168 u. 3, 172), and Wellhausen's Feste Arab. Heid.i^) xs"^ ffIn the light of these facts it becomes very natural that the
serpent in Gen. 3 (or rather the 5ai/xa)v within it) should know
the qualities of the fruit of the sacred tree. H e might indeed
conceivably have been regarded as the spirit of the tree, for such
a spirit would become visible In serpent form. Or until lately we
might plausibly have held that he was oriuin;dly thought of
as the protective Sai.'ju.toi' of the Hav\'ah-Ll.in (strpent-clan ; on
Wellhausen's theory as to Eve-, comprire K\ii, H I V I T E S , and
PARADISE, § 12), T h e present writer now regatJs this theory
(once so natural) as definitely set aside. Not less certainly may
we affirm that the serpent of the Paradise story was neither a
shaitdn nor the Satan—/.c, neither one ofthe pernicious snakedrjnions called shaitans nor the Jewish-Christian Satan who is
tilt: shaitan par exceUence.^
1 According to Sprenger, Goldziher, and van VIoten (In j'^ffj^bjindel aan Prof, de Goeje, iSgr, p. 38 _ ^ ) shaitan is an old
Arabic word. This is extremely plausible, but it is possible
that corrections have been introduced into old texts by Moham4394
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[e) The belief (imphed in Nu. 219) in the power of a
serpent of brass to check the ravages of \'eaomous
serpents can also be illustrated from Arabic sources.
Kazwinl ['A373) tells of a golden locust which guaranteed
a certain town from a plague of locusts, and of two
bx:iy-itn oxen which checked a murrain among cattle.^
More remote is the consideration that the serpent was
the symbol of the divine power of healing, and sacred
therefore to Asklepios.
[d) T h e belief in the special wickedness of a person
who has died from a serpent's bite, ascribed to the
' b a r b a r o u s ' people of Mehta in Acts283-6, is well
illustrated from the experience of Doughty in Arabia
[Ar Des. I 3 1 3 / ) [e) On the flying saraphs of Is. I429 306 much need
not be said. W e find them again in the dragons of
Arabia mentioned in 4 Esd. 1629, where their wings are
apparently represented figuratively as chariots, and their
hissing (so RV, reading sibilatus for sic tlatus, with
Bensly) is said to be borne over the earth. They are
among those fancy creatures with which folk-lore peoples
desert regions where, as Asur-bani-pal says, ' the birds
of heaven fly not, and wild asses and gazelles do not
feed' [KB2221).
T o this day the folk-lore of the
fellahin of Palestine recognises such creatures [PEFQ,
1894, p. 30)—as indeed Herodotus (275). giving credence
to travellers' tales, had long ago recognised them in
Arabia. Delitzsch remarks (G^K.'^>99) that the 'flying
seraphs' have their counterparts in the SERAPHIM,
with which W<::llhausen agrees [.-ir. Heid.^'-^ 153)( / ) T h e serpent (ndhds) at the bottom of the sea,
mentioned by Amos (93), might also until lately have
been explained from Arabic sources. T h e legendary
sea-serpent or tinnin ( = Heb. tannin) of the Arabs is
described in such a way as to show that the waterspout is
tire phenomenon referred to^ (Mas'udi 1 2 6 6 / ; Kazwinl
1132/] ; Damirl 1 1 8 6 / ) . Recent investigations, however, leave the present writer no doubt that the ' serpent'
of Amos is a pale reflection of Tiamat, the famous mythic
enemy of the Light-god^(see CREATION, DRACUN'). It
need only be added here that the Babylonian Tiamat is
represented in two forms : ( i ) as a composite monster,
with tail, horns, claws, and wings ('Uke the mediaeval
devil,' Sayce),^ and (2) as a serpent, and that, according
to Fr. Delitzsch,^ the serpent form considerably predominated.
As early as 1500 B.C. we find Tiamat
described in a Babylonian inscription as a ' raging
serpent' ^—evidently the conception is similar to that of
the serpent-myth which had almost faded away for a
time when Amos wrote, and when unknown narrators
produced the story of the brazen serpent in the wilderness
as an explanation ofthe so-called N E H U S H T A N (q.v.).
In conclusion we have to speak briefly of certain
other serpent myths, and to return to the subject of
the narrative in Gen. 3. Such myths were specially
abundant in Egypt and Babylonia. Among guardian
serpents in Egypt may be classed the urseus [ovpalos,
Egypt, 'arat; asp or cobra), represented on the crowns
of the gods and of the Pharaohs, which was endowed
with a mysterious vitality, and was supposed to vomit
flames when angry ; '^ also those which were kept in
shrines in temples^ and were the embodiments of the
medan scholars. W e . (Held.'?-) 158) compares the substitution
of El and B''shi;th for Baal—a theor>', which, however, seems to
need some quiihtication.
i G. JaKob. .-lltan-ib. Parallelen zum AT (i%g7), p. 11.
2 W R S (KS 176, n. 3) comparing Ps. HS 7, ' ^'e dragons, and
all deep-..' where ' d r a g o n s ' i s in the Hebrew tanttinitn.
But
the reference here seems rather to be to a class of animals
(Gen. 1 21, AV ' whales,' R V better ' sea-monsters').
3 Observe that ("iin, which in Ezek. 29 3 »s fitly rendered
'dragon,' is used by P as a synonym for J E ' s l^nj, Cp E x .
7 -. 10 12 (&paK<iiv) with 7 1 5 4 3 (o<f>ts).
^ Smith-Sayce, Chaldtsan Genesis, 1x3.
5 Weltseliopftngsepos,
126.
6 .,^5111.1143.
7 See the ode to Thotmes I I I . (/. 9 / ) , Brugsch, GJi 354;
cp Maspero, Daivn of Ci'.'ilisation. 265.
8 Cp the Hebrew seraphim. The second of the two hiero-
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tutelary deities, and open-air sacred serpents protective
of districts, 1 besides the fairy-tale serpents which
mariners professed to ha\-e seen m the Fortunate Isles. 2
Besides these, we hear of the sacred Sata-serpent of the other
world, which describes itself in these terms, ' 1 am the serpent
of many years ; I am buried and born (again) continually ; I am
the serpent at the utmost ends of the world ; I am buried and
born ; I renew myself, I make myself young continually-'^ Of
the evil serpent Apopi enough has been said elsewhere (see
JJK.^GON).

In Babylonia it is suflicient to mention the symbolic
serpent of E a (the god of the deep and the atmosphere),
who was early connected with Babylon and the
Euphrates—itself called the ' river of the snake.' This
is an example of the beneficent serpent. But there was
also an ' evil serpent'—the ' serpent of darkness ' and ' of
the sea'—and it would not be unnatural if this serpent
of darkness were often identified with the dragon Tiamat.^
W e now return to Gen. 3. Is it sufficient to explain
the part played by the serpent (ndhdT) from the war
_
, . with hurtful creatures naturally referred
"
t n in
i n an
a n imaginative
i m a crinaf ivF> npicture
i r - t n r A nof
f m
an'c
to
man's
Paradise.
early state ? Surely not. In the story
on which Gen. 3 is based (it is no doubt only a very pale
reflection of it which we possess) the serpent must have
been a. mythological one. The facts of Arabian folklore (see § 3 (5) are favourable to this view, and Jensen
[Ki"imol. 227) finds a suggestion of it in the Babylonian
Flood-story, which makes Pir-napistim give a fragment
of the sacred plant (called ' In old age the man becomes
young') to Gilgames, from whom it is taken by a
serpent. Here, however, the serpent (representing the
jealous-minded gods) grudges the man the attainment
of immortality ; ^ the connection with the serpent of
Gen. 3, suggested by Jensen, is surely as precarious as
the theory of the late George Smith [Chaldtran Genesis,
ed. Sayce, 88), energetically opposed by Oppert, HaMvy,
and Tiele, that the temptation was represented on a
certain Babylonian cylinder. Indeed, though the ' tree
of life' in Gen. 2 3 (which must be the original sacred
tree [cp Rev. 222] of the Hebrew legend) is of Babylonian and not Iranian origin,^ it by no means follows
that the story of the serpent tempting the woman comes
from Babylonia. W e have as yet no evidence that the
Babylonians had a moralised Paradise-story, and it is
conceivable that the writer of Gen. 2 4<^-324 (one of the
later Yahwists) may have drawn from different sources.
What these sources are, may now, with some confidence,
be conjectured.

See P A R A D I S E , § 6.

The Immediate source < >f the Paradise-story, including the chief
details about the serpent, was most probably Jerahmeelite—i.e.,
the N . Arabian kinsfolk of the Israelites, a part of whom had
entered Canaan before the Israelites, while a part remained in
N . Arabia and in the Negeb, where they became to a large extent the religious tutors of the Israelites (see RIosES, §§ 6f.), had
a Paradise-story upon which the Israelitish tale is based. It is
no doubt true that the Phcenicians (influenced, as Philo of Byblus
rightly states, from Egypt) recognised the serpent as the symbol
of wisdom and immortality ; 7 but this does not warrant the
theory of a Phoenician or Canaanitish origin of our narrative.
And if an ultimate Babylonian origin for the detail of the serpent
(as a friendly adviser, not as a tempter) be thought probable,
yet we need not look to the Babylonian Paradise for its germ.
E a , the god who formed and was specially interested in man,
and who was also the lord of wisdom and bringer of culture to
Babylonia, was imagined, not only as a fish (cp the culturebringer Oannes 8 in Berossus), but sometimes as a serpent,

A primitive form of culture-myth may have reached
glyphic papyri from Tanis (ed. Petrie ; Egypt. Fund, 1889) contains a list of all the sacred titles of agathodasmon serpents in
the larger Egyptian temples.
1 See the illustration in Maspero, Dawn, 120.
2 See the tale of the shipwrecked mariner (Maspero, Contes,
135^)S Brugsch, Myth. u. Ret. der alten AegyPter, 180, cp 103.
•1 See Sayce, Hibb. Lects. 2 8 2 ^
5 Maiiperr,, Daivn of Civ. p. 587.
'' I irn.kerena. tbe Iranian ' tree of life,' may perhaps be
iihim.'itely of Babylonian origin.
' \.\\<,. I'rcff. Rv.\ icj 20 (on the serpent called Agathodaemon) ; TO Cj^ov TO ^vtvp.aT\.K\iiTaTQv

of Philo's phrases.
f* T h e name Oannes
Tiele).

TrdvTMv TWC epjr€Tu>v Is one

probably conceals
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N. Arabia in which this divine serpent brought the
knowledge of useful arts, and out of this crude material
Hebrt.'w moralists may ha\'e constructed the episode of
tht: serpent in Gen. 3. It was natural that the seaserpent (Ea) should become a land-snake, and that its
divine character should disappear.
At any rate, the serpent is not lo be identified with
the pernicious serpent called b\- the Iranians Azi-Dahaka,
which ' sprang like a snake out of the sky down to the
earth to blight (Ahuramazdas) crralion,' nor of course
with the serpent Ahi or Vritra, whicli is a pure naturemyih of the ancient Aryas of India. W e must not
therefore illustrate the saying in Gen. 315 by the temptation of Krishna in the Bhagavata Purana, which winds
up with the overthrow of the great serpent, or by the
slaying of Azi-Dahaka by Keresaspa.^ It is a similar
distortion of the sense which identifies the shrewd and
friendly serpent of Gen. 3 with the Babylonian dragon
of chaos, overcome by the light-god, but allowed to
work ruin for a time in the latter days (Rev. 129 ; cp
DKAGOXI" The curse pronounced upon the serpent
(Gen. 314 f.) is of course quite separate from the main
story. When the divine or semi-divine serpent of the
old myth had suffered partial degradation, it was natural
to connect the action by which (undesignedly) it had
injured the first men with a new etiological myth to
accoLint for the physical peculiarities of ordinary serpents
and the truceless war between serpents and men. In
doing so, however, the narrator clearl}' implies that
originally the serpent had been erect ; this was a survi\al
from the time when it was thought to be divine.^
What then was the serpent's offence? It consisted
not iu ill-will to God's noblest creature, man, but in
exciting intellectual pride — i.e., in aspiring to the
possession of divine wisdom and of that eternal life
which goes together with the highest wisdom. It is this
pride which is abased in the serpent. Man on his part
is to keep up the war against temptation to pride as
vigorously as he prosecutes his war against the serpent,
now become his deadly foe.'* Such was the moral
meaning of the serpent-story suggested by the original
narrator.
The unfortunate corruption of the te.xt
indicated and perhaps not unplausibly healed elsewhere
{PARADISE, § 11) is responsible for the jungle growth
of inconsistent interpolations which has gathered round
the fairly simple story of Gen. 31-24.
On the sjTnbolIsm of the serpent, see Baudissin, Stud. Sem.
Rel. 1357-292; on Serpent-clans, W R S / . Phil. 9 ggf; and
cp Gray, HPN gr, 114, and N E H U S H T A N .
See also T o y ,
'Analysis of Gen. 2, 3,'JBL, i8gi, pp. i_f. ; the O T Theologies
of Schultz and Smend, and P A R A D I S E , §§ 11, 13. On the
natural history consult O. Gunther, Die Reptitien u. A mphibien
von Syrien, Pal. u. Cypem, 1880.
§ 1 / N. M.—A. ^ . S.; § 3 / , T . K . C .

SERPENT, BRAZEN.

See N E H U S H T A N .

SERPENT, THE OLD. For Rev. I 2 9 see A P O C A LVPSE, § 41, SATAN, §§ 6 {9) 7.

SERUG ( M X ' ; cepoyX [BAEL], -p [L i n C h . ] ;
in Lk.335 CepOYX [Ti. W H ] , AV SARUCHJ b. Reu. in
P's genealogy connecting Shem and Abraham (Gen.
1120-23 i C h . 126), is the well-known district and city
1 See Pahlavi Texts (SBE), 1 ry, and cp Zend-Avesta, 26i.
A21 Dahaka is said to have been bound to Mt. Damavend,
where he Is to stay till the end of the world, when he will be let
loose and then killed by Keresaspa. Cp Rev. 20.
Zahn (Einl. 2 600) connects the mention of the serpent as
the symbol of the evil one (Rev. 12 9 20 2 ; cp 2 Cor. 11 3) with
the reference to Pergamum in Rev. 212-17. l^he serpent was
the symbol of Asklepios, the god of healing, who was specially
worshipped at Pergamum, and whose commonest epithet was
(TWDjp (also 6 o'ojTi7p, and awT^p THIV okojv). To the Christians
this might appear a diabolical caricature o f t h e true o-urrjp TOV
3 pel. WeltschSpfungsepos, 128.
Eating dust' (cp Mic. 7 17) need not be taken literally. I t
niay be a conventional expression for the deepest humiliation as
m7' ' ^^^- I' 4235, ' M a y our enemies see it and eat d u s t '
(\\i. ^ 0 ^ 1 2 9 1 ) . T h e gloss in Is. 6525 (see SBOT,
'Isa.')
seems to misunderstand the passage in Gen. 3. Dust Is also
said to be the food of the shades (Descent of Istar, obv. I. 8 ) ;
this too may be a hyperbole.
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SERVANT OF THE LORD
Sarug, between Birejik on the Euphrates, N. of Carchemish, and the two cities just Nli. (Urfa, /.^., Edessa),
and SE. (Harran) from it, both on the river Balih (cp
Di. Gen., loc. cit., and reff.). Glaser and Hommel
(AHT 2og) connect the name with the Aram, district
Birtu (fortress) sa saragUi (cp KB 2 i o / ) . i
F . i^.
SERVANT. The \vords are :—
'•• ''5,i?' '''bed (irdis, TraiSaptov, OIKETTJS, eepdiroiv, Sovkos)', (a)
slave, Gen. 12 10 SI' 17 Ex. 21 2 20, etc. ; (/-) with reference to a
king, a royal official. Gen. 40 20 2 S. 10 2 4, or even a common
soldier, 2 S. 2 12 f . 822 8 7 .
2. Tub', .uiA-ir (fj.La-6ujT6<;, ft(V0(.os) 'hired servant,' K.\. 1245
Lk. I T n ; i g ; 'hireling,' job7if.
146 Mal. 3 5 KLLIUS. 7 20 J n .
10 12 f
3. "i^'j, nd'ar (n-ais, TratSaptoi', Bepdniov, Sovko<;), properly
' b o y , ' ' l a d ' ; hence 'attendant,' ' r e t a i n e r ' ( l i D B ) ; see N u .
22 22 I S. 2.^1 5 2 S. 2 14 f , ute.
4. n~y'^:, m-isiireth (AetToupyos, hio-KOvos, Bepatriov), better
rcii.Iuicil 'minister,' 2 8 . 1 3 1 7 / ; 2 K . 4 4 3 , also Joel 19 217
(of the priests).
5. nSs [Aram.] (kenovpyos), Ezra 7 24.

EV weakens the sense of -i^j^ and douXos by constantly
rendering * servant.' Only six times is the word ' slave'
found in EV. In four passages it renders 8ov\os, viz.,
J u d i t h 5 i i 14i3 18 I Macc. 341. In Jer. 2i4 'home-born
slave ' is given for n"3 T S ' , and in Rev. 1813 ' slaves ' for
trw^ara.
The use of Trats and TxatddpLov for inj^' hardly needs
comment; it is a natural extension of the meaning of
terms which are more strictly equivalent to iy:. In
Mt.89 we find SoOXos, but in I'v. 6 8 13 Trats ; similarly
in Lk. 77, cp V. 3. Of special interest are Acts 4 27 30
because A \ ' there renders ixais by 'child,' in spite of
the undoubted reference to passages in II. Isaiah where
the ' Servant of the Lord' is spoken of in ^ b}' the
title Trats, corresponding to -13^.
RV correctly substitutes ' S e r v a n t ' ; the phrase is ' t h y holy Servant
Jesus.'

See S E R V A N T O F T H E L O R D .

It is also note-

worthy that where ' Servant' (15^) is used to express
the special relation of Moses (Ex. I431 Nu. VIT f.) and
of Job (JoblS [A ; but Bt< Trals] 23) to the true God,
© renders by depdixojv — a more honorific term than
5o0\os. Nevertheless, in a similar case the translator
of Isaiah, as we have seen, adopts a different course.
Note also that Joshua, the n-ityD(Ex. 24i3, EV 'minister')
of Moses, is called in ^ 6 ixapeaTTjKOJS avT<^. On
didKovos and Xeirovpyds see D E A C O N , M I N I S T E R .

SERVANT OF THE LORD
Use of title (§ i).
In J e r . , Ezek., I I . Isa. (§ 2f.).
In Is. 42 49 50 53 (§ 4).

State of text (§ 5).
Jerahmeelite theory (§ 6).
Literature (§ 7).

The phrase 'servant (servants) of Ynhwe' (or ' o f
G o d ' ) is applied to various persons and groups of
persons.
11 is applied to Abraham (Dt. 9 27 Ps. 105 6 42); to Isaac and
J a c o b (Dt. 9 27); to Moses (Dt. 34 5 Josh. 11 i Ch. 6 49 2 Ch. 24 9
Neb. 10 29 Dan. 9 n ) ; to Joshua (Josh. 2429
1. U s e o f t i t l e . Judg. 2 8); to David (Ps. IS and 36: titles); to
the prophets (Jer. 725 254 etc.); to Isaiah,
(Is. 20 3); to Job (Job 18 2 3 42 8), and even to Nebuchadrezzar,
(ler. \-20g] 276 43 lo) ; of the usage in passages of Ezekiel and
Ts. U]-r>r.> and in cognate passages of Jeremiah we shall speak
prijsL-nt]>- (S 2).

That thc phrase is honorific and not disparaging, is
obvious. Precisely so, Mohammed in the Koran (Sur.
231) is called ' our (God's) servant' ; plainly the highest
honour is thereby supposed to be conferred upon him.
There is, however, a lower degree of this honourable
estate. A 'servant' of God is primarily a worshipper
of God. By sacrifice, members of the clan or the
people were brought into the family of the protecting
1 [Upon the theory (see Crit. Bib.) that the geography of the
Hebrew documents was to a large extent misunderstood and
misstated by the redactors, ' S e r u g ' will represent a clan or place
of residence, not in the N . , but in the far S. Just as by transposition -|[ilnK'[N] seems to have become Heres (and, in M T of
Is. 19 18, Heres), so ' Geshur" (the southern ' Geshur') may have
become ' S e r u g . ' — T . K . C ]
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God, and a relation was established which might
almost equally well be called that of servants^ and of
sons (cp 2 K. I67 Mal. 3i7, and note, with Mozley, the
sense of ownership which pervades Abraham's conduct
to Is.i!ic in Gen. 22). T o be adv£inced to a higher
degree of service, a worshipper of Yahwe must receive
from him sfme special mission. This could also be the
lot of a whole people. A time was doubtless coming
when all mankind would become the worshippmg
servants of the true God ; but there would still be one
people which was Yahwe's servant by election for a
special object (cp Is. 491-6), viz. Israel. In the olden
time, the people of Israel was God's servant only
through its highest representatives—patriarchs (t>pically), prophets, and the idealised David. But in the
post-ejtilic age the noblest portions of the people
assimilated more and more the elevating idea that
Israel itself was in the highest sense Yahwe's servant.

deliverance from Babylon (?) and the wonderful events
which were to follow. Did the title also suggest the
idea of a mission entrusted to Isr.ael ? It is true that in
4111-16 Israel is described as a conqueror ; that in 443-5
it is promised that Yahwe's spirit (rudh) shall be poured
out upon Israel's offspring, and that even foreigners
shall aspire to become adopted members of Israel, also
that in 4310 / . the serv.mts of Yahwe whom he has
chosen (read -135;) are called upon to act as witnesses to
the prophetic veracity of their God. But these .st.Uements can only be said to contain germs which might
develop into the idea of Israel's mission ; upon the
whole the Israel of these passages (and of the cognate
ones in Ezek. and Jer.) has to manifest Yahwe's glory
(cp Is. 43?) rather by being than by doing, and to receive God's blessing for itself rather than to make them
fruitful for other peoples, though certainly the thre-^
passages, 41ii-i6 4 3 i o / ] and 443-5, if read in the hght
of other passages, seem to suggest that a second stage
in Israel's renewed life may be preparing, characterised
by earnest activity and the exercise of moral influence.

See Is.\i.4H ii., § 18 ; cp M E S S I A H , g§ ^ff.

None of the passages containing the phrase 'ibed
Yahwi (Servant of Yahue) presents any special diffio ?«..-Vfi i " , culty except Jer. [209] 276 43 10, and
2. J e r . - / 6 4.jio. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^f ijj^^g ;^^ Is. 4(1-5;'..
These
passages we have now to consider, (a) .\s to those in
Jer. relative to Nebuchadrezzar (the phrase in 259 has
been interpolated),^ there is of course nothing peculiar
in the idea that the movements of the great conquerors
known to the Israelites were fore-ordained by Yahwe
(cp Is. lO^f IS 3726). There is, however, somestrangeness in Nebuchadrezzar's being called by Yahwe • my
servant,' considering that whatever else the phrase
' Yahwe's servant' may mean in any special case, it
means everywhere, e.Kcept apparently in these passages
of Jer., Y'ahwe's worshipper. It is possible for moderns
to find good points in Nebuchadrezzar ; ^ but there is
no evidence that the Israelites were ever tempted to do
so, and in particular that they ever looked forward (cp
Is. 1536) to Nebuchadrezzar's becoming a convinced
wurshipper of Yahwe ; indeed, the narratives of Daniel
and of Judith appear to make this king a symbol of
the opponent of the God of the Jews, Antiochus
Epiphanes. Besides this, it is probable that when Jer.
27 (in its present form) and 43 were written, the title
' m y servant' was already a standing appendage to
' I s r a e l ' (cp Jer. 30io \f)2-]f-).
.\re we prepared to
reconcile the double assignment of this title to Nebuchadrezzar and to Israel by the assumption of Duhm that
the title ' my servant' was conferred, according to
Hebrew thinkers, on Nebuchadrezzar for the period
during which Israel's claim to be Y.ahwfe's earthly representative was in abeyance ? There surely ought to be
some more satisfying theory than this.''
(b) .As regards the passages, Ezek. 2825 37=5" Jer.
3010 4627 Is. 418 4 2 i 9 # 4310 4 4 1 / 21 454 4820,
p
.
there is no doubt that the title ' my
• r»_ .•„ servant' is here applied to the people
p a s s a g e s in ^^ j ^ ^ . ^ ^ , ^j^ ^ g 4421) or—thesynony£izeK., Jer.,
,
T
^ i-r- ,
-,
-,
a n d I I I s a i a h ™°"^ term — J a c o b (Ezek. Jer. Is.
• 4 4 1 / 454 4820). It is also plain
from the passages in Is. 40-55 that the title suggested
this idea—that Israel was not only devoted to the
worship of Yaliwe, but also ' chosen ' by God to receive
certain unique marks of favour (|| —,-n2. Is. 4820 404^
'called' 'formed,' ' m a d e ' are also used), beginning
with the deliverance from Egypt and the journey under
divine guidance into Canaan and closing with the

Israel, then, as it passes out of the furnace of
captivitv, receives honourable titles from its God. M'e
must not, however, exaggerate the merits of the bearers
of these high titles. Israel is highly favoured ; but the
description of Israel in Is. 40-55 is by no means
aUogether idealistic.
First, as regards the past. It
will be necessary to leave out of account the strong
statement in 422+*,
' Was it not Yahwe—he against whom we sinned,
And in whose ways they would not walk,
And to whose law they were not obedient,'

and also the stern, damnatory clauses of chap. 48,
inasmuch as all these are certainly later interpolations,
and are therefore only interesting for the history of the
expansion of the prophetic writing. But we may and
must refer to 4O2 4 2 2 4 / 4823-28 476 501 5117, as
implying grievous failures on the part of Israel. In
fact, the prophet of consolation could only carry out his
object by making the calamities of Israel intelligible—
i.e., by reminding Israel of its earlier infidelity towards
its righteous God.
Nor is this description idealistic as regards the present.
According to the Second Isaiah, it is weakness of faith
that is Israel's chief fault, and since faith is the stretchedout hand which receives God's blessings, it is necessary
for the heralds of deliverance to arouse men out of the
torpor of despondency by rebuking their distrust of
God. To Israel at large ' it seemed as if Yahwe's
recent action had been aimless, as if he had begun by
spending great pains on the education of Israel, and
then forgotten Israel's right to protection (40 27 4914
6311-14), and as if the source either of Yahwe's compassion or of his heroic deeds had been dried up, so
that he tamely " g a v e his glory to another g o d " (428
4 8 i i 6315).' ^ Kindly and persuasive instructions were
therefore essential to prepare the exiled Israelites for
their high destiny. Idealism was permissible in pictures
of future salvation, but not in descriptions of the state
of Yahw&'s people either in the past or in the present.
It may be doubted, however, whether such kindly
persuasiveness would have been consistent with calling
the whole body of e.\iled Israehtes ' b l i n d ' and ' d e a f
The commentators seem here to have fallen into error.
They tell us that the words (42i8-2o, RV),—
' Hear, ye deaf; and look, ye blind, that ye may see. Who
is blind, but my servant? or deaf, as my messenger that I send?
who is blind as he that is at peace [with me], and blind as the
Lord's servant ? Thou seest many things, but thou observest
not ; his ears are open, but he heareth not,'—

1 On the use of Obed or E b e d in Hebrew, and 'Abd in
.\rabic in the formation of proper names, cp N A M E S , S ^17 :
We. Heicm
Iff.
2 See Giesebrecht's commentary.
3 See Rogers, Babylonia
and Assyria,
2 352 /C : Che.
OPs- 280.
•* See Crit- Bib- on Jer. '27 6.
5 In the same passage occurs tbe phrase ' my servant D a v i d '
(i.e., the first of a new Hne of Davidic rulers, as 34 23).
6 So in 659 1522 -\-V,-2 is a synonym for "135;. Cp Sellin,
Studien zur Entst.-gesch- d-ji'id. Gemeinde, l 8 i .

refer to the Israelites, whom Yahwe reproaches for their
spiritual insensibility (chap. 2918).
And this is
supposed to be confirmed by 43 8, where we read
(EV),Bring forth the blind people that have eyes, and the deaf that
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have ears,—

1 Intr.

Is. 243.
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„ difficult passage certainly, as the differences of the
commentators show. It must be remarked, however,
that in 4216 the Israelites are called ' b h n d ' in quite
another sense ; what is meant there is simply (to use
Skinner's words) that the travellers cannot see their
path. It is surely not very likely that the .Second
Isaiah would have applied the same epithet to the same
people in two difterent senses within a few lines.
It has been lately pointed out (SPH'P ' Isa.' [Helx]
ijiy;) that 42i9 forms, properly speaking, no ]i.xrt of
the discourse, but is a gloss on the words ' d e a f and
' blind' in v. i8. But the text still appears to require
some criticism in the light of fresh researches into the
history of the Exile. \'ery probably the gloss or glosses
already recognised should run thus :—

But, he adds, this is much less surprising than that it
tells us nothing of an .-\nios, an Hosea, or a Micah,
and that « e do not know the name of the Second
Isaiah. Ills own view is that the hero of the group of
passages referred to was a teacher of the Torah, who
lived probably (not certainly) between the Exile and the
arri\al of Ezra at Jeiusalem, and devoted himself lo
true pastoral work among his people, but was seized by
a terrible sickness, and after death shared the ignoni.nious burial of criminals.^

Who is blind but the Arabian, and deaf as the Jerahmeelite?
Who is blind but the Ishmaelite, and tleaf as the Arabl.ni'/

These glosses are not merely an attempt to save the
credit of the Israelites ; they involve a correct interpretation of t . 18. The persons addressed are most
probably the N. -Arabian captors and oppressors of the
Israelites (cp 1'ROI'HET, § 27) together with those false
Jews who had gone over to their side, and the prophetic writer bids them le,arn the right lesson from the
history of Israel—viz., that those who disobey \'ahw^'s
law (one of the chief parts of \\hich was a prohibition of
idolatry—cp v- 17) are on the way to ruin. As for 438,
acomparison of Ps. l l S s / . 1 3 5 : 6 / suggests that the
'blind people that haveeyes,' etc. ,is an ironical description
ofthe idols of Israel's oppressors, Mhich the speaker commands to be brought up to the tribunal in order that
their claims may be considered (cp 4121). The peoples
referred to in 489 are probably (as in the former case,
and in 41121) those of N. Arabia. But \^e will not
omit to warn the reader that these criticisms form part
cf a connected radical revision of the text which is here
made use of under the pressure of grave exegetical
difficulty.
It is only necessary to add that the strange word D^^P
{iii,'sui„zni), rendered variously in R V ' he that is at peace [with
me],' 'made perfect,' and 'recompensed,' occurs as a proper
name in 2 K. 22 ^ and elsewhere, and has already been recognised as a distortion of the Hebrew ethnic meaning ' Ishmaelite'
(see MESHULLAM).

(c) W'e now turn to another group of passages
(Is. 421-4 49i-6 5O4-9 52i3-53i2) in which, according to
4 Thpf
some critics, the interpretation of the
OTO t <s
t phrase ' Servant of Yahwe ' as a title of
Baaaa^ •
^^"^^^^ '^ inajiplicable, or, if applicable
Duh
" ^' ^^^' ° " ' ^ ' ° ^ restricted sense with
« ,, _
reference to the true Israel. These
critics are of opinion that the characteristics of the personage called the Servant in these
passages differ in some important respects from those
of the Servant [i-e-, Israel) spoken of in the passages
already considered. Some of them go so far as to hold
that the Servant of Yahwe being sometimes apparently
distinguished from Israel, and sometimes, especially in
5213-5312, being described as only an individual could
be, we have to look into history for some great religious
hero who might conceivably be intended in these striking
descriptions.
Sellin,> Winckler,^ and K i t t e l ' have
selected Zerubbabel; but Sellin has himself abandoned
Zerubbabel, and substituted the exiled king Jehoiachin
(cp Rothstein, Die Geneal- d- Jehoiachin),
whilst
Bertholet^ explains 53i-ii(z with reference to the
martj-red scribe Eleazar (2 Macc. 618-31). Duhm, however (Pes. 377 ; P) 367), holds that the problem which
engages the critics is insoluble, and that Jewish history
(so far as it exists) knows nothing of such an individual.
\StruUabel (itat).

See ZERUBBABEL.

2 .40^5-2452.
'
^ Zur Theologie des -4 T (1899) 2, 'Jesaja 53 und der leidende
Messias im AT.'
Zu Jesaja ^1-, ein Erkldmngsversuch
(1899). Eertholet's
theory is that the passage 52 13-5312 is made up of two small
poems of different origin, (a) 5213-15 63iii4.i2. in which the
typical teacher of the TOrah is glorified, and (b) 53 i-\ia, which
refers to Eleazar.
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It may be noted in passing that, according to Ibn Ezra,
S.iadia interpreted the whole section 52 13.53 12 of Jeremiah, a
hypothesis which Ibn Ezra finds attractive (l>ii\-er and Neubauer, The Pi/ty-third
Chapter of Isaiah, 'Translations,' 43),
while not a few moderns suppose tli:it the colouring,', at least,
was (!eii\'ed from the idealised life of Jeremiah. Also that
Kraetzschmar thinks that Ezekiel may l'e the historic model of
the suffering and glorified servant, rererring to Ezek. 4, where
Ezekiel, by divine command, bears tbe guilt ofhis sinful people,
and suiTers grievously in consequence (Her lei,t,n,te Gottes1,-necht, 1899). The present writer has supposed that the last of
the passages in question was ' largely modelled on the Book of
Job (lewish Relig. Life, 1898, p. t62).2

It will be clear that, from the point of view represented above, the passages in question differ in essential
respects from the other passages of Is. 40-55 relative to
the '.Servant of Yahwe.' If this is .t fact, it is alike
important for the criticism and exegesis of II. Isaiah
and for the history of religion. Of late, however, there
have been signs of -^ growing reaction against Duhm,
whose theory had at first won considerable favour.
Elsewhere (ISAI,\H [Booic], § 18, col. 2205), a view
has been taken^ akin to that of this able critic. But
fairness requires us now to take account of an earnest
protest (Minoritdls-votum)
raised by Budde** against
Duhm's theory—a protest with which Marti in his
commentary, Giesebrecht (Der Knecht Jahies), and
Konig [The Exiles Book of Consolation) more or less
completely agree. It will then be our duty to inquire
whether there is any way of approaching the subject
which will enable us to remove some of the chief causes
of perplexity in earlier investigations.
I. Is. 421-4. The Servant is here entrusted with „
mission to the heathen world. The method which he
employs (so Duhm expounds v. 2) is radically different
from that of the prophets ; he is even unlike the Second
Isaiah in his avoidance of loud, emphatic, exciting
declarations. His task is simply to expound the Law
of Yahwe to all who seek it, whether Jews or heathen,
in the school or the private chamber, at Jerusalem,
especially to those w ho are bowed by trouble. He is
destined to become a recognised international authority,
and as such his highest aim will be the establishment of
the true religion on the whole earth. Duhm thinks
that in order to be just to this description we must
suppose the poet to refer to an individual, the greatest
and most influential of the teachers of the Torah.
With this result, Sellin (though he differs from Duhm
in important details) agrees, in so far as the reference
to an individual is concerned. Budde, however, protests : ' 'We ask in vain how such things could be
stated of an individual; Is. 22-4 alone is sufficient
evidence of the existence of the conception that Israel
has a mission of instruction to the heathen.' Budde
thinks, too, that the following verses (425-?) confirm
this interpretation.
For, however we explain the diflScult DV n"\2 (EV ' a covenant
of the people ') in v. 6,^ it is plain that it can only apply to the
people not to an individual, and in spite of DuhmS few will
-^ Das Buch Jesaia, '^\o\. xviu.
, ,T 1 .
2 Seinecke, Der Evangelist
des AT (1870), and Hoekstra,
Th T 1871, pp. 1-56, invert the relation. Cp Kuenen, ^ A . / ,
i87q pp. 492-542; Davidson, Book of Job (1884), Introd.
pp. Ixvii?:; Che./'>-<7/>A./^.P) (1884), pp. 265-268.
.
3 • T h e so-called Ebed-Yahweh Songs, and the Meaning of
the Term " S e r v a n t of Y.ahweh" in Isaiah, chaps. 40-55, .4;«<>-.
I. of Theol, 1899, pp. 499-540. (Also pubhshed in a German
form, whence tbe phrase quoted above.)
.
4 See Dillm. Ki. SBOTCilA.
200(46), and Marti, ad loc.
5 Duhm's explanation of D-1J •ilK in 42 6 a s = ' a pattern of the
other states,' has not found supporters. (Durmg the correction ol
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doubt that the phrase in the parallel line, c'lJ "niN. ' a Hght of
the nations,' also refer.s to the Jewish people as a teacher, as in
4^6 514. It should be observed that 425-7 ^nd 51 4 are, on
JJuhm's own showing, the work of the Second Isaiah. How,
then, cin it be said that there are in Is. 40-05 two inconsistent
views of the Servant, which must have come from different
writers, one much deeper religiously than the other? Such is
Budde's argument.

2. Is. 49 1-6. The Servant of Israel summons the distant peoples to hear something in which they are specially
concerned. From his very birth he has been singled
out and endowed with a sharp, incisive speech, such as
befits the expounder of Vah\v(;;'s word (cp Jer. 2329).
Till the right moment for his appearance shall come, he
has been carefully hidden from the world that he may
ripen in seclusion. Such was the honour put upon
him ; such the strength which was at his disposal as
Yahwe's Servant. But his recent experience has been
so sad that he has seemed to himself to have lived in
vain and to be near his end. But whenever these
thoughts have plagued him,^ tokens have come to him
from above that his God both justifies and is rewarding
him. And now 1 fresh revelation visits him. The
God who had originally given him a mission to Israel
alone, now extends that mission to the Gentile world.
It is Yahwfe's purpose, not only to restore Israel as a
people, but also to save or deliver the other peoples
through the Servants instrumentality. The restoration
of the twelve Tribes will be the work of Vahwe, but
not a purely miraculous work (as the Second Isaiah'-^
thought), and the Servant of Yahwe-can co-operate
with him by persuading as many Jews as possible to
migrate to the Holy Land. And the illumination or
instruction of the ' peoples ' devolves upon the Servant.
They are to be saved from destruction by becoming
converted to the true religion—that of Yahwe. This is
the highest function of the Servant (note the significant
Sj^j), and it is entirely his—except, of course, that
Yah\V('' himself has trained and equipped his servant for
his noble work.
There are two points in Duhm's ' extended discussion '
of this passage to which Budde takes special exception :
(i) the omission of ' Israel' m o. 3 as an interpolation,^
and {2) the explanation of 331:;' [v- 5) a^ meaning a
spiritual bringing-back of the Israelites to God by instruction, exhortation, consolation. On the first point,
Budde remarks that ' the S(.T\'ant is here addressing the
heathen [v. la), to whom he is under obligation to stale
his name, as would not be the case were he an Israelite,
addressing his own people ' ; '^xi:;" is therefore simply
the second predicate of r:nx "* On the second, he points
out that in Ezek. 3927 Jer. 5019 Dmi:' means the physical
restoration of Israel from exile, precisely as z^z'^i. He
also emphasises the fact that the active and the passive
conceptions of the Servant are combined in this monologue of the Servant, just as they are in the undisputed
work of \\. Isaiah. It is a mistake to say that the
Servant in H. Isaiah plays only a passive, and in
the ' Songs of the Servant' only an active part. 49 4 / .
shows that the Servant in the ' Songs ' was not and
could not be free from a ' wise passiveness' ; he had to
wait for Yahwe to recompense him, and his restoration
to his home was to be Yahwe's work. And not less
clear is it from 4 9 / ^ , where Y'ahwe informs the
Servant [i.e., unquestionably, Israel) of the honour
which he shall receive as the result of his successful
mission to the nations.
the proofs appeared Duhm's second edition, in which he comes
o\ er to the more natural view, that the phrase means ' a teacher
of the nations.' The parallel phrase, he thinks, is Qf DIlS) ' ^
redemption ofthe (Jewish) people,' See, however, § 5 (i).]
1 According to Duhm, 7'. 4a is the protasis to v. 4b. Most,
however, e.g., Budde, suppose the meaning to be that the
Servant had been attacked by despondency, which he overcame
by calling to mind the faithfulness of Yahwe (cp 40 10b).
- Duhm quotes Is. 43 5/^ 49 22.
^ Marti also retains the woid.
•1 Budde not only keeps *^N*?:;" here, but inserts a p y and
^.x^::" in 42 i from ip (533).
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3. Is. 50 4-9. The Servant (whose title, however, is
not expressly mentioned) describes the persecution which
he has suffered, and his sure confidence that Yahw6 will
soon appear to put down his enemies. In the preface
to this monologue he represents himself as one who
expounds Yahwe's word [i.e., the Torah?) to the weary,
in accordance with the revelations which come to him
afresh every morning. The coUectivistic interpretation
appears to Duhm plainly impossible.
To this Budde answers that what the Servant says of
himself in 5O7-9 agrees with what Yahwe utters in 5 1 7 /
as an encouragement to Xhepeople, while, he might have
added, the language of v. 6a resembles that in 51 23
Ps. 1293. And even if the monologue of the Servant
makes no mention of a mission to the heathen, who are
indeed, so far as they are enemies of Israel, to be
destroyed, vet the experiences described in 5 0 4 / are
just those which would be necessary for mission work
among the heathen. The passage is, therefore, not
inconsistent with the other passages, and Ley and Laue
do wrong to omit it from the series of passages.
4. Is. 5213-5312. Wondrous is the contrast between
the Servant's future exaltation and his past humiliation.
See the kings paying reverence to him whose distorted
^•isage once struck all observers with horror ! But who
can believe ^ the marvels revealed to us ? Only those
who can see the invisible operation of God in history
(531). Mean were the circumstances in which the
Servant grew up, nor had his person any external
attractions. For society apart from his daily vocation
he cared not (cp Jer. 1517) ; he was despised and, as it
would seem, in the latter part of his life afflicted with
sickness and with pain. It was the punishment for sin,
and the sufferer not only knew it but inwardly gave full
assent and consent to it. He himself was innocent; no
sins of speech or of act could justly be imputed to him.
But his fellow-Jews (including the poet) assumed that
such sins he must have committed, for was not
sickness the punishment of sin ? And this man's
affliction was nothing less than leprosy (v. sa is metaphorical); how great, then, must his sin have been!
But the strange truth was that for high reasons the
punishment deserved by the Jews in general was diverted
to this willing substitute. Before this, afflictions may
have fallen on those guilty ones ; but they had no moral
effect. The time came, however, when the e}'es of
men's understandings were opened to the meaning of
the sufferings of the innocent one, and so * by his
stripes we were healed.' But while the sad spectacle
was before them, the poet and his companions confess
that they lived purely selfish lives, like wandering sheep.
The sufferer, too, was like a sheep, but in another
sense—he bore his lot without a murmur, even though
by the manifest judgment of God he was cut off. His
dishonoured body was laid apart with the wicked and
the deceivers,^ but he himself was graciously released—
' taken' by God to some unknown place of sojourn.
For very different in this case were God's thoughts from
those of man. For the servant himself, those sufferings
were a purification. He was to come back to the
world, to reach a good old age (cp J o b 4 2 i 2 ^ ) , and
see his children prolonging their days. Having had
his innocence recognised, he should live in the hght of
joy and prosperity.^ As a reward for his atoning work
he should ' inherit among the great, and divide spoil
with the strong'—a proverbial phrase meaning ' h e
shall hold intercourse as an equal with the mighty ones
of the earlh.'
1 '\'^^\} 'D ; Duhm, * who can believe?' T h e imperfect was
impossible; it would have denied that anyone would believe.
Marti, more plausibly, ' W h o would have believed' (cp
^"^0 '9, Gen. 217). See also Giesebrecht, Beitriige zur Jesaiakritik (i8go), p. 159, and cp Dr. Tenses,!^) ig.
2 D u h m reads the Aramaising p'::'V for the difficult "I't^U.
3 Duhm's radical corrections are partly based on ©'s xai Kvpiot
/5ouA.eTat KaOapiaai

auTOl' a n d Sei^gn. ai/Tt^ f^ojy.
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To this exegesis Budde objects that it covers over the
vaiiety of expressions in the picture of the Servant's
sufferings. As in the case of certain psalms, this variety
seenis rather to point to a metaphorical description of
the distress of the nation in exilic or post-exilic times.
Still more conclusive is the statement in vv. ^ff. of the
death and revivification of the Ser\ant. Such statements are common in the later literature, beginning with
Ezek. 37. On the other hand, if we try to make the
description fit the case of an individual, we shall lind
ourselves hopelessly baffled.
^\'ho, for instance, are
the long-lived descendants (ym) whom the re\ ivified
inart3T, himself very old, is to see? Are they literal or
spiritual children ? * Both solutions have insuperable
difficulties. Surely the children are those of the nation
personified. It is true, the atoning character ascribed
to the sufferings of the martyr seems to most to imply
that the martyr is to be distinguished from the mass of
tlie Jewish people. Budde, however, aflfirms this to be
impossible. \Vith Hitzig,'- Giesebrecht^ (especially),
Wellhausen, Konig,- Marti, and [in 1899, but not in
1893] Smend, he takes up the tradition of rabbis such
as Rashi, Ibn Ezra, Kimhi, that the confession in chap.
53 is uttered by the * nations' referred to in 5215 ; the
niartjT, therefore, both can and must be the people of
Israel. One important part of his argument may be
quoted here ; he is meeting Dillmann's objection to
Giesebrecht's view that II. Isaiah always makes the sin
of Israel the cause of its sufferings (4224^! 4327/'. 176
50i; cp 42i3 4 9 2 5 / 5I523, etc.).
'Whatever justifying ^?t»KW(/j Yahwe may have had for the
chastisement of Israel, as respects the heathen, who are here the
speakers, not these grounds, but Yahwe s purpose, comes into
consideration. Though Israel may ha\"e sinned, yet in the conscience of the heathen the only worshipper of the true God
appears as the only innocent one. But, further than that, it is
a welt-known fact that, compared with other prophets, I I . Isaiah
lays very little stfess upon Israel's trespass, that the tone of
sympathy predominates throughout and strongly. Nor does he
fail to state expressly that Israel has suffered more punishment
than its sins have deserved. H e begins his entire book with the
statement [40 2] that his people, that Jerusalem, has received a
double retribution for its sins. This is not, as Duhm thinks,**
an allusion to Jer. 16 i8, where a doubling of the punishment is
announced, only, however, for renewed offences. On the contrary, II. Isaiah distinctly says that half of the punishment is
undeserved, and on the ba.sis of general prophetic premises we
have a right to ask what may have been the occasion of this
second undeserved portion; and when we find the figure of
Yahwe's Servant already introduced in 41 8, and his mission—
that of carrj'ing the true religion to the heathen—stated in 42 i,
we cannot avoid the conclusion that even here the prophet already
has reference to the suffering which was indispensable to the
fulfilment of that mission. The problem of theodicy is for the
entire centur>' the really vital one. T h e people solve it, not
without a feeling of bitterness, by applying the doctrine of suffering for the sins of the fathers—i.e., for the sins of Manasseh
(Ezek. IS 2 etc.)—while Ezekiel tries to solve it by enormously
exaggerating his accusations in an endeavour to balance guilt
and punishment. I I . Isaiah alone finds a really satisfying solution by associating with the cause ofthe punishment its purpose,
and we can understand all the more readily that this solution
was beyond the comprehension of the masses of the people, as
well as of most of Its leading spirits, because his hopes and predictions were not realised. T h e glorious restoration of his
people did not come to pass, neither were its sufferings or its
teachmgs able to lead the heathen to ^'ahwe.' 5

Itisapart of Budde's theory that the ' w e ' in chap. .^)3
is not a collection of individual men but 01 individual
nations. This, according to him, makes the marked
individualisation ofthe people of Israel more intelligible ;
the same individualisation of peoples underlies the ' w e . '
It IS no doubt at first sight fatal to his theory that in
538 we find the phrase 'cy J.'I:'-?D, 'for the rebellion of

my people' (which Kimhi has to explain as referring to
'^eeDi.-Ki./fj. 456 (cp 461, foot), 'such as are brought by
nim to righteousne^is '(v. 11 60 21), ' the numerous citizens of the
. nitzig and Kunig, however, assign 53 i to the prophetic
writer.
>
&
\ ^e^trage, 146 Jf. ; Knecht Vahves, 5 9 ^ , 7 1 ^
n h -'• ^^^' "^"^ '"^ ^'^ comm. on Jeremiah (1901, p. 141)
' ^»ier.Jour.

141
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. p- sogf
4405

SERVANT OF THE LORD
each of the nations which will unite in this confession);
but Budde has a remed}^—he cleverly emends the text.^
It may be added that he also emends the text of r.213,
where for '?'3p^ he proposes to read '^N~IC",- 'behold,
Israel my servant.'
According to Budde, then, there are points of contact between 5213-5:^12 and the undisputed II. Isaiah
which forbid the assertion that two different views of the
Servant are represented in tiiese two writings, and the
individualistic interpretation of the Servant is hardly more
tenable in chap. 53 than in other parts of the prophecy.
See also Giesebrecht, Beit/ «gc zur jesaiakritik
(i8go), i 4 6 _ ^ ,
a 'fundamental work' (liudd.^), and his Der Ktiecht
I'ahves;
Konig, The Exiles
Booh of Consolation (1809), 54-56 etc.:
Smend, AT_Rel.-ges< h.\~} 355; and, against the nationalistic
theory, Sellin, Studien
zur Entstehune,sc:eschiehte
der jiid.
Geineitid€(\goi),
1 3 4 ^ ; Smend, AT ReL-gesch.f\) 2 5 7 /

The differences of interpretation which we have been
considering are largely due to the manifold obscurities
R TftTt
ofthe text, not only of the four passages,
but also of many other parts of Is. 40-66.
These obscurities may in turn be traced, not so much
to lacuniB in the Hebrew lexicon or to the disturbing
effect of the grandeur and novelty of the ideas on the
mind of the writers, as to corruption.
In the four
passages corruption is, according to Duhm, specially
marked in 50 4 5214 5310/. Budde also fully grants
that ' the second half of chap. 53 has suffered serious
corruption of text' ; but this critic impairs the value of
this concession by the statement that ' the only corruption which interferes with a proper interpretation is the
'By (' my people ') in z-. 8 ' ; this, he says, ' admits of no
explanation whatever' (510). It is to be feared that any
considerable approach to agreement among critics will
be impossible as long as this comparative confidence in
the AIT continues, and as long as sounder principles of
textual criticism are not recognised both in theory and
in practice.
It is not that a large number of acute
exegetical 'suggestions have not been made, but a
decision of the important points at issue seems out of
the question until a more thorough and more methodical
examination of the text of the whole of Is. 40-66 has
been carried through.
^^'e have perhaps been so long accustomed to read
Isaiah in the light of commentaries that real obscurities
may not always strike us.
I. Who that reads Is. 421-4 with a fresh mind will say
that this passage is easy ? What is the meaning of ' he
shall not cry nor lift up, nor cause his voice to be heard
without' [v. 2)? W. E. Barnes^ explains the first part,
' he shall not cry (his war-cry), nor lift up (his battleshout) ' ; G. A. Smith"* thinks that the prophet ' cannot
be referring to the means and art of the service, but
rather to the tone and character of the Servant'; Sellin
[Studie7i, I85) sees an allusion to the loud publication
of royal edicts ; Duhm, to the vehement demeanour of
prophets ; Marti, however, finds the renunciation on
Israel's part of a political role among the nations. Not
less obscure is the next statement [v. 3),
The broken reed he breaks not off,
The failing wick he quenches not.

W e all know how this is explained ; the commentaries
with one voice refer to the Christian ideal of the pastoral
office. But what place has this here ? and why did not
the poet express himself distinctly? And why should
any reference be made in v. 4 to the circumstance that
1 Reading iri'C'tC. V was dittographed ; 13 became r , and *
was transposed. Giesebrecht's emendation (cp G. A. Smith, Isa.
- ^40) is less plausible.
^2 I\lLii-t! approves. But an emendation at once more obvious
and more favoured by parallelism is n ' S y , 'shall have success."
D u h m (Jes.i'^)) unfortunately adheres to C',-\\
3 Exp. T 8 (1896) 29 ; the whole passage is applied to Cyrus.
Sellin, however (Studien, 1 Rfi), thinks it a designed contrast to
the description In 41 2f., which is usually applied to Cyrus.
^ Is. 2 303 (so Delitzsch, Dillmann, Marti).
Against this,
however, see Sellin, op. cit. 84.
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from this passage. It may be doubted, however, whether
either position is sound. On the one hand, very little
importance can be attached to the traditional text of any
With regard to -12 6, the difficult cy n n n (liV *a covenant of
part of ff. e-ii (or 12) because of the manifold obscurities
the people') should almost certainly 1..-O'Dy • . . ; the uncertain
word which begins the phrase should most probably be nn.NSn'? '.
and the more than probable corruption of this p.issage.
thus the line becomes, ' for an ornament (glory) of the peoples,
And on the other, the parallelism bt tween 589(2 and
for -i light of the nations ' ; cp 13 18 4013 0-Z sf
See Crit. Bib.
Ezek. 3 7 1 2 / is incomplete. In Is. 539 (if correct) the
2. In '19 s what is the meaning of ' to bring back Jacob
point is not so much the burial of the 8er\ant as his
unto him ' ? Why ' unto him ' ? And how can ' Israel'
burial with the wicked ; but in Ezek. 37 1 2 / the phrase,
(i'.s) have been ' formed' to bring back Israel? .-Vnd
' cause you to come up out of your graves' is simply an
how can the restoration of Israel be referred to with
equivalent for ' cause you to come up out of .Sheol.''
equal elaborateness twice over in successive stanzas?
We have said ' apart from v. 1,' because since (as we
Budde (521) proposes, as an e.xplanation of v. 3, ' in that
have seen) the confession in the following \erscs cannot
he brought Jacob again (out of Egypt) to hira, and drew
be assigned to the heathen nations, and since the
Israel to him (into the desert).' This at any rate is
parallelism between the chief expressions in the conbetter than omitting the words altogether as Giesefessions and a number of psalms which cannot reasonably
brecht does.
It is difificult, however, to interpret
be made to refer to an individual forbids us to adopt
33\-c'> (' to bring back') differently, so far as grammar
Duhm's theory, it follows that the speakers in iSiff.
goes, from 2-,:-n^ in v. 5, and the reference to Egypt
must be the Israel within Israel. This theory is indeed
and the desert, if intended, would surely have been at
impossible, according to Budde, who thinks that .the
least hinted. The grammatical objection also applies
whole of Israel suffered equally, and that the exaltation
to Marti's rendering of v. 5a, ' but now has Yahwe
of the Israel within Israel could not make an impression
resolved, etc., to bring back Jacob to himself, and Israel
on the heathen world. A fuller consideration, however,
will I gather.' Next, why this extraordinary side remark,
of this theory in the light of a keener criticism of the
later history of Israel, shows that the whole of Israel
' and I was honoured (pointing -in^X)) in the eyes of
did not share the same lot, and so removes the apparent
Y<ahwfe, and my God became my strength ' ? The words
ground for Budde's objection. W'e have therefore a
are clear enough, but not their sense in this context.
right to set aside 531, and to refer to TJ. g as the only
Lastly, what is the meaning of ' too insignificant for thy
solid textual basis for the individualistic interpretation
being to me a Servant'? (nny -^ T,nvn2 --pi) A most
of the .Servant in this notable passage.
awkward and improbable construction I T o excise ',ia
-\2]l '^ as a gioss, is hazardous. .So-called glosses often
How, then, shall we proceed in order to restore a text
arise out of genuine readings of the original text.
sufficiently correct to admit of large exegetical inferences ?
The methods of the most progressive textual
3. In 50 4-9 the difficulty is almost entirely confined
6. Jerahcriticism are good enough for our purpose;
to V. 4f., where neither the language nor the thought is
meelite
but there are many textual possibilities to
at all clear. .-\t first we seem to catch a glimpse of 1
theory.
which we could not open our eyes without
beautiful thought, and the phrase ' he wakens mine ear '
the clue furnished by a critical examination of a very
pleases the fancy. But the plural ' disciples' (cnie|'') is
large group of passages outside of II. Isaiah.
In
strange, and the phrase so pleasing to fancy becomes
fact, it is only the ' Jerahmeelite theory' which will
insecure through the manifold disorder of the text and
enable us to detect the readings that underlie many
the obviously corrupt nij'^
Above all, the opening
obscure and some apparently clear passages of II.
stanza, which refers apparently to the vocation of a
Isaiah. The result of a renewed investigation of the
prophet, is not a satisfactory preface to the description
text of II. Isaiah closely resembles that to which we are
of persecution which follows.
perhaps being driven by the textual phenomena of other
4. In .'i2T2-.')3i3 the easy passages are the exception,
prophetic writings (see PROPHiiT, §§ 35-45)—i-e-, the
not the rule. I-2mendation of the text has been tried,
original text in many passages had a different historical
not without excellent results.
But the passage as a
and geographical setting from that which now appears,
whole, even as explained by Marti, is not clear. There
and our exegetical results are correspondingly modified.
is, perhaps, no better proof of the extreme corruptness
The truth is, according to this theory, that the
of the text than the obscurity of .^:l la as the context at
influence of N. Arabia on Jewish history has been
present stands, and the vehement controversy which it
greatly under-estimated. In particular, it was in N.
has called forth. In spite of all the acuteness of Budde
or N W . Arabia that the mass of the Jewish exiles
and (especially) Giesebrecht, it remains highly improblanguished, and even after the fall of the Babylonian
able that a Hebrew poet of the late exilic or earl}' postpower' (commonly supposed to be the great source of
exilic period should have accounted for the sufferings of
trouble to the Jews) N. Arabian oppression continued
Israel on the ground that they were the atonement for
to be the chief subject of complaint to Jewish poets.
the sins of the heathen.
The four passages on the Servant, in their original form,
.\s Skinner justly remarks : ' That the idea of Israel suffering
would seem to have lacked almost all that we are wont
for the good o f t h e world is foreign to the O T is not perhaps a
decisive argument against it, for there is a truth in the idea (see
to admire in the adaptation of them which both MT and
Rom. l l i i . / " ) . . . . But the insuperable objection to this ex(p present to us. The ardent universalism which displanation is the unnaturalness ofthe assumption that the speakers
tinguishes them in their present form is due to a later
in 53 I ll- are the heathen. There is nothing in the language to
suggest this ; and the religious attitude expressed in these verses
editor, who had before him a. text which was already
is such as no prophet could have attributed to the heathen world.'!
corrupt, and which, apart from this, did not answer to
If another proof of deep-seated textual corruption
his own spiritual aspirations. Let us continue to read
is required, we may justly refer to v. 9. The theory that
them as they stand in M T and CT> as monuments of the
the great sufferer is an individual rests ultimately (ptttting
loftiest pre-Christian Jewish piety. When such a purely
aside .'i3i) on this passage, and the difference between
academic thinker as \'atke can say that ' the intuition of
critics is perhaps simply this—that while some sav, the
the sufferings and glorification of the Servant of Jehovah
burial so emphatically stated in I'.g proves that an
forms the most remarkable presentiment of redemption
individual is meant, others say, v. 9 cannot mean what
in the OT, and so is a prophecy, not a prediction, of
it at first sight apears to mean, because the more natural
Christ,' academic critics who would fain be also men of
explanation (viz., that in chap. ^10, as elsewhere,^ ' Servant the people may surely use the same expressions, for the
of Yahw6 is a title of Israel) presents no difficulty apart
people see in chap. 53 a prophecy of the Jesus of the

the Servant liiiiiself will never pass through the sad
experience of the persons desci ibed in z*. 3 ?

1 Is. 40-6S (Cambr. Bible), 234.
2 To assume that the nationalistic interpretation has been
proved for the three preceding passages on the Servant.

' Cp Ezek. 32 2 2 ^ On the close connection between the conception of Sheol and that of a burial-place, see ESCHATOLOGV,
§ 10 ; Smend, A T Rel--gesch.{^) 152
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evangelic tradition, and we would gladly go with the
people, as one of them, so far as we may. Nor need
we—from this point of view—anylonger trouble ourseh-cs
to translate these passages with an extreme exactness.
.^n exact translation is in fact often diflicult and sometimes
impossible, owing to the fact that the old Jewish editor has had
to work upon an already existin- corrupt te.xt. But let us ais.) be
just to the claims of critical history, the results of which, when
fully mature, must be for the good of the religion of the many
as well as ofthe few. This requires us to trace out, so far as we
can, the original form of these famili-ir but, in pai cs, very obscure
passages, and of the rest uf Is. 4i.l-hi), not as a mere exercise of
ingenuity, but for this important reason—that if we can but read
this worlc as a monument of its own special time or times, we
shall underst.ind the course of Jewish histoi->' as we could never
have done before. This need not make us unapprcciative ,,(
those pious and most unselfish editors of old time, who ventured
to treat their Bible as a living plant, still capable of sending out
fresh shoots, and of putting forth undreamed-of flo\v._is, and who,
as some will say, almost transfigured the original conception of
the Sei\ant of Vahwe.

For the original text (see Crit. Bib., 'Isa.') gai'c a much
less advanced conception ofthe .Servant of ^•ahwc. T h e
title here is a personification of the body of jL\\ish exiles
in X. .\r.abia, who were by no means semi-Christians,
but h.ad higher religious ideas and ideals, and correspondingly greater material and moral hardships to
bear, than their brethren in Palestine. T h e poet looks
fonvard to the time when these exiles will be delivered
from their miseries and privations and become the
recognised leaders of the regenerated Jewish people.
He calls (491) on the -Arabians and Jerahmeelites to
take warning while there is yet time (cp Ps. 2 io, emended
text). Like some, at least, of the psalmists, he has no
desire that all Jerahmeelites should be blotted out of
existence, but wishes that under Jewish rule and in the
practice of the true religion they may still live in the
expanded land of Israel, and be saved from the judicial
destruction which will fall ujion all irreclaimable foes of
Yahwe. At present, the Servant still suffers persecution ; he has borne it without a cry or a murmur as
God's appointment. But he knows that his ' justification' or redress is at hand (50 8) ; indeed, before now,
under prophetic inspiration, he has announced (5213-15)
the coming change in his fortunes—an announcement
which his kinsmen in Palestine (those ' rebellious o n e s '
of whom the poet speaks) received with contemptuous
incredulity (5.11). H e can already imagine those unworthy Israelites confessing their blindness and folly,
their wickedness and selfishness (582-9), And again a
prophetic vision comes to him. H e sees exiled Israel
rescued from its oppressors, according to that earlier
prophecy. The light of joy—a joy in the establishment
of the divine rule with Israel for its earthly organ (cp
421-4), the sight of an offspring ' prolonging its days,'
and enjoying the inheritance of Jerahmeel and Ishmael
—these are the varied but closely connected rewards
granted to him (5310-12).
Into the changes of critical positions which this view
necessitates this is not the place to enter. Nor need
the reader be assured that no claim to an immunity front
error is put forward by the present writer. Details may
doubtless be improved ; but the general theory, when
fully assimilated, will be found to stand the test of prolonged consideration. Would that the spade of the
explorer might bring to light some hidden record of an
age so Uttle known and so largely misinterpreted by
Besides the works named in col. 2 2 0 7 / , the following recent
treatises on the criticism and exegesis of Is. 421-4 ->•''-(, 604-9
7 Tifft +
^"^ '^" 13-63 12 (or some one of these oassages
l . l i l L e r a t u r e . separately) may be here mentioned :'.Schiiin,
T
DieEbed-Jahic'e-LiederinJes.-rl-lxzd.(i8qs);
•L^ue, Bl,e E.-J. Lieder in It. Theil des Jesaia
exegetisch"'"•scli und biblisch-theologisch
untersucht (1898) ; Fiillkrug,
Jf 'fOttesknecht d. Dt.-Jcs. (1899)'. Laue and Fiillkrug have a
certain similarity in that both maintain the Servant to be an
nmvidual; Fullkrug, however, does not, like Laue, identify
"m ? ? " ' " ' * 'l'e Messiah, and he does not separate the four
songs from the Prophecy of Restoration ; Kraetzschmar, Der
Z,rc'^'"cishnecht (1899) : Ezekiel the historic model of the
suitering and glorified Servant, see chap. 4, Bertholet, Zu
J"- tin.-, Budde, The So-called Ebed-Yahweh
Songs, e t c . ;
4409

SETH

Ancebt G,,ttes bet Dt.-jes. (1901); Giesebrecht, Der Knecht d.
Ut.-jes.
(jc)o2- the Servant-passages originally meditations
written down for disciples by the second Micah; the Servant
himself, a personification of Israel); Rothstein, Die Genealogie
d Kdn. Jehoiachm Uc,o2 ; appendix on the Messianic reference
of the Servant); C. M. H. Wright, ' T h e Pre-Christian Jewish
Interpretation of Is. .02 :,:•.; Expositor, 3rd ser., 7 (1888) 3 6 4 ^
1,01 Jf.)-, i->!i\m!xn, Jesaia ^^das Prophetenwort
vom Silhnleut^n
des Heilsmittlers,!;-)
(1891); cp also Kosters, Th.T, 1806,
VV- S9i.i^
T. K. C.

S E S I S ( c e c e i c [ B ] ) , i Esd. 934 = Ezral04oSHASiiAi.
SESTHEL (cecOHA [B.A]), i Esd. 93i = Ezral03o,
B E Z A L E E L , ...
SETH, rather

SHLIII

(riL";

C H 6 ; SETH),

son of

Adam, fvther of Enos, and grandfather of Cainan or
Ktnan, according to the .Sethite genealogy (Gen. 53-8
[P]), with which, so far as his relation to Enosh is concerned. Gen. 426 (J) entirely agrees. In Gen. 425 (J^),
it is stated that ' Adam knew his wife again, and she
b.jie a son, and called his name Sheth ; for (she said)
God has set for me another seed instead of Abel, for
Cain killed him.' (5, however, does not recognise -^'ly,
'again,' and inserts -;,-IB}, ' a n d she conceived,' which
suggests the possibility that in an earlier form of the
text the birth of Sheth was related without reference to
the existence of Cain. Budde [Urgesch. 1 5 4 ^ ) thinks
that the text originally ran, ' and Adam knew his \\'\fe,
and she bore a son, and nanied him Sheth, for " G o d
has set for me a seed." '^ There are, however, three
difficulties in this view ; (i) the unnatural use of !\a,
' posuit' ; (2) the use of o'n'jN, 'Elohim,' instead cf
."III!*, ' Yahwe ' (contrast Gen. 4 i , though here © has 5ta
rotJ Qeov) ; and (3) the improbability that Adam's
grandson should have been called Enosh, ' man,' or ' frail
m a n ' (cp ENOS), assuming, of course, that ' A d a m ' and
' Enosh' are the two familiar Hebrew terms for ' man.'
There is only one way of surmounting these difliculties,
viz., to criticise the traditional readings of thc names.
mN (dddm) or mKn (hd-dddm) and ,iin (Ha-wwah) have
probably arisen out of '?NDnn' (Jerahmeel) and nnn
(Horitli) = n'^NDm' (Jerahmeelith) respectively. Cp
PARADISE, § 12 (;:). These parallels suggest that ' S h e t h '
and ' Enosh ' are also corruptions of ethnic names. T h e
conjecture that B-IJH (Enosh) is a fragment of ^NJIDI?'
will surprise no one who has had experience of the
shifting phases of ' Ishmael' and other ethnic names,
and it is only slightly less probable that rvtt (Sheth ??)
is a fragment of \i'v.rva ( = Eshtaol), which the narrator
connected with '^'nt;', ' plant, shoot' so that -^-rw is
miswritten, by metathesis, for ^-T\ci}- It is a part of
this theory that •'n'?N and nnx together represent 'jncm'.^
The passage will then become, ' And Jerahmeel knew
his wife, and she bore a son, and named him Shethaol,
for (he is) a shoot (shelhil) of Jerahmeel.-' And
Shilithaol in turn begot a son, and named him Ishmael;
it was he who began to call upon the name of Yah\s 4 '
(see ENOS). ShSthaSl is possibly the eponym of the
population called in M T E S H T A O L and E S H T A U L I T E S , ' '

whose seat was certainly not confined to the lowlands of
Judah. The etymology is, of course, quite ' popular';
a truer connection may perhaps be supposed ^vith the
widely-spread clan-name S1N1?, Sha'fll (see SAUL).
Even if the explanation here given of the strange name
Sheth be in some degree doubtful, the discovery of the
true name of Sheth's son at any rate appears on
t So Stade (ZA TIV, 1894, p . 2 6 2 / ) , Holzinger (KHC ' Gen.'
57 [1898I); Gunkel (HK'Gon-49 I1901]).
2 To these corruptions there are abundant parallels throughout the O T literature.
y y-I' is here taken to b e a n insertion of J R necessitated by the
corrupt readings, already in existence, v"^!^' and nnN.
4 In i C h . 2 5 3 the Eshtaulites are connected with Kirjathjearim—i.e-, not improbably Kirjath-jerahmeel.
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critical grounds to be nearly certain. Thus understood,
the name supplies another beautiful Israelitish commentary on the name Ishmael (cp Gen. 1 6 n ) . It is as
if the narrator told us that the first prayer was as great
an epoch in the history of man as the building of a city.
.See S E T H I T E S .
I,atur post-canonical writers knew much more about Seth.
His wife'?; name was Azura (Jubilees, 4 11 ; ed. Charles, 32).
Both he and his descendants, who were extremely good, h a d
that heavenly wisdom specially connected with the name of
E N O C H [^.V.];
see J o s . Atit.1.23
(§§ 68-71). On the gnostic
sect of the Sethians see Hippol. Philosophumena,
5 19;
Epiphan. Adv. hcer. xxxix.; Lips. Der Gnostidsjnus,
sein
Wesen, L'rsprung uftd Entwickelungsga?ig
(1Z60), 154; SmithWace, Diet. ofClfristian
Biography, ^^7 f.
We have ventured to reject the plausible conjecture of
Frd. Delitzsch and Fritz Hommel referred to In the next article.
T h a t the theory connecting Sheth with Suteh, ' the god of the
Hyksos,' no longer needs criticism, is obvious; see Lenormant,
Les origines, 1 [1880] 217 f , and on the other side, K o . PREfl)
163. For the facts relative to Set a n d Suteh see E G Y P T , § 52,
n. 2, and cp § 16.
On the gradual transference of the functions and achievements
of Enoch to Seth, as a consequence of the later tradition making
the Sethites the representatives of goodness and the Cainites of
wickedness, see Charles's note on Jubilees, ' t i s .
T . K. C.

SETHITES, the name given to the descendants of
Seth mentioned in Gen. 5 il'). W e shall deal with this
subject almost entirely as one belonging to the history
of early Hebrew beliefs respecting primitive humanity ;
the intricate study of the later exegesis on Gen. 5 / , to
which R. H . Charles has recently made such valuable
contributions, lies too much apart to be treated here.
1 Tflrm ^ ^ venture to begin with a criticism of
the term ' Sethites,' which presupposes
critioiaed. that there are two separate genealogies
of the patriarchs—i.e., of the heroes of the primitive
age.
Now, we may readily grant that, as the text now
stands, this presupposition is not destitute of plausibility.
Gen. 425/". is obviously the link between two genealogies (Gen. 417-24 and 6\ one of which, as it now
stands, starts from a son of Adam named Cain, the
other from Adam and a son of Adam named Seth or
Sheth (nc'i <n]6). T h e two linking verses, in their
present form, appear to account for the double genealogy
by stating that Seth was born to fill the place of Abel.
A\'hen, however, we look into the genealogies we
quickly see that there is a strong affinitv between them,
and 1 critical examination of the two ' linking verses'
shows that the passage is no longer in its original form,
but has undergone both corruption and editorial expansion. W'e have also found reason elsewhere to suspect
that the story of Cain and Abel and the Cainite
genealogy came from separate traditional sources (see
CAIN,

§ 4;

CAINITES, § 2 ) ;

if this is correct, the

Yahwist (J) cannot have represented Seth as a substitute
for the murdered Abel. Instead of ' Cainites' and
'Sethites,' therefore, it would be better to speak of the
members of the t\\ o parallel genealogies due respectively
to J and to P.
It is the genealogy in Gen. 5 that is mainly to
occupy us. W^e may assume that it is parallel to, and
2 One ^" '^^ present form later than, the
eenealoffv g^^^^^^Sy ' " Gen. 4.
W e may also
i t r o r i 4 n " "^-^^^ •'^'^^^•^ ^•''^'^^" t'^^'^'^- ^'•"'^^'- ^47)
°
as fairly probable, that in its original
form the genealogyinGen. 4 was Sethite as well as Cainite,
that V. 2 5 / i n a simpler form, including the words, ' and
Enos begot c^ son, and called his name Cain,'^ once
stood before 417, also that in the original Yahwistic
genealogy, of which we possess only an extract, the
tenth place was occupied by Xoah.^ If this be so, the
1 I t may be presumed that this represents Stade's meaning,
though he only says that ' 4 -25 f once stood before 4 17^?^'
2 Stade's reconstruction of the genealoi^y, however, which
makes it begin with Enos and close with' Tabal and Noah, has
this against it—that there are verystn.rig reasons for holding
that 'Aflnm' (rather tid-ddihn) and ' K n o s ' a r e not the forms
which origmally stood in the genealoi^v, and therefore not lo be
treated as synonyms meaning ' m a n , ' or, as Stade expressed it,
that Adam and Enos are 'doppelganger.'
44TI

Israelitish circles represented by J had .. genealog}' of
primitive heroes which agreed in all essentials \\\\.h the
genealogy given by P. W e may put the two lists,
harmonised as proposed in C A I N I T E S , § 12, and withimt
any attempted emendation of the names, over against
each other.
J.

Adam
Sheth
Enosh
Cain
Enoch
Irad
Mehujael
Methushael
Lamech
Noah

P.

Adam
Sheth
Enosh
Kenan
Mahalalel
Jared
Enoch
Methuselah
Lamech
Noah

Even if we doubt whether the genealogy of the
Yahwist in its original form contained as many as ten
names, it is a fact that that of the Priestly Writer (P)
has come down to us with ten. and it is natural (when we
consider that P, as often as he can, uses old material)
to connect this with the fact that Berdssus places ten
antediluvian kings at the head of the history of Babylonia. T h e names of these kings (see Muller, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. 2499/'.) are "AXwpos, 'AXaTrapos, 'A-fxifKuiv,
'Afifidviav, ~Sl€yd\apos. Adwvos, Et)e5tti/>axos, 'Afj.€fx\l/ivjs,
'ClTLdpTTjs, Aio-ouSpos. Now the solidarity of the early
Oriental culture, under Babylonian influence, was such
that we could not be surprised to find some of the
names given by Berossus, in their original forms (when
these forms can be traced), underlying names in the two
Hebrew genealogies which lie before us. T h e idea is
suggested by the coincidence of number between P's
hst and that of Berossus, but, of course, we have to
compare the names in both the Hebrew lists, so far as
they seem to be akin.
It is remarkable, however, how extremely few of the Hebrew
names cau even plausibly be connected with names in the
Berossian list. T o compare 'Apu^kfov with K'iJN, ' E n o s h ' (so
Delitzsch, Hommel, a n d even Gunkel) seems plainly wrong,
( i ) because such a name as ' m a n , ' as the proper name of a
primaeval hero, is in the highest degree improbable ; (2) because,
if um is correct, and means ' man,' it is not Hkely that another
name in the list also means * m a n ' ; and (3) because, if 'A^^Aoji/
is correct, analogy justifies us in supposing that it is a mutilated
theophorous name (Amil-jr). But we may at least provisionally
compare ( i ) 'Aft^Aioi/ with Mahalalel ( = Mehujael), assuming the
final syllable el ('yu) to represent some Babylonian divine name,
and (2) 'AjL(.e/j.i//icds ( = Amil-Sin, 'liegeman of Sin?') with
Methu)5elah ( = Methusael), assuming Selah (rnti') to be a
Hebraised form of sarhu, which is an epithet of various Babylonian gods (see Ass. HWB 6goa, C A I N I T E S , § 7). Two names
out of ten in the respective lists, plausibly but not certainly
combined, are perhaps scarcely a sufficient basis for a theory
that the Hebrew list in its earliest form was borrowed from
Babylonia.1

It is, however, still important to ascertain, if possible,
whether statements made in either of the Hebrew lists
respecting any one of the primitive heroes are derived
from Babylonian lore. That Noah who, as the text
stands (both in J and in P passages), is the hero of the
Hebrew Deluge-story is, in virtue of his connection with
that story, parallel to Xisuthrus, cannot be doubted.
Zimmexn [Beitrdge, 116, n. a) and Gunkel ((7^«. 1 2 1 / ) ,
however, add a comparison of Enoch, who ' walked'
with God and was taken to God, with the EueStiipaxos
of IlavTil3i^\a ( = S i p p a r ) in Berossus—i.e., En-medur-anki,^ a mythic king of Sippar, to whom the guild
of Babylonian ^arz7 - priests traced its origin.
This
king is designated ' the favourite of Anu, Bel, and Ea,'
and said to have been 'called (?) by the gods Samas
and Adad into their fellowship," also to have been
initiated into the ' secrets of heaven and earth ' (Ritualtablet, no. 24). Now it is true that both Enoch and
EueSwpaxos occupy the seventh place in the respective
lists. This, however, is not important ; in J's list, as
1 Gunkei (HA' ' G e n . ' 1 2 1 ) omits Methuselah but includes
Kenan ( = Cain), which, with Delitzsch and Hommel, he regards
as a translation of j a N ^ B a b . ummdnu (cp Ges (13) s.v. JEK).
T h e number two therefore remains.
2 Dur-anki is the name of a mythic locality (Zimmern); cp
Jastrow, RBA 539.
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it now stands, Enoch comes third, and even in the
hypothetical e.xpanded form of the hst given above he
only fills the fifth place. In opposition to Zimmern's
learned and ingenious theory we would point out (i)
th.it the initiation of Ennieduranki into the ' secrets of
heaven and earth ' is bv no means as distinctive a feature
as the deliverance of Xisuthrus from the perils of the
Deluge. For other mythic personages besides Ennieduranki enjoyed this initiation, and among them Xisuthrtis himself, as his name (.\tra-hasis, ' the very wise')
implies, and as his fortunes also sufficiently indicate. Il
was, in fact, the highest form that the divine favour
could assume, and it is only natur.il that the feature or
'motive' of temporary or permanent translation to the
abode of the gods should characterise different myths
both in Babylonia itself and in the various countries
where Babylonian mythic germs were deposited. And
(2), we may further remark that probably Enoch, not
Nij.ih, was the hero of the Hebrew Deluge-story as
written by J (see § 3, a n d c p X o . \ H , g r. D E L U G E , § 17).
If this be so, there is scarcely e\ en a superficial appropriateness in the comparison of Enmedurankl with the
Hebrew Enoch.
W'hilst therefore we do not deny the possibility that
those who (at some Hebrew^ sanctuary?) shaped or reshaped the Hebrew storv of the primitive heroes may
have been led to reckon them as ten (P certainly made
ten. and J, too, may perhaps have done so) under
Babylonian influence, we cannot say that there is any
strong necessity for such a view, and all must admit
that it is much more important to comprehend the
statements of the Hebrew narrators. One of the chief
obstacles to such a comprehension is the apparent
duality of some of the heroes mentioned. .At first sight,
there seem to be two Cains, two Lamechs, two Noahs ;
and if Budde's theory respecting Gen. 417 (see col. 623,
a. 3) be correct, two Enochs.
The grounds for supposing that there are two inconsistent pictures of Cain, or in other \vords, two Cains,^
- J, ... are given elsewhere ( C A I N , § 2).
It
fP •
is clear that the passage. Gen. 42-i6«,
Tam h ^^'hich accounts for the custom of e.\acting
Nnnh ' blood for blood, implies that Cain is a
nomad, and with this the statement in
i\ i6d partly agrees, for it states that Cain (after hearing
the divine sentence) dwelt ' in the land of wandering
(Xod), eastward of Eden.' In Gen. 417, however, this
hero is represented as a city-builder, in other words,
as a leading promoter of a settled form of life and of
civilisation, and if we criticise the text of a. 16b in
accordance with the results attained elsewhere (see
P.ARADISE, § 6) we shall have to correct the enigmatical
Hebrew text of MT and (5, so as to read ' and [Cain]
dwelt in the land of Eden-jerahmeel'(jiy ,•>•:! [j-p] a r ' i
^NDm')—the district in which as we have seen Gen. i l 2
places us. We need not, however, deny (cp CAINITES,
§ 3) that even in 417 ' Cain ' (pp) is the eponym of the
Kenites (pp ^y-); there were both more and less advanced branches of the Kenites and Jeraiimeelites ; hence
sometimes these tribes are spoken of as nomads, sometimes as having ' cities ' ( i S. 3O29).
Are there also two Lamechs? There is a song
ascribed to Lamech, in which the far-reaching sweep of
tribal vengeance for blood is eulogised^ (Gen. 4 2 3 / ) .
But we find his three sons taking important steps
forward in civilisation ; can they possibly have been
represented as the offspring of a fierce nomad? The
truth is, however (as comparative textual criticism
justifies us in holding), that ' L a m e c h ' (-p'^) is one of
the popular distortions of ' Jerahmeel.'
Lamech is
Gunkel (Gen. 49) actually makes four Cains : ( i ) the son
M the first man, (2) the brother and murderer cf Abel, (3) the
lather of Enoch and city-builder, and (4) the eponym of the
t^enites.
" See CAINITES, § 8 ; Nestle, Marg. 59.
4413

SETHITES
therefore a tribal eponym,^ and represents both the
more and the less advanced sections of the Jerahmeelite
race. It is remarkable that in P's genealogy Lamech
appears as the father of Noah, who, not less than Jabal
and his brothers, is a ' hero of culture' (see NoAH).
For certainly there are two Noahs—there is Noah
the first vine-planter, and there is Noah the head of the
one family that was rescued from the Deluge, at least if
we are content to follow the traditional Hebrew text.
That the unpleasing story of what happened to Noah
the vine-planter was ever told of Noah the hero of the
Deluge, whose earthly history was bound to cease with
his marvellous deliverance, is incredible (see N O A H ) ,
though certainly it can hardly be called very probable
that it was said of tw o of the traditional Hebrew heroes ,
that they ' walked' or had close converse ' with the
Godhead ' (Gen. 622 24 69).
How to remove this difficulty we have seen already
(§ 2), and before the end of this section we shall return
4. Why sporadic ' ° '''^ ="^J'^'='', f-' ^1^'^'}' *•: ^ T ' ' ^
Babylonian
' f ' ' ' ° ^'='°™' f". "^^ ='"8"'^'' *^^"'
influence?
'^ '^ " ° distinctively Babylonian material in the account of the
primteval heroes (after Adam) except in connection with
Enoch and Noah. It will be observed that while Enoch
the city-builder and Noah the vine-planter are certainly
tribal heroes (Noah should probably be nnj or jDnj =
Dyj or fD|;3, cp i:Dn3\ Gen. 529, and Enoch [Hanok]
appears as a son of Midian, Gen. 254 i Ch. 133),^ the
hero of the Deluge-story in its present form is obviously
not a mere hero ; he is in the fullest sense an individual.
How is this to be accounted for ?
T o understand the bearings of this question we must
remember that, with the possible exceptions of Mahalalel
and the latter half of Methuselah (see CAI.NITES, § 7),
all the names in the genealogies of J and P are demonstrably of non-Babylonian origin, and with the
increase of evidence for the great frequency of references
to N. Arabian ethnics in the OT it becomes possible
and even highly probable that ' Mahalalel' is a corruption of ' 'Jerahmeel' and 'Methuselah' of 'Ishmael.'
Thus the names in the Sethite and Cainite genealogy,^
when restored to their original form, become—
Jerahmeel (S((Dm')
Eshtaol (7,S'BBN)
Ishmael (SKJICC")
Kain = Kenites (pp)
Hanoch O'un)

Arvad 0™=nny=nnS?)
Jerahmeel ( S U D R T )
Ishmael (^,s*y;2C'')
Jerahmeel ('^N:^m')
Nahman (|Cr:)

The probability of most of these restorations is very
high. Both P and the Chronicler in their lists often
repeat the same name in different forms. Even if one
or two of the restorations be doubtful, the present w riter
cannot doubt that the Sethite-Cainite names have a N.
Arabian reference. How, then, came the notices of
Enoch and (?) Noah to be enriched with Babylonian
1 It is of course very possible that the tribe called Lamech
or Jerahmeel really took its name from a deity. This deity was
probably the moon-god Jarham (m- " i t h tlie Arabic 'mimation).' T h e non-Semitic divine title Lamga (doubtfully referred
to in col. 626) need not be relied upon.
2 Enoch also appears as the eldest son of Reuben (Gen. 4(19
Ex. (I14 Nu. 265 i C h . 6^). But we can hardly doubt that
Reuben was originally a .S. Palestinian tribe.
3 If we prefer to hold that Lamech.Jerahmeel s son in J s
version was originally Tubal[-cain], we are still constrained to
admit that the last member of the list bears a N . Arabian ethnic
name. ' J a b a l ' a n d ' J u b a l , ' like 'Abel,' are perhaps also most
naturally viewed as corruptions ofthe widely-spread ethnic name
'Jerahmeel.'
' Z i l l a h ' (n^s) may come from nsSn (Halusah)
= j S p i (Ziklag); Na'amah, of course, = Na'ami or Na'amani.
Adah (mj)) is obscure ; perhaps it may come from rm!) ^^J;.
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material, as if they were individuals ? What claim had
Enoch and Noah to be treated with more respect than
other N. Arabian tribal heroes, and raised to the rank
of individuals, whose wonderful fortunes gave them a
place by themselves which only Elijah in a later age was'
privileged to share with them ? T h e question is greatly
simplified if we identify Enoch and the greater of the
two Noahs as proposed already (CAINITES,§ 6 ; N O A H ) —
i.e., if we read in Gen. 68 (J), ' B u t Enoch (-]jn) had
found grace in the eyes of Yahw^,' and in 69 (P),
' Enoch was a righteous man
., and Enoch walked
with God.'
The theory here maintained is that the Hebrew legend
of primaeval times, as told by the writer or writers known
. a s JJ, had no Deluge—i.e., they accepted the Jerahmeelite legend as their basis, but without - Delugestory. •* "When, however, the Deluge-story was adopted
from the Jerahmeelites, and converted (under direct
Babylonian influence?) into the story of the universal
Deluge, it had to be provided with a hero who was
not a mere tribal eponym, and (for a reason suggested
below) ' E n o c h ' was selected to be converted into an
individual, and even to assume something of the appearance of a solar hero, as was fitting for the hero of a
story which in its origin was most probably an ethermyth ( D E L U G E , § 18). But a misfortune happened to
him. At an early period (perhaps) after the Deluge-story

probably is that the Enoch-tribe was a branch of the Jerahmeelites, and like the Jerahmeelites had a high reputation for
wisdom. From Ezek, 28 (see Crit. Bib.) we gather that»I,Jerahmeel' was supposed to have derived his wisdom from Eluhlm,
in whose sacred garden he had dwelt; now from Ezek. 1414 20
we learn that Noah (i.e., Enoch)^ Daniel (i.e., Jerahmeel), and
Job were classed together for their extraordinary righteousness.
This exceptional goodness implies exceptional wisdom. The
first Jerahmeelite is commonly known to us as Adam (see
PARADISE', § 12), but it is very possible that the first Jerahmeelite
was also in some sanctuaries spoken of as Enoch (Hanok), and
that his wisdom (cp Job 15 7/.) was specially eulogised in the
legend.
If P does not tell us much abou^ the fortunes of the
p a t r i a r c h s — ' t h e youthful world's gray fathers' (H.
B T h e n u m b e r s V a u g h a n ) — h e is at least fully
6. TUe n u m b e r s , acquainted with their ages.
The
chronological principle which underlies the numbers in
P's genealogy has not, however, been found. There
is'much that is very peculiar about them. The Babylonian tradition only gives the number of years that each
king reigned; e.g. the first king Alorus reigned for six
sari = 36,ooo years, and so on. The enormous numbers
assigned arise from the astronomical training of the
scholars of Babylon. The Hebrew system in P gives
the years of the life of each hero, first those which he
lived before, and then those which he lived after the
birth of his eldest son. Unfortunately, the three great
authorities, the Hebrew, the Samaritan, and the ®

Sam.

MT
Adam
Seth
Enosh
Kenan
Mahalalel
Jared
Enoch
Methuselah

130

i°S
90
70

6.S
162

6.S
187

Lamech
Noah
To the flood

182
500
IOO

Total

800
807

930
912

81.S
840
830
800
300
782

905
910

595

IOS
90
70

800
807

930
912
910

90s

895

65

«IS
840
830

962

62

785

65
67

300

895
847
365

653

720

S3

600

36s
969
777
(950)

1656

had been committed to writing, -^n became corrupted
into jn, which in turn was editorially altered ^ n d e r the
influence of a desire ^ to work the story of Noah the vineplanter into the legend) into nj (Noah) or on: ^( Naham?).
Thus Enoch lost his connection with the Deluge, unless
indeed we care to recognise the statement of Jubilees 4 23
that Enoch, in Paradise, wrote down all the wickedness
of men, on account of which God brought the waters of
the flood upon all the land of Eden.' But at any rate
he retained his superhuman wisdom, and in later years
attracted to himself more and more mythical elements
(see ENOCH, § 2). Nor were the earlier traditionists
unfair to him. When the list of ten heroes was constructed, he was placed (probably) at the end of the
first pentad, while Noah or Naham, his supplanter in
the Deluge-story, was pl.aced at the end of the second.
The reason why Enoch—alone among the Hebrew heroes—
was raised to the rank of an individual whose fortunes were
such as to mark him off from all the rest of mankind, is plain.
It is not enough to point to the fact that the Hebrew root of
Enoch ("]3n) means 'to train, instruct, initiate.'^ The real reason
l i t has been already pointed out (DELUGE, § 12) that according to ® the duration of the Deluge was 365 days (a solar year),
corresponding to the 365 years of the life of Enoch.
2 See Budde, Urgesch. ; cp NoAH.
s Nahum (oinj) probably belongs tc the same group of names
(see Crit Bib.).
* There is no allusion to this in the fragments of the Hebrew
legend preserved to us. Gen. 6 8, ifwe may replace -^in for na
441S

130

LXX

SCO
IOO
1307

653
(950)

230
205
190
170
165
162

i6S
187
(L 167)
188
500
IOO

700
707

930
912

715
740

90s
910

730
800
200
782
(L 802)

56s

89s
962

365
969
7S3
(950)

2262
(L 2242)

texts differ considerably, as the accompanying table
will show.'
It will be noticed that ® agrees with M T , except in
the case of Lamech (where ® and Sam. show an affinity),
in the totals of the several ages, but differs from
M T (except as to Jared, Methuselah, and—almost—
Lamech) as regards the age of the heroes at the birth
of their first sons. ffii- is peculiar at Methuselah.
The result is that in © the Deluge is given as in the
year of the world 2262 (©i- 2242), but in M T as in
1656. It can hardly be doubted any longer that M T
is nearer to the original than ®.
Geiger bas expended great learning and earnestness in behalf
of the numbers of MT. But most critics, since Bertheau, agree
in preferring the Sam. numbers (with which Jubilees agrees)
even to those of MT, as the calculation is simpler, and the
deviations of the texts are more easily explained on the hypothesis of the priority of Sam. See especially Budde, Urgesch.
sixsff.
Comparing the Sam. numbers with those of M T we
find that for the first five patriarchs they agree. After
that Sam. partly adopts much smaller numbers, bringing the Deluge into the year of the world 1307. Budde
thinks that we may draw detailed inferences from the
(see above), possibly alludes to a popular etymology connecting
"I^n with jn, ' favour' (Philo actually explains the name as \a-pcti
o-ou, cp 0 5 16449).
1 The first column on the left gives the age of tbe patriarch
at the birth of the first son; the second, the number of his
remaining years ; the third, the total.
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numbers of Sam. For instance, Jared, Methuselah,
and Lamech die in the year 1307, i.e., probably, not
in the i-^ months of this year before the flood, but in
the flood ; therefore they are sinners. Enoch is translated in 887, because he walked with God—i.e,, was not
a sinner. The age of the first hve patriarchs and of
Noah is about 900 ; the earlier deaths of Jared,
Methuselah, and Lamech are punishments for wickedness. That two men—Enoch and Noah—' walked wUh
God' in the midst of sinners, is due to l ' s religious
optimism. It is also noteworthy that in S.im. ;iil the
earlier patriarchs are witnesses of the translation of
Enoch. Budde even finds this theory confirmed by the
names of the patriarchs, at least so far as Mahalalel,
Jared, Methuselah, and perhaps Lamech are concerned ;
but in this he goes too far. He also conjectures that
the numbers of AIT (according to which only Methuselah
dies in the Deluge) w ere substituted for the original ones
from the presupposition thnt the Sethites were the holy
line, which represented the theocratic tradition, as
opposed to the Cainite. These glimpses at possible
speculations in Jewish schools (from P onwards ?), which
are somewhat in the style of the Book of Jubilees,^ are
of great interest. From a text-critical point of vif w the
evidence supplied by Sam of the late date at which
alterations were made in the Hebrew text is even more
striking.
See B e r t h e a u , / Z ? r 2 3 6 5 7 ^ ^ ; Budde, Urgeschichte, 89-116;
the commentaries of Dillmann, Holzinger, and G u n k e l ; Klostermann, Neue Kirchl. Zt. 5 20^ ff. ; Dillmann, ' Beitrage aus dem
B. der Jubilaen zur Kritik des Pentateuch-Textes' (.S"^ B, 1883,
PP- 3 2 3 ^ ) ; and for specimens of Jewish speculative additions
to the biblical traditions, Charles on Jubilees, chap. 4, in his commentary (1902),
T. K, C.

SETHUR (-|-1np, § 56 ; see also below ; ca^eoyp
[B.\F], e&coyp [L]), an Asherite s p y ; Nu. I S I S F H ]
(P)'Sethur' or [L] Thesur may come from ' P a t h r o s ' (miriD),
M'hich is most probably a corruption of ' Z a r e p h a t h ' (nsili), a
place-name o f t h e Negeb (cp PATHRUSIM). Sethur's father is
MICHAEL—JU., Jerahmeel. Cp Sithri [ZITHRIJ.
T. K. C.

SETTLE, meaning in English a seat, bench, or ledge,
is employed in Ezek. 4314, etc., to render iTjU?, 'dzdrdh,
which in the prophet's description seems to denote the
two ledges, ' the smaller ' and ' the larger,' between the
base and the hearth.
See SBOT 'Ezek.', Eng. ad
be.
SEVEN. See N U M B E R , § 5, O A T H , § 1, and cp
BEERSHF.B.ii, § 3 , a n d ^ \ ' i .
GIl^ii-

SHACKLES
with Salbit, 3 hrs. SE. from Ramleh towards Yalo
(Aijalon) ; the situation suits, but not the phonetic
phenomena (see Kampffmeyer's article, ZDPV l.'i/.).
.\s in the case of iM,\KAZ [,7.1;.], between which place
and Beth-shemesh Shaalbim is mentioned in Kings,
corruption is highly probable. Vi^e have the placenames Sha'ul (in Gibeath-sha'ul), Shual, Sha'alim, and
Shalisha, and it is difficult not to class Shaalbim with
these.
In i K. 49 (S" gives ^r)0a\afi.ei, which may
liLive arisen, not out of a misapprehension of 2 in n-2hsie/
(which (P'^ takes as a preposition), but out of a true
sense that the name began with n'3. Ii, as (he present
writer thinks, Bcih-shemesh, wherever it occurs, is a
distortion of Beth-cushim ( = ' a Cushite settlement'), it
is reasonable to explain Shaalbim, not as ' place of
foxes,' but as Beth-sha'aUm ('place of .Sha'alim'), or
Beth-yishme"elim ('place of Ishmaelites')—surely a
better e.xplanation.
T. K. C.
SHAALIM ( D ' ' W - p N ) , i S. 94 RV, AV SHALIM
(?•".)•

SHAAPH (r\m ; c&r&e [B], -ra,* [A], CAAC)) [ L ] )
occurs twice in the Calebite genealogy ; (i) as name of a son of
J a h d a i (i Cb. 247), and (2) as name of a ^un of Maacah (i Ch.
2 49). In the latter passage he is called father of Madmannah.

SHAARAIM, AV Sharaim (D*!');/L;', as if ' t w o
gates,' or 'place of a g a t e ' ) ; see N A M E S , § 107, and
cp the expanded ethnic S H E A R I A H .
J.. A city in the lowland of Judah (Josh. I536,
aaKapetfM [B], (xapyap. [A], ae^ap. [L]), which Conder,
on the assumption that it is mentioned in i S. 17 52 (so
Di., Dri. [?], H. P. Smith ; but <5^--^'- TCJV TXVWV) and

was therefore situated W . of Socoh and Azekah (see
I S. 17i), has identified with Tell Zakarya, a huge
conical hill ' which must be passed by any one escaping
to Gath."

The

site of G A T H (^.V.)

has yet

to

be

determined, however, and the names have no resemblance (but cp 0^).
Perhaps Shaaraim has arisen
by mistake; i S. I752 should close with ' a n d the
mortally wounded of the Philistines fell in the way ' (the
rest is dittographed). See Exp. T, Aug. 1899, and cp
SOCOH.
H . P. Smith, however, retains 'Shaaraim.'
ii. See S H A R U H E N .

T . K. C.

SHAASHGAZ (T^C^TL''), Esth. 214.

SHABBETHAI ['n2C,

See H E G A I .

cp Sin. TinL" (Eut. 370),

Palm. n^IT) NnK" and •<2:tt'-, ua^^a, Jos. Ant. xv. 7 lo, a-a^^aio<;,
ib. xiii. 34, and ^ap-cra^^as [see Dalman, Jud.-patdst.
Gramm.
SEVENEH (n:ip), Ezek, 2910 306, RV, AV, RV^g.
143, n. 10]; a Babylonian name Sabbata'a is reported from
N i p p u r by Hilprecht, 5th century B.C.
SYENE.
As the name stands, it might mean ' one born on the Sabbath
SEVEN STAES. See STARS, § 3^:.
(§ 72). [Most probably, however, Shabbethai, like SHAPHAT and
S H E P H A T I A H , is a modification of the ethnic Zephathi,
SEXTARIUS (leCTHc). Mk. 7 4 A V " > B - ; E V p o t . '
' Z e p h a t h i t e ' ( = Zarepha[hi, 'Zarephathite.')
Meshullam and
See W E I G H T S AND M E A S U R E S , § 3.
Jozabad, with which the name Shabbethai is combined, both
originate in ethnics (Che.).l
SHAALBIM (D''3^i;y', a corrupt place-name, see
1. A Levite who helped Ezra in the matter of the foreign
below). A site in the territory of Dan, mentioned
marriages, Ezra 10 15 (o-a)3[^]a0ai [BNL], Ka/3/3. [A])= i Esd. 9 14
* Levis and S.\HE.\I irKus' ( R V SABBATEUS ; Aev[e]ty, /cat
(Josh. 1942) between Beth-shemesh and Aijalon.
H e is probably the same as the
Jai^S-1 35 ( « ¥ to'l CSC i.\dr„tKis IBb- " d . AL],'evi! aX oAioTnjKes 2 c7-a/3)3aTatos {tra^^eQ. \.\\
Shabbethai who was present at the reading of the Law under
IB], and 9aAa)3eiv [B ; om. AL], a connption of o-i. [Aq., Sym.,
Ezra (Neh. 8 7 ; VMA om., o•a^a6eato? [ L ] ) ; in i Esd. 1148
Iheod.]. See Moore, ad loc.)
i K. 4g l3r,eo.\ap.ei [B], iv
SA BATEAS, R V S AI '.ATI': 1.1s (a^raios
[ B], o-a)3/3aTatas [A],
cral^a^np [A], eaAa/Scii/ [L], but in Josh. 19 42 S h a a l a b b l n
aa^^adaio-i [L]).
"!"-.y^*, cralalAa^eti. [BL], -p^ecv [A]); whence the patronymic
2. ' Of the chief of the Levites,' an overseer, possibly identical
Shaalbonite CJnSyBi 2 S. 2332, o-nAa^oji-e.-n,! [BA], o-aAa^aw
with no, I (Neh. 11 16; om. BNA, aop^aOaios [Nca. nij^. ^up.]
[L]; I Ch. I I 3 3 , <raAa|3u)>'i [AL], ouei [B], o-iuuti MSee
(Ta$daLOS

riASHEM).

[L]).

Some (including Conder and Steuemagel) identify

SHACHIA ( n W [ B a . , Ginsb.]; some edd. N^^'J'

' Co Jubilees, 430, ' A n d he (.\rlam) lacked seventy years of
°"^'"ousand years ; for one th.,iis;Ln.l j-ears are as one day . . .,
" n ^^'^^"'^'^ ^ " ^ •' written concerning the tree of knowledge,
Un the day that ye eat thereof ye will die." For this reason
2°{? " ° ' complete the years of this d,iy, for he died durinc; it."
from this rendering it has been inferred that Heb, like Ar.
aad a noun 2Sw( = ioK) as well as Scy,a- So evidently W. R.
amitti (/, pi^,[^ g gj) y^^ compares the Ar. tribe-name Tha'laba.
, ^^ '^ considering, however, whether, even if we assume
at 15 read D'aSyc, we ought not to explain aAwire«es on the
analogyofGen. 174 where D.nnN apparently=]lDn 3N.

or N'D-', also n^yS' and ^^-^'; the last form, i.e., S h a h i a ,
is favoured by 6^-A : tra^ia [B], ae^ia [A],Jbut IpL oe\if<],
and is perhaps to be preferred; perhaps ' \ aliwc has furgotten,' cp ^NDlty, Sab. ^Nmn and see N A M E S , S 31, though
names of this type may quite well be expanded ethnics [Che.].
Pesh. reads R ff)r B or K ) . a name in a genealogy of B E N J A M I N
(i/.v. § 9 ii. )3) ; J. Ch. 8 10 f. See JQR 11107, § 6.
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SHACKLES [py^),

Jer. 2926 RV, RV"^g- COLLAR

[i/.v. 3).
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SHADDAI

SHAHARAIM

SHADDAI (^Tu* ' foi" renderings, see N A M E S , § 117),
a divine name of disputed interpretation, given in
_ . , ^ . , RV'"-- wherever El Shaddai (EV ' G o d
Almighty') occurs in M T , and also in Is.
usage.
13^ j o e l l i s (EV * Almighty').i

! and that an editor misunderstood this, and corrected it
I into n::'. That in all the passages where nt;' occurs the
writer is dnectly dependent on our P, is a perfectly
i defensible proposition. It is equally plausible to hold
I that El-'elyon at any rate in Gen. 141922 (see SoDOM,
\ § 6 [rJ) and El-'olam in Gen. 2133 are corruptions of
I El-jerahmeel, ' the God of Jerahmeel.' Cp also El-bethel
(Gen. 3113 35/), originally perhaps El-tubal; T U B A L
[q.v.) is an ethnic and place-name of the Negeb.

In M T Shaddai occurs more frequently than it does in RVn^i,'— vi/.. in Gen. 17 I 283 35 TI 4s 3 (all P), Ex. 6 3 ( P ) , Gen. 43 14
(¥.). 4'.*25 (lllessing of Jacob), Xu. 24 4 16 (Balaam), Ezek. 1 24
10 5 Ruth 1 20 21 Ps. (58 15 [14] '.III J o b 5 17 (and thirty times
b(;si']es). In the first six passages and in Ezek. 10 5 E l (God) is
pre(i.\<:d ; nt:' *?N should also be read in Gen. 4O25 (Ges., E w . ,
J)i., Kau., i^all, with Sam., Pesh., Vg., and some MSS).

If w'tt examine these passages, we shall find that only
two of them are commonly regarded by critics as preexilic-^vi/:., Gen. 4925, and Nu. 244i6 (originally no
doubt w. 4 and 16 were identical)—and of the remaining references all but those in Ps. 91i and the four
prophetic passages (where the text is disputed ^) may be
accounted for by an archaising tendency in the writers ;
e.g., the author of Job means to describe a primeval as
well as a non-Israehtish society, and takes the divine
name n::' from P (in its present form). I'o ascertain
the original meaning of Shaddai we must therefore confine our attention to the two pre-exilic passages. In
Gen. 4925, which is more certainly pre-exilic than Nu.
24416, El Shaddai (?) is evidently the God of the land
of Israel, viewed especially as the giver of fertility ; in
Nu. 2 14 16 (see v. 16) he is, in addition, [El] Elyon, ' the
most high God,' who compels a foreign soothsayer to
bless Israel, and will make Israel victorious over its
foes. What sense can n:;- bear, so as to make it a
suitable name in these contexts ? We must of course
remember that the oracles of Balaam are Israelitish
poems.
Passing over plainly inadequate explanations (see
N.\Mi:s, J5 117), we may mention three as at any rate not
_,
unplausible ; it is the third which seems
, • ., ,
to the present writer preferable, (a) A
" ,
,.
connectionwas suggested by Frd. Delitzsch
planations. ^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^4^ \si\h ^adti=saka, ' t o
be high' (see 5 R. 28, 82 h), and ^adH, saddn,
' mountain.' Delitzsch also quoted the phrase, Bel
sadu raba ( ' B e l the great rock'), and Ilu sadu a,
' G o d my rock.' In Prol. 96, retaining MT's pointing, he suggests the meaning ' the exceedingly high '
(cp (p in Psalms) ; but the sense now given by Dehtzsch
to the divine tille sadd 7'abu (see .4ss. HIVB 642),
viz., 'great lord,'"* is apparently more defensible, and
certainly more suitable to the biblical passages. It
may be possible that sadfi in the sense of ' l o r d ' (or
• mountain ' ?) is cognate with the Hebrew divine name
Shad (?), ' Lord,' Shadi (?), ' m y Lord.' Frd. Delitzsch
in Job renders'IB' ' AUherr ' (All-lord), (b) However,
it is not less possible, with Noldeke and G. Hoffmann
(see NAMI-:^, col. 3325, n. 2), to read nc*. sedi, still
rendering ' my Lord ' ; the pronoun would refer to the
people worshipping the divine ' Lord ' ; cp Baali (Hos.
216 [18]). (c) Lastly, it is possible and (in conformity
with the present writer's estimate of P's proper names
elsewhere) even probable, that -TL- is corrupt. T o restore
the true name with certainty is impossible ; but it is
plausible to correct n:;' (MT Shaddai) into '^xnc" 'Israel'
(cp (ien. \\^2s. '•^^J SN' 1 -"ixl. ^^"e may suppose that
this was originally written by the Priestly Writer S:;",

T h e names supposed to be compounded with Shaddai are
'~l[:'''Dy. •nNntV) and nt:"TtJi- It is doubtful, however, whether
this widely accepted th<jory is correct. See S H E D E U R , ZUKISHADDAI.

Hommel (AHT 109_^) confirms the second view given above
by comparing the Babylonian names A m m i - s a t a n a , SamSusatana (dynasty of Hammurabi), and the Assyrian names
Marduk-sadua, Bel-Sadua, Bel-Harran-sadiia. T h a t -na in the
two former words is the first plur. suffix seems highly probable
(Jensen compares Old Bab. sudurana).
T . K . C.
SHADES (D^Np*!), see D E A D , § 3, and R E P H A I M .
SHADOW OF DEATH [TWjh^;

CKIA GANATOY ;

umbra mortis), or, as RV, ' d e e p darkness,' ^ title of
S H E O L (q.v.) in the Book of Job [e.g., I O 2 1 / ' t h e
land of the Shadow of Death,' (J5 fNOctJepoc and |-HN
CKOTOyc (McoNioy; 3S17, ' t h e Gates of the [city of
the] Shadow of Death,' 6 nyAcopOi AAoy)- Probably, too, passages like Job 85 24r7 (cp ^ ) Ps. 44i9[2o]
should also be classed with these passages, and, by
probable correction of the text, Ps. 94i7 II517 (see
below). T h e didactic explanation 'shadow of death'
proceeds from a very old but probably incorrect tradition.
It suits the preceding passages, however. Elsewhere
[e.g., Am. 58 [@ (XKidv without Bavdroo] J o b 3 5 Ps. 107
10 14 Is. 91 [2]) 'deep darkness,' or rather ' g l o o m ' is
perhaps more favoured by the context.
O n t h e pointing nicSi:, or niD|?i!, see Barth, NB 259c: on
the traditional reading m.'r'^^', NOld. GGA 112671456;
ZATW
17 [1897] 182 ff. On the emendation mi:;'?^; for i i ^ ' i (conjecturally rendered 'silence') in Ps. 9 4 i 7 115 17, see Che. Ps.'^)

SHADRACH (^jllL*' ; ceAp^x [ ^ B A Q F Theod.])
and Meshach ('?l^"'n ; M[e]iCAX [©BQP Theod.] -CAK
[A]), names given at Babylon to two of Daniel's Jewish
companions, otherwise called Hananiah and Mishael
(Dan. I 7 1^49 3i2 ff.). Very un-Babylonian-looking
names. T h e termination can hardly be Aku, ci name
of the moon-god (so Frd. DeL formerly, but see now
Cahocr BL 575 b), but might be the Elamite name Sutruk
(Lenormant ; Jensen). If, however, we admit that the
story of Daniel, like so many others in the OT, has been
altered by a redactor, and that the scene of part of it
at least lay in the land of Jerahmeel, we may conjecture
that Shadrach is u. distortion of Asshur, Meshach of
Cusham, and for completeness let us add, comparing
Rab-shakeh from 'Arab-cush, and Rab-saris from 'Arabasshur, Abed-nego from 'Arab-negeb—i.e., the Arabia
of the Negeb. Cp NiSROCH.
T. IV. C.
SHAFT. I. "qT, ydrl-k, lit. ' t h i g h ' ; KAyAoc:
Ex.2531 3717 AV; Nu.84 'base' RV. See CANDLESTICK,
§ 2.
2. .Tl,^, kdndh,

Kakap.i(TKo^, E x . 2 5 3 1 3717 R V ;

'branch*

AV, see C A N D L E S T I C K , § 2.

3. I'n, hes, ^ekos ; Is. 4f 2.

See W E A P O N S , § 2.

SHAGE {r]:\:\ var. NJt?»; C W A A [BN] cAfH M
1 i5 omits in Gen., E.v. unless the genit. of the pers. pron. is
taken to represent it (once 6 ep.6<;, Gen. 49 25), deos in N u . 24 16
Cd^MMA fL]), i C h . I l 3 4 t .
See JONATHAN (5) and
Is. 136 ; in Joel 1 15 © reads -i^- for --L- ; in Ruth 1 20f. 6 txai'os
SHAMMAH (4).
(L omits in z'. JO. A in ;-. 21). in Ezek. 1 24 IB^Q oxn., 0^ Uavot;
(s'j Theod. in <J), 10 5 o-ai56ai ; in Ps. HSig 6 en-oupai'io^, 9 i, 6
SHAHARAIM ( D n n C ' ; C A ^ P H A [ B ] , -pHM [A],
fto? ToO o!'p'u-ov ; in J^A) Kx'>pio<: nine times, rravTOKparMp sixteen
Either
tinn.-s, K. TTurr. ijiic--, tN-ai'ot; three times, o r a irdvTa TTonjtras once. CewpeiN [L]), a Benjamite name (i Ch. 88t).
a corruption, through Ahishahar, from Aher (so Marq.,^
- I he |iri-<_-\ili(. .iate, hn\\'t.-vur, of the oracles of Balaam is
qU"-^ri. iHcd ii\' Diehl and von ('lall.
see BENj-\>nN, § 9, ii. a, b) or, much more probably, a
•* <'fl Ps. I ' l l (and 68 15) see Che. Ps.''^' In Is. 136 Joel 1 15
corruption, equally with Ahishahar, of Ashhur, a name
••IL;"? ~!-Z'2 should, in the opinion of the present writer, most probwhich, modified as Asshur, designates the N. Arabian
aM\" lie •^NVTl"" "IJ'~' 'like destriictiun wrrm:;lit by Ishmael.'
In E/ek. I 24 10 5 al-^o the present wTiter )iL-lie\es that —1::'conies
population of the Negeb. Cp SHIHOR.
Shaharaim's
from sj,.;.-^.,- (in 1 J4 'I .-t^:^:!—/.,•.. ^xon^")- See C?-it. Pih.
•^ Cp H'lijiini.-I. - / / / / ' 110. ' Tiie \\'>rd s,zdu has come now and I
1 T h e present writer, however, believes that inN again and
then to mean " VJXA " or " comnianrler." '
again represents VNuim') ' J e r a h m e e l . '
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SHAHAZIMAH

SHALLUM

home was in ' t h e field [highland] of Moab,' or rather
' of Missur' ; his wives are named Hushim and Baara—
i.e., Cushim and 'Arab.
T. K. C.
SHAHAZIMAH (no^Vn^'*. Kr., but HDIVnc;', K t b . ,
whence R\' S h a h a z u m a h ) , a place on the border of
Issachar towards the Jordan — if the text is correct
(Josh. 1922; cAAeiM KATA BAAACCAN

[ B ] , cAcei-

MAO K. e . [A], CACeiMA [ L ] ; sehesi7na [ V g . ] ;
sasinia,
saasim [ O 5 < 2 ) 3 0 J 8 1 5 ' 2 2 I ] | .
Dillmann supposes a place-name Shahazlm, which is usually
connected with j-nr. ' t o be high ' (Ges.-Bu.(1^>; cp (.'.ray,
HPN gi)- .^-nalogv, however, fa\'ours the view that either ' c
isa miswritten form of the following word c'iTt;' n*D. or c;-,-^!;' in
'.•• '3 is a corruption of the name which underlies nt;'- N o w
'Ctiz- in MT is sometimes a corruption of Ct'H or CC'B (e.g.,
prohahly Ps. 72 5 l i l t . ) , ci;: of c'lS (Ps. Td 7 [6]), and D'plD of
C'w'>3 (Is. 6620, CW/. Bib.).
CiilL" may therefore come from
C':;'i3, either directly ( n = D), or through the form D'DID.
Similarly Beth-shemesh comes from ' Beth-cushim ' ; in v. 38
it is grouped with Migdal-el and Horem, both of which names
come from ' Jerahmeel' (virtually a synonym of ' Cush '). Old
Cushite or Jerahmeelite settlements are meant.
T . K . <^'.
SHALEM (DSL**; e i c C A A H M [ A D E L ] ;

See SHECHICM, 2.

'Came in peace' is not natural. Wi;llhausen (C//(3) 317),
Kautzsch-Socin (Gen. 78), and Ball suspect corruption. D3S:')
however, is not a plausible emendation of cScT. K. C.

SHALIM, RV Shaalim, Land of ( D ' W - j ' - j N , T H C
THC e^CAKEM [B], T. f- CAAAGIM

[A],

THC

fHC

TAiAl THC noAecoc C6r».AeiM [L]). i.S. 94t. According to Ewald (Hist.Zig),
Wellhausen (TBS 70),
Driver, and Lohr, ' Sha'alim ' should rather be ' Shaalabbim ' (a Danite place). The account of Saul's route is,
however, by no means clear, and ' Sha'alim ' may be a
corruption either of Shalishah or of Shaul (with which
SHU-\L [C/.2I-] may also be connected ; cp H. P. Smith);

in this case the second clause in v. 4 disappears.
SHALISHA(H), LAND OF (^L••^t^•"^?; T H C THC
ceAxA [BL], T. r- C<\AlCC& [A]), mentioned in the
description of the route taken by Saul, after leaving his
home, to the ' land of Zuph' in the hill-country of
Ephraim ( i S . 94).
The name Shalish.i(h) also occurs in the compound placename BAAL-SHALISHA and possibly underlies the corrupt words
ZELAH and ZELZAH (qq.v-), BARZILLAI (see M E P H I B O S H E T H ) ,
and also LAISH and LAISHAH ; on the affinities o f t h e name cp
ASHER, §4, ii., end.

The district referred to in i S, 94 would seem to be
that in which the headquarters of Saul's clan were
situated—i.e., probably Beth-gallim (cp G A L L I M ) or

Beth-gilgal, or (originally) Beth-jerahmeel.^
It must
also have contained the place called Gibeah of Saul,
which might probably with equal accuracy be called
Gibeah of Shalisha, the names of Saul (Shaul) and
Shalisha being perhaps connected (see .S.\LI., § i ,
MEPHIBOSHETH). If, therefore, ' Gibeah of S a u l ' is

rightly identified with Tell el-Fiil, 2 | m. N. of Jerusalem, we know the situation of the Land of Shalisha.
,.£^^ S^osraphy of i S . 9 4 h a s caused much perplexity. T h e
difficulty lies not only in the position of the clause, ' .\nd he
passed through the hill country of Ephraim,' but also in the
Snal clause referring to ' J ' D ; [H.^ (RV, ' the land of the Benjamites'). ' r e p N must be taken together with ' r C ' 1:>'K in
2 o. 201. In both passages >3'D' is very probably a corruption of
In explanation, see M E P H I B O S H E T H , R O G E L I M , Z E L Z A H .
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H.\.\i,-siiALiSH.\ (2 K.442) has been considered elsewhere, and the identification mentioned will still perhaps
be the most plausible one, even if we explain the
second part of thc name and also the 'Gilgal' in 2 K.
438^ on the analogy of the 'Gilgal' and 'Gallim'
disclosed t,, us in 2 S . !)4/. 1727 1932, and the
' Sh.rlisha o( t S. 94.
W'e may also provisionally
hold that Shalisha is a less correct form than Shaul
(cp S A U L , § i).

T. K. C.

SHALLECHETH, GATE OF [Tch'C'). apparently
one of the gates of the temple, t C h . 2 6 i 6 t . See
HdsAH ii. That it is a synonym for the 'dunggate' (cp R'V'S), is very unlikely. Cp, however,
Thenius on 2 Ki. -It'i i6.

so Pesh.,

Vg.; Jub. 30 I gives ' to Salem
.
in peace' ;
Sam,, DT.'L"; ' in peace ' RV), Gen. 33i8. Accepting
the MT and AV's rendering, we must look for a place
called Shalem near Shechem, where in fact Robinson
found a village called Salim, in the hilly region to the E.
of the \'ale of Shechem. No such place, however, is
mentioned elsewhere, and many prefer to render ' safe
and sound' (Tgg., Saad., Rashi, Ges., Di., Del. ; cp
Sam.). The truth, however, is quite different. It is
probable that the geography of the original narrative has
been altered by the redactor.

•?NCrn.', .and the last member of the sentence in i S. 9 4 is to be
legarded as a correction of the carelessly written first clause, so
that the whole verse becomes (cp SHALIM) ' A n d he passed
through the Jerahmeelite land (i.e., the district of Beth-Jerahmeel), but they found thera not, and passed through the land of
bhahsha (i.e., tbe district of Gibeah of Saul), but they found
them not.' For a parallel to the emendation of o ' T - u n n in
clause I, see Josh. 2433, and cp P H I N E H A S ; and for'another
view, see Marq. Fund- 12, n. i.

SHALLUM (D-1X', either from a clan-name akin to
Ishmael, or ='retribution [of God],' cp § 5 6 and see
M E S H U L L A M ; analogous are n^o'pE^', n . ; p X ' P , and
Ph. ^ V ,

o'pB'nn, D S C J D ' , Palm. ND'PE' [ C A A M H C ]

and lOTC^, the N a b . ID'PK' and Sab.

D^D, etc., cp

Berger in Rev. d'-issyriol. et dArehiol. 1S95, P- 75 i
ceAAOYM [B.AL]).
I. Son of Jabesh (EV), or rather ' a Jabeshite' (see
G I N A T H ) , who killed Zechariah b. Jeroboam, the last of
the dynasty of Jehu, in IBLEAM \.q-v.'\ and usurped the

throne of Israel. After one month's reign he was killed
by JVIenahem (2 K. 15 10-15 ; aeWrjix [L]). M'Curdy
(HP-Ul^^-j) sees a reference to this in the staten»ent of
Zech. 118 that Yahw6 ' cut off the three shepherds in one
month.' It is difficult, however, to justify this theory
(which is that of Hitzig and Ewald) in all points from
the Hebrew records, and the view that Zech. 9-11 is preexilic is unsatisfactory (see Z E C H A R I A H [BOOK], § 5).

It has been thought that Shallum's bold deed may be
referred to in Hos. 1014 (see B E T H - A R B E L , but cp
SALMAH).
2. b. Tekoa ( M T T I K V A H , q.v.), i.e., a Tekoite, 'keeper of
the wardrobe,' and husband ( © B A ' s o n ' ) of the prophetess
Huldah (2 K. 2214 cse\/^r,p. [BL] 2 Ch. 84 22 o-eAXij^i [BAL]) ; see
below, 14.
3. b. Sismai, a descendant of Sheshan (i Ch. 2 ^of) cra\[K]ovp.
[BAL]). Kittel (SBOT aa" &c.) illustrates the combination of
1DDD and Dl'^tJ' by (csecrp-ao?) 'DDIDI ]2 C^t:''^li2 in a P h . inscription from Larnax Lapethus (C/.S"! 95) : but cp SISMAI.
4. b . Josiah (Jer. 22 I I , O-CAATJ/A, I C^h. 3 15 aa\[ic]ovp [BA]),
generally known as JEHOAHAZ [q.v-]5. b. Shaul, of SIMEON (§ 9), i Ch. 4 25 (craAe/i [BA] o-eAAij^
[ L ] ; sellum [Vg.])6. b. Zadok, in the genealogical list connecting Eleazar with
Ezra, i C h . 6 1 2 / . [ 5 3 8 / ] (o-aAun [B], Ezra 7 2, o-aAovfi [B])=
1 Esd. 8 I (SALUI\I, R V SALEM o-aATjjuLou [BA] a diminutive ?)=
4 Esd. 1 I SADA.MIAS, R V SALEMAS. In i C h . I ' l i Neh. 11 r i
his name appears as MESHULLAM (<;.?'., no. 7).
7. b . N A I ' H T A L I (§ 6), I C h . V 13 (craAiufio)!' [ B ] , o-eAATJJJ [ L ] ) .
H e and his brother are called ' the sons of Bilhah' (the mother of
Naphtali and D a n ) ; possibly some of these were Danites (see
Be. Chron. ad loc.)- According to L ^aKaap. (for Bilhah) was
the son of Shallum. T b e name appi^ars also under the form
SHILLEM 2 (Gen. 46 24, OT/AAIJ/LI, C^^C' Sam. Nu. -'1; 49, ci^:;- Sam.
eAATj [B], o-eAAij^ [AF] {re[A]A7i,u. IL]), wlience the family of the
Shillemites ( N u . loc. cit:it- '.T^LI'n, 'D17t:'i Sam. 6 a-6AAr]^[e]t
[BAFL]).
The b'ne Shallum were one of the six groups of^the
'children of the doorkeepers' (Ezra 242 traAov/i [B] Neh. 745,
craAou/n [BN]) in i Esd.SssSALUM (<ra\ovp. [A] [B om.]). Of
these, three (Shallum, Akkub, and Talmon) are mentioned as
individuals
in a list of doorkeL^pers (i Ch. 9 17, o-aAw^ [B tw ice,
A once], cxaKXcup. [A once]). In Neh. 12 25 his name appears as
M E S H U L L A M (q.v-, no. 20, and see below, no. 11). ' Door1 On ©'s reading, see R A C H E L ' S SEPULCHRE.
2 As the versions show (here and in nos. 4 and 10), tiJV and
c^'d are very closely related, cp MESHULLAMOTH ( I ) .
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SHAMGAE

SHALLUN
Iceepeis ' in Ezra - 42 Neh. 7 45 should probably be * Asshurites,'
another N , .Vrabian ethnic (Che.).
g. Shallum the Korahite (i Ch. y 19, a-aktofMiav [B], croAto^' [A]),

SHAMA

see M E S H E L E M I A H .

10. An Ephraimite {2Ch. •2.S12 a-ekkt^p. [BA] -eip. [L]).
11. A door-keeper (or Asshurite? Che.), Ezra 10 24 (ycAAjjju.
[PJ], yaikketfji [x], a-okkrjp. [A], o-e. f L |)= i Esd. 9 25 S.-\Li.UMUS
. crakkovpio<; [li'^A], -jitou | liti'cV]). From the fact that Telem
(cp Talmon) oci urs alongside his name, it is probable that he is
t j be identilied with no. 8, above.
12. One of the b . Bani, Ezra 10 42 (troAoujU, [ B N J ) = S A M . ' \ T U S
T E^d. '.' 34 (tra/xaTO? [BA]).
13. b. H A L L O H E S H ('J'ni^n), one o f t h e repairers o f t h e wall a t
Jerusalem (Neh. 3 12 (raA[A.]ouju, [BA], oaXovp. [a]).
74. T h e father of Hanameel and uncle ( i n ) of Jeremiah (Jer.
•.i-2 [<P 39] 7, aaktap. [BA(J|, aaXp-iov [N*], adnot. eipy)K>) [Q^g.]),
possiljly the .^anic as 2 (above).
I 5. Father of Maaseiah (Jer. 35 [^ 42] 4 creAw/i [BAQ], aikt^p.
[ N ' 1 o-at [^i<:•a]).

SHALLUN (])^P), b. COL-HOZEH [q.v.), mler of the
district of Mizpah, who repaired the fountain-gate and
part of the pool of Shiloah (N'eh. 8 1 5 ; ©^**'*- om.,
eMMCON [ L ] ) .

SHALMAI

with Shalmaneser I \ ' . ; against this see B E T H . A R B E L , and Crit.
Bib.^
C. H. W. J.

(AV in Neh. 748 = Ezra

2 4 6 ! ; ^qhi::

[ = S.\L.MAI in R V ] in N e h . with no varr. [e.xcept crapaei (n)
against o-aAa^et (B), cTe\p.eL (.A), <reA«jLie( (L)], and in Ezra, Kr.
[Ca. ; the usual text being 'C'^^, cp creAa^[e]i ( A L ) ] ; ^^Dw' in
Ezra, K t . [Ba. ; the usual text being ' ' : 0 ? = SHAMLAI ( R V ) ,
crapiaav (B)]), only in the ]>lirase ' t h e children of Salmai,' a
family of the N E T H I N I M i^,^,- EzRAii., § lo «).
T h e name
suggests a foreign ori,L,.iii. In i Esd. 5 30 the corresponding
name is SuB.M (crv^aec [K.V], (reAa/iet [L]). C p S H E L U M I E L .

SHALMAN (Hos. IO14).

See B E T H - A R B E L .

SHALMANESER(-ipNjpi5L-'; c&MeNNAC&p,CAAAM»,NACC&P [B] ; C & A M A N A C A P [A], CAMANACC&P
[.V"'-, in 2 K . I 8 9 ] ; CAAM&NACC&P [ L ] ; in T o b .
I 2 1 3 1 5 / , E n e m e s s a r . eNeM6CCA.poc. -Ap [BX.A];
in 4 Esd. 1340 .SALM \x,\s.\R, Salmanassar),
named
as kiiig of ,\ssyria in 2 K. 173-6 I.S9-11, is obviously
the king who succeeded Tiglath-pileser and preceded
S.irgon. Hence he must be identified with Sulmanuasarid IV., successor and possibly son of Tiglathpileser I I I . H e was king of Assyria, 727-722 B.C. He
seems to have left no monuments, probably because
his reign was so short. H e was succeeded by Sargon I I . ,
who appears to have founded i new dynasty.
Very
little is known of him. T h e Babylonian Chronicle,
KB "2276, narrates that ' h e sat on the throne, 25th
of 'I'ebStu [727 B.C.].
T h e city Samara'in (or
.•^abara'in) he destroyed (cp SAMARITANS, § 2).
In his fifth year Sulinanu-asarid, in TebStu, met his
fate. Five years had Sulmanu-asarid reigned in Assyria.'
T h e existing copies of the eponym canons gi\(; the
names of the eponyms for the five years of his reign,
and the additional information that in the first two
years there w-as no military expedition, but that there
was one in each of the 3'ears 725-722 B.C. Unfortunately the objective of these expeditions is not
known. Some of the standard lion weights found at
Kalah bear this king's name, KB 233 f
-\ boundary
stone inscription, published by Peiser
[Keilinschriftliche
.-Icleiistiicke. -J ff-), refers to private transactions in the
second year of this reign, at Dt)r-ili, which town was
then under his rule. For another private transaction of
this reign, in or near Xineveh (?), see KB \ 108. .S.argon,
in one ofhis inscriptions, accuses Shalmaneser of forcibly
dispossessing the old capital Assur of its ancient rights
and immunities (see Wi. A0F\6,a^ff.).
It seems
certain also that, before he came to the throne, his
father (?) Tiglath-pileser had placed him as his lieutenant
over the city and district of JSimirra, conquered in 738
B.C. (see \Vi. Ac-iFli,).
That he actually took
Samaria is rendered doubtful by S.argon's claim to have

( r p v " ; CAM&9<\ [BN*]i CAAAAAA [AL]), b.

Hothan the .\roerite, one of David's heroes (i Ch. 1144).
Cp Elishama—i-e., probably Ishmael (Che.).
His
brother is Jeiel—i.e., Jerahmeel [Che.] (see jEiEL, 2).
SHAMAEIAH

(^;•^PL^',

2 C h . II19).

See S H E -

MARIAH (2).

SHAMBLES (Old Eng. scamel, from the late Lat.
scamellum, a small bench), though now generally used
in the sense of a slaughter-house, formerly signified a
bench or stall on which goods, and particularly meat,
were exposed for sale, and then a meat or flesh-market
(Kpeo-irciXLov). In this sense shambles is used in
our later English versions to render fjca-KeWov [ 1 Cor.
10 25), the Lat. iiiacellani,^ or provision-market, for
which earlier translators have ' m a r k e t ' (Tindale) or
' fieshe marlcet' (Coverdale and others). ' Shambles' first
appears in the Rheims version of 1582. T h e Roman
colonists who founded the Corinth of Paul's day (see
C O R I N T H ) in all probability brought the name with
them.^ T h e salesmen were named macellarii and dealt
not only in the flesh of domestic animals but also in
venison and other game, as well as in the various
secondary articles of diet classed by the ancients under
the head of 6I/'0J', obsonia (references in Marq. Das
Privatleben d. Romer, 450 [1879]).
Dio Cassius defines TO LtaKeAAoi' as TTJI' ayopai. Taif o^ficav
(61 18). In Athens the provision-market (oi/'OTrwAtci) was divided
into sections, termed KVKKOL (circles), and named after tbe special
wares offered for sale, et5 TO ociiov, els TOV olvov, etc. (Poll. 947
10 29).

In r Cor. 10 25 the Corinthian Christians are advised
to purchase whatever is offered for sale in the provisionmarket of the city, asking no question on the score of
conscience, ' for the earth is the Lord's and the fulness
thereof.'
A. K. s. K.
SHAMED, RV S H E M E D ( n o t ^ ) , b. E L P A A L

(q.v.),

in a genealogy of BENJ.VMiN (q.v., § 9 , ii. 8), i C h . 812;
perhaps same as Ishmerai in z'. 18, see JQR 11103, § i.
Recent editions (Ba., Ginsb.) read -JDE:', in preference to
-\:2c (final d, not final r); the latter, however, is followed
by ordinary Hebrew Bibles, Pesh. and (5 (ariii-qp [B],
crefj-fx- [A], aa^airjX [L]).
SHAME, SHAMEFUL THING ( n | ^ 3 n ) , Hos.9io
Jer. 3=4 1113.

See I D O L , § 3.

SHAMER CyO]!'), i Ch. 734. AV SHEMER (2 and 3).
SHAMGAR (-i:?OC'; c4.Md^ri^P [B], Ci^Me- [L, and
BA in Judg. 5 6 ] ; Jos. ccb-yb-poc, CAA^Ar^poc ; on
1 Jud? S
^^^ addition in some MSS of (p after
^" ^'' Judg. I631, see Moore, 'Judges,' SBOT
[Heb.], 59). An early Israelitish hero, Judg. 831 5 6 ;
or, as others think, a foreign oppressor of Israel or of
some part of Israel whom the \vriter of Judg. 831, through
a misunderstanding of the allusion in Judg. 56, mistook
for a patriotic warrior. T h e notice in Judg. 831, howex er, is, according to the most recent commentators, a
very late insertion, later not only than the deuteronomistic
elements in Judges, but also than the editor tu whom the
chronological system of Judges in its present form is due.
It stands altogether outside that system, and is evidently
unknown to the author of Judg. 41, which connects the
oppression of Jabin with the death of Ehud. The author
of the notice was poorly provided with suitable details
for a fictitious story ; he takes a hint (it may perhaps be
held) from Judg. 1 5 1 4 / , where a similar exploit is

T h e Shalman of H o s . 10 14 has been identified (e-g-,
by Wellhausen, who regards v- 10 as an interpolation)

1 [For other references see Lehmann, ' Menander u. Josephos
ub. Salmanassar IV, pt. i.,' Beitrdge zur Alten
Geschichte,
2 T25.140 (1902).]
2 Macellum was also adopted into the Hebrew of the Talmud
and .Midrash under the forms p?pD, ySji\r2, etc. (see the lexicons of Lev^' and Jastrow).
3 For the macella of Rome see art. macellum in Smith's Diet.
ofGk- and Rom. Antiq.{3]
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done so, see S A M A R I T A N S , § 2.

See H O S E A for his

relations with that monarch.

SHAMGAR
assi'^ned to Samson.^ W'lion we consider that the legend
( 2 S . 2 3 n / - ) of Shammah ben Agee, one of David's
heroes, has also been influenced by the Samsoii-.story,
such license would not be surprising.
Xotc also that
all these names begin with rzc [sh-t/i).
T h e chief object
ofthe insertion of Judg. 831 would be to expUim the
obscure phrase ' in the days of Shamgar ben Anath in
Judg. 56.
This critical theory can only be right in p:irt.2 Certainly
Shamgar ben Anath comes from the t-oiig in JIILIL;. 5 (in a corrupt
form, so far as v.t is concerned). iJut the late writer of 831
\eiilured on no account of ' Shamgar's ' exploits. Unless our
experience elsewhere is altogether illusor\-, the pass.ige (331)
has sutfered both by corruption and by editorial manipulation.
On the analoi^y of similarly corrupt pass-iiics, wc have to restore
it thus: 'And aftur him arose Shamgar heu A n a t h ; he smote
the PeliStim [ishmaehtes, Jerahmeelites) ; he also delivered
Israel.' The corrector of t h t MS evidently felt that ' Pelistim '
occurred too early ; he wrote in the margin 'Ishmaelites,' ' J e r a h meelites,'as alternative corrections for ' Peli.stim.' ' Ishmaelites'
seems to be the right word ; the preceding narrative in its original
form probably closed with the words, ' a n d the land had rest
from the Ishmaelites,'just as the narrative of Jabin or Sisera
probably closed with the words, ' a n d the land had rest from the
Arabians.'*
But who was the true ' Shamgar ' (Judg. 56) ? Moore
[Judges, 106) and Marquart (Fund. 3) have suggested
- , that he may have been a Hittite king.
^'
• Sangara was the name of a (Hittite) king
of Carchemish in the time of Asur-nasir-pal and Shalmaneser II. Moore also refers, in illustration of ' Sisera,'
to the numerous Hittite names in -sira (e.g., Htiisira,
^V^lM As. u. Eur. 332), whilst Marquart compares the
name Pi-siri\s), borne by the last king of Carchemish
(cp Del. Par. 270), and Ball^ refers (for ' b e n A n a t h ' )
to Bur-anati, the name of the king of Yasbuk whom
Shalmaneser II. mentions as an ally of Sangara (KB
I1S9; cp ISHBAK).
T h e song, however, is so often
corrupt that tlie question of the names Shamgar and
Sisera needs to be re-examined in connection with a.
thorough critical revision of the text of Judg. 5.
The
main historical result of such a revision appears to the
present writer to be that the foes by whom the Israelites
were oppressed were N. Arabians, variously called JerahmeeUtes, Ishmaelites, Cushites, Asshurites, and Kenizzites, and that v. 6 should run thus :
In the days of Jerahmeel son of Anak,5
In the days of Cusham and Ishmael.
-IJ;:!;', ' Shamgar' (?), is in fact a scribe's mixture of
^N;--L" and ''.s!om\ and the scribe himself corrected his
error,^ while xir'D is a corruption of the ethnic name
n^S'X, ' Asshur,' a collateral form of which was probably
Tr:. ' Geshur ' (see G E S H U R , 2).
Now perhaps we can
see how ' Jabin' and ' Sisera' both appear in the story.
'Jabin' \j&'^, twice Jamin) is one of the corruptions of
'Jerahmeel,' so that the king of Kenaz [\:ip, not JJ;:D),
whose capital was Kadesh [-barnea], might equally well
be called ' Jerahmeel' and ' Asshur.'
T h a t ' Sisera '
represents a N. Arabian ethnic name may also be presumed from its occurrence in the list of the families of
\Moore points out (SBOT, l.c.) that in some forms of © the
potice of Shamgar stands after the story of Samson, and conjectures that this was the original place of the brief account.
^ Winckler (GI 2124), too, expre=;se.'^ dissatisfaction with the
current theory; but he has no light to throw either on 831 or
o n .'Jl,,

_ •* There are quite sufficient parallels for these and the preceding emendations. CEi" frequently springs out of '^'XyCK'^ and
chronological statements have several times (e.g., N u . 14 33 Am.
210525) arisen out of misread eclmlc names. See MoSES, § 11.
The difficulties arising out of -yd^'o (cp ©), and out of the six
hundred men, who ' have always taxed the credulity of the commentators' (Moore; cp Wade, Old Test. History, 198, n. i),
now disappear.
^ Smith's DB^), s.v. ' Ishbak.' ' B u r ' may have been taken
l^y the scribe to be ="in ( ' s o n ' ) ; cp the reading proposed in
col. 163, n. I.
n and p confounded. B u t cp A N A T H ,
, -1." ' " SI?' ' 0 ' 3 represents S.X"n'i'' \ V stands for «• T h e rest
of nT was expelled by the following word i^nn which resembles
?,nT. Line 2 now appears in a much altered form in v. 7b. See
Crit. Bib.
4425

SHAMMOTH
the Nethinim ( = Ethanim, ' m e n of E t h a n ' — a N.
Arabian region).
Seu SiSERA, and Crit. Bib.
c..*^P 9 : ^''v ^"^'oore, ju,(^e.-,, losf,
142 f , and 'Shamgar and
Si^sera, m Jou?-n. Am. th: Soc.ldti-^gf;
Wi. (,7 ;2124 (gemger, two divine hames).
r^- j ^ ^
SHAMHUTH

(n-inpb>),

I Ch.278;

in 2 S. 2825

S H A M M A H (5).

SHAMIR ( I W ) .
.L. 1 city in t h e h i g h l a n d s of
J u d a h ( J o s h . 1 5 4 8 ; Cd^Meip [ B ] . c<\4)€ip [ A L ] ) .
It
m a y p o s s i b l y b e identified with U7n7n Somernh,
2 0 0 0 ft.
a b o v e s e a level, 2 m . N . from ' A n a b ( c p v. 50) a n d 5 h r s .
S W . from H e b r o n .
S o Gui^-rin, C o n d e r , B u h l .
But
n o t e (xa<peip of (5'^' .
2. A p l a c e in M t . E p h r a i m , t h e seat of t h e clan of
T o l a , in I s s a c h a r , see I,^s.\' H A K , § 7 ( J u d g . l O i / ;
<jap.eLp [ n j , cxa/xapua [ A L ] ) . ^
A site t o t h e e x t r e m e
N . o f t h e h i l l - c o u n t r y si_-enis pns^ible ( M o o r e ) .
B u t see
T O L A , whi-re it is s u g g e s t e d t h a t w e s h o u l d transfer t h e
t r a d i t i o n of T o l a l-i t h e N e g e b .
Observe, too, that
S h i m r o n [q.v.) is b o t h a n a m e of I s s a c h a r , a n d , a c c o r d i n g t o t h e p r e s e n t w r i t e r ' s t h e o r y of J o s h . H i a n d
Am. 3g, etc., the Negeb.
T. K. C.
S H A M I R ("IVPC', K t b . "1-1DC'), b . Uzziel, a L e v i t e
( i C h . 2 4 2 4 ; CAAAHp [ B A ] , ceAAMHp [L])S H A M L A I C : ' ^ ; : ' , K t . ; • ' D V ^ , K r . ; Cd.M&d.N [ B ] ,
c e A A M [ e ] i [ A L ] ) , E z r a 246 = N e h . 648, S A L M A I .
S H A M M A (K?JK^), b . Z o p h a h , in ^ g e n e a l o g y of
AsHER(^.z'.,§4,ii.), i C h . 737(ceM[M]d.[BL], C ^ M M A
[A]).
SHAMMAH ( n r j r , § 51 ; abbrev. from S H E M A I A H ) .
1. Son of Reuel b. Esau, and a ' d u k e ' or 'clan ' (?) of Edom ;
Gen. SH 13 17 I Ch. 1 37 (a-op-e [BADELl, but i Ch. 1 37 a-oiJ.p.e
[A], aapp.a [L], and Gen. 8617 cojuai [D]). See E D O M , § 4.
2. Son of Jesse (see D A V I D , § la, n . ) ; (r S. Hi 9, tra/Lia [B],
cra/i/xa [A], trafxaa [L]) ; but i Ch. 2 13 R V (AV SHI.MMA), 1^07
S H I M E A (NVpi:'); 2 S . 183 o-a^aa[BAL]; 2 S.2I21, Kr. SHIMEAH
(n^OSl); ib. K t b . and R V S H I M E I , 'yCC, o-efteet [BA] cra//aa
[L]). His sons were JONADAB and JONATHAN [17.V.]. See no. 5,
below.
3. b. A G E E [g.v.], one of David's 'first three' ( 2 S . 2 3 i i / ! ;
aap-aia [B], cap.p.eas [A], cra/j.aias [L]), a H A R A R I T E [g.v.] or
perhaps an 4,RCHITE [g.v.], for © B A calls him o dpovxaioq, © L
0 apax*- T h s exploit attributed to him In 2 S. is, with slight
variations, assigned in i Ch. 11 i3f. to Eleazar, another of David's
' first three.' In L he appears as ' son of Ela,' which may imply
identifying him with Shimei, son of E l a (i K. 4 18 RV ; see E L A H ,
6). H e had a son named Jonathan. See JONATHAN (ben Shage)
and SHAMGAR, § i.

4. A Hararite (o-afj.vav [B*b], o-a/ni^a? [Ba vid. A ] ; crap.aa [ L ] ;
see also J O N A T H A N b. Shage), who appears in 2 S. 'S633 as one
of David's thirty, and as a distinct person both from Shammah
b. Agee the Hararite one of the ' first three,' and from Shammah
the Harodite also one of David's thirty, is really to be identified
with Shammah b. Agee, and comes into the list in 2 S. 2833
merely as father of J O N A T H A N (' ben Shage') [g.v.].
5. T h e H A R O D I T E [g.v.], another of David's thirty (2 S. 23 25 ;
a-atfj-a [B], crafifiat [A], tro/x-ata? [L]). In i Ch. 11 27 the name
is SHAMMOTH (nisti*; cra/i.au6[BN], (Tap.ui6 [A], aap.p.tJiQ [L]), the
Harorite ( n ' n n n , 6 aSt [BN], BaZi [A], apcopt [L]); and in i Ch.
21 8 SHAMHUTH ( n i n p t ' ; a-akaioB [B], aaixacoB [AL]) the ' Izrahite,' which, according to RIarquart (Eund. 19), stands for
' m r S n n n n m . i c c , ' Shamhuth, the Harodite, belonging to the
Z e r a h t t e s ' ; see ZERAH (i).
SHAMMAI C ^ ^ . § 52 ; cp S H E M A I A H ) .
I. A Jerahmeelite; i C h . 22832 (o-a/xat [ B ] ; axeia-ap.as for
'brother of Shammai,' 7-. 32 [B], axi-o-ap.p.a [ A ] ; a-ap.p.at [A]
crefxeei [L]). See J E R A H M E E L , § 2.
2. *' ~Son "' of
(^-V.) h.
h. H
Hebron,
' ~R E K E M[ (g.v.)
et
, and 'father'^ of Maon,
f a t h e r 'of
o ~Beth-zu
. 2- 44 f - -(erap-ai [B only once L], a-ap.paL
I Ch.
' father'
[A once]).
3. Son of M E R E D [g.v.] of J u d a h , by his 'E2;yptlan' (more
probably ' M i s r i t e ' ) wife; i C h , 4 1 7 / (nep-ev [B], <T^ixp.ai [A],
crap.1 [L]).
S H A M M O T H ( H W ) . i C h . 1127 = 2 8 . 2825, S H A M M A H (5).

1 T h e fortress Sanur, with which some have identified
B E T H U L I A [g.v.], has been thought of by Schwapz for Shamir,
but can hardly have come within Issachar. Cp Moore, cut loc.
4426

SHAMMUA

SHAPHAT

theory. H e grants that in tbe late regal ]ierii>d superstitious
practices which were originally derived from totemism revived,
S H E M A L M I , which might be an expanded clan name).
and that this accounts for the three straii.ye personal names referred t o ; this is all. J o s . Jacobs (Stu,ties in Bibl.
Archeot.
1. A cliief of REUBEN, § 13, end: Nu.134 (aapiovrjk [B],
Z4ff.) and Zapletal (Der Totemis/nus
und die^ Relig.
Israels,
aaiJLakiTjk [A], craftfiov [¥], crakapitrjk [L]).
1901, p . 73) take a different view of the name Shaphan, which,
2. Son of David ( i C h . I 4 4 ) ; s>je S H I M E A (2). In 2 S. 5 14
SHAMMUAH ( A \ ' ) .
especially in Ezek. 8 n , is pronounced to be a contemptuous in3. A l.evite ; Neh. 11 17 (<rafj.ov[e]i [BN*A], <rafifxove [Nca?]), vention (as if ' J a a z a n i a h ben shaphan ' meant ' Yahwe hears ben
rock-badger'), indicating, with a bitter irony, the discreparicy
in I Ch. 'J 16 called S H K M A I A H .
between those bad practices and Israel's true religion. T h e
4. A priest, contemporary with Joiakim, Jeshua's successor;
director of the ceremony is named after Yahwe, and yet he can
Neh. 13 18 (om. BN*A, tTva/xovs [Nc.a mg. inf.j^ a-ap.ove [L]).
bring himself to offer worship to the figure^ of an a n i m a l ; the
prophet, therefore, calls him a 'ben saphan,' as one might say
SHAMSHERAI ( n ^ ' P ^ . iCMACARid. [B], cd.MC.
*ben Kemos'—z.t'., a worshipper of Chemosh. All these scholars
[A], C(NA\vf<M\ [L]), b. JEROHAM in a genealogy of
presuppose the ordinary text and the usual explanation of names
B E N J A M I N (q.v., § 9 , ii. ^ ) ( i Ch. 826t).
Should the
ending in n \ Of the inconsistency of supposing that a man
name be S H I M S H A I (q.v.)}
Shehariah (cp Shihor,
whose family cultivated totemistic superstitions with such ardour
as to call some of its members by the name of the totem, and
Ashhur) foUows.
T. K. C.
others by names which not only contain (as is held) the name of
SHAPHAM (DE)K>; CABAT [ B ] , CAC|>AM [A], - N
Yah or Yahwe, but even express a true moral conception of the
nature of the Deity, they appear to have no satisfactory explana[L]). a Gadite, i Ch. Sizf.
Perhaps originally a name
tion. (2) A second theory (the present writer's) demands a more
o f t h e Negeb (where Gad once dwelt) ; see S H A P H A T ,
searching criticism of the text of the passages containing these
SiPHMOTH (Che.).
three names Shaphan, Achbor, Huldah, in connection with a
thorough textual revision of other parts of the O T . T h e result
SHAPHAN (|D^". either an animal name, or the name
is (a) that not only the history but also the geographical and
of a district, borne originally by a clan and subsequently
personal names of the O T are found to be monuments of longby individuals [see below] ; CA(J)AN [BAL], but in 2 K.
continued N . Arabian influences. From the time (probably)
of the Amarna Tablets there was (we may suppose) a large
22 CAct)ct)AN [BA]), b. Azaliah b. Meshullam, a scribe,
Jerahmeelite element in the population of Palestine, especially
temp. Josiah, who was sent to take an account of the
m the S., and at the close of the regal period (and afterwards)
expenses for the repair of the temple (2 K. 223 ff. ; v. 3
the danger to J u d a h from the side of N . Arabia was so great
C€ct)ct)AN [A], V. 14 C(\4>4)<\e [B] = 2 Ch. 3 4 8 ^ ;
that numbers of Jews fell away to N . Arabian heathenism.
<•'• ^sb ACACt> [A]).
It was on this occasion (the (b) What Ezekiel saw on the wall of the chamber in the temple
precincts was ' t h e form of every idol (lit. abomination) of the
eighteenth year of Josiah's reign) that Hilkiah the
house of I s h m a e l ' ('^KVO^" n ' 3 p^pc'-'r^B n'Jiri n j n i ) ; 1 the
priest gave him the newly-discovered ' book of the law '
material on wliich the current theories as to the cult of the
which he read before the k i n g ; see JOSIAH, and cp
worshippers are based is simply due to a late editor, who had
DKUTERUNOMV, § 2 end.
Shaph^m was probably
perforce to make some sense of a corruptly transmitted ie.\t,
' I s h m a e l , ' 'Jerahmeel,' and 'Mi.srim' (cp E z e k . 2 0 7 ^ 1 , ''^^^}
aged, since he was soon after displaced in favour of
D'li.i'r, ' t h e idols of Misrim,'not C'l^-'D J, ' the idols of E g y p t ' ) ,
Elishama (Jer. 8612).
There is no valid reason why he
The worshippers who thus profaned the temple of Yahwe were
should be kept distinct from shaph.ui the father of
religious men ; but their true names \\ ere de^'oid of religious
Ahikam (2 K. 'Z'A 12, cp Jer. 26 [*? 00] 24), who, in turn,
significance. 'Jaazaniah ' is merely an expansion of Azani, which
also underlies the Rechabite name ' J a a z a n i a h ' (Jer. 35 3), and
was the father of the well-known G E D A L I A H [^. X*. ] (2 K.
ttie Jerahmeelitt-Levite name ' Azaniah' (Neh. 10 9, cp Ezra
2522 Jer. 39 [46] 14 4n [47] s [ib. 911 BNAQ om.],
240),
T h e final ,T is simply formative; the initial * may be
41 [48] 2 [(xacpav (<J"'^' , B^A om.)], 43 [501 6 (BNAQ
editorial. ' A z a n ' (px) is probably a place-name (cp pN, pj;,
om.)]), also of a prominent personage called E L A S A H ,
also Negeb place-names). ' Shaphan ' seems to be a modification
mentioned together with (jcnKirlah b. Hilkiah (Jer.293),
of 'Zaphan ' (,\ti^^)^ which can be shown to be the name of a N .
Arabian district, and appears in personal Hebrew names such
and possibly of the J A A Z A N I A H [^'.Z'.] mentioned in
as [nl']3i; (see Z E P H A N I A H , 2-4); cp 'J^^^i, Joel 220, etc.
Ezek. 811 (but sue Kraetzschmar, ad loc).
Similarly ' j\./aliah' and 'Meshullam,' the father and grandE/ek. S i^ff. is such a remarkable passage for the history of
father of Shaphan in 2 K. 2"! 3, probably come respectively from
Jewish religion, and the name ' Shaphan ' (in ' Jaazaniah son of
Asali (''^'^N"), ' a man of A z ^ l , ' a n d Ishmael (^Nyct;"); El'asah
Shaphan ') has been brought into such close relation to the extramay also come from ' Ishmael,' and ' Ahikam ' from ' Jerahmeel.'
ordinary religious rite described, that we shall give a brief conT h u s the Shaphan connections are accounted for. For comsideration to it from the point of view of onomaiology. ( i ) T h e
pleteness' sake, it may be added that from this point of view
precedence among theories is due to the totemistic. W. R. Smith
' H u l d a h ' (,n^n) is miswritten for ^ni/" snd that S n i (Rachel,
( / . Phil.^^ g7 f , cp Kin. 201) sees in the passage ' a n account
' s h e e p ' ) and m^^l,'(Achbor, ' m o u s e ' ) are early popular distorof Gentile or family idolatry in which the head of each house
tions
of Ss'rrm"- I'Lit the reader will not forget the warning
acted as priest. And the family images which are the object of
Trdvra
5e ioKtp.o.tjVre, TO KOKQV KaTex^re (i Thess. 5 2i). Cp
the cult are those of unclean reptiles and quadr^jpeds \v. 10].
N
A
M
E
S , g 68, and last section.
T h e Ijist point is important. T h e word j-p^i is, in the Levitical
law, the technical term for a creature that must not be used as
food.
T h a t such prohibitions are assuciatcd with the totem
T o treat this subject with completeness would require
sy.stem of animal-worship is well known. . . . T h u s in the fact
us to consider the right interpretation of Is. 664 66317.
that the animals worshipped were unclean, in the Levitical sense,
we gain an additional argument that the worship was of the totem
Tt must suffice, however, to say that all these passages
type. And finally, to clinch the whole matter, we find that
are beyond question deeply corrupt, but that the reamong the worshippers Ezekiel recognised Jaazaniah the son of
dactor has proceeded so methodically that it is easy for
Shaphan—that is, of the rock badger, which is one of the unclean
any one who knows the redactor's methods to restore
quadrupeds (Dt. 14 7 Lev, 11 5), and must therefore have been
figured on the wall as his particular stock-god and animal
the true text.
In this text the Jerahmeehtes are clearly
ancestor.
It so happens that the totem character of the
mentioned as the enemies of the Jews, and no reference
shaphan, or, as the Arabs Call him, the ivabr, is certified by a
is made to unclean animals.
Cp S W I N E , and ^ee
quite independent piece of testimony. T h e Arabs of the Sinai
peninsula to this day refuse to eat the flesh of the wabr, whom
Crit. Bib.
T. K. C.
they call " m a n ' s brother," and suppose to be a human being
transformed. Were a man to break this rule he could never look
SHAPHAT (tOSK*; a. corruption of some tribal or
on his father and minlier again (Palmer, Desert of ihe Exodus,
place name ; most naturally [cp i ] of nDV = Zephath—
198).' I'M tins *;. B. (Iniy (HPN 103f) replies that even if
i.e., riDnV, Z A R E P H A T H [q.v.]).
T h e names PILISHAwith W. R. Smith u c sec in the Shaphan of Ezek. the name of
PHAT, J E H O S H A P H A T , and S H E P H A T I A H fn'DDty). would
a stili Lvisiini; totem clan, this only explains the clan-name
Shaphan, and leaves personal names ofthe same period—Huldah
seem, therefore, to be modifications of a traditional older
(wc.isiil), Achljor (mouse), and Shaphan itself in 2 K. 2:23 unname.
accounted for ; ' S o far as the evidence of the names goes the
occurreiiLu at this time of three names at least which are certainly
I. A Simeonite, b. Hori, one of the ' s p i e s ' (Nu.
persi inal, and but one at most of which is tribal, does not favour
1 3 s t [ P ] : (xa<paT vios a-ovp[€]L [B.'\], -av vl. a. [F],
the \ iew that totem clans were then in existence. On the other
aa(pad vl aoodpL [ L ] ) .
' H o r i ' may niuan ' H o r i t e , '
hnnd, r^/ek.s n testifies to the worship of unclean animals at about
this peril"! ; and in this Robertson Smith saw, not without good
reasun, the survival—perhaps rather the revival—of superstitious
1 i:'Z~\ probably comes from Sxy^C" (written too soon), nDnni
practJLCS originally derived from totem belief and organisation.'
and perhaps •'^•\^2 (if this is not a glc.ss on i-pi;0 from Ss'i^nT (^
O. 1;. (_iray, therefore, with Da\idson (Ezek. 56) and Cheyne
variant to '->Ny~u')(lntr Is, 36Sf.), gives unly a partial assent to W. R, Smith's
2 Cp -i^n, Zech. OIO, chu, v.14; both = sj^-^-l'(CrzV. Bib.).
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SHAMMUA iV)ryS', perhaps ' h e a r d , ' § 56, but cp

SHAPHER

SHAREZER

but almost more probably comes from Jerahme'eli ; a
similar origin for Shaphat then becomes plausible.
2. The father of E L I S H A [^.z-.] (i K-lOibigf, cxa<pad,
(Ta(paT [B vs. 19 ; -AL]). His residence, Abel-meholah,
is usually thought to have been in Issachar. But if the
arrangement in M T is correct, it was when Elijah
'departed thence' [i.e., from Horeb) that he 'found
Ehsha b. Shaphat' (i K. 19 19). T h e render will probably be aware (see KIN);.S [ROOK], i:; 8) that critics
have been inclining to the belief that MT's arrangement
is not coricct, and Kittel, in his conmientary (//A'154),
gives a blank space between v. 18 and v. 19 to indicate
that a section of the narrative has been omitted. T h e
matter, however, is not so clear as to require no reconsideration. \\'e know that Elijah had a close connection with the far S. of Canaan (see PKOPHET, § 6).
It is plausible, therefore, to suppose that Elisha was
originallv called, not ' b. Shaphat,' but either ' b.
Sefath'—/.f., a Zephathite, or ' b. Scfathi'—i.e., the
son ofa Zephathite. In the former case Elisha, in the
latter EHsha's father (a more probable \icw), was represented as a man of Zephath or Zarephath who
had established himself at Abel-meholah — i.e., Abeljerahmeel (cp M E H O L A T H I T E ) . The site of this Jerahmeelite place (cp I S. 3O29) we do not know. The site
of Zephath (or probably Zarephath) has probably been

SHARE ( n C n n p , n^^nnp), an implement mentioned
in i'&.\'i2oa-, in z'z>.2ob2ia (where it is rendered ' m a t t o c k ' ) .
T h a t it w.is a dividing instrument of some kind appears from
the etymology ; EV seems to suggest a ploughshare, but this is
represented here by eth (riM), 'coulter,' elsewhere rendered
'ploughshare.' © H 64pL<TTpov . . . eepl^etv ( ® A wanting, 0epianqptov . . . ^epifeti/lLDseems to suggest some reaping implement.
See AGI-:ICL:LTURE, § 3f.

SHAREZER, or, more correctly, SAREZER (nV^?•^b',
so Ba. Gi., cp Del. Comjlnt. I'ar. 1 6 ;
protect
the k i n g ' ; cp N E R G A L - S H A R E Z E R ) .

1. An Assyrian, perhaps a son of Sennacherib, who,
with Adrammelech (perhiips his brother), slew that king
(2 K. 1937 Is. 3738 ; (xapaaap [BAO], aapaaa [LNAQ]).
It is urged elsewhere (SENNACHERIB, § 5), that in the
admittedly composite narrative of the peril from ' Sennacherib ' two different invasions have been mixed up,
and that parts of the existing narrative relate to the one
and parts to the other. T h e one invasion was, it is
held, the well-known Assyrian invasion of Sennacherib,
the other an invasion of a N. Arabian people sometimes
called Asshur, but perhaps more correctly Ashhur (iin^'N).
Whether we can say that each of the accounts which
have been welded together relates solely and entirely to
one of the two invasions, is doubtful ; but it is at any
rate very possible that the passage 2 K. I 9 3 6 / ! = I s .
3737/. refers to the death of the king of the N. Arabian
identified : see Z A R E P H A T H .
Asshur, who was said (we may reasonably hold) to have
3. A late descendant of David (i Ch. 3 2 2 ! ; iTa<f)a6 [B],
perished in the house of his god Nimrod, by the sword
(Tof^aT [AL]). The name was presumably suggested by S H K of 'Jerahmeel, o. prince of Asshur' (read -HIJ'N "±7 '?NDnT
PHATI.-\H, I .
4. A (ladite, in Bashan (i Ch. 5 r a t ; © , however [laceic] 6
for "isNii^'i '^^??1"i**) I observe that in 2 K. V33. 'his sons'
ypofj-ixaTevs [B], [tai-at] 6 yp. [A] ', [i.waz'i] 6 yp. Kat aaffiav [L]).
is omitted. Upon this theory the form Sarezer is due to
Here 6 •ypa^t/i.aTevg= "D^fnl, a variant to 23^;'. T h e common
the editor, who supposed only one invasion, viz., the
original of both readings is 'nS"}!!, ' a Zarephathite.' T b e Ust
Assyrian, to be meant, and sought to adjust the geooriginally referred to the N e g e b and T-^;'^ was originally ]\:,nj
graphical and personal names accordingly. Still, apart
(Cushan).l
_
'_
\
from this, the existing name Sar-ezer inevitably suggests
5. The overseer of David's herds in ' the valley.s ' (i Ch.
2729!; a-unl>av [B], atuipaT [A], a-a^ar [L]). H e is called b . comparison with the Ass. sar-usur, 'protect the king.'
Commonly, but not always, we find this form preceded
Adlai; but ''^ty is possibly a corruption of DSIJ? (Adullam). A
Zephathite or Zarephathite (if Shaphat = Sephatht) might easily
by some divine name such as Bel, Nergal, etc. (see
be a native of Adullam—i.e., Jerahmeel (for David's connection
Schr. Die Ass.-Bab. Keitinischr.,
156). It has been
with which cp again i S. 30 29).
T. K. C.
noticed already (see ADRAMMELECH) that Abydenus in
Eus.
Ar77ien.
Chron.
(Schoene,
I35)
mentions
a Nergilus
SHAPHER. RVShepher, Mount ("lDK'-"in, 'mount
as the successor of Sennacherib. By some ingenious
of glitter'? see SAPHIR), a stage in the wandering in
combinations, Hiizig [Begriff der Kritik, 1 9 4 ^ [1831])
the wilderness (iVu. 3 3 2 3 / t ; CACt^Ap [BL], d^pCA^Ap,
CApcA4>d^P [-^^' ApCA4)A9 [E]). If the wanderings were identified Sarezer with this Nergilus (supposing the full
name to have been Nergal-sarezer [-sar-usur]. This
in X. Arabia, and if (as has been rendered probable)
view, however, though supported by A. v. Gutschmid
P is apt to make up hsts by combining various corrupt
and Schrader (A'ATi^)
330). is inadmissible, not
variants of the same name, the neighbourhood of
because it conflicts with the theory mentioned above,
several (probable) corrupt forms of Jerahmeel suggests
but because (see Wi. ZA, 1887, pp. 3 9 2 / : ) the words
that isLy fShepher) comes from ns"i:i; cp mpn in msD
of Abydenus, ' Deinceps autem post eum (Sinecheribum)
('to Zarephath, mount Jerahmeel' ?) in Gen. IO31. Cp
Nergilus regnavit,' are misplaced, and refer properly to
SEPHAR. See W I L D E R N E S S OF W A N D E R I N G S .
Nergal-usizib, who was a Babylonian king, set up by
T. K. c .
an Elamite invader in 694-3 ^•^•
SHAPHIR (Mic. I n ) , RV, AV S A P H I R .

SHARAI ( n ; ^ ; c<\piOY [B]. Apoy [A]- CApoye
[X], -A [L]), b. Bani, a layman, temp. Ezra ; Ezral04o
(li I Esd. 934 probably ezcopA [BA], CApOyA [^X s^^
EzoRA, M A C H N A D E B A I ) .

Cp S H E A R I A H .

SHARAIM ( D n W ) , Josh. 1636 AV, RV SHAARAIM.
SHARAR ["W), the H A R A R I T E , the father of A H I A M
[qq.v.] (2S.2337t [C]AP&1 [B], [CJAPAA [A], notice

that YIOC precedes, cApAX^O ApepiAAA [E] for cApAX
O Apepi). In i C h . I l 3 5 h i s name appears as SACAR
([C]AXAP [BXA], iccAXd'P [ L ] ; cp ISSACHAR, § 6 , end).

Some of these readings suggest m c (see S E R A H ) as the
original; Marq. [Fund. 21), however, thinks of ant' (see
SHOBAB).

T . K. C.

^ I Ch. 5 11-17 is a record of the settlement of Gadites in the
Negeb, for which the Chronicler (v. 17) claims the authority of a
listmade in the days of Jotham and Jeroboam I I . v. J I places
^eir home ' in the land of Cushan as far as Halusah ' (? see
ZIKLAG); V. 16, ' i n Gilead [the southern Gilead], in Cushan,
and in its towns, and in all the suburbs (?) of Sharhon (see
OHARON', SHARUHEM), to the point where they end.'
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We might, of course, suppose that the Hebrew writer had a
confused recollection of the murderer and successor of Evilmerodach who was called Nergal-sarezer, or, with W. I\l. Muller
(ZA TWVI333),
that the name Sarezer is a mere guess, due to
an early editor who was struck by the un-Assyrian character of
the name Adrammelech and determined as well as he could to
Assyrlanise it. Winckler, however ( ^ 4 0 ^ 2 58), thinks that
Sarezer may be a distorted form of the historical name SariiirAllur. This name was borne by a person who seems to lia\e
claimed royal rank ; Winckler supposes him to have betn the
brother whom ES.VI;II.\DDCIN [g.v.] drove from Babylon into the
N W . of the Assyrian kingdom. Cp Exp. Td 429 [1898].

2. AV SHEREZER.
A contemporary of Zechariah,
Zech. 72 ((Tapauap [BSAQL]). T h e name, if correctly
read, seems to be incomplete. Siugfr. -Stade would read
Bel-sarezer, whilst Marti (in Kau. HS) prefers Elsarezer ; that is to say, Siegfr.-Stade think that 'TC "^N^n'a
is an arbitrary expansion of '-^u Sn. and Marti renders the
text ' the house (i.e., family) of El-sarezer ('-ib SN) sent."
If, however, we are right in explaining REGEM-MELECH
( —Raamiah) as a corruption of Jerahmeel, the question
arises whether SKH'^ may not be a corruption of SniPt
(the N. Arabian Tubal). In this case we can hardly read
4430

SHARON

SHASHAK

i:ix-ic' ^2- vaa^ at the end of the clause should perhaps
be yity'i. ' and Jeshua ' (a corruption of Shua or Sheba).
Render, therefore, ' T u b a l , and . . ., and Jerahmeel,
and Jeshua^ (Sheba) sent saying,' etc. But what is the
name underlying Sarezer? W e see from Zechariah^s
answer (Zech. 75) that he was in some way a leader
and representative ofthe people. Wellhausen (KI. Pr.)
suspects that he may have been Zerubbabel,
This
cannot be correct; elsewhere Zechariah calls the governor
by his usual name. It has therefore been suggested (col.
574) that [Bel-]sarezer may be the same as Belsar (an
impossible name till we add -eser=Bab. usu7'), one of
the twelve (?) 'heads' of the Jews of Judaea (see GOVERNMicxT, § 26), according to a well-attested reading (on
Ezra22 Neh. 7? see BILSHAX), Plausible as this view
is (cp MELZAR), the conjecture reached elsewhere that
the principal captivity was really a X . Arabian and not
a Babylonian one, makes it prudent to revise it. Just
as SISERA [^.•y.] comes most probably from Asshur, so
Sarezer may be a corruption of Asshur or Asshuri. A
later editor, imperfectly informed, may well have
Assyrianised it, as W. M. Muller supposes an editor to
have Assyrianised 'Adrammelech.' (Dn the objects of
the deputation to Zechariah, see Nowack, and cp Jew.
Kel. Life, 10, 17. See also REGEM-MELECH.

view of it which the traveller obtains in springtime from
the Tower of Ramleh is highly enjojable.
Spring,
indeed, works a miracle in the aspect of this region.
The richest grass and the brightest flowers adorn the
landscape. Even in the marshlands the tall and graceful
papyrus (with which Friedr. Delitzsch too boldly identifies the Rose of Sharon) is, in its autumnal flowering
time, pleasant to behold. There can be no doubt that
but for the encroaching sand the Plain of Sharon would
give a rich reward to the agriculturist, and the words of
Is. 6010 would be verified, 'Sharon shall be a fold for
flocks.'

T. K. C.

SHARON

( p l ' ^ n with

a r t . ; Is. 339 o CApcON

ir.N' • 'AQ\), a.(rapiov ['^*], o 'S.aapinv [Q*], Saron ; Is. 35 2 © om.
Saron ," Is, 65 10 kv n i fipu/xcii [BXAQ], camPestria ; 1 Ch, -7 29
ev Tip tLo-eiSuiv [B], a-aptov [AJ, ao-apwi/ [ L ] ; Cant. 2 i TOU TrcStov
[BNAC], campi;
A c t s 9 3 5 , Tbt* uapwva', gentilic '31"iu'n, 6
(rap(iiv[e]irr\'; [BAI, o aa-ap. [L], the S h a r o n i t e ) .

A plain of Palestine, extending from the Nahr ezZerka, 44 m. southward to the mouth of the Nahr
Rubin, by which and by the Ramleh Hills (Abu
Shusheh, 756 ft. in height) it is divided from the
Phihstian Plain. It was famous for its pastures (i Ch.
2729 Is. 65 TO) and for its luxuriant vegetation (Is. 35z,
Cant. 21).
In describing the desolation of Judah a.
prophet of woe exclaims, 'Sharon is like a desert' (Is.
339). T h e name Sharon signifies 'level country,' but
this only implies the absence of conspicuous heights (cp
N A M E S , § 99 [1^]). Undulating hills occur over a large
part of Sharon. Some are well wooded, and there is a
long extent of park-like scenery in the neighbourhood of MukhMid in the very N . , 'where groups of
sindian, the ordinary oak of Palestine (Que7'cus infectoria; see T E R E B I N T H ) are dotted over the rolling
plateau of red semi-consolidated sand ' (Conder, PEFQ,
1875, p. 92). These groups of oaks are theTepresentatives of large oak groves.
There is Egyptological
evidence- for a forest in Sharon, and only an extensive
woodland would justify the phrase in Is. 352, ' t h e
magnificence [-v^Ti) of Carmel and Sharon.' The otherwise strange expression of ^ in Is. 6510 (6 dpv/j.6s =
p c ' n ) , which agrees with the phraseology of Greek
writers, including Josephus,^ is thus to be accounted
for. N o r must we overlook the statement of the
Itinerary of King Richard (4x4) respecting the forest
of Assur, S. of the Salt River, through which the
Crusaders passed in 1191 n..o. to meet Saladin in
battle.-*

Eusebius and Jerome describe our Sharon as extending from
Ceesarea on the sea-coast to J o p p a ; they give it the name of
a-apdivaq. T h e y also mention a Sharon between Tabor and
Tiberias, which they imagine to be referred to in Is. 33g (OS
2966, 1546). Later writers have supposed references to this
N E . Sharon in Josh. 12 18 (see LASHARON) and Cant. 2 i (see 2).
2. A district between M t . Tabor and Tiberias, as Delitzsch
and Oettli think (Cant. 2 i, ' rose of Sharon'), but erroneously,
though the name Saruna, attached to a village in the region
called Arc! el-Hamma (see Rob. BR 8237), confirms the statement of Onom. (see i) that a second Sharon really existed.
Delitzsch's view is connected with the theory that the bride in
Cant, was a Galilaean maiden (see CANTICLES, § 6). Wellhausen decides against it because the ' rose' (see R O S E , i) is
mentioned in Is. 35 if. as blooming in the better-known Sharon
(see Che. Proph. Is., ad loc). ' R o s e of S h a r o n ' was apparently a proverbial phrase.
3. A region (V) on the E . of Jordan, occupied by the b'ne GAD'
(§ 13, begin.), i Ch. 5 i6t. ©AL o-aptoi', but © B ycpiap., whence
Kittel (SBOT
'Chron.') deduces ^ ^ r = ]vni;', Sirion.
Stanley,
G. A. Smith, and Buhl, however, suppose that the llty'D or tableland of Gilead generally (Josh. 13 9 1721) is meant. A place
called p ^ is mentioned in Mesha's inscription (/. 13). But that,
as Noldeke points out,l was probably farther to the S. T h e
truth, however, probably is that i C h . 5 i r - i 7 comes from a
document relating to the Negeb, so that p-it^ may very well
represent pniK'(miswritten S H A R U H E N ) .
T . K . C.

SHARUHEN ( p - l B ' ; oi &rpoi «>YT60N [BAL]), a
Simeonite city in Judah (Josh. ] 9 6), generally thought
to be the S H I L H I M ( D ' n X " ; C«.AH [ B ] , ceAeeiM
[AL]), and S H A A R A I M (D^nUL''; Sam. [i. I T s z ] TCON

TTYAI^N [B.-\L] ; Ch. c e t o p e i M [B.-^], CAAPIM [L]) of
the corresponding lists in Josh, 1532 (not 36) and i Ch.
431. It is plausible to suppose that Sharuhen, not
Hebron,^ is the place opposite which, on L hill-top,
Samson, according to legend, deposited the doors and
posts of one ofthe gates of Gaza (Judg. I63). Certainlya
spot in the SW. of Palestine is more likely than Hebron,
and Sharuhen has this recommendation : it had for a
second name (if i Ch. 1-c. is correct) Shaaraim—i.e.,
' the place of a gate.' T h e legend was perhaps to
account for the name. W e cannot point out the locality
intended ; but it is tempting to identify Sharuhen (pnit',
Sharh6n ?) with Sarahan, a name which, in the Egyptian
inscriptions, designates a fortress of some importance on
the road from Egypt to Gaza. For i time Sarahan
was occupied by the Hyksos, and that brave warrior
Aahmes, whose tomb has furnished an account of the
war of liberation, took part in the siege of it [RP<^> 6S,
Renouf; Brugsch, G-J 232, cp 255). The place is also
mentioned in the Annals of Thotmes I I L , at the opening
of the campaign, which was distinguished by the great
battle of Megiddo (WMM, As. u. Eur. 1 5 8 / ; in RP
238 the names are wrongly read). C p SHARON, 3.

The ' Plain of Sharon' is divided into three distinct
river basins—those of the Nahr Zerka (with its wild
moorland and marshland), the Nahr el-Mufjir, and the
Nahr Iskanderuneh (the Crusaders' Salt River). T h e
southernmost portion, which receives the Wadys Budrus
and Salman, is the most cultivated and attractive ; the

See also W M M , MVG, 1898 ( ' S t u d i e n 2ur vorderas. Gesch.'),,
P- =3T. K. C.

1 See Ezra 2 2, and note ^echariah's answer ' to the priests.'
- See paper by Masp. Etudes . . . dediies a M. le Dr. C.
Leemans (1885).
3 See Strabo, 16, 5pV|U,os jneyas TIS ,' and especially Jos. Ant.
xiv. 13 3, Apu/jtoi. 5« TO ;i(a)ptoi' KoAetrat; BJ \. 13 2, TOV KOXOVfjLevov Apvp.6v . . . TO x^pt'ot'. Josephus (-f^w^. xvi. 5 2) also
speaks of a fine grove (dktros) near Antipatris.
•* Cp Archer, The Crusade of King .Richard, 146.

SHASHAK [\f.:'-V, § 58 ; C<^CHK [A], ciCAX [L] I
CCOKHA [B, t/. 14], ccoiHK [B, I/. 25]), A Benjamite
clan-name, i C h . ,81425 (see BENJAMIN, 9, ii, *; JQR
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SHASHAI(W, §58 ; cec6i[BXA], ceNceip [f-]),
b. Bani, a layman, temp. Ezra (Ezra 10 40). I n l E s d . 934^
SESIS ((reo-[cr]cc? [BA], o-ecrect [L]). Parallels suggest tracing
this name to 'C'lD, Cushite.

^ Die Inschrift des KSn. Mesa, 1870, p, 29.
2 T h e letters of [nnu' were misarranged, and an ill.written v
confounded with or altered into 3. C p Ezek. 22 25 K ' 3 ] for
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SHAUL

SHEBA

j j i o j g i ) . Perhaps a distortion of Dr3, Cusham, which
suits the related names. Cp Hushim (Cusham), son of
Aher (Jerahmeel) in i Ch. 7 12.
T. K. c,
SHAUL (SlKC'; C«.OYA). 'he same name as S A U L
1. Name of a clan of SIMEON (§ g), Shaulltes (^^D::^*;^ ^IK^' ;
'yx^M, <raouA[e]t [BAFL]), N u . 26 13, where the equivalence of
'son' and 'clan' is evident. In (Jen. M'10 E x . O i s i C h . 424,
Shaul is Simeon's son ; the two l* rmer pas^aj^e^ add, hy a woman
of Canaan (a-apovrik vios ri}^ Xai-ai'trtSoy [.MM. aaovk vl. T. \.
[Bh], Gen. 4Liio; 6 CK TT)? "toirt'o-OTjs [r'Al'J, o-aouA oi eK T. '1'.
[L], E-K. tiis), or rather perliaps of Kenaz (I3p for fj;33, as in
Judg. 42, cp SH.\MGAR, § 2, and often).
T h e name is S.
Canaanitish and N . Arabi.in (cp SAUL, SHALI-^H.X). SHIMI'.I
and Saul are both r.ciiJLiinitL- names, and another ' si,>n' of
SiiiK-on is J.\MIN (one of the bcsL established modifications of
•Jerahmeel' (.Che.J).
2. .\ Kohathite, and ancestor of Samuel, i C h . 0 24[9]. In
1 Ch. i3 36 [20] the name is ft'EL
3. (Gen. St'37 f. i C h . I 4 8 / ) . See S.AUL, 2.

SHAVEH, VALE OF (niC* pt?V ; T H N KOIAAA<\
THN CAYHN [A]
. . cd^YH [ ^ L ] ) , the place \\hexe
the king of Sodom met Abraham after the latter's
victory over CHEDORLAOMER {q,v.), Gen. 1417. An
appended notice explains it as ' t h e king's vale (see
MELCHIZEDEK, § 3). Shaveh can hardly mean ' the
level' or 'plain" (on 7'. 5, where (5^^'- again gives
crai'?;, see SHAVEH-KiRL\THAnT). Hommel [AHT 151,
n. i) would amend ni::- into n i c The Vale of Shaveh
then becomes the Vale of the King {Ass.-Bab. Sarri}.^
More probably we should read nnyo mt;'. ' the highland
of Maacath,' and the following gloss, ' that is, Maacathjerahmeel.'

Cp SODOM.

T. K. C.

SHAVEH-KIRIATHAIM(D^nnp np ; eN CAyn
TH TToAei [AEL]), generally explained [e.g., EV^s-)
'plain of Kiriathaim' (see K I R J A T H A I M ) , Gen. I45.
It was the residence of the EMIM (q.v.).
nitr, however,
occurs again only in Gen. 14 17, where it is corrupt (see
SHAVEH, VALLEY OF). C . J. BaW [Gen. 118) suggests
here mc'.
Read probably '•ninrn miy, * the highland
of the Rehobothite.' See SoDOM.
T. K. C.
SHAVSHA {^'^'YC*. § 5 8 ; i C h . l 8 i 6 ;

IHCOYC

[B], o-ov? [x], (Tova-a [AL]) also called, less correctly, S H I S H A
( i K . 43, NC-'U"; o-a^a [B], aeiaa [A], ®L, however, (ra(|)aT),
and SHEVA (2 S. 2025, N"^ K t . Niiy, K r . ; irjcrovs [B], i<rovs
[A], crovo-a [L]), and S E R A I A H (^.|!7^'! 1 being inserted in the
form - - . , 2 S. 8 17, atra [B]).

Shavsha was David's scribe or secretary. His name is
either. = Bab. savsu — samsu, ' sun,' ^ so that Babylonian
scribes were still in request (Marq. Fund. 22) or (cp
SHESHAI) is a corruption of fiD (final N as in X2"^',
ZIBA). Driver,'WeUhausen, and others agree in rejecting Seraiah, The question is of some historical importance ; which country influenced David most—Babylonia
or X. Arabia ?
T. K. C.
SHAWL, RV for n n s p p , AV 'wimple,' Is. 822.
See MANTLE, § 2 [3], V E I L .

S H E A L ( W ; C A A O Y I A [ B X ] , CAd.A[AL]). b. Bani,
a laj-man, temp. E z r a ; Ezra 1029 = 1 Esd. 930 (a<Ta.y\kos [BA],
a<r<ra>]A [L]), EV J A S A E L , R V JASAEI.US.

SHEALTIEL (^N^n'pX^ [but in Hag. 11214 22
.. . . . ^. as if ' I have asked God,' §§ 34, 56, 79, but
this is doubtful, since 7X in names formed on this
model may be formative; we expect, according to
this theory, a gentilic, and ' Eshtauli' [see ESHTAOL]
suggests itself as the genmne name instead of Shealtiel ;

C<\Ad.OlH\). b. Jeconiah ' t h e captive' (see ASSIK),
or perhaps Asshur (iiij'N ; see Cnt. Bib.), according lo
I Ch. Zi7 ff. the uncle, butelsewhere the father, of ZERUBBABEL [q.v.] (Ezra32 [([?>'• om.J 8 .^12 Hag. l i , etc.).
In accordance with tP tlic name is spelt S A L A T H I E L by \\N
in I Esd. 554856 11 2, and by AV in i C h . r i i ; Mt. 112 and
Lk. 827. In Lk. he is called ' t h e son of Neri,' on which
see (;i-:>JEALOGiES ii., § 3. In 2 Esd. 5 16 S A L A T H I E L , R V
P H A L T I E L , the '<;;iptain of the people," is an uncertain reading;
Pesh. reads 'P.saUicl.' See, further, Jlall, ]'ar. Apoc. (ad loc).
'W K. C.

SHEARIAH ( n n X ' » ; CARAIA [BA], CARid. [BNA],
crapia, craapta [L|), b. Azel in a genealogy of BENJAHIIN (g.v. § g,
ii. ^ ) ; I Ch. 8 38=1144. On the name cp SHAARAIM.

SHEARING HOUSE ("Ii'^rn^S), 2 K. 10 12 14; Heb.
BETH-KKKD

[q.v.).

SHEAR-JASHUB (^-lE^*; "I:;L*', ' a remnant shall
return,' § 23). One of Isaiah's sons (Is. 73). See
ISALVii, P K O P H E T , § 4.

SHEBA [)2-lV ; cfi.Md.d. [B], cABee [A], cd.Be [L]),
a Simeonitish town. Josh. 192 (SIMILON, § 10).
It is omitted in a very few ]MSS, and in the parallel passage,
1 Ch. 4 28. Its inclusion makt.s the reckoning in Josh. 196
inaccurate, unless for frTnc we there read j.Ti:;' with 0 (see
SHARUHI-;N).
For a possible way out of the difficulty see
JESHUA.

SHEBA (1^5"*, perhaps from Elisheba [§ 5 0 ] ; otherwise explained as a clan - name = Shema [S<)r,(iM(jN,
§ 2 ] ; or a name of the moon-god [ V i . Gl '122.1] ; cp
1^3t^'"nD, BATH-SHEBA, and perhaps Nab. )^1Z\ CIS
2 115 ; but cp SOLOMON, § 2 ; cABee)-

I. Called b. Bikri (Bichri)—i.e., a member (like Saul
probably) of the Benjamite clan B E C H E R (cp BENJAMIN,

§ 9. ii-

n

For the story of his revolt see 2 S. 20 (a)3ee [A, w.
L a-a^ee vtbs )3efi5a5t avrfp apcLj(eL [Archite ?!]).

i, 7 ] ;

David was on his return to Jerusalem after Absalom's
death, and a fierce quarrel had arisen between the men
of Judah and the men of Israel. Sheba who ' happened'
to be near, saw his opportunity, and called upon the
latter to secede from David and claim their independence. T h e spark burst into a. flame. All Israel
took the side of Sheba ; ' but the men of Judah from
Jordan ^ as far as Jerusalem clave to their king.' There
is reason, however, to think that the description is
influenced by that of the great secession under Jeroboam
( i K. 12i6). Sheba's revolt was, no doubt, the result
of some of the disintegrating influences which afterwards
had such disastrous effect, but David who had just made
his peace with Israel and Judah would surely have been
able to prevent a revolt on such a large scale as 2 S.
2O2 indicates (see I941-43 [42-44])-° Unless we adopt a
conjecture made elsewhere (SAUL, § I ) , the statement
of vv. 14-22 (where B E R I T E S [J-V.]

should certainly be

emended into ' Bikrites ') shows that the original opening
of the narrative has been lost, ^\'hat wc know for
certain is that Sheba, a kinsman of Saul, supported by
his clan, made a bold attempt to revive the Israelitish
kingdom. He sought in vain to stir up the northern
tribes, and was besieged in the ancient city of A E E L BETH-M.\AC.iH [j.v.) by Joab. T h e walls were on the
point of giving way to the attacks of the besiegers when
a 'wise woman' (cp Eccles. 9 14./) made an arrangement with Joab, and saved the city. Sheba's head was
1 [.Mo.st probably -DIK, like the proper names nn.S »"<! i n x
in I Ch., and -^-2!2 (cp iB-^ in j S. 9 i), comes from VNDm'.—

) WeUhausen (TBS 202) suggests m^'N. Asherah, as the
origin; he connects this view with a ver>' difficult explanation
of 2 S. 18 18, where he makes Absalom take ' the pillar (of the
Asherah) in the King's Vale,' and set it u p in his own behalf.
- Cp in an old Aram, bilingual B'lt:''3 (C/.? 2 65) = Ass. kisamas.

•i From the context, the S. border of Judah must be intended.
It is probable that v/e should take p T here to be the nabal
Misrim (see E G V P T , R I V E R OF, and cp 'Wi, Gil 174 ',
AOPIM,
and Marq. Fund- 74).
.
.
,
3 T h e Bikrites joined Sheba, just as ui a similar revolt the
Benjamites joined .\bner (cp 3 25). T h e passage (20 14), however, is in some disorder. Perhaps we should read (transposing
a and *), ' and all the Bikrites assembled and came after him, and
they passed through ' ('1^_K.'l), etc.
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SHEBA
cut off and thrown out to Joab.^
crushed.

SHEBNA
Thus the revolt was

Cheyne, however, maintains ( S A U L , § i) that ' Abel-bethm a a c a h ' is an editorial attempt to make sense of a corrupt
passage, and that the true text of 2 S. 20 14 f only states that
' S h e b a passed on to Beth-jerahme'el,'and was there besieged
by Joab.2 Beth-jerahme'el ( = Beth-gilgal) is, on his theory,
the centre of Saul's clan, where Sheba, like Mephibosheth,
naturally sought refuge in distress.

The story of the revolt is contained in 2 S. 2 0 i / .
6 / . 14-22. Verse 3 seems to be a parenthesis, introduced
to connect the story more closely with the episode of
Absalom. It is just possible, however, that this connection is a mistake, and that Sheba's revolt and that of
Absalom happened in different parts ofthe reign of David
(similarly Wi. GI 1173 2 192). Verses 4 / . 8-13 contain
a confused account of AMA.SA [q.v., i ] , interspersed
with notices of the pursuit of Sheba (cp 10b, 13b with 7b).
The precise relation between the stories of Amasa and
Sheba is not clearly indicated,^ and it is not at all certain
that the account of Amasa's death formed part of the
earliest narrative.
^. A Gadite, i Ch. 5 13 (trefiee [B], <To^a.et [A]).
S. A. C.

SHEBA (N*3K\ usually cd^Bd. [Bt5A, etc., L ] , once
or twice aa^av [ B A Q E L ] , tra^au [E], (^a^eu [A], cra^ai [ B ] ; in
J o b I) 19 (ra^ixiv [BN'C], aa-e^uv [Avid.], etre^wv [Nca]; in Ps. 72 15
TTJs apa^Cas [B**RT]; on J o b i 15, see below; Syr. sheba;
Ar. sabd, in Sabsean inscriptions H2D> A'^syr. sah'u; name of
people D'IV^'L:', Joel38[48]—unless with Merx we follow © ,
alxp-aktaa-iav [Bi<A]\xix&Zi(l\ng 'Dy', 'captivity').-*

One ofthe sons of Joktan, Gen. IO28 [Jg], i Ch. I22.
H e is the eponym of the well-known Sabaeans (in SW".
Arabia) who are mentioned also, with different genealogical connections, in Gen. IO7 [P] and 2:13 [JE?] =
I Ch. 19 32. Whether Jokshan be the same as Joktan
or not (see JOKSH.AN), we need not suppose two Shebas,
a N. and S. Arabian, connected or distinct, still less
three (so Knobel), as the three ethnographical classifications (Gen. IO7 IO28 25^) are probably drawn from
three, certainly from two sources. It is doubtless these
Sabaeans from whom Tiglath-pileser III. reports that he
received tribute, and to some of whose settlements
Sargon refers as being tributary [KA Z'^) 145/".). Their
queen came to visit Solomon, with camels, gold, and
precious stones ( i K. 101 4 10 13 = 2 Ch. 9 i 3912) ; cp
' kings of Sheba and Seba,' Ps. 72io (@ dpaf^wv, but cp
Che. (2) ad loe.); in Is. 606 'they from Sheba' bring
gold and incense, cp Jer. 6 20 ; in Job 6 19 they appear
in caravans, and in Ezek. 27 22 (so z'. 23, but Co. with
© omits) they are traders in spices, jewels, and gold, cp
Ezek. 38 13 Ps. 72 10 Is. 60 6 (burdened with a gloss, see
SBOT).
In Joel 3 8 [4 8] they (plur. D'Nai:') are ' a
people far off,' to which the sons and daughters of Tyre
and Sidon are to be sold by Judah, in judgment. Job
1 15 represents them as plunderers ; ^ but elsewhere they
are unknown in this character. It is to this people that
the Sabaean inscriptions are due ; the name is N3D in
Sabcean (cp C U S H , 2).
On the recent discoveries of Glaser, and his historical inferences, see his own account, Skizze, 2 3 5 7 ^ ^ ; Sayce, Crit. Mo7t.
39f\
Sprenger, ZDMG,
1890, 5 0 1 ^
On the story of the
1 This story has scarcely a mythological basis in spite of
Winckler (GI2240)
and Stucken (Astralmythen,
67); cp
Winckler's theory (above) of the meaning of ' Sheba."
'^ Winckler also (GI 2 24a) thinks it strange that Sheba should
flee as far as Abel-beth-maacah.
•* ©L in V. 7 (Kat TTap^yyeikev oTrtVoi auroi) A. TW kaia) might
suggest that Amasa, when ordered to collect the warriors of
J u d a h , took a number of men, and threw in his lot with Sheba.
Otherwise we might assume that his death was simply the result
o f a private feud between him and J o a b . T h e wording of z/z'. 10 12
reminds us of that of 2 S. 2 23 (murder of Asahel). For a critiei.sm
of the whole narrative see AJSL 16 166-169 (19C0).
4 On the name cp W M M , ' Die Sabaer in hieroglyph. Texten,'
AirG-^\ 1898, pp. 35i?^
^ iS and Pesh., however, find no proper name here (alxixaXuiTevovTes [BA], alx(iaik.(iiTev<ravTes [**], ]^_fl(\ ^ ^ ^ ^ ; cp above
on Joel 3 8.
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Queen of Sheba cp Stade, GIV I 3og, n. 2 ; K i .
Wi. GI22bef.;
Keane, Tlic Gold of Ophir, 112 f

Hist.2-i.g;
F. B.

SHEBAH, RV S H I B A H (Iirat:*, 'seven ; perhaps
taken as equivalent to IIL'QC*, ' o a t h ' ) , the original
name of Beer-sheba according to J (Gen. 26 33 ; ORKOC
[ADEL]).

See B E E R S H E B A .

SHEBAM (DaL"), Nu. 323, RV ' S e b a m ' ; in v. 38
SIBMAH.

SHEBANIAH (.TJIE^ and IH^JnC either for
^m^f,
' Yahwe has brought me b a c k ' ^ : see NAMI:S, § 39 ; or
an early error, found also on seals [cp PEFQ, 1902,
pp. 2 6 3 / . ] for S H E C A N I A H ) .
1. A L e v i t e ( N e h . 9 4 / ^ ; BAom.j crexeftas [L]—z>., Shecaniah;
in z: 5 the tra^avias of L (but (rex^via^ occurs as well) seems to
represent rather H A S H A B N I A H [g.v.^.
2. Priestly signatory to the covenant (see E Z R A i., § 7 ) ; N e h .
104[5][(j]e/3aFet[B], [o-]a/3ai'ei[N^ Nca], (xe^avi [A], jSai/atay [L]),
cp 12 14, o-€xeAiou [NC.amg. inf. ^^ BN*A], (jex^via [L], and see
SHECANIAH (i)

3. 4. T w o names occurring among the signatory Levites
(Neh. 1010 tra^avia [B], tre/Sai'ta [NA], (rexevta<! [L], r'. 12
(reQavia [BNA] <ra^avLas [L]).
5. A priest ofthe time of David (i Ch. 1624, in'JUC, crop.via
[B], o-o^i-eta [N], croj^ecia [A], trafiavia [L]).

SHEBARIM (DnnC2*n ; Sabari7n).
T h e point to
which (ly) the Israelites were chased from the gate of
Ai (Josh. 75). Apparently it was not far from Ai, for
it is added that they were ' smitten on the slope
(descent).' RV"^^- gives ' t h e q u a r r i e s ' ; ' t h e fragments (of rock)' might be better (Di.). But surely there
must be an error in the text, ^ ' s o-vv^Tpiypav avrovs
(similarly Pesh. T g . ) presupposes 12K* ; cp Bennett in
SBOT.
Gratz suggests D'lNB'^n-nN'iyc'n *JDSD ISITI,
' and they chased those who were left from before the
gate.'

But cp S H E B E R .

T. K. C.

SHEBAT (02t:^), Zech. 17, AV S E B A T ; see M O N T H .

SHEBER (laC*; cABep [B], c e . [A], CABAR [ L ] ) ,
one of the sons of C A L E B (q.v.) b . Hezron by his concubine
Maacah (i C^h.248). Cp SHEREBIAH, which may be an ex.
pansion of Shirbi = Shibri, and may be a Negeb name (see AJSL
6435).

SHEBNA (Npi.", § SI [but nyiV,
2 K. 1818 26,
where RV has S H E B N A H ] , possibly Aramaic [Di., Ki.,
etc.], or rather for ,TJ3I;' = H'JDL' [Del.] ; COMNAC. but
COBNAC [ B ] in Is. 363]), a chief secretary or chancellor
under Hezekiah (2 K. I818 192 Is. 863 22 372). Tradition identified him with the soken, or ' high officer ' '^
(-\V 'treasurer,' RV 'steward'—both renderings are
guesses), whose arrogance is so severely denounced by
Isaiah in the only passage of personal invective which
has come down to us (Is. 2215-19 cp Am. 71617). T h e
fact that the last five words of Is. 2215 have demonstrably
been inserted by a later hand renders this identification
doubtful. So at least Duhm puts the matter. But the
strong probability is that .ij^c' (so read) or n".2a and i^D
both come from -jc's, 'Cushanite.' Shebnawas certainly
a foreigner, and most likely a N. Arabian. Hezekiah
seems to have sent an embassy to Pir'u, king of the N.
.Arabian Musri, to whom Hanunu, king of Gaza, had
fled for refuge. It may be conjectured that nv\ •yc/2:^,
'this Cushanite,' as Isaiah disparagingly calls hira,
came to Jerusalem in connection with these negotiations.
Isaiah predicts his punishment. H e was bound to fall
at last; but, according to the traditional theory, he only
fell to a lower post in the king's service—that of chief
secretary. This is certainly not inconceivable. Though
the man had no family connections at Jerusalem, he may
have been too useful to his party to be neglected, and
the .Arabian party may have been still powerful enough
to dictate the choice of •= chancellor. (See, however,
1 In this case one would expect the Hiphil 'J3'c',l
- . \ Phoenician inscription (CIS\ 5, p. 25) speaks o(z.sdken
the new city—i.e., Tyre.
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SHBBUEL
AJSL 54'i3-) T h e next point to mention is one on
which, until quite lately, critics have been agreed. If
Is. 22:!o-25 is the work of Isaiah, it follows that the
prophet hoped great things from a change in the grand
viziership. The day when a king would reign righteously
and princes would rule justly (Is. 32 i)^ seemed, if we
accept this view, about to dawn. ' Hence the strong
language, almost Messianic in its tone, with which Isaiah
hails in spirit the elevation of his disciple EHakim.' "^
Further criticism has convinced the present writer that
Is. 2220-25 is a late addition, or rather, vv. 20-23 form an
additional passage, and vv. 24 25 another. The second
of these insertions is in the highest decree prosaic, and
even the first is both in tone and in style un-Isaianic.
The \\riter of vv. 20-23 probably knew no more than we
know ; he built upon the very scanty material contained
in Is. 363 and the related passages. That Isaiah presumed to nominate a grand vi/ier is improbable ; that
he would have expected great things from a change in
the viziership is, to those who have followed recent
criticism of other parts of Is. 1-33, still more improbable.
Lastly, that Eliakim's career was cut short in the way
described in the second insertion, is, though possible
enough (cp Che. Proph. Is., on Is. 2225), neither
affirmed nor contradicted by any evidence such as a
historian can receive.
Cp Nowack, Heb. Arch.I30S
n. 3, and on the Shebna question, Kamphausen, ' Isaiah's
Prophecy against the Major Domo,' AJSL, Jan. 1901 ;
Cheyne, ibid., July 1901.
T. K. c.
SHEBUEL (7X-inL*', § 31 ; COYBAHA). a Gershonite
(i Ch. -3 16, a-ov^i-qk [ L ] : 26 24, iiorjk [B], trio^irjk [L]); also a son
of Heman d Ch. 2o 4). © reads aov^arfk—i.e., 7ii2^\£i, SHUBAEL
(g.v.).

SHECANIAH (so RV ; and AV in i Ch. 2 4 n 2 Ch.
3115, n^JDt;*, and twice -in^JDC*, perhaps [see § 35]
' Yahwe dwells [among his worshippers],' or, if n [whence
incorrectly i,i] is formative, a gentilic, by transposition
from •]::•::^ [Cushanite], so Che. [see S H E B N A ] ; C€X"
eNIA[c] generally).
1. A priestly clan in post-exilic times (Neh, 12 3 eeicta [n*],
fX^"- It*'^'^])) whose name appears incorrectly as S H E B A N I A H ,
V. 14 (om. EN'\\,o-exeAtou [Nc.amg. inf.] cp IO4), with Joseph at
its bead. T h e Chronicler transfers him to the times of David,
when he holds the tenth priestly course (i Ch. 24 11, ttrxai'ta [B],
creKevLa [Aj) ; he appears again in the times of Hezekiah (2 Ch.
3 I 1 5 ; i,-!';2w' crexovias [BA]). It is noticeable that the three
names Shecaniah, Mijamin, and Jeshua are common to the three
lists in I Ch. 24 7-18 2 Ch. 3115, and Neh. 121-7. His name should
probably be read in Neh. 101, in place of Z E D E K I A H {g.v. 5).
2. A descendant of Zerubbabel (i C h . 3 2 r y ; cp Ezra 83
[travaxLa B, aaxavta A] i Esd. 829 [B om.], SECHENIAS) ; see
HATTUSH.

3. b. JAHAZIEL (5), of the sons of Z A T T U (Ezra 8 5, om. B,
o'exovLa'; [A], crexeviov [ L ] = i Esd. 832, SECHENIAS).
4. b. Jehiel, of the b'ne Elam, who encouraged Ezra in his
marriage reforms (Ezra 10 2 ) ; in r Esd. S 92 [89], his name is
given as JECHONIAS (texonas [BA], aex^vt-as [L]). T h e difference in the readings rests on a substitution of » for [;•, which is
conceivable in an older alphabet.
5. T h e father of SHEM AIAH [g.v.] (Neh. 3 29, ex^^'-"-1^])6. b. Arah (2), father-in-law of T O B I A H ( N t h . 618).

SHECHEM iUyC ; CY)(eM[esp. in B] CIKIM<\ [esp.
in AL] ; Sichem), now A'dblns, a city of Palestine.
•1 T^« +-C A*
Eleven hours from Jerusalem on the
1. Identification
,
,.
i *v. *
11^:;^
and ^'f
great north road the traveller hnds
himself in the broad upland plain of
Mahna (1600 feet above the sea), with Mount Gerizim
on his I'^ft ; skirting the base of the mountain he
reaches the traditional well of Jacob (see SVCKAR).
Here the road divides : the caravan route to Damascus
continues northward by the village of 'Askar (Sychar),
and so to Beisan (Beth-shan) and Tiberias ; but the
^vay to Samaria turns westward into a fertile and wellwatered side-valley between Gerizim (2849 ft.) on the S.
and Ebal (3077 ft.) on the N. This is the Vale of
Shechem or Nablus ; it is in fact an easy pass between
1 On the authorship of this prophecy, see ISAIAH [BOOK], § 10.
2 Che. Proph. A.(3) 1138 ; cp GASm. Isaiah, I318.
'^ [A study of the names with which Shecaniah is connected in
the lists will confirm this.]
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SHBCHEIVE
the Mediterranean and Jordan basins, and at the watershed (1870 ft.), where the city stands, i;^ m. from Jacob's
WeU, is not more than 100 yds. wide. Thus Shechem
commands both branches of the great north road, and
several routes from the coast also converge here and
connect with the ancient road from Shechem eastward
to Kerawa (Archelais) and es-Salt, the capital of the
Belka.
Cp EPHRAIM, § 4. T h e name of Shechem
(shoulder, back) accords with the position of the town
on the watershed, and the native name in Josephus's
tinu'. (Mabortha [Naber] or Mabartha [Niese] ^9/iv.
81 ; [Pliny, HJV [>61, has Mamortha] means simply ' the
pass.') The situation of Shechem at the crossing of so
many great roads must have given it importance at a
very early date, and it is still a busy town of some 20,000
inhabitants, with soap manufactures and considerable
trade.
On the other hand, the position is equally
favourable under weak governments for brigandage. It
was about their practice of brigandage that the Shechemites fell out with ABIMELECH (Judg. 925), who, however,
with his own mercenaries proved too strong for his
adversaries (cp G A A L ) . Canaanite Shechem was utterly
destroyed ; its place was taken by a Hebrew city, and
the Canaanite sanctuary of El-berith was transformed
into a holy place of the God of Israel. The great stone
under the famous sacred tree ^ at the sanctuary (see
M O R E H , M E O N E N I M ) was said to have been set up by

Joshua (Josh. 2426 ; in Josh. 2425 ©^-^ has S?;Xw), and
Joseph's grave was shown there. ^ All this indicates
that Shechem was once the chief sanctuary of Joseph,
and so we understand why Rehoboam went to Shechem
to be crowned king of Northern Israel and why [if the
traditional text is correct—see § 2] Jeroboam at first
made it his royal residence (i K. I225, © TTJV aiKifj-a).
Politically Shechem was supplanted by Samaria ; but
it appears to have been still a sanctuary in the time
of Hosea (69). It survived the fall of Ephraim (Jer.
415) and ultimately became the religious centre of the
SAMARITANS (q.v.) ; cp Ecclus. 5026, which runs, according to the Hebrew text, ' The inhabitants of Seir
and Philistia, and the foolish nation that dwelleth in
Shechem.'
The Greek name Neapolis, known to Josephus, indicates the
building of a new town, which, according to Eusebius and
Jerome, was a little way from the old Shechem, or at least did
not include the traditional holy sites. T h e coins give the form
Flavia Neapolis.
Neapolis was the birth-place of Justin
Martyr, and became the seat of a bishopric.
Five Christian
churches destroyed by the Samaritans in the time of Anastasius
were rebuilt by Justinian (Procop. De .-Ed. \-. 7). Remains of
one of these seem to survive in the crusaders' church of the
Passion and Resurrection (1167), now the ^reat mosque. Neapolis had much to suffer in the crusades; it was finally lost to
the Christians soon after Saladin's great victory at Hattin.

Shechem (Nablus) is highly favoured by nature. Nestling between *he two sacred mountains, E B A L and
GERIZIM, and embowered in luxuriant vegetation, it
cannot fail to charm the traveller approaching it from
the S.
T h e atmosphere too is more pleasant ; all
forms of life rejoice in the best natural ' gift of God' in
the East—running water. Truly it was not in search
of fountains that any woman of Shechem would come
to Jacob's well, for ' fountains seem to break out in all
directions, and water from some of them runs through
the streets ofthe city' [Robinson, Later Researches, 131).
A map ofthe Shechem valley, with topographical details,
etc., will be found in PEFM, vol. ii.
There has been much resultless discussion of that
singular narrative in Gen, 34, which usually serves as
.„.
.
an authority for the early history of
2. Discussion Shechem. T h e whole story (even
-^ if
.of Gen. 34. distributed between two writers) is so
improbable that to extract a historical element from it is
just as difificult as to suppose it to be a pure fiction.
The problems raised by critics (see D I N A H ) are, however,
1 Eus. gives the tree (terebinthus) of Gen. 35 4 (<rf\Kip.oi% [E])
a place in Onom.; and from it probablj- the bishop Terebinthius
in Procop. De ^Fd. 5 7 had his name.
2 In Josh. 24 32 Kue. and D i . read njn'lfor the difficult vnn4438
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not insoluble ; they settle themselves as soon as we
apply a methodical criticism to the text. T h e whole
story of the circumcision has arisen, as in the case of
the Gibeath ha-'aralOth^ (Josh. ^3), from an early corruption of the text.
That a city was attacked and
plundered by the Simeon and Levi clans, may be admitted ; but the name of the city was probably not
Shechem but Cusham-Jerahmeel, i.e.—it was one of the
:hief cities of the Jerahmeelite portion of the N .

Cusham may mean Halusah (or Dan) and Bethel, Bethel
with its sanctuary and citadel being of course adjacent
to the city of Halusah. T h e Negeb, therefore, or at
any rate the greater part of it, cannot either in Jeroboam's
time or in that of Amos have been in the possession of
the kingdom of Judah.
Nor can we even venture to assert that Shechem was
the place where the great national assembly was held
which determined the fate of the people of Israel for all
time. It was onl}' afterwards through the Samaritans
that it advanced a claim to be the religious centre of
the land. \\'e may regret these results ; but at least
the reader will admit that if the fame of Shechem has
here been curtailed, an almost forgotten place in the

-Vrabian territory called C U S H or C U S H A X ( = C U S H A M )

—not improbably Halusah (see Z I K L A G ) , if it is right to

.dentify this city with the * Laish' of Judg. 18 27, which
ifterwards (for a time) went by the name of Dan,^
We can now explain two obscure passages in Genesis, viz.,
a) Gen. 48 22, w h e r e ' J a c o b says, *I have given to thee one
portion (-^^^i< D^tJ" I '^ criKt/j.tt e^aiperov, cp J n . 4 5) above t h y
Dicthren, which I took out of the hand of the Amorite with my
iword and with my bow.' This should almost certainly be, * I
;ive thee Cusham-jerahmeel, which thou shalt take from the
land of the Jerahmeelite.' Here we have a divine promise of
success (to Simeon and Levi) in the war against the JerahmeeUtes,
"or which no place could be found in the transformed storj' now
'ound in Gen. 84.3 (^) 49 5^ where DTIN probably means ' h y e n a s , '
ind the second line should run, ' They have rent (i'?3M, c p Ass,
ikalii) Cushan-jerahmeel.'
C p SWORD.

It.is true, there was another form of the legend of
:he acquisition of Cusham-jerahmeel. It is preserved
^ _...
in Gen. 33 18-20, where it is possible
, that V. 18 originally ran, ' and Jacob came
,""
to Haliisah (corrupted
irrupted :into m*-^, and then
references.
into C'LT'^^D^;:'). a city of Cusham, which

s in the land of the Kenizzite, [when he came from
Eiarran,] and encamped before the city, and bought the
^iece of ground, etc., of Cusham-jerahmeel for a mina
Df Carchemish ; and he erected a massebah there, and
IpJed it Bethel of the Jerahmeelites.' C p KiiSiTAH,
Luz, Z I K L A G .

For a slightly different form of the

emendation see Grit. Bib.
There are yet two other cases in which Shechem has
ncreased its reputation at the expense of the almost
brgotten city of Halusah in ' C u s h a m . ' T h e first is
n the history of Rehoboam's accession (see REHOBOAM).

The second, in that of Jeroboam, who, as M T suggests
see § 1 ) , made Shechem his royal residence. There is
ividence, however (see JEROBOAM, § I ) , that his usual
esidence was at ' T i r z a h ' (see T I R Z A H ) , and it does

lot seem likely that he moved for a time to Shechem.
n fact, 1 K. 1225 does not fit in at all well with vv.
^6-33.
Probably (see Crit. Bib. ) the original reading was as follows,
—' And Jeroboam built Cusham in the highlands of Jerahmeel,
md offered sacrifices, and the children of Israel presented themelves (there).
And he made two golden calves, and said,
Enough of your going n p to J e r u s a l e m : behold ihy*deity, O
srael, which brought thee u p out o f t h e land of Misrim. And
le set them in Bethel o f t h e Jerahmeelites [in I ' a n of" the Jerahneelites]. And this thing became a sin, for the people went to
;ommit adulter>' (^j>^?^ e\'en to D a n . ' Cp Am."814, ' Those that
wear by the sin of Shimron (jl"!^.:' r^-'NIl), and say, As t h y
[od, O DaUj liveth ; and, As thy numen (either ^{iy^ or ^"ins),
) Beersheba, liveth,' etc., a n d see further Crit. Bib.

It was not with Shechem, therefore, but with Cusham
hat Jeroboam's name is linked in true history, and
1 T h e true name was doubtless Gibeath-jerahmeelim. T h e
econd part of this compound name became 'dretim, owing to
he effacement of part of the original word. Parallels are tbe
srroneous reading ' uncircumcised ('arelim) Philistines' (for
Jerahmeelites Philistines,' where one of the two words is a
;Ioss on the other), and the strange stories in E x . 424-26 a n d
S. IS 25-27 (see iMosEs, § 7, with n. 2).
- T h e theory is that Halusah was first attacked by the
Danites, who, however, sank into the condition of a protected
;lan (Gen.3431, ' a s a h a r l o t ' ; cp Josh. 2ib, R a h a b tbe harlot),
ind ultimately became extinct.
T h e disappearance of the
Danites is thus expressed in the mo.st probable form o f t h e text
)f Gen. 35 3, ' And Dinah, Jacob's eldest daughter, died, and
vas buried below Bethel' ; the si uthern Bethel is meant, another
lame for which was Dan (this supplies the key to i K.. VI29, see
'iKLAo). ' Dinah ' is a collateral fem. form to Dan.
3 ' I took ' (•n-p'-) is clearly wrong, for how could Jacob say
hat he had conquered the city in the persons of his sons Simeon
tnd Levi ? Holzinger (Gen. 255) acutely remarks that v. 22
refers to a lost version of the legend, of which E gives a transormation in Gen. 34.'
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true Holy Land of the Israehtes (see P R O P H E T , § 6) has

been restored to its ancient dignity.
See Vogelstein, ' Shechem and B e t h e l , ' / ^ ^ 4, 1892, 193^^
W. R. S.—T. K. C , § I ; T. K. C., § 2 f

SHECHEM, TOWER OF (DD^ b'lJO, Migdalshechem).
As the story of Abimelech now stands,
Migdal-shechem was an unwalled town in the neighbourhood of Shechem, which owed its name perhaps to a
tower [migdal) that stood there, and would appear to
have had a temple dedicated to El-berith (Judg. 9 46/49).
But the original story, in which Abimelech's city
was probably not Shechem but Cusham, may, it
seems, very possibly have had, not ojj^ *7-n3D 'Si'3 but
[o'Li'z] D''?NpnT—i.e., 'Jerahmeelites [gloss, Cushites].'
Observe that in the M T of vv. 6 and 20 the ' men of
Shechem' and the ' house of Millo' (see M I L L O ) are

co-ordinated.
T h e original story probably had in lieu of these corrupt
phrases ' the men of C u s h a m ' and ' the house of J e r a h m e e l ' ;
the latter phrase is equivalent to ' J e r a h m e e l i t e s ' in Judg.
9 46 f. 49. ' T h e house of El-berith ' ( = Baal-berith) has perhaps
come from ' t h e house of El-rehoboth' (i.e., of the divinity of
R e h o b o t h ) ; it was probably very near Cusham or Halusah, just
as Penuel was close to Succoth ( G I D E O N , § 2). See S H E C H E M .
T. K. C.

SHEBEUR (-l-INn-*; ceAiOYP [BEL], eAioyp
[A]), father of the Reubenite ' p r i n c e ' Ehzur : Nu. I5
2io 730 (eAicoYP [B*], ceAicOYP [B^^], eAicoyp
[A]), 35 (ceAiOYP [A and in IO18]) ; all P. See
PEDAHZUR.
Apparently compounded o f t h e divine name n:;'
and -IIN, ' f i r e ' (§ 43 ; Nold. ZDMG 15 [i860] 803, n.
Eigenn.
4 6 ) ; F r d . Delitzsch (Prol. 96) explains '
from Ass. sad uri, but improbably. Rather perhaps
for ^N'nic', ' S u r i e l , ' a variant, t o ^ ^ ' l l s , ' S u r i e l '
N A M E S WITH).

(Shaddai?)
i ; Nestle,
daybreak,'
miswritten
(see ZuR,

T . K . C.

SHEEP. T h e large part played by this animal in
the life of the people of Palestine is evinced by the very
1 Sneciea "^^">' references to it contained in their
^
• literature. T h e sheep was domesticated
later than the ox. Mariette found no trace of sheep
amongst the Egyptians during the fifth dynasty, when
oxen were common. The avenue of rams at Karnak is
attributed to the eighteenth dynasty, about 1700 B.C.,
by which time they were probably domesticated.^ The
origin of the domestic variety of sheep, usually known
as Ovis aries, whether ' from any one of the existing
wild species, or from the crossing of several, or from
some now extinct* species, is quite a matter of conjecture.' The sheep of Palestine at the present day are,
according to Tristram, usually pie-bald or skew-bald.^
They fall into tw^o different breeds, of which by far the
commonest and in many places the only one, is the
broad-tailed sheep (var. laticaudata).
This remarkable
animal is distinguished by an enormous deposit of fat in
the tail (,T'^N', Ex.2922 Lev. 89 e t c . ; for i S. 924 see

Dr.), which sometimes accumulates to such an extent
1 T h e question of the introduction of sheep into Etjypt has
been recently advanced through the researches of 1 hilenius
(yi2L%^f^xo, Rec. de Tra7'aux, 22 igg-212), and, more especially,
of Diifit and Gaillard (op. cit. 2444-7'',)
2 White as snow, e.g. Ps. l-lVie; brown. Gen 30 TI ( c p
COLOURS, § £); flecked and speckled, v. 32 (id. § 12).
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that the appendage has to be provided with ^i small
sledge on which it is borne. Such tails have been
known to exceed 50 lbs. in weight, and are esteemed
a delicacy by the Arabs.^ In N. Palestine a horned
variety similar to the Merino is now found ; but it
is not certain whether it was there in the time of
the Israelites. On the sheep of Arabia sec Palgrave,
£Bi^^ 2242b, Doughty, .-ir. Des. I426.

sumed (see M I L K ) .

The horns of the Syrian ram are

as a rule large and curved backward ; they were used
as mubical instruments (Josh. 64) and as receptacles for
oil, etc. ( i S. I 6 1 ) ; cp H O R N .
T h e skins were also
used as coverings for tents, etc. (see T E N T ) and prob-

ably for clothing (Heb. 1137).! The sheep were constantly moved about in search for new pasture, and it is
customary in the East for the shepherd to lead his flock
(Jn. 1 0 3 / ) a n d t o know, and often name, every member
of it." At night the sheep are gathered into natural or

From a consideration of the various names for sheep (cp below,
§ 2), Hommel (Saiigethierc b. d. Sem. Viilk. 2^0 fi) concludes
that among the earliest Semites the sheep did nut occupy so
important a position as the •c.^'OX, that it does not belong to their roughly-made folds (see C A T T L E , § 5 / , G U A T , § 3).
oldest domesticated anitiKils, and that it came to them from
Slieijp-dogs are used less for herding than as a protection
Central Asia by way of iMesopotnniia. In this connection it is
against wild animals (DoG, § i).
interesting to observe that among the lnili)-Ge]-iii:inic races, on
For further general remarks on small cattle, see C A T T L E ,
the other hand, the sheep appears to have been the first animal
Ci.iVT.
to be domesticated, and that its position is more important than
For Sheep-fold, see C A T T L E , S 5, and for S h e e p - g a t e (Jn.
that held by other cattle (O. Schrader, Indogerm.
Altertumsk.
5 2 AV ' s h e e p - m a r k e t ' ) , see JERUSALEM, §g 24(col. 2424 end),
s.v. ' Schaf').
30.
The Hebrew words which have to be recorded are :
For S h e p h e r d , see C A T T L E , § 6 ; on the figurative use of the
1. son (jx-i), coll. for sinall cattle, sheep, and
word (' pastor ' = blshop), see MINISTRY, §§ 3^0, 47b; and for the
2. T e r m s , g o a t s : i? notpviov, cp below no. 16.
non-canonical 'Shepherd of Hermas,' see C A \ O . \ , §§ 65, 72,
2. sell (7\'J^. Dt. 14 4 etc., any single member of
P R O I ' H E T I C L I T . , g 31, and S H E P H E R D OF HERMA.^.
the above. T h e EcrNptian duiivative appears to be used of the
A. E . S . — S . A. C.
fat-tailed sheep, ZDMG A\b2g.
SHEERAH (niNK?), i C h . 7 2 4 RV, AV S H E R A H
3. rfyrVc^'x), ' ram," as opposed to ayydl H A R T (g.v.); on the
(q.v.).
two words see esp. OLZ, 1900, col. 2oSy.
4. rahel ^TT^. Gen. 31 38 32 15 Is. 53 7, Cant. 6 6t, ' e w e , ' the
SHEET. 1. | n p , sddin, Judg. 1412. See M A N T L L , 4.
Ar. rakhil, rikhl (mod. rokhat, Doughty, Ar. Des.\42<j) is
2. nnsCD* Tnitpdhath, Ruth S 15 AVmg. See MANTLE, 3.
used of the lamb.
5. /t-ir (13), D t . 32 14, Is. 161 etc. (© apvos, ept<^os), ' y o u n g
3. o96v7], Acts 1 0 I I 11 5. See L I N E N , 1 and g.
lamb," perhaps from idea of skipping or dancing. Also ' batterSHEHARIAH (nnHKi; c&p&ia. [BL], C A A R I A M ) ,
ing-ram,' see S I E G E ?
b. Jeroham in a genealogy of BENJAMIN (q-v., § 9, ii. /3),
6. kelch (2-S2 r!3i:'3, also ::ol! n^'^B 33), a lamb of one or
I C h . 826.
two years, esp. used with reference to sacrifices. On the H e b .
words see Hommel, op. cit. 235 n. 2 433.
T h e name may mean either 'Yahwe is the d a w n ' (§§ 35, 4.))
or ' the Shahrite.' Parallel is Z E R A H I A H [q.v.)- n n r occurs as
:. tdleh (n^^), Is. 40 n 65 25 (© dpvos), an older lamb (mod.
a
place-name in Josh. 13 3, etc. (see SHIHOR), and, with « pretully, a yearhng, see Doughty, 1 429 2 269) ; see T A L I T H A .
fixed, as a clan - name in i Ch. 2 24 4 5 . Of the latter form
For the sake of completeness we should add—
(Ashhur)
AHISHAHAR may be a late and artificial expansion,
8. 133, whence noked, a sheep-raiser or dealer, 2 K. 3 ^ Am.
just as Shehariah is a late and artificial expansion of Shahri.
11 (also 7 r4 with We., Now., Dr.). C p Ar. nakad, ' a k m d of
Cp
also
H
O D E S H ( = Shahar, Ashhur) in i Cir. 89, and the nonsmall sheep with very abundant wool' (BDB), and see M E S H A ,
biblical Hebrew name Sheharhor (see Z E P H A N I A H , 2.4). All
col. 3042, n. 7.
these names are southern.
T. K. C.
9- ".nx. ' l a m b , ' known in B . Aram. ( E z r a ? 17), Ar., Ass., a n d
Phoen. {<^IS 1165, e.g.—the Marseilles sacrificial tariff)—not in
SHEKEL^ (7|?K', cp sdkal, ' t o w e i g h ' ; CIKAOC,
Heb.
Phcen. also is—
CipAoc) signifies either .i weight or a coin. As the
10- n'.i" (CIS ib.), the Canaanite equivalent of the common
invention of coinage dates from the
Aram, 'crhd 'sheep, lamb.'
1. Uncoined seventh century B.C., and no coins were
11. 'lambs of the flock,' Ecclus. 473 IB'a ^J3. lit. 'sons of
metal.
Bashan' (apeao-t irpo^aTttiv [BNA]); cp D t . 3214, and see
issued in districts from which they
BASHAN, § 2 end.

12. kesitdk. Gen.33 19 (AYmg- ' l a m b ' ) ; see KESTTAH.

The Greek words are familiar :
13.
14.
15.
16.

a.p.v6%, J n . 129, e t c . ; used in ® esp. for nos. 4, 6.
apr\v', Lk. 10 3, etc.
apviov. Rev. 5 6 etc. ; used in © for no. 6.
Trpo^aTov, Mt. '.* 36, etc. ; in © esp. for nos. i and 2.

The wealth of a pastoral and nomadic people consists
largely of their flocks, and the very large number of
j ^ . .. sheep \\hich the ancient Hebrews possessed
• is shown by the numbers, perhaps exaggerated, which the Hagrites (i Ch. 621) and Midianites
(Nu. 3132) are reported to have lost in their contests
with Israel, and by the prodigious numbers which were
sacrificed at the dedication of the Temple and on other
occasions (i K. 863, etc.).

See SACRIFICII:, §§ 33, etc.

Except on such occasions the sheep were seldom
slaughtered to provide food, though a lamb or kid was
the usual dish offered for the entertainment of a stranger
(cp FOOD, §§ 8, 1 4 / . , C A T T L E , § 8).

T h e best pastures

were in S. Palestine (the Negeb, Carmel [ i S. 25],
Gerar [Gen. 1014], Timnath [ib. 8813], and the plain to
the E. of Jordan ; see C A T T L E , § 3, and cp

GOLAN,

col. 1748).^ The sheep were valued chiefiy for the wonl,
the shearing of which was the occasion of an annual
festival (see W O O L ) . ^

T h e ewe's milk was also con-

1 Cp Doughty, Ar. Des. 1 502, Herod. 3 T13, with Rawlinson's
notes, and above, col. 1514, n. 2. Ac.onJing to Thilenius (op.
cit. 203), it was introduced into Upper E g y p t from Asia by the
twelfth dynasty.
2 Other references are t o Shechem (Gen. 34 28), the 'sons of
the Ea.st'(/<5. 29 2/?;), U z ( J o b 1 3, 42 12), and Egi'pt (Gen. 12 16
Ex.93).
3 Sheep-shearing, it may be noted, does not go back to primitive times ; the earlier custom is to pluck the wool with the hands
(0. Schrader, s.v. 'Schaf,' H e h n , Kulturpfianzen
und Hausthiere,m 515).
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would be likely to penetrate to Palestine before the
time of Darius Hystaspis (522-485 B.C.), all biblical
references to shekels or any kind of money before the
return from the exile must be understood of uncoined
metal, for which the scales were used (cp Gen.23r6).
The metal was usually cast in ingots (cp the meaning
of kikkar, a round, cake-like disc) or bars, of a fixed
weight (cp 1 S. 98), or may have taken the form of
ornaments of which the weight was known (e.g.,
Rebekah's ornaments. Gen. 2422). Any such piece of
metal, if stamped with the recognised mark of the
government, guaranteeing its quality and weight, so
that the scales could be dispensed with, would rightly
be called a coin ; but the custom of stamping the smaller
pieces of precious metal in this way and for purposes
of exchange was not, so far as we know, systematised
before the date mentioned.
Of the many « eight-systemsemployed in antiquity, only
three can seriously claim to have been in use in Pales. .
tine in early times (see W E I G H T S AND
2. F a l e s t i m a n M J . ^^UKES, § 4). These are known

weight^^ (jjg gold.shekel standard (Ridgesystema.
.^.^y-^ ox-standard), the Babylonian,
and the Phosnician respectively, the Phosnician being a
1 Gr. p-ri^oHi, which in O T renders n^i:K, see DRESS, § 8.
2 On the shepherd's life cp also Doughty, 1 428 ; ' there is none
will take up the herdsman's life, but it be of bare necessity.
The statement in Gen. 46 34 is not directly supported by the
evidence o f t h e monuments, ' b u t the keepers of oxen and swine
were considered in E g y p t to follow a degrading occupation.
T h e y are depicted as dirty, unshaven, poorly clad, and even as
dwarfs and deformed' (Driver, .Authority
and
Archxology,
5°.^).
.
• •
t,
3 .A list of the passages where the word occurs is given by
Madden (see below, § 7), T5.
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derivative of the Babylonian. The chief denominations
were the talent [rdXavrov, •^22. Kiyxap, Jos. .4nt. iii. 6 7),
the mina (fiva, ,iJD, M . \ N E H [i'.i'.], cp Ezek. 4512; translated ' p o u n d ' in i K. IO17 Ezra 269 Neh. 7 7 r / ; the
word ' p o u n d ' is also used for Xhpa, the Roman libra
of 5053-3 g " . troy, in Jn. I 2 3 I939), aud the shekel.1
For ordinary purposes the talent was divided into 60
minas, and the mina into 60 shekels ; but for weighing
gold a mina of only 50 shekels and a talent of 3000
instead of 3600 shekels were used. The shekel %vas the
same in both. Further, payments to the royal treasury
in Babylonia were calculated on a. slightly higher scale
(the 'royal n o r m ' ) than ordinary payments (for which
the ' c o m m o n n o r m ' was used).
(This difference is
probably alluded to in 2 S 14 26: -Absalom's hair weighed
' two hundred shekels after the king's weight.' Schrader
[A'.,4 71'-) 142] supposes that the trade-shekel weighed
more than the money-shekel, and that the heavier is
here referred to ; but there seems to be no reason for
identifying the trade-norm with the royal-norm.) Next,
since it was desirable to be able to exchange a round
number of shekels (minas, talents) of silver against a
shekel (mina, talent) of gold, and since the ratio of
value between gold and silver was inconveniently 13^ : i ,
a new shekel (mina, talent) had to be established for
the weighing of the less precious metal. Finally, there
were two systems, the heavy and the light, in the former
of which the denominations weighed twice as much as
in the latter.
The evidence of extant Babylonian weights, checked
by the weights of coins struck in later times on derived
standards, enables us to obtain the following series of
weights used for the precious metals ;—
ROYAL NORM.
Heavy.
grs. troy.
Talent
IMina .
Shekel . .
Value of the
gold shekel
in silver
/.(•.ten pieces
of silver of
Or
fifteen
pieces
of
silver of

1

COMMON N O R M .

Light.

Heavy.

grs. troy. ' grs. troy.

Light.
grs. trijy.

777,78o«
388,890''
378,690 f*
757'38o«
6,481.5/ , 12,623P
6,3rt.5 ^
12,063«
259.3»
126.23"^
129.63'"
252.5'
\
, ^3,457.3
1,728.4 1 3,366.6
1,684.3
! )
1
)
172.8 » 1
168.42
336.6)"
\ 345-73"
\
)• 230.5'"
ir2.2"
115.2* j
224-4'
)

1

By adopting silver units of the weights given in the last
two rows, a round number of units of silver (10 or 15)
could always be exchanged against a. single unit of
gold, provided the two belonged to the same norm and
system. The standard according to which ten pieces
of silver corresponded to one of gold is known as the
Hab\lonian or Persic, because siher coins which agree
with this standard were stiuck by the Persian kings
{who adopted it from its Babylonian source) and by
their immediate subordinates ; the standard reached
the Greeks overland through districts, such as Lydia,
which were under Persian influence.
On the other
hand, the standard equating fifteen pieces of silver to
one of gold was adopted by the great Phosnician trading
cities, and reached the Greeks directly by s e a ; hence
it is known as the Phoenician standard.
W h a t evidence, then, have we for the use of either
or both of these systems in Palestine?
A certain
q FTiHPTi(-fl number
of
extant
weights
(see
/ • ^

,

f.^®

WEIGHTS

AND

MEASURES,

for Palestme.

§

4)

,
. .u .
i
r
r ^'
seem to suggest that a low form of the
Babylonian shekel was in use in Palestine. On the
other hand, the literary and numismatic evidence points
to the Phffinician standard having been used, at least
in pust-c.Kilic times, side by side with the other system.
1 [See also, KESITAH.]
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In the first place, we know (by calculation) from Ex.
3 S 2 5 / . [P] that the Hebrew talent contained 3000
shekels.
Again, Josephus [Ant.x\\.11)
equates the
mina used for weighing gold to 2 i Roman pounds—
i.e., 12,633.3 grs. troy—which is very near to the
heavy gold mina of the common norm (g). The same
writer [op. cit. iii. 67) speaks of -^ sum of '100 minas,
which the Hebrews call Kiyxap, which being translated into Greek means rdXavTOv.'
If ^\ e take the
mina here mentioned to be the gold mina (g) of 12,623
grs. (heavy) or 6,311.5 grs. light [h), we obtain a talent
of 1,262,300 grs. (heavy) or 631,150 grs. (light). The
-^-Q^-^ part, or shekel, of this talent would be 420.73 grs.
(heavy) or 210.36 grs. (light). These weights are somewhat lighter than the normal weights of the heavy double
shekel and shekel (/) ofthe Phoenician standard (common
n o r m ) ; but it is noticeable that the earliest coins (double
staters and staters) of Sidon and Tyre (issued in the
5th cent. B.C.) seldom rise to the normal weight of
448.8 grs. and 224.4 S^^., the effective weight being
usually much nearer the amounts just arrived at, and
rarely rising above 426 grs. (213 grs.). Again, various
metrological authorities of ancient though late date (see
Hultsch, Metrolog. Script. Kel., Index, under Td\avTov,
17) equate the Hebrew talent to 125 Roman lbs.—i.e.,
631,665.3 grs.
The shekel of this talent would be
210.55 g^SFinall}', Josephus [Ant. iii. S2) equates
the Hebrew coin called (XIKXOS—i.e., the silver shekel—
to four 'Attic drachms.' "Attic d r a c h m ' in his day
was equivalent to the Roman denarius, which was fixed
by Nero at -^-j^ lb.—i.e., 52.62 grs.; the Hebrew o-i/cXos
was therefore 210.48 grs. in weight.
W e thus see that the Hebrew shekel weighed from
210 to 210.55 g^s., or, on the heavy system, 420 to
421 grs. It can be nothing else than the shekel of
224.4 S^^- {^)» or its double, in a slightly degraded
form.
It is clear, therefore, that the shekel of the
Phoenician standard was in use in Palestine at a comparatively early period. The weight of the heavy gold
shekel of the common norm (/) being taken at 252.5
grs. troy, its value (at the present rate of ^^3 : 17 : 10^
per oz. of 480 grs. paid by the Mint for gold) would
be very nearly f2 : i : o, and the light shekel would be
worth about ;^i : o : 6. The Hebrew-Phoenician silver
shekel and the Babylonie-Persic silver shekel, being
reckoned as ^^ and ^ of the gold shekel respectively,
work out as follows :
Heavy.
£0 : 2 :9
£Q 1 4 : 1

Phoenician
Babylonian

Light.
£0 :1 : 4J
£0 :2 : oJ

The values of the talent and mina of gold and silver in
all these sj'stems are :
HEAVY.
Talent. |
Oold _ _.
^.
Phcenician silver
Babylonian siKer .

£
6150
410
615

s.
0
0
0

Mina.

LIGHT.
Talent.

d. £
s. d. £
s.
0 102 10 0 3075 0
0
6 16 8 205 0
0 10 5 0 307 ro

Miiia.
d. .£s. d.
0 SI 5 0
0 a 8 4
0 526

It is curious that, although the mina was kno\\ri as
a weight, it does not occur in any pre-exilic writings,
and large sums are e.\pressed in talents and shekels
(Kennedy, 420). .\ parallel is afforded by the Attic
method of reckoning in talents and drachms.
Early in the (conventional) post-exiiic period the Persian
coinage of gold and silver was introduced by Darius
4 Earlv
H.''Sta.spi5. His gold shekel, struck on
post exilic ''^^ ™-^'^' """^"^ ' * ' ' "'^^ known to the
period
Greeks as daric (5apeiK6s). The deriv.ition of this word from the king's name
has been disputed, on the ground that it could not be
formed from the Persian Ddrayavaush ; but there is no
reason why it should not be formed in Greek fashion
from Aapefos. Of other derivations, the only plausible
one is from the Assyrian dariku, a word found in

SHEKEL

SHEKEL

contract-tablets of the time of Nabonidus and Nebuchadrezzar.
But the evidence that this word is the
name of a weight or measure is not satisfactury ; Tallquist [Die Spr. der Contr. A'ab u-nd'ids, 66) with more
probability regards it as an agricultural product. The
word darke/non (see DKAM) bas until recently been
connected by many writers with the word daric; but
there can be little doubt that thc darkonon is a weight,
and possibly the same word is found in the Greek
Spaxi-^V (see DRA.M, and with the spelling o'JaiT of
the Pirseeus inscription cp the Cretan dialectical form
dapKvd).

the sacred shekel was a shekel of the heavy PhoLniciaii
standard (common norm) of 224.4 grs. (t). This conclusion is confirmed by the statement (Ex. 3013, etc.)
that the shekel was twenty gerahs, which © translates
' 20 obols.' The obol meant by (S was presumably the
Attic obol of the time (J of the drachm of 67.28 grs.—
i.e., I I . 2 1 grs.) ; and twenty of these make a weight of
224.2 grs. .'\ny shekel of this weight, whether struck
by a foreign king, or struck by a city like Tyre, could

The Greek derivation of SpaxiJ-^ from Spdatrofiai is probably
a popular etymologJ^ What, huwever, are tbe^e ' d r a m s ' of
gold mentioned in Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah ? Remembering
that in the Greek system the drachma was a*; a rule the p,-,',in
part of the talent, we should suppose that half-shekels were
meant by darkemonitn.
N o w the weight of the daric (k) ii as a
matter of fact the half-^^hekel of the heavy system (/), and since
the Hebrews, in weighing both gold and silver, used the heavy
system (.see the quotations from Josephus discussed above, § 3),
they would naturalh' regard the gold daric as a half-shelcel of
the heavy system. It follows that although the words
darkonon
and daric have in alt probability no etymological connection,
the actual pieces of gold meant by darkcmonim were as a matter
of fact dancs, or pieces of tbe same weight as the daric.

The silver coin of Darius was known to the Greeks
as the <jiy\QS (ci^Xos) 3l7;5(K^65, and weighed 86.4 grs.,
being really a half-shekel of the light Babylonian system
(royal norm). The gold daric was worth twenty of
these silver coins. The value of the daric in modern
money works out at about one guinea, and that of the
siglos, accordingly, at a little over one shilling.
The Persian governors who preceded Nehemiah in
his office exacted from the people 40 shekels of silver
(Neh. 515). It is hardly possible to decide whether
these were ffiy\oi M?;hiKoi (which as we
have seen were really
half-shekels) or whole
shekels of 172.8 grs.;
but the probability is
in favour of the former, as being the
official coins of the
^^'^' "•
Persian Empire at
the time.
Both daric (Fig. a) and siglos (Fig. b) are ahke in
types. On the obverse is a figure of the Great King,
wearing the Persian
head - dress (kidaris)
and robe [kandys),
and holding in his
right hand a spear,
in the left a bow ; the
half-kneeling posture
is meant, according
to the convention of
FIG. h.
early art, to represent
running. The reverse bears only the impression made
by the irregular punch used in striking the coin.
The phrase 'shekel of the sanctuary,' or rather
sacred shekel' ((TLKXOS 6 iiyios, (XTadfibs 6 Hytos) is used
_ p,
. .
in P in connection with gold, silver,
ject, besides Kennedy 422, see Zuckermann, Talmud. Ge-wichte, 4 / 15.) In spite of the fact
that the sacred shekel was used for gold, as well as
silver, there are serious difficulties in the way of accepting
Ridgeway's theory (Origin of Metallic Currency, 2 7 3 / )
that it was the shekel of 130-135 grs.
W e know
from the Mishna that sums of silver money mentioned
in the Pentateuch are to be regarded as reckoned in
'Tyrian money'—i-e., in money of the Phcenician
standard. W e know further that the temple tax was
half a shekel, and the tax for t-a,o persons could be paid
by a tetradrachm or stater (g.v.) of the Phcenician
standard (Mt. I 7 2 4 / . , where the collectors of the tax
are called oi TO. didpa)(p.aXaiJ.^dvovTes)- It follows that
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FIG. C.

therefore be used for the payment of the tax for two
persons; or the corresponding half-shekel (Phcenician
didrachm of 112.2 grs.) for a single person.
The
half-shekel here illustrated (Fig. c) was struck at Tyre
in the year 102 B.C. On the obverse is the head of
Melkarth, the Tyrian Heracles, crowned with laurel;
on the reverse an eagle standing with one foot on the
prow of a galley, and a palm-branch over its shoulder ;
in the field are a club (the symbol of Melkarth), the
numerals AK (the year 24 of the local era), and the
monogram of the official of the mint responsible for the
coin ; around is the inscription TYPOY lePAC KAI
ACYAOY—i.e., '(coin) of Tyre, the sacred (city) and
inviolable.' The weight of this specimen (106.9 grs.)
is a little under the normal (u). The name 'sacred'
applied to the shekel of this standard is due presumably
to its being used for the temple tax, for which shekels
of any other standard were not accepted. Hence the
presence of money-changers in the outer court of the
temple. The third part of the shekel of Neh. 10 32 is
probably the third of the Phcenician shekel; the third
is indeed a more usual denomination, both in the
Phcenician and in the Babylonian standards, than the
half
The Jews were, as a rule, content or obliged to use
silver coins of foreign origin, and the two series of
„.,
.
silver coins issued by them belong to
t>. buver coins. p^^jQ^g ^j jg^^n against their rulers.
A famous series of shekels and half-shekels issued
during a period of five years has been most usually
ascribed to the time of Simon the Hasmonaean ; the
tendency of recent criticism, however, is to give them
to the time of the first revolt against Rome (66-70 A. D.).

FIG.

of:

The best summary of recent arguments about this
question, which does not properly concern us here, is
given by Kennedy, 429 ; still more recently, howe\er,
Th. Reinach has stated his inclination to revert to the
older view [Rev. des Eludes grecques, 13213).
A
specimen of the shekel of the fourth year is given in
fig. d- On the obverse is a chalice, above which is the
date -\w (for -\ njt;'. 'year 4 ' ) ; around is the inscription
SKHB" S^CH ('Shekel of Israel'). On the reverse is a
flowering lily and the inscription nicnpn c'^B'n' (' Jeru4446
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salem the floly'). The weight of this specimen is 220
grs.
The second series of silver coins of the Jews belongs
to the second revolt ; they are shekels and quartershekels issued by Simon Barcochba and ' Eleazar the
High Priest' from 132-135 A.D. These coins are
really Roman denarii, or tetradrachms or drachms of
the mints of Csesarea (in Cappadocia) and Antioch (in
Syria), which have been used as blanks on which to
impress Jewish types (Kennedy, 430/".).
Both these series are, as we have said, exceptional,
and the ordinary coinage of the Jews, from the time
of John Hyrcanus, if not from that of Simon the
HasmonEean, onwards, consists merely of bronze.
F. W . Madden, Coins of the Jews, 1881 ; F . Hultsch, Gr. u.
Rd'm.
Metrotogie,[^) 1882; W . Ridgeway,
Orig-ln of Metallic
Currency,
1B92; T h .
Reinach, Les 37i07tttaies juives, 1887; A. R.
S. Kennedy, in Hastings' DB 2 4 1 7 ^ ^
G. F . H .
7. L i t e r a t u r e .

SHELAH.
SHILOH

i.

TwZ^, a. name closely resembling

(CHAOOM [ B A D E F ] , CIA- [ L ] ) , the youngest

of Judah's sons by the daughter of the Canaanite Shua
(cp Stade G W I 1 5 8 , and see J U D A H i., § 2 ; Gen.
385111426 [J], 4612 [ P ] ; Nu.2620 CHACON [BAL, but
-COM L. v. 19], I Ch. 23 CHAOON [BL]).
T h e clan is

associated with Chezib in the Shephelah of Judah (cp
Cozeba below, and see ACHZIB [i.]), and, apart from
Gen. 38, occurs only in post-exilic writings. T h e
further divisions of this clan are given in i Ch. 421-23
(CHACON

[L])-

T h e passage

is extremely

obscure

and appears to represent the attempt of a scribe to
get some meaning out of an already corrupt genealogy.
Lecah in v. 21a may be a corruption for Lachish, but the
latter half of the verse is unintelligible. A reference to Bethlehem
in V. 22a is not improbable, see J A S H U B I - L E H E M . T h e reading,
' men of Cozeba . . . h a d dominion in Moab,' is doubtful; that
of ©BA.^ ol KaT(^Ky\(rav . • . ( ' w h o d w e l t . . . '), is much more
reasonable. N e t a i m (•'y:^^) and Gederah, v. 23, seem to have
arisen from E t a m (uoy) and Gedor ; and the recurrence of both
names in v, 3 f.—a
list which in its present condition is
fragmentary—makes it probable that in v. 3a we should read
' Shelah, the father of E t a m ' (correcting the difficult '^ ' ^ x HVN)-'''
See E T A M , 2. A pre-exilic reference may safely be rejected ;
the ' a n c i e n t ' matters spoken of need not, from the Chronicler's
point of view, be pre-exilic. T h e patronymic is S h e l a n i t O
('JSG'H, N u . 2 6 2 0 , 6 (rr)kiav[e]L [BAFL]), whlcli in a list of
J u d a h i t e inhabitants of Jerusalem is twice written S M l o n l t e
(Neh. 11 5, Briktave [B], S-ei [^1, V^-t [A], o--ei. [ L l ; AV S H I L O N I ,
i C h . 9 5 ; "jSt'lti'n; Ttiiv <njA(i>c[e]t, see E Z R A ii., § 5 [6], § 15
[i]a).
T h e former pointing with a seems better (cp Be.
Ke.).
Maaseiah or Asaiah, to whom the patronymic is here
applied, appears as the representative of Shelah b. J u d a h , just
as Athaiah (Neh. 114) represents the Perezite division* [Cp
Crit. Bib.]
S. A. C.
:^. [n^-S-).

S A L A H A V in Gen. and S A L A AV Lk.

835, the son of Arpachshad and father of Eber in the
old genealogy of the Hebrews (Gen. 10^4 [R?], 1 1 1 3 / .
[P], I Ch. I18 [B om.] 24, aa\a, aaXas [L in Gen. 10]).
The key to * Shelah' is of course Arpachshad. If the
latter name contains Chaldaea, Rnobel may be excused
for seeking ' S h e l a h ' in X E . Mesopotamia. If, however, Arpachshad comes from 'Arab-Kadesh or -Cush
[see U R UF T H E C H A L D E E S ] , we must suppose 'Shelah'

to represent some clan in the Negeb.

In accordance

with J U D A H , V^ '.i, we may assume the existence of 1
Jerahmeelite clan called Shelah (see S H E L A H , I ) , of

Kenizzite (not Canaanite) affinities, and related to Sha'ul,
of which Shelah is a modification. The name Methuselah
is similarly related to Methushael ; both these names
are probably modifications of Mishael = Ishmael. It
now becomes not impossible that Eber {iny) in Gen.
1024 may be miswritten for 'Arab (nny),
T o derive Shelah from ' t o send,' and suppose it to refer to
the departure of a portion of the tribe of Arpachshad previous to
their 'passing over' (see E D E K ) the Tigris, is absurd. © (in
G e n ) , on which L k . 835 is based, inserts Cainan before Shelah
to make Abram the tenth after Shem (see Di. Gen. 208).
T. K. C.
1 CHaTi ip. 23) may spring from Beth-zur or perhaps rather
• ' " r i ' n (ZiOR lay to the S E . of Gedor).
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SHELAH, POOL OF [rhS'r\
AV ' pool of S I L O A H . '

n?"!?), Neh. 315 RV,

See SILOAM.

SHELANITES C'hxi'),

N u . 2 6 2 0 ; see S H E L A H ( i ) .

SHELEMIAH [TS'^T^^K *1i^^pH**' ^^'^^^ compounded
with n^^^mnV or an expanded form of a clan name
borne by an individual [Che.], see S H A L L U M . S H E L A -

MiiiL, and note the N. Arabian character of the names
with which Shelemiah is associated. T o illustrate the
later (?) view of the name, cp Palm. n ? D 7 t ^ [if for
n'pN'DT'C^ a compound of the goddess al-Lat] ; ceAeMioy)S^^ S E L E M I A .
1. b . Cushi, an ancestor of J E H U D I (g.v.) Jer. 36 [© 43] 14,
^ri'D^L;', (ToXap.\.ov [A].
2. b. Abdeel, one of the men sent by Jehoiakim to take Baruch
and Jeremiah after Baruch had read the roll in the king's presence
(Jer. 36 [<B 43] 26, l^^p^C' om. B N A Q ) .
3. T h e father of J E H U C A L or J U C A L (?."'.), temp. Zedekiah
(Jer. 37 [44] 3 <7e6e«iou [N], 38 [45] i, •in*D'?[iO4. b . Hananiah, the father of I R I J A H [q.v.] (Jer. 44 [37] 13).
5. I Ch. iltj 14 ; see M E S H E L E M I A H .
6. One of the b. Eani, Kzra 10 39 (creAeftta [B], -et [L], -tas [A],
-eta [{<])= I E s d . i' 34, S E L E M I A S (o-eAcjuias IBAl).
7. Another of the b . Bani (Ezra 10 41, l.Tc':'!:'' creAe;i.ia [B],
•las [A], -eta [N], ija.p.aias [L]), omitted in the parallel passage
in r Esd. 1-134. It is interesting that the sequence of names
here, Sharai ('"it^), Azarel, a n d Shelemiah is almost identical
with the names in Jer. 8626 Seraiah (i^^'^^"'), Azriel, Shelemiah.
8. T h e father of H A N A N I A H (q.v.), N e h . 3 30 (TeA.eju.ta [B],
-a? [N], creeimta [A]).
9. A priest, a keeper of the storehouses (Neh. 13 13, o-eXcjitia
[B*A], eA. [Bb], lekep-ia [N]).

SHELEPH (Pl^f^, in pause, cAAe<|) [AEL]), a son of
Joktan (Gen. IO26, om. B i Ch. 1 2ot), has not yet been
identified ; but similar names are not uncommon in S.
Arabia.
Instances are Sulaf or Salif, a tribe in
Y e m e n : Osiander, ZZ)il/G 1 1 1 5 3 / : ; Silf, Hal. Md.
86; iStz^[many]: Glaser, 425 ; cp also a district 45^^^ .Niebuhr, Arabien, 247 ; and see other reff. in Di. Gen.
[Cp S E P H A R , and on ' J o k t a n , ' see Cnt.

Bib.]

SHELESH ^hv\
zeMH [B], ceAAnc [A], ceAeM
[L]), a name in a genealogy of ASHER [q.v., § 4 i i . ) ,
I Ch.735t.
SHELOMI (^p^;r), father of Ahihud, a ' p r i n c e ' of
Asher (Nu. 3427"; ceA6M(e)i [BAFL]).

See S H E L U -

M I E L , and cp A S H E R , § i.
SHELOMITH ( H ^ P V L ^ . interchangeable with J I ' I D W

[see below 5] ; cp the fluctuations between Meshillemith
and Meshillemoth. T h e vocalisation is doubtful [cp
SOLOMON, § i ] , and t h e n a m e being evidently southern,

a connection with either Ishmael or Salmah may be
assumed [Che.]).
1. bath DiE.Kil^.z'.], who had married an Egyptian (or, perhaps,
rather Misrit-;, i.e., N . Arabian woman), and whose son was
stoned for blasphemy (Lev.'^-l 1 1 : a-akajixeiO [BAF], cakafieiS
[Bab], o-aA^t0 [L]).
2. Daughter of Zerubbabel (1 Ch. 3 19; (Takiap.e6ei [B], -61 [A],
-p.id [L]).
3. A son of Rehoboam (2 Ch. 11 2 0 ; e/j.jLta>0 [B], <Taky]p.bi9 [A],
a-akijip.iO [L]).
4. b. Josiphiah one of the b'ne B A N I [g.v., 2]: read in Ezra 810
' A n d of the sons of B a n i ; Shelomith, son of Josiphiah' (viiav
iTak.eLp,ov$ [B], vt. ^aaVL (rekeipixovO [A], TU)V VL. a-akip,ui6 [L]),
cp I Esd. 836, which gives ASSALIMOTH, R V S A L I M O T H (aercakLp-oiO [A, the as belongs to the preceding jSaci], [uioii'] craAt[S'jie [L], [^arias] (rakeip.oye [B]).
Among the Levites we find (5) a Shelomith b . Shimei, a
Gershonite Levite (i Ch. 23 9, K t . nic'?:;•, R V S h e l o m o t h ,
aktoOeifi [B], traAa>jLiei0 [A], -p.i9 [ L ] ) ; (6) a chief of the b'ne
Izhar, a Kohathite Levite (i Ch. 23 18, o-aAto/xu)0 [B], -16 [L],
aakovpiiiO [A]), whose son was J AH ATH (g.v.) (i Ch. 24 22,
n^oS;:', E V S H E L O M O T H , <Taktop.to9 [BA], -16 [ L ] ) ; and (7) a
Levite descended from Eliezer b . Moses ( i C h . 26 2 5 _ ^ , R V
SHELOMOTH, craAio/iw0 [BA], -L$ and trakafnQ [L] v. 25, K t .
m c S c and M T in v. 26).

SHELUMIEL ( V p ^ ^ : CAAd^AAmA [BAFL]), b.
Z U R I S H A D D A I , a ' p r i n c e ' of SIMEON (§ 9 ii. n. ; Nu.

16 212 736 [(rafLa\n}\ [F]) 41 l O i g t [all P].
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In Judith

SHEM
81 his

name

appears

as

SAMAEL,

SHEMAIAH
RV

SALAMIKL

(traXa^tT/X [BA], (Ta/ia/xLTjX [N]).
Apparently the name mean^; ' E l is my h e a l t h ' (§§ 37, 5 0 ) ;
really, however, it may come from 'KO'^::' • loSi:' Shalamu is
the name of a N . Arabian tribe allied to the Naliatiuans (st:e
SALMAH, S H A L M A I ) .

T. K. C.

SHEM ILUC'; C H M ; se7n), the eldest of the three
sons of Noah, and therefore always mentioned first
(Gen. 632 610 7 13 918 101 i Ch. I 4 ) ; thc rendering of
Gen. IO21 in AV and RV"'ff- is certainly wrong (cp
JAPHETH).

If an appellative, Shem will mean ' n a m e ' — i . e . ,
renown. In this case, if in Cen. 9 it is really equivalent
to Israel, it may conceivably denote the ruling
1. Name. or noble class (cp Gen. 64 Nu. I62 1 Ch.
5^4! in antithesis to the aborigines, who are called in
Job308, 'sons of the impious, yea, sons of the nameless, beaten out of the land' (so W'e C//'"'' 13, Bu.
Urgesch. 3 2 8 / . ) . There is a strong presumption, however, that the name of this important patriarch has a
longer history and a more recondite meaning. In short,
the legends in the early part of Genesis being, according
to the most plausible view. JerahmeeHte (see PARADISE,
§§ 6, 9), and ' I s h m a e l ' being used as a synonym for
Tcrahmeel, it is very probable that ' S h e m ' is a modified
fragment of the ethnic name Ishmael.
To derive (with Goldziher) from nr^'C' ' to be high,' and explain
' t h e high one ' or even the ' Heaven-god,' has no indication in
its favour. More probably, Shem is a shortened form of a name
like SHEMCEL (g.v.), or rather, if we suppose that cn ( H a m ) is a
fragment oi ''.\:::ri";' Qerahmeel), Q^- (Shem) h a s arisen out of
a fragment of '^N;";::;'' (Ishmael).
That the redactor, who here as elsewhere emended i3p(Kenaz)
into iyj3 (Canaan) supposed c:;' to mean ' Israel is possible
enough. But critically, such a view is highly improbable. See
Gunkel (6'(:«.i-' 14 f [1902]), whose attempt, hijwe\er, to bring
what is said on Canaan in Noah's oracles into connection with
the historical situation in the second millennium B. C. seems on the
•whole premature, in the absence of a thorough textual criticism.

The special blessing by which Shem was rewarded
is now often read thus : ^ ' Bless,
2. Traditions.
O Yahwe, the tents of Shem ('•- "^jia
C:r '':'-Ni ; let Canaan be his servant' (Gen. 926 Jj).
It IS more plausible, however, to think that u. 26 a
should run, ^x;,',';::;" *' Tjna. The Jerahmeelites were, in
fact, (see MOSES. § 14) the early tutors of the Israelites
in religion. Here and in v. 27 the underlying original
text apparently spoke of Noah's eldest son as ' Ishmael.'
The subjugation of Kenaz (not 'Canaan,' as the
traditional text) refers to matters beyond our ken (cp
KENAZ). Another writer thinks to explain ' Shem ' to
his readers by identifying ' S h e m ' with ' E b e r ' (Gen.
IU21J. Here it is necessary to transpose b and r, and
read'Arab : in fact, Ishmael (Shem) and' Ar ab are nearly
s)'nonymous. On all these subjects, as well as on the
use of ' S h e m ' in P (Gen. IO22 l l i o , cp i Ch. I1724)
see Crit. Bib. The reference in Ecclus. 49 19 is no doubt
to .Shem's important genealogical position.
A late
Jewish tradition (adopted by Selden and Lightfoot)
identified Shem with M E L C H I Z E D E K (q.v.).
Cp
SETHITES.

T. K. C.

SHEM, NAMES WITH. Two Hebrew names have
been brought under this head—Semu'el (Sanmel) and
Semida (Shemida). T h e former of these is compared
by Winckler (G/I130, n. 3) with Sumu-abi and Sumula-ilu, the names of two Babylonian kings of the third
millennium B.C., whom this scholar considers to belong
to a dynasty of western Semitic or rather Canaanitish
conquerors. According to Hommel, Sumu-abi means
' Sumu is my father,' and Samu is a contraction of
iu7nhu [Suniuhu)—i.e.,
' h i s name,' a periphrasis for
' G o d ' [AHTS^f
8 8 / ) . H e considers that Semu'el
and Semida may safely be explained as containing this
element sumhu.
It seems very improbable, however,
that the periphrasis ' name ' for ' God ' should ha\e been
of such remote antiquity among the Israelites, when we

recall that (see N A M E , § 7) it is specially characteristic
of the latest biblical Hebrew writing, and we may
venture to follow Jastrow (JBL 19105), who is of opinion
that Sumu in the names quoted by Winckler and
Hommel is an entirely different ^^ord from the Hebrew
hm.
Perhaps a sober criticism of these ancient names, the Babylonian as well as the Hebrew, may lead to the conclusion that
etymologies which have the most superficial plausibility are
generally fallacious. See, further, SHEMUEL, SHEMIDA.

SHEMA (Wi';
CAM[&]A [BAL]), one ofthe cities in
the extreme S. of Judah towards Edom (Josh. 15 26;
C A A M A A [li]).

Cp the clan-name S H E M A ,

I.

It is

not included in the list of Simeonite toivns either in
Josh. 191-6 or in AIT of i Ch. 428-31 (but see v. 28 ffi),
but in the former of these passages (Josh. I92) we find
SHEBA, plainly a mere variant (cra/xaa [B] ; but (ra/3[e]e
[.\L]), and in 6 i Ch. 428 we find aafj-a [BL], -aa [A].
The connection of Shema with .Simeon seems obvious.
The Sheba in Josh. 192 was probably introduced as a
supplement from 1626 after the calculation 'thirteen
cities' (v. 6) had been made; RV's ' o r Sheba' is too
bold.

See further J E S H U A , SIMEON, § 10.

SHEMA (UDL", § 50). i. A Calebite clan which, Hke
Korah, Tappuah, and Rekem, traced itself to Hebron,
and is represented as the 'father' of Raham, the 'father'
of Jorkeam, i Ch.2-^sf- [csefj-a-a [BA, the latter omits
in V. 43], aajj-a [L]). Note the accumulation of
'Jerahmeelite' names, and the place-name SHEMA.
2. A clan of R E U B E N (§ 13) ; i Ch. 5 8 (CSO-P-CL [BA], cre/xeet [L]).
3. b . Hushim in a genealogy of BENJAMIN \q-ii-, § 9 ii. |3];
I Ch. 8 13 (aap-a- [BA], cTap.a-0- [L]), obviously the same as Shimei
in V. 21. SscJQR xi. 103 i. See SHIMEI (8).
4. In list of Ezra's supporters (see E Z R A ii., § 13 if.]); N e h .
8 4 (<rafiaia9 [BNAL]).

SHEMAAH (nrpE'il, whence AV">e- HA.SMAAH), a
Gibeathite, father of AHIEZER (i Ch. I23 ; AM*. [BN],
CAM&A [A], ACMA [ L ] ) . see DAVID, § 11^. The
Pesh. presupposes here the name of -x separate hero,
^ny^Jn iTyDC ' Shemaiah the Gibeathite.'
SHEMAIAH (n^Up^, also -in^lJP^', see below,
either a religious n a m e = ' Y a h w e hears,' or a late (?)
expansion of the old clan-name '•11'0'C', SHIMEI [Che.] ;
note the frequency of the name among priests, Levites,
and prophets, whose historical connection with the
southern border-land is certain : C4.M4.ld.[c]). It is
impossible always to differentiate accurately or (as the
case may be) to identify the various bearers of this
name.
I. A prophet temp. Rehoboam, who deprecated war
with Israel (i K. 1222 = 2 C h . l l a \ib- ?,Ty,';i;']), and
prophesied at the invasion of Judah by Shishak (2 Ch.
1257, aafifw-ias [B]). H e is mentioned as the writer
of the history of Rehoboam [ib. ^. 15), cp also in ©»
; K. 12 (240, ed. Sw.).
i!. A false prophet who for endeavouring to hinder
his work was sternly rebuked by Jeremiah (Jer. 29
[ffi 36] 24-32 [csafiea! H vv. 24, 3 1 / ] ; cp JEREMIAH
[ B O O K ] , § 17 ; in v. 24 in-ycr).

He is styled the Nehelamite (>a^n3n, aiXa^eiriji'[B],
e'Xa/j.LTTjv [ X A Q ] ) ,

which

reminds

u s of TOV ev'Kap.ei

applied to SHEMAIAH ( I ) in ffis [B, in L eXaturriv]
addition to i K. 12 (v. 240). Probably both aiXa/ieiT?)!'
and evXa/j-ei point to •D'7'n = ''jNCm' ' Jerahmeelite'
[Che.] (cp D'7-n = '?Kcnr, 2 S. IO16 [Che.]; see also
SIBRAIM). The prophet .Ahijah the Shilonite in i K.
1129, it has elsewhere (see SHILOH, 2) been suggested
by Cheyne, is most probably a man from the Negeb.
So, to, in the intention of the writer, is this Shemaiah.

^ So Schorr, Gratz, and recently Ball, Holzinger, Gunkel.

3. Father of Urijah of Kirjath-jearim, a prophet (Jer. 23 (©
33] 20, irryoit', pa-creov [a]).
4. Father of Delaiah, a prince temp. Jehoiakim (Jer. 36 [<9
43] 12, c7ei.ep.tov [BAQ], (reSe/ctou [Ki).
5. b. Shechaniah, a descendant of Zerubbabel (i Ch. E 22
crapa-a [E* once], (Te|iea [L]). This is also the name of one of those
who repaired the temple (Neh. 3 29, crep-tca [«]).
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SHEMUEL

SHEMARIAH
6 b . Joel, of R E U B E N (§ i 3 ) ( i Ch. 64, (rep.eet [BL], o-€p.eLv [Al).
7 b. Hasshub, a Merarite Levite ( i Ch. 9 14 cp Neh. 11 15,
cc;ieeias [L]). See 13.
0. Father of Ubadiah, a Levite belonging to J e d u t h u n
( i Ch. 9 r6, aapLeia [B] aafiiov [A], cp N e h . 1117 b). See 13.
9. Chief of t h e b'ne Elizaphan, temp. David (i Ch. 15 8
ca/xea? [xl, a-ep.aia [A], z'. 11 (rat~ai [K], a-efj-eiav [A]).
10. b. Nathanael, a Levite scribe (i Ch. 24 6, aapifxaias [A]).
11. b. Obed-edom (i Ch.'-;G4, <ra/xetas [A], ci'. 6f., tra/xai.
[B V. 7], aap-eta, aep.eia [A]). See 13.
12. A Lc\ite, temp. Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 17 8, <Tap.ovas [B],
O'ap.oviaq [A]).
13. A son of J e d u t h u n (2 Ch. -9 14, {ra/xetay [A]). C p 7, 8, 11,
a n d see G E N E A L O G I E S i., § 7 (ii. d).

14. A Levite house temp. Hezekiah (2 Ch. 3115, (reject [BAL]),
probably the same as the name in N e h . 108 12<5 (BN*A om.,
o-e/xeia?, «c.a m^. sup.L), ib. 18 (BN*A om., o-e/neta, Kc.amg. inf-L)
where Jehonathan is the head, 1- 35 (where one J o n a t h a n
b. Shemaiah is named).
15. A Levite of t h e time of Josiah (z Ch. 35 g, cp perhaps
SHI.MEI, 31 12 ; in both cases Con oniah precedes as t h e n a m e o f a
brother). In i E s d . 1 9 S A M A I A S (ua/xaia?).
16. One of the b'ne Adonikam, a post-exilic family who came
up to Jerusalem with Ezra, E z r a 8 i 3 (tra/iAaeia [A]), in i E s d .
839 SAMAIAS.

17. A [i;ai:her, Ezra 8 i6(cre/jLeia [A], (refieet5 [L]), in i E s d . 843
MAS.M.A.N, RV IMAASMAS (p.aa(Tp.av [BA], o-€ju.eia [L]), repeated
in z>. 44 M A M A I A S , R V S A M A I A S (om. L).

18. One of the b'ne Harim, the priestly family of Ezra 10 21, in
1 Esd. 9 21 SAMEIUS, R V S A M E U S (flajitaios [B], o-a/xatos [A]),
ig. One of the sons of H A R I M ' o f I s r a e l ' (Ezra 1031 trefiea
[NI, o-a^etas [L]), in i E s d . 9 32 SABBEUS (cra&^aias [BA],
(TafieLa^ [L]).
20. b. Delaiah b . Mehetabeel, a prophet temp. Neh., bribed
b y Sanballat to hinder the J e w s from building the wall ( N e h .
610 a-ep-eei [BN], a-ep.€i [A]).
21, 22, two men present at Ezra's dedication o f t h e wall ( N e h .
1234, (rapata [BN], coM.p.aia.s [A] 36).
23. R V but AV SAMAIAS, ' the great,' kinsman of Tobit (Tob.
hi2f,
(repu€ov [B], <Tep.ekiov [n], cre/Lteiou [A], the H e b . Vs. ed.
N e u b a u e r has n'^iS::')-

SHEMARIAH (n^-lDL" and [ i Ch. 12s] -innipl" ;
usually [§ 30] explained 'whom Yahwi guards,' but
probably rather 1 modification

[.q.'c:'\', C<NAAApi&[c]).
error?]

gives

of the ethnic

SHIMRI

2 C h . I I 19 AV [by printers

SHAMARIAH).

.\11

suggest N . .Arabian origin.

the

occurrences

T. K. c.

1. One of David's heroes, i Ch. 125 (crap-apaca [B]). See
D A V I D , § 11, (a) (iii.), col. loyjf.
2. A son of Rehoboam, by Mahalath ( = J e r a h m e e l i t h [Che.]),
2 Ch. 11 19.
3. 4. Contemporaries of Ezra, who b a d taken foreign wives,
Ezra 10 32 (-tea [B], -la [NA]) ; v. 41 (-eia [BN], -eia; [A]).

SHEMEBEE (naNDC'), Gen. 142.

See S H I N A B .

SHEMED ("!0L''), i Ch. 812 RV, .AV S H A M E D .
SHEMER.

1. ("IOL"; c€MHp. C&/v\Hp[B], ce- [A].

ceAAAAHp [L]). According to i K. I624 Shemer was
the owner of the hill which Omri bought, whence the
place received the name of Samaria (jncb'). See

relative (according to the ordinary view) to the musical
performance of certain psalms (Pss. 6 1 2 ; cp i Ch.
1521). Ewald, Olshausen, Winckler, e.\plain ' i n the
eighth mode, or ke)'' ; Gesenius and Dehtzsch, ' for
the b a s s ' ; Griitz agrees with the Targuin. It is
admitted, however, that these explanations are pure
guesses, and the most plausible view of other psalm titles
favours the assumption that the te.\t is corrupt. Most
probably n'rcrn-'-y is a corruption of c'Jr'.N'^. ' of the
Ethanites,' or better of n-Sny.'ie"'? ' of the Ishmaelites.' 1
W e thus obtain an adequate explanation of Sheminith
in the titles of Pss. 6 and 12, and probably too of Gittith,
Neginath, and Shoshannim (see P S A L M S , BOCJK OF, § 26,

but cp M U S I C , § 9).

W e also find n-rcif.T^y in i Ch.

1521 where it seems to correspond to niD^vSy at the end
of V. 20. Here, however, it is in all probability a
corruption of the name SHEMIRA.MI ITH [q.v.),

just as

'.Azaziah,' which Benzinger [KHC ad loc.) rightly
pronounces suspicious, is virtually a misplaced repetition
of the name ' Aziel.' These two proper names occur
close by, in v. 20.
It may also be noticed, since the commentaries give no very
defensible explanations, that nifi? (© TOU [evYcrxvcrac; R V ' to
l e a d ' ) , which follows n'J'IDLJ'.T^V in i Ch. 15 21 should be pointed
n ^ J 7 ; it is a .synonym of I ' c n , ' c o n t i n u a l l y , ' w h i c h occurs in a
similar context ; see PSALMS, BOOK OF, § 26, col. 3945, n. 4. T h e
other mysterious phrase nlDSy'^y ( R V ' set to Alamoth ') in 15 20
comes from D'CN*?, ^ mutilated and corrupt form of D'^33
'psalteries.'
C p Ps. 264^, where D ' D S N : is a corruption of
D'73J, 'impious.'
T. K. C.

SHEMIRAMOTH ( n i D ^ D E ' ) , a Levite name, i Ch.
15i8 2o 16s 2 C h . 178 (here k t . n'lDnpC;'; variously
CeA^eip&MfjOe,

CAM«.p[6]lAA., CiNMeipAM.,

C€AMp.,

CIMip.). According to Schrader [K.4'h^) 366) equivalent to the Ass. name Sammuramat, which occurs as a
woman's name on the monuments, especially on the
statues of Nebo from Nimriid. G. Hoffm., however
(Svrische Aden, 137), thinks that Shemiramoth was
originally a place-name meaning ' images of Shemiram '
( = Name of Ram or ' t h e Exalted One'), just as
Anathoth may mean ' images of .Anath.
' Shem-ba'al' (name of Baal) was a name or form of Astarte
(see Inscr. of Eshmun'azar, /. 48) and t h e story of the conquests
of Semiramis in Upper Asia is ' a translation into t h e language
of political history of t h e diffusion and victories of her worship
in that region.' T h e main centre of this diffusion was Bambyce
or Hierapolis ( W R S , ' Ctesias and the Semiramis legend,'
Eng. Hist. Rev., April 1887, p . 317).

But what probability is there in either of the above
explanations? None at all, if the analogy of other
Levitical names in Ch. is to bo trusted. In 2 Ch. 178
it is specially plain that the names among which this
strange form occurs are ethnics (cp GENEALOGIES i.,

§ 75). It so happens too that the form which appears
in that passage suggests the true explanation.
It is
2 and 3. .AV S H . \ M E R (nrrt;'), properly a clan-name
not nicn'Dt:' (Shemiramoth?), but ni"'i::)::', where nic(nc)
(see Stade, Z-4 TIV 5166), but applied to real or
supposed persons: a l.evite, i Ch. 646 [31] (csepcii-qp) ; is presumably a corruption of a dittographed n c , and

SAMARIA.

and ben Heber in a genealogy of A S H E R [q-v-, § 4 ii.],

may safely be disregarded.

SHIMRI (q-v.)

is a good

cYM«'Pei'^\ ['^]' c€AAip«,e [.A], cAAAiAAe[L]; i Ch. 719

' Shemiramoth' in i Ch. \^-2of. see further SHEMINITH.

I Ch. 734 (cTefj./j.rip [B], csiO/j-Tjp [.AL]) ; in ..'. 32 he isLevitical name, according to the Chronicler ; in 2 Ch.
2913 it occurs just before Je'uel or Jeiel, which name
called SHOMER [.q-v.].
[i.e., Je'iel) is apparently a mutilated form of Jaaziel
SHEMIDA iy"l''?3"'), a Gileadite clan belonging to
(see I Ch. 1518 16s).
nicTce", too is, in 2 Ch.
M A N A S S E H (§ 9) (.N'u. 2632, cYM4.ep ; Josh. 172,
3113, worn down into ' J e r i m o t h ' ( = Jeriihmeel). On

AV Shemidah : ceMeipa. [B.A], c«,A^elA^ [L]), after
whom the Shemidaites were called (Nu. l-c. ^V'l''Pli'7} ;
CYA\d,ep[e]i [BAFL]),
Mnv we venture to hold tbat c:;. here is a divine appellation?
See N A M E S , § 43, S H E M ( N A M E S W I T H ] .

T h e alternative is to

suppose a corruption ^.yy:;:;".

SHEMINITH. UPON, RV ' s e t to the Sheminith'
( n ' : W n - ' 7 L ' ; e " ' * ^ " in Pss. y n e p THC orAoHC
@BNA in I Ch., AAAACENEie ; Jer. super octava [Ps. 61],
pro octa-.-.c [ P s . l 2 i ] ; e n i THC o r i O H C [ Aq., P s . 6 i ] ,
n e p i THC O17AOHC [ffi^- in I Ch., Sym.];
II;.
'on the lyre with eight strings'), a technical phrase
4-151

SHEMUEL ("PNID"', C & M O Y H A ) .

I. i C h . 6 3 3 [ i 8 ]

RV S A M U E L , the prophet (see S A M U E L ) .

2. b. Ammihud,

a chief of SIMEON (g 8 iii., last

note), Nu. 3420: (aaXaixc-tjX)3. b. Tola, of ISSACHAR ( § 7 ) (i C h , 7 2 ; usap-oxniK

[B, a dittographed t]).
The name is difficult.
For discussions see N A M E S , $ 39,
where 'bearing t h e name of G o d ' is suggested ; Itriver, TBS
i^ff. (on I S . l 2 0 , where Gesenius's explanation, ' n a m e of
G o d ' is pronounced ' a s obvious as it is n a t u r a l ' ) ; Hommel,
^ V2-y is several times ((f.^.Ps.92 11) miswritten for ^^yct^'.
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SHEN

SHEPHAM

AHT, IOO ( ' h i s name is G o d ' ) ; Jastrow,/.ffZ, 10 [r 900] 8 2 ^
('name [ = son] of God"). But is the final-el really= ' ? N , ' G o d ' ?
See S.\UL, § I, SHEBUKL, where the possibility o f a connection
between Sa'ul and Semu'el, and between Semuel and Sebu'el is
referred to, and two other names are indicated, bcloni^ing per.
haps to the same group, Ishmael and SHOBAL t./.e'.). iP'^ form,
however, in 2(also=IvlT's S H E L U M I E L [?."'.)) ^ug^ests a comparison with SALMAH \q.v.\.
Note that Ammihud ' (see 2), or
rather .\mmihur, very possibly, like the shorter form Hur, comes
from Jerahmeel. Father and son both seem to have ethnic
names.
'
T. K. C.

SHEN (Jii'll), a locality, between which and Mizpeh
Samuel set up the stone Eben-ezer (i S. 7i = ). But
i^'n means merely ' the rock' and one expects to find
some/JHUIOM and specific place mentioned. (!r>"-^' (T^S
iraXaiSs) and Pesh. point to the reading r\-si- (cp 2 Ch.
1819), which is accepted by Wellhausen, Driver, H.
P. Smith, and others. See J E S H A N A H .
SHENAZZAR [KV], or [.A\'] S H E N A Z A R

(IVN^;;'),

a son of Jeconiah (Jehoiachin), and uncle of Zerubbabel
(1 Ch. 318; csavccrap [B.A], csavacrctp [ L ] , sennaser,
senneser [Vg.]). His name is variously explained as a
mutilation of liNSi:;-!:;' (so Marq., see SHESHBAZZAR)
and as = Sin-usur, ' Sin (the moon-god), protect !' cp on
an Ass. seal isiD]::'. Sin-sar-usur, 'Sin, protect the king !' ^
CIS 288, where the same incorrect .Assyrian pronunciation [c for J, see SANBALL.VT] is presupposed. He was
plausibly identified by Howorth (.^cao'., 1893, p. 175),
and then by Kosters [Herstel, 47), Ed. Meyer (Ent. des
Jud- 77), Marq'uart (Fund. 55), with Sheshbazzar.
Neither of the .Assyriological combinations, however, is
quite satisfactory, and the other names of sons of
Jeconiah are explained elsewhere as representing gentilics
of the Xegeb. This suggests that -i-m^it/ may be a corruption of -\cnc' (see SHiN..iR), which is itself possibly a
corruption of -i-.-c-^—i-e., the S. Geshur. See S H E S H BAZZ.AR.

T. Ii. C.

SHENIR (1~rJ'), Dt. 39 AV, RV SENIH.
SHEOL (^iN!i'). T h e origin of the Hebrew term
for the world of the dead is not a mere question of
archaeology ; we cannot but expect it to throw light on
the early religion, or superstition, of the Hebrews.
Possibly, if not probably, it has an Assyrian origin.
According to Frd. Delitzsch formerly [Par. 121 ; Prol.
47 145 ; Heb. Lang. 20) the Assyrian word corresponding to SSol is Su'aiu ; he was followed by .A. Jeremias
(Bab.-ass- Vorstell- 62) and Gunkel [Sch'opf. 154).
Jensen, however (Kosmol. 222ff.), denies the existence
of such a word as su'^lu, and Zimmern (in Gunk.
Schdpf- 154. n. 5) says that certainty has not yet been
attained.
Delitzsch himself omits su'ilu in his -Iss.
H WB, and Schwally (Das l^ben nach dem Tode, 89, n. 2)
assents to the decision of Jensen. A critical re-examination ofthe four relevant passages in .Assyrian vocabularies
was urgently called for. This has been given by Jastrow
(-iJSLW itsff.), who comes to the conclusion that Jensen's
position is untenable, and interprets the Ass. su'dlu as
' the place of inquiry '—i.e., the place whence oracles can
be obtained.2 Provisionally we may be content with
this at any rate possible explanation, remembering that
one of the Babylonian terms for 'priest' is Sd'ilii (lit.
inquirer), and that the Hebrew Saal is frequently used of
consulting an oracle (e.g., Judg. I r Hos. 412 Ezek.
21 21 [26], etc.). W e may venture therefore to hold that
when the primitive Hebrews used the name Sheol they
may have thought of the power of the dead in the underworld to aid the living by answering their inquiries.
In course of time the priestly representatives of the
established religion would naturally succeed in checking
this practice. Of primitive Hebrew religion, however,
1 [The provenience of this seal is unknown. Cp also the
parallel formation ns ID HON ( = ASur-sar-usur, ib- 250), ' A^sur,
protect the king !'—s. A. c ]
. - . .
2 For Jastrow's views on the stem saal (whence both su alu
and se'61) see his article in JBL 19 [1900], p p . S^ff-
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we have in fact very little direct evidence ; survivals of
it may be found in later superstitious usages, and this
is nearly all that we know. Nor must we suppose that
all the dead had power to furnish oracles to the living.
This power was an element of divinity, and it was probably only heroes like Ea-bani, who appears to Gilgames
(Jensen, Mythen und Epen, 263 ; Jastrow, RBA 511 ;
Mas[)ero, Da-wn of Civ. 589), and like Samuel ( i S.
-li<-jff-),who were consulted for oracles.
To the later Hebrews Shfiol appeared like a monster
which ' enlarged its greed, and opened its mouth without measure ' (Is. .>
' 14 ; cp Hab. 25 Prov. 272o 3O15/ ).
Its leading characteristic is darkness (Job IO21/.); it
is the land of dust—noy ( ' d u s t ' ) , can indeed be used
as a synonym for yiNii' (ShSol), see Job 1716 20 n 21 26
Ps. 3U io[9]. Like the Babylonian Aralfl it w as far below
in the earth (Job 118 265, etc.). Hence ^iNd, Sh6ol
and nia (pit) sometimes receive the epithets ,Tnnri or
ni'finn, ' n e t h e r ' ( D t . 3222 Ps. 8613 887 [6]) ; and heaven
and ShSol are the farthest opposites (Is. 7 i i Am. 9^ Ps.
1398). Silence as a rule reigns supreme (see, however.
Is. 1410). It is a land whence there is no return (Job
710) ; so too the Babylonians called it irsit Id tdri,
• the land without return' (for other names see Jensen,
Kosmol- 215-225). Still it was a land of order ; it was
figured as a city with gates (Is. 3810 Ps. 913 [14] 10718
Job 3817), and both in the"~goSpels (Mt. 1 6 J 8 , cp
H A D E S ) and in the Talmud the same conception is
found. On the state of the dwellers in Sheol, see
D E A D , ESCHATOLOGY (references on col. 1390^]), and

on the whole question see Jastrow, Religion of Bab.
and Ass., 560, 6 0 6 / : ; Charles, Eschatology ; Schwally,
Das Leben nach dem Tode, 59-66 ; A. Jeremias, Bab.ass. I'orstellungen vom Leben nach dem Tode, 106-126.
T h e following is the description of the Babylonian Hades at
the opening ofthe ' Descent oi^ I§tar' (KB 6 1 , p. 81) :—
T o the land without return, the earth . . .
[' S e t ' ] IStar, the daughter of Sin, her ear.
T h e daughter of Sin ' s e t ' her ear
T o the dark house, the dwelling of Irkalla,
T o the house, from which he who enters never emerges,
T o the way, going on which has no turning back.
T o the house, into which he who enters is without light,
When dust is their nourishment, clay their food,
They see not light, they sit in darkness,
Dust (rusts) on door and bolt.

SHEPHAM (DQL", ' a bare height' ?—§§ 75, 99). as
the text of Nu. 3 4 1 0 / stands, is the name of a point
on the ideal eastern border of Canaan, mentioned with
H A Z A R - E N A N [y.-y.] and RIBLAH [</.!•.] ;Jike Riblah,
it is unmentioned in the 1] passage, Ezek. 4715-18. V.an
Kasteren's identification of it with Ofdni, on the upper
course of the Nahr er-Rakkdd, SE. of the lake called
Birket Ram (Baed.Pl 266), is not one of his best (Rev.
Bibl., 1895, pp. 23-36), and his argument to prove
that the 'Aphamiyd of Sam. and Targ. Jerus. is derived
from Shepham is more ingenious than convincing.
This and similar names are, according to the present
writer's theory, distinctively 'Jerahmeelite' or S. Canaanitish names (Shephupham [1 Ch. 85 Shephuphan]
and Shuphamite, Nu. 2639 i Siphmoth, i S. 3O28 ;
Shuppim, one of the sons of .Aher = Ahiram = Jerahmeel,
I Ch. 712; Shiphmite, i Ch. 27 27). This confirms the
view that the geography of Nu. 34i-i5 and of Ezek.
4713-21 has been edited, with the view of e.xpandmg
the limits of the region referred to. This editmg, for
which many parallels can be given [e.g, Gen. 10
Nu. 1321-25 Dt.34i-3 Josh. 11 2 S 241-9), would not
have been possible if some of the names m the
original document were not found in more than one
part of the country.
A Riblah and ^ Hamath for
instance doubtless existed in the far N . , but it is not
at all likely that a Shepham was to be found there.
The real Shepham was apparently on the E. border of
the land of Kenaz (the original document must have
spoken of ' the land of Kenaz' [up], not ' the land of
C a n a a n ' [jVJu]), between Hazar-enan (Hazar-elam =
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S H E P H E R D O P HERMAS

SHEPHATIAH
H.-jerahmeel?) and Riblah or perhaps rather Harbel
{ = the city of Jerahmeel).

See RiBLAH, S H I P H M I T E .

retically the maritime plain was included in the reference
of this geographical term (see Buhl, Pal: 104, n. 164).

T h e R V has taken great pains to carry out a systematic
(iJ^uAL in Nil. 34 lof -j\\'>.if^ aen'^apap [IBF in v. lo, -ju.a]. I n
V. Xi. ap belong'; to the follou ing word ^T\ka [read ap^-f\ka]; v. l o rendering of shepitelah by 'lowland.' Compare the following
p
a
s s a g e s : Dt. 1 7 Josh, y i IO40 W 2 it (bis, ^^\
Th. TaTreira,
has been adjusted to E'. i i )
T. K. C.
i^.vL xd •nehi.vd the second tinit), I'^a 1633 Jud:;. I 9 iK.. IO27
i C h . 27 28 2Ch, 1 15 '.'27 20 10 28 r8 J e r . 17 2.. ("f^" yi)S Trehivy^s)
SHEPHATIAH (n^'OD'J'. and -in^DD^Mn nos. 4, 5,
3244 33 13 Ob. 19 Zech. 77.
Perhaps if RV had given the
6, apparently ' Vahwfe judges ' [§ 36], cp tDDl^'liTl ; CAplural form ' lowlands,' it might have been more illuminative to
the reader, for, as G. A, Smith (203) remarks, the Scottish low(t)<^T[e]l<^ [BXAL]). [It may be safer to hold the name
lands, like the Shephelah, are not entirely plain, but have their
to be corrupt. In T the names of David's wives and
groups a n d ranges of hills.

children being in several cases, as it seenis, corruptions
of tribal names [e.g., Abigail, Absalom, Haggith, Abital,
Ithream, Eglah), and a name compounded with -iah
being quite isolated in this list, we are bound to explain
Shephatiah if possible as a tribal name. According to
analogy it may well be an expansion of 't:ED' = ''nDii,
—i.e., • belonging to ZEPHATH ' (see S H A P H A T ) .

This

theory explains all the occurrences of the name. In
2 the companions of Shephatiah are of 'Jerahmeelite'
origin (see P A S H H U R ) ; for 4, cp the Calebite H A R E P H ,
a n d see H A K I P H ; and in the case of 3, 5, 6 and 9 the

names Reuel, Michael, Maachah and Mahalaleel are all
corruptions of Jerahmeel. With regard to 7, it must
be clear that, like the b'ne Arah and the b'ne Elam, the
b'ne Shephatiah were of Jerahmeelite origin ; cp Xeh.
114, and see P E R E Z .

Read * b'ne Sefathi.'

T . K. C ]

1. b . David and Abital (2 S. 8 4 i Ch. 8 3 , o-a/Sareta [B],
ira^aOia [A in Sam.], o-a^anas [A in Ch. and Ll). See D A V I D ,
§ I I , n.
2. b. Mattan, who with others sought to put Jeremiah in prison
(Jer. 38 [45] i, <Ta<i>avia^ [BNA], o-a^ar [Q*], -tas [Qmg]).
3. AV S H E P H A T H I A H , b. Reuel, father of Meshullam, of
B E N J A M I N (§ 9 [iii.]) ; T Ch. 'J s.
4. A H A R U P H I T E [g.v.], one of David's warriors (i Ch. 125,
in'aSB'j cra^aTia? [Lj). See D A V I D , § 11, n. c.
5. b. J E H O S H A P H A T , king of J u d a h (2 Ch. 21 2, irrast;', cra<f>aTsias [B], -las [BbAL]). T h e name follows .Michael (see above).
6. b. Maachah, a. Simeonite ruler ( i C h . ' 2 7 i 6 , I,T'J2C'- o-aiftaTias).
7. T h e b'ne Shephatiah were a post-exilic family numbered at
372 (Ezra 24, acraA [B], Neh. 7 g) ; the record, however, in Ezra
8 8, wherein the b ne Shephatiah with Zebadiah at their head
a.niount to 80 in number, is far more plausible (see E Z R A - N E H E MIAH). T h e name appears as S A P H A T in i Esd. 5 9 (om. B,
atTa<j) [Ti'^bmg.], a-atfiaT [A]), and as S A P H A T I A S in i Esd. 8 34
{(TotjiOTtnv [B], A om., o-a^artou [L]), See introduction, above.
8. A groi'p of 'Solomon's servants' (see N E T H I N I M ) in the
great pust-cxilic list (see E z R A i I . , § g ) ; Ezra 2 57 = Neh. 7 59 =
I Esd. 5 33, S A P H E T H , R V S A P H U T H I (o-a^uet [B], -v9i, [A]).

g. One of the b'ne Perez, a son of Mahalaleel, and ancestor of
Athaiah (Neh. 11 4, a-a^anov [L]).

SHEPHELAH, THE, or LOWLAND [OF JUDAH]
(nS-^'J'H; see P L A I N , 7 ; (!? has cecjiHAA in 2 Ch.

2rt io[AV 'low country,' RV'lowland'], Ob. i9[cA4>HAdv
Q"^&-, AV 'plain,' RV ' l o w l a n d ] , Jer. ;i-244 [,VV 'valley,'
RV 'lowland'], 33i3[om. A, AV 'vale,' RV ' l o w l a n d ' ] ,
also in i Macc. I238 [X*V c€ct>. TTeAlNH. A\'Shephela,
RV ' plain country']), a part of the territory of ]udah,
between the hill country (see J U D A H , H I L L - C O U N T R Y

OF), and the Mediterranean. On the geographical use
of the term see G. A. Smith [H(y 202 f ), who concludes
that ' though the name may originally have been used
to include the Maritime Plain, and this wider use may
have been occasionally revived, the Shephelah proper
was the region of low hills between that plain and the
high Central Range.' The cities of the Shephelah are
enumerated in Josh. 1533-44; w. 45-47, which mention
Philistine towns as in the Shephelah, are probably a later
insertion (cp Oxf. Hex. 2346).
Eusebius, however
[OS "JVlGio), describes this district as the plain [ix^hiov)
lying round Eleutheropolis, to the N. and the \V., and
Clermont-Ganneau and Conder (Tentwork, 277) state
that they have discovered the name in its Arabic form
Sifla about Beit-Jibrin (Eleutheropolis). C also gives
Txediov (see Dt. I7 Josh. 112 128) and 7? Txedcv^ (see Josh.
9 i IO40 Judg. Ig, etc.) for .T'^I::;', and a larger use is

favoured by Dt. I 7 Josh. 9 i i K. IO27 2 Ch. "2610, so that,
even if the low hills behind the maritime plain were the
most important part of the Shephelah on account of the
towns situated there, we can hardly deny that theo4455

SHEPHEE ("iDv''). Nu. 3 3 2 3 / , AV S H A P H E R .

SHEPHERD OF HERMAS. Under the name of
Ilot/x^;' [Pastor, ' Shepherd'), with which from an early
„
, date the name of Hermas came to be
, * . . ' connected, a book of some size, originally
transmission
-..
- /^. , u
j
.
written m Greek, has come down to us
from Christian antiquity. At one time
greatly read, and even for a while regarded as canonical,
it afterwards fell very much into the background without, however, being wholly lost sight of.
The Greek text, though still without the concluding portion
Sim. ix. 30 3-x., was first brought to Hght comparatively recently
(1856). A Latin version, the Vulgate, was published as earlj'
as 1513 by Faber Stapulensis ; an Ethiopic by Anton d'Abbadie
in i860. Ever since Cotelier's time (1672) the work has been
wont to be included in editions of the so-called ApostoUc
Fathers. We now know the Greek text of Vis. \.-Mand. iv. Sea
from the Codex Sinaiticus edited by Tischendorf in 1862 ; the
contents of the rest of the work (apart from the concluding
portion already spoken of, and certain lacunae) from the so-called
Athos M S of which three leaves are now in the University
Library at Leipsic (since 1856) and six still remain in the
Monastery of Gregory on Mt. Athos ; that of Sim. 2 7-10 4 2-5
from an old papyrus now in Berlin, formerly at Fayyum, described by U . Wilcken in i8gi ; that of other fragments, we
have known for a longer period from the citations of ancient
writers.
Valuable help can also be obtained throughout from two Old
Latin versions, the Vulgate and (since Dressel, 1857) the Palatine, as also from the Ethiopic. For the establishment ofthe
original text, since the edition of Anger and Dindorf, 1856, who
at first were led astray by Simonides (afterwards proved to be a
forger) but were ultimately put upon the right track by Tischendorf, as he in his turn was corrected by Lipsius, specially
meritorious services have been rendered by A. Hilgenfeld,
i866(2), i88i(3), 1887; O. de Gebhardt, 1877; J. Armitage
Robinson, A Cotlatio7i of the .Athos Codex of the Shepherd of
Hermas, 1888; F . X . Funk, Patres Apost., {^) igoi.

The Shepherd, in view of its contents, is usually divided
into three parts, entitled respectively (i) Visions, (2)
Commandments, (3) Similitudes. The
2. Division.
printed editions, in fact, all follow each
other in giving five Visions, twelve Commandments, and
ten Smiilitudes.
This division, however, is hardly
accurate, and it would be belter to say that the book
in the form in which it has come down to us consists of
\'isions ('Opdcreis) or Revelations ('ATroKaXi^^as) of
which the first (/ ^is. 11) can be regarded as an introduction to those immediately following (/Vj. I2-4) and
the last ( / V J . 5) as an introduction to the immediately
following series of Commandments and Similitudes (ai
^vToXal Kal TxapajSoXai : Aland. 1-12, Sim. 1-8) to which
is added an appendix called ' The rest' (ra ^repa;
Si7n. 9) and a conclusion (5zw. 10).
So far as the form of the book is concerned, Hermas,
a former slave of a certain Rhoda in Rome to \s'hom
his father had sold him, and who had
3. Form and
afterwards come into the service of the
contents. Christian church, now comes forward as
a WTiter, relating certain things that have happened to
him and what he has seen and heard—or, in a word,
what has been revealed to hira.
As he was walking outside the city ' t o the villaijes,'—eU
Ktitfjias, as the Greek text has it, forwhich the printed editions, after
a conjecture of Dindorf, wrongly read e'ts Kovp-as, ' t o Cumas'
—he falls asleep and there appears to him the woman whose
slave he formerly had been and whom he had not been alile to
seek in marriage (I'is. 1 i). Afterwards the church appears to
him at longer or ^,bo^tt:^ intervals (a year, or less); first i n t h e
form of an old woman (Kfj. 1 2-4 ; cp ;i TO-II), next with a more
youthful aspect (/'/V. 2 ; cp 3 12) ; again, as quite young (I'is.
3 i-io ; cp 13) ; finally, as a maiden in wedding attire (Vis. 4).
She reveals to him the future and expounds" with regard to it
the will of God. S.he gives instructions and shows visions which

4456

S H E P H E R D O F HERMAS

SHEPHUPHAM

have reference to the necessity for repentance while yet t h e
building of the tower, symbolising the church, is still unfinished,
or rather suspended for a while—in other words while yet God
aflords the opportunity to repent, an opportunity which ere long
will cea^e with the coming of the last great persecution. After
these re\elatiuns {Vis. 1-4) Hermas relates how the angel of repentance appears to hini in the form of a shepherd, as prij\iously
(l'ls. 24 3 ID) in that o f a young man, and bids him write down
'commandments and similitudes '(Vis. .0). T h e twelve commandments which follow relate to faith in God ; a life void of offence,
full of compassion, love of truth ; chastity ; long suffering ; our
attendant angels, good and bad ; the fear of the Lord ; abstinein.c
from all that is evil; prayer without ceasing and with unwavering confidence ; two kinds of sadness ; two kinds of spirit ; two
kinds of desire {Matul.l-12).
T h e c-ight .similitudes which follow
teach us how here we have no continuing city ; how the rich can
be helped by the prayer of the poor ; how the righteous and the
wicked cannot at first be discriminated, but will ultimately be
separated(L!>7W. 1-4) ; how useful fastinj,-^ is ; how good it is to keep
far aloof from luxury and temptation ; bow indispensable is
<:hastening ; how many are the varieties of saint and sinner (Si/i/.
5-S). Next, b y wa\- of appendix, is set forth in new images
that which the Holy Spirit that spoke with Hermas in the form
of the church had showed him. T h e y are revelations vouchsafed
to him by the Shepherd, the angel of repentance, with reference
to those who are saved (Si)ii. f). T o round off the whole, yet a
further earnest admonition is given by tlie angel who had sent
the shepherd ; a last exhortation to repentance in accordance
with the precepts o f t h e now completed work (Sim. 10).

in the dogma of the Christianity that was already in
process of becoming Catholic, in the days when it was
grappling with the ideas and movements that had
originated with Montanus. One who attached much
value to revelations and yet \(as very particularly in
earnest about the need for quickening, for the spiritual
renewing of the Church, for which reason he laid peculiar
stress upon the possibility of a second conversion. This
possibility would ere long come to an end at the close of
the prcbcnl period ; even now many were denying it as
regarded those who once had received baptism, though
others hoped to be able continually afresh to obtain
the forgiveness of their sins. There is nothing that
indicates the merch.mt supposed by Harriack-Hilgenfeld.
In date the author is earlier than Eusebius, Athanasius, Origen, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria,
7 Date ''''^"^tis, but later than the apostles and
their first followers, the martyrs and leaders
of the church, such individuals as ' Hermas' and
•Clement' [Tis. 2^ 3). Later than the first great and
flourishing time ofthe church (the history of which can
already be divided into different periods, and the
spiritual renovation of which, in conjunction with the
revived expectation of Christ's second coming is regarded
as imperatively needful) ; in the days when the spiritual
life of Christians was being stirred by Montanistic
movements. Therefore, certainly earlier than 180 A. D.;
yet not much earlier, nor yet much later, than about the
middle of the second century. Perhaps some chronological truth may underlie the tradition that ' Hermas'
was a ' b r o t h e r ' of Pius I. (140-155 A.D.).
The work was from the first intended for reading
aloud at the assemblies of the church whether in larger
8 PuTDOse °"' ' " =™^"" ™'^'^= (I'is--2^3)Its
,
,
value, at first placed very high from the

The form in which the whole is clothed, far from
being simple or natural, is artificial in the highest
4 The form ^^S^ee.
It sets out. apparent!)-, \\ith
' _j.-fl • 1 the intention of relating w^hat has passed
between two known persons, Rhoda and
Hermas. T h e names are reminiscent of a Christian
woman Rhoda, mentioned in Acts 1213, and of a
Christian slave at Rome, Hermas, mentioned in Rom.
1614.
Here they become representatives, the one
(Rhoda) of the church in various successive forms, the
other as one devoted to her service, and one of her
followers and members. ' H e r m a s ' soon goes on to
speak with poetic freedom like a Paul, a James, a John,
a Barnabas, a Clement, an Ignatius, a Polycarp, in the
€pistles handed down to us under their names, as if he
were the recognised elder and faithful witness addressing
himself with words of warning and admonition to his
'house,' his 'children.'
The original unity of the work in its present form,
although frequently called in question s.nce Hase (1834),
fi TT ' t
H '^^'^•^°t be denied. Even less, however,
'
•(..
can the existence of inconsistencies and
"
* contradictions and other marks of interpolation, adaptation, and redaction be disputed. These
point to it having been a composite work made up
from earlier documents. Not in the sense (so Hilgenfeld, 1881; Hausleiter. 1884; Baumgartner, 1889;
Harnack, 1897) of its being a combination, effected in
one way or another, of two separate works, entitled respectively ' Visions' and ' Commandments ' and ' Similitudes ' by one author, or by more than one ; nor yet (so
Johnson, 1887; Spitta, 1896 ; von Soden, 1897 ;
Volter, 1900 ; van Bakel, 1900) in the sense of its
being the outcome of repeated redactions of an originally
Jewish writing. Rather in the sense of being a second
edition ofthe original Shepherd, a bundle of' Commandments and Similitudes' from the pen of but one w riter
who laboured on the whole independently, yet at the
same time frequently borrowed from the books which
he had before him. It is not possible to distinguish
throughout betvveen what he borrowed from others and
what we ought to regard as his ow n.
The wnter, who comes forward as if he were an older
Hermas, the contemporary of Clement (I'is. 2 4 3), must
not be identified with him of Rom. 1614
6. Author. nor yet with a. younger one, brother of
Pius I., bishop of Rome 140-155, who is referred to in
the Muratorian fragment. The real name of the author
remained unknown. From his work it can be inferred
that he was an important member, perhaps even a ruler,
of the Christian church, probably in Rome. A practical man. N o Paulinist, nor yet a Judaiser in the
Tubingen sense, but rather a professsor, little interested

with patronymic SHUPHAMITE (q-v-) ('DP-I"'; ctocJjAN,
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pomt of view of the mterests of edification, but afterwards almost wholly lost sight of in
Christian circles, has in recent years in spite of the
diffuseness of its contents come anew to be recognised.
Not to be despised as a praiseworthy production in the
field of edifying literature it is still more to be prized as
a valuable contribution to our knowledge of the Christianity that was widely spread and held as orthodox
about the middle of the second century.
A. Editions.—F.
X. Funk, Patres ApostoUd,^) with prolegomena and notes,{l) 1901 ; also (in shorter form) Apost.
Vdter,
1901 ; O. de Gebhardt and A. Harnack,
9. L i t e r a t u r e . Hermai Pastor (=Pair. Apost- Opera, iii.),
1877, with introduction and notes ; also in
smaller edition,(-1) 1901. Cp above ; also CANON, §§ 65, 72 ;
PROPHETIC LITERATURE, § 31; HERMAS.

B. Translations.—Engli.sh;
Roberts,
Donaldson, anti
Crombie, in Apostolic Fathers in Ante-Nicene Library, 1867 ;
Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers,
l8gi. German : J. C. Alayer,
1869.
Dutch : Duker and van Manen, Oud-Cliristel.
Lett.:
geschriften der ap. I 'aders, with introduction and notes, i. 1871.
C. Discussions.—In addition to those already referred to, see G.
Kruger, Gesch. d. altehr. Lit- 1895, § 12, and ' Nacbtrage,' 1897,
p. 12 ; T h . Zahn, Der Hirt Hernias, lib.-, ; also Einl- i. d- NT
1,(2) igoo, pp. 298, 430-8, 2 104, 154 ; J . I\I. S. Baljon, Gesch. 71, d.
Bb- de NVs. igoi, p . 451 ; G. Uhlliorn, s.v- ' H e r m a s ' in FRE^)
7 (1899) 714-718 ; C. Taj'lor, The 1 Vitness of Hernias to the Four
Gospels, 1892 (cp van ^L-lnen, Th-T. 1893, pp. 180-194); A.
Hilgenfeld, ' HermEe Pastor ' Nor'iini Testamentum
extr- Canree-,(-} T88I, (31 1887 ; P. Baumgartner, Die Einheit des
Nermas-Buchs,
1889 (cp van Rlanen, I h. 'f, i8Sg, pp. 552-550);
E. Spitta, Zur c^esch- u. Lilt. d. Urchristentums,
2, 1896,
pp. 241.437 ; A. Harnack, Chronol. 1897, 1 257-267, 437-8 (cp H .
von Soden, TLZ, 1897, pp. 584-7); D. J. E . Volter, Die Visionen
des Hermas, die Sibylle it. Clemens von Rom, igoo; H . A. \-an
B.akel, Dc Coiiipositie van den Pastor Hei nicF, igc o.
W. C . V. M .

SHEPHO (iS'-"), b, Shobal, b. SEIR ; Gen. 36 23
(ca)4) [A], ctoctJAN \DU\, ctop [E]) = i Ch. 140
Shephi (^DL" ; ccoB [B], cfocfi&p [A], CAncfei [L]).
©ni-'g reading in Gen. suggests comparison with
S H E P H U P H A M (-AN).

Cp also S H U P P I M , S H A P H A N .

SHEPHUPHAM, AV Shupham (DB-IDK': see S H E P H U P H A N ) , a son of BENJAMIN (§ 9 [i.]) in Nu. 2639+,

SHESHAN

SHEPHUPHAN

SHESHACH (^&C\ as if 'humiliation,' ^P^]^^'j]^' ^^^^
crouch') is generally explained as a cyp .
coct><\Ni [L])' B a b e r (Babylon), which indeed is given instead of
SHEPHUPHAN (IDID'J*, § 75 ; Gray, HPNg^, but
' Sheshach' by Tg. (Jer. 2626 51 40- } ^ ^^'•. ^'^f. ^^f
the suggestion ' serpent may be as fallacious as that
whole
clause, and in 5141 'Sheshach, is omitted m ©
of ' rock-badger' for S H A P H A N ; another form is
(Qn^gadds in 2526, Kal (iaffiXebs ^V<ra.x 7XL€Tat faxaros
S H E P H U P H A M ) , b. Bela, b . B E N J A M I N (§ 12), 1 C h . 8 5
abrQv, and in 5I41 inserts 6 eL<xaK) ; Cornill follows @,
{cCO0Apct)AK [P'J- CCOCt)AN K<M A X l p A [ A ] , c e H "
and so too Giesebrecht in f.l 4^- whereas m 2626 this
(\>^Kl\^ [L])Cp A H I R A M , S H E P H O , S H U P H A M , S H U P scholar retains 'Sheshach,' but regards vv. 2 5 / as an
PIM, S H A P H A N .
interpolation. But ^\ould 1 hite glossator acquainted
SHERAH, or rather, as RV, S H E E R A H (n"lNt;',
withtheAthbash cypher (in which K = n, 2 = t£f, etc.) have
CAApA [A], CApAA [ L ] ; 6 ^ [eN eKeiiMorc TOIC
used it in interpolating a prophecy ascribed to Jeremiah ?
KATAAoinoic] and Pesh. connect with IXt;*, Niphal
and what reason was there for using a cryptogram?
' t o be left'), a ' d a u g h t e r ' of E P H R A I M (§ 12) ( i Ch.
'Explication d^sesp^r^e assur^ment' (Renan, Rapport
724a) who ' b u i l t ' the two Beth-horons and U Z Z E N annuel de la soc. asiatique, 1871, p 26). As to 5I41,
SHERAH (i Ch. 724^, iTlXL;*"|-T5<, RV U Z Z E N - S H E E R A H ) .
there can be no doubt that ' Sheshach' should be
In V. 24b ©L gives y\puaa.&pa (fox jjpuaapa?).
(SBA makes
omitted ; it mars the beauty of the elegiac metre (see
Shera ((7rr\pa) and Rephah (v. 24) sons of o^av (Uzzen).
L A M E N T A T I O N ) . T o prove this let us put 5023 and
Conder suggests, as the site, Bet Sira, a village 2 m.
5141, both elegiac passages, side by side :—
SW. of the Lower Beth-horon (.l/tv«. 3i6). But can
(d) H o w is cut asunder and broken | the whole earth's
hammer !
we implicitly trust the name ? [The name Ephraim fixed
H o w is become a desolation | Babylon among the
itself not only in central but also in southern Palestine,
nations !
where it is perhaps more original, and some of the
(b) H o w is [Sheshach] taken and surprised | the whole
earth's praise !
names in the genealogy have an unmistakable N .
H o w is become a desolation [ Babylon among the
Arabian affinity. Sheerah may, therefore, be a corrupnations !
tion of nn'jJN 'Ashhur,' which turns out to be a N.
As to Jer. 2526, we must view the passage in connecArabian tribe-name (cp Geshur). Heres in ' I r - h e r e s '
tion with the whole list of peoples in vv. 18-26, and
(see H E R E S , M O U N T ) seems to have the same origin
carefully criticise the text. T h e list begins with Judah.
[Crit. Bib.).—T.K.C]
For px (Uzzen) we should
Next comes Misrim (so read ; cp MIZRAIM), Arabia,
probably (cp @^) substitute Ty 'city,' and refer to
Zarephathim,
Edom, Moab, Ammon, Missur (a
Judg. I35. Cp E P H R A I M , § 12. Beth-shemesh or Ir-repetition, hid under ' Tyre and Zidon '), Dedan, Tema,
shemesh is a curiously parallel name, if ' shemesh ' comes
Buz, Zarephathim, Arabia (thrice), Cushanim, Zimri
from ' cushim ' (see S H A A L B I M ) . See, however, N A M E S ,
( = Z i m r a n ) , Jerahmeel (Elam and Madai), Zaphon,
§ 99, where ' e a r ( = e a r l i k e projection) of Sheerah' is
Jerahmeelim, Cush-jerahmeel (repetitions) ; then at the
close something which by editorial manipulation became
suggested as the possible meaning of Uzzen-sheerah ; cp
' and the king of Sheshach (?) shall drink after them.'
AZNOTH-TABOR.
A H M O C O ca>4)ANei [B] .

CCOCJJANI [AF], CO(J)&N

SHEREBIAH (n^^3"l'-'\ § 39, but form seems doubtful,
iTapa^La[s]), a post-c\i1ic priest and familj' ( E z r a 8 i 8 apx^y
[BA], ev dpxjj aapovia [L], z: 24 aapata [BA], N e h . 8 7 9 4
apa^ia [B, where trapa^ta represents S H E B A N I A H , o-apa^aia [A],
9 5 om. ©BXA, 10 12 [13] ^apaiSta [B], ^a9apta [x*vid.], liis). I n
I Esd. 847 the name appears as ASEBEBIA, R V ASEBEBIAS
(aa-e^rj^iav [BA], ev apxH capovia [L]), cp H A S H A B I A H , 7 ; in &.
54, EsEBRIAS R V ESEREBIAS (etrepe^iav [BA]), and I Esd. 0 48,
S.\KABIAS, o-apapias [A*vid.]. M a n y of the companion-names on
the lists are obviously ethnics (Che.). See S H E B E R .

^ T h e view of Lauth that ' Sheshach' is a Hebraisation of
Siska, a Babylonian district which gave its name (?) to an ancient
Babylonian dynasty, according to Pinches's reading (but .-^ee
Pinches himself, TSBA, 1881, p. 48), is untenable. Winckler
(GBA 67 f. 3 2 8 ; AOF\27sff),
and Sayce (RP{'^)\i3)
read
Uru-azagga. T h e Athbash theory is equally wrong. On this
and on similar cyphers see H a l . Mdl. 245 (his theory is peculiar);
and cp L E B - K A M A I .

T . K. (.:.

SHESHAI (^''L'V § 58, cp SHASHAI ; cec[c]ei
[BFL]), one of the b'ne Anak, perhaps an old Hebronite
SHERESH (Ch'J'; c o y p o c [B], c o p o c [A], (t>opoc
clan-name (Xu. 1822 ceMei [A], Josh. 15i4 c o y c e i
[L]), a Machirite name in a. genealogy of M A N A S S E H
[BL], -i>i [.\], Judg. l i o t r e e e i [ A ] ) ; see ANAKIM.
(§ 9 [''•]) ! >• ^^- 7 i 6 . t See P E R E S H .
Sayce {Crit. Mon.W 204) combines the name with Sasu
SHEREZER (-iVwSX*), Zech. 72AV, R V S H A R E Z E R , 2 .
^^r\D\^' {the Egj'ptian name for the Syrian Bedouins).
SHERIFFS (X*'riSn, © Tov'5 eix' ^^ovcnCov Kard x^pa*'. But iS"'- in Josh. 15 14, and the fact that DID is frequently
miswritten t'lD, may suggest ' C u s h i ' ('t'13) ; ' A n a k '
ol ixx i^ova. [also Theod.]), EV's rendering of a Bibl.itself may come from ' .Amalek ' = ' Jerahmeel' (Che.).
Aram. official title (such at least is the prevailing
See, however, SHESHAN', J E R A H M E E L , § 2/3.
opinion) in Dan. 8 2 / ! It has been generally connected
with the Ar. aftd ' t o advise' (whence the participial
SHESHAN (;i,''L;', § 58 ; some M.SS ;L'"t;' [ K e n n . ] ;
' m u f t i ' ) , and accordingly translated 'counsellor' (cp
CtOC&M, CCOCAN [ B ] , CCOCAN [A], CICAN [L]), whose
R\'mg.^ ' lawyers '). .\ still more far-fetched suggestion
daughter married his servant J A R H A (q-v.) and became
is to read x'n3n = L'7raTot ' c o n s u l s ' ; for the n instead of
the head of an interesting genealogical list ( i Ch. 2 34-41).
Q Gratz (J/f/fK/" 19347) compares PTL:]C=: = i^aXrTjptoy.
See J E R A H M E E L , § 2 / . The names may contain authentic
Another scholar says, ' possibly a mutilated form of a
tradition (Gray, HPN 2 3 4 / ) ; at all events, it is quite
Pers. title in pat " c h i e f " ' (Bevan, Dan. 80), and
independent of the (possibly tribal) genealogy in vv- 25-33
Andreas {Mani, C^ra7n. Bibl.'.4ra7n., Glossary) suggests (cp V. 33^), where Sheshan appears as the son of Ishi and
N'n3n denpftdye, 'chiefs of religion.'
Nor does this
father of Ahlai (v. 31). T h e natural presumption that
exhaust the list of theories.
A H L A I was his daughter has no evidence to support it.

Can no step in advance be taken ? Only by those who
recognise that many narr.itives in the O T have been remodelled,
so far as the gt.-ographical and historical l>ackgronnd is concerned.
It will become probable to any who adopt^the present writer's
theory that the supposed official tittles in Dan. 3 2 are really N .
Arabian ethnics. One of these ethnics (mni"N, Ashhurite, miswritten -iirn.y) passed, under the editor's hands, into
[N"J33-in:;M.y (see SATRAPS).
Another ('nDrn. Rehobothite)
appears tli ret* or four times in corrupt variants. T h e last
of these variants xTiirn has probably come from xTiDm through
the intermediate r^nii, which occurs earlier in M T ' s list,
NninS): ,'AU the rulers of the province' is, of course, an
editorial insertion, the incorrectness of which is shown by v. 4,
•where the herald addresses 'peoples, nations, and languages.'
Cp S.\TRArs.
X. K. c .

Indeed, since it is probable that Jarha was not so
much an ' Egyptian ' as a Musrite, and since the name
Sheshan is reminiscent of the old Hebronite SHESHAI
[q-v-l, it may be conjectured that we have here an
allusion to the introduction of Hpl,ronite and Musrite
blood into the Jerahmeelites (see HEBRON).^ Whether,
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1 T h a t is to say, the fact that the Jerahmeelites married into
the plder inhabitants of Hebron, is expressed in genealogical
fashion hy saying that J a r h a married a ' d a u g h t e r of Sheshan '
(cp D A U G H T E R , GE.NEAI.OGJES i., § i).
I t is possible that
Sheshan (in spite of the philological difliculty) may have been
connected with sasu (\/nDE'), the Egyptian designation for
Pedouins (cp E D O M , § 2).

SHESHBAZZAR

SHEWBREAD

indeed, ' J a r h a ' was supposed to be etymologically akin
to Jerahmeel (as a hypocoristicon) is a matter for conjecture,
s. A. C.

The name niight come from the Suti, the Syrian Bedouins
nientioned in the .-\niarna Tablets. But in the parallel
passage, Jer. 4845, we find pxEJ for nc, and this suggests
SHESHBAZZAR n V 3 L ' t ' , § 83 ; CACABACC&POC
[chs, ' C u s h a n ' ( c p Crit. Bib^ on Am.-22).
For r.s--c,
L.A, in Ezra 5 16-ap'], o•a^ac7•ap7)? [ L ] ; but B in Ezra 1 8 o-a/Sai' Moab, read probably n i ^ , ' Missur' (cp MOAB, § 14),
aaap, 5 14 jSayatrap ib. 16 crapfSayap. In i Esd.'2 12 15 .SANABASSAR, cravap.acT<rdpitt, crapiavacTacjipov [BJ, (rafa/Satrtrapoy, CTap.a.The Misrites or Cushites wore among Israel's chief foes.
[-\], (Taa-a^aAao-a-apos [L], ib. 6 18 20 ; SANABASSARUS, csa^avacrMost, however, with Dillmann, interpret na (ma?) in
trapos [B in Z'- 18], ^aacrapo), cra^a^acscrcipov, B t'. 20, A, L,
the sense of ' tumult' (so R'V).
(racTa.^a\dacscxpo^, -7)?), the first governor of J u d a h under the
Persians, E z r a l 8 i i 61410!.

Van Hoonacker (.-lead,, Jan, 30, 1892, .\','«;f//c,i
Eludes, 9 4 / . ) acutely e.xplained the name as = Bab.
1 Name ^^™^^-t'''(o''-bal?)-usur—;.c., ' O Sun-god
protect the s o n ' ; cp Xaocsdovxivos (see
ADRAMMELECH). So Che. -4ca,l., Feb. 6, 1892, W'ellhausen (1894), and doubtfully Guthe (1899). But the
Greek forms point to the name of the Moon-god Sin as
the first element in the name. T h e only difficulty in
this view is the ;:• for .Vss. s ; but this is hardly insuperable. .Accepting (? s form Sanabassar for Sheshbazzar
we are enabled to accept the \ ery plausible identification
ofS.iniaibassarwithShenazzar (1 Ch. 318), first proposed
by Imlicrt (1888-89), and accepted by Sir H. Howorth,
Renan, and Ed. Meyer (Ent. des Jud. -]•] ff.)- Upon this
hypothesis San(a)bassar was not identical with Zerubbabel (so van Hoonacker, W'ellhausen), but his uncle
and predecessor. That SANBAI.I.AT (q-v.) and the first
governor of the Jews should have had names compounded with .sin would be a striking coincidence. But
though this may have been the learned redactor's meaning, it is doubtful whether the original narrator intended
it. The chief captivity may have been in N. Arabia.
In this case the first part of the name Sheshbazzar would
represent :;'i; (Cush in N . Arabia) ; the second part
might possibly come from nsns (Zarephath).
Cp
SHEx.Azz.iR, Z E R U B B A B E L .

In Ezra 18 Sheshbazzar is called loosely ' prince of
Judah' i',-:r,TS ,v:;':;i; in 514 he is called 'governor'
2 Notices

1"?=^'' ^^ same title which is given to
Zerubbabel in Haggai ( l i 14 22 21). H e
is said to have received from Cyrus's official the sacred
vessels which Nebuchadrezzar had taken away with a
charge to deposit them in the temple at Jerusalem when
it had been rebuilt. In 516 T A T T E N A I (q-v.) mentions
that the foundations of the temple had been laid by
Sheshbazzar. Kosters (Herstel, 33) admits that he is
probably a historical personage, and that he bears o.
Babylonian name, but thinks that he was a Persian,
and that the Chronicler introduces a Shenazzar into the
genealogy of Zerubbabel from interested motives. That
Shebhbnzzar brought back the sacred vessels, and laid
the foundations of the temple, Kosters denies. On the
two latter points see Intr. Is. pp. xxxv, 2 8 1 / , but
bearing in mind the possibility that different views of
the land of the captivity and of the circumstances attending the gradual lightening of the burdens of the Jews
may have been taken by the narrator and the redactor
respectively. Bnt cp ^iever, Ent. des Jud., pp. Tiff. ;
Guthe, G f - 7 2 4 5 ; Winckler, A'AT')
285, with references (Sheshbazzar a son of Jehoiachin) ; and see EZRA
AND X K I I E M I A H [ B O O K S ] , § 7 .

The identification of Sheshbazzar and Shenazzar (Shen'a-ssar) is
questioned by Lohr (Theol. Rundschau,
1 isiff.), hut justified
by Ed. Meyer (Z .4'F IF IS M3/-),
who refers to llic different
pronunciation of the sibilants in Assyrian and Babylonian, and
explains the dilTerences in the reproduction of these names by
differences of pronunciation.
T. K. C.

SHETH (fl"', cHei
.- Nu. 2 4 i 7 t , regarded by
.AV, RV^JJ-, © , Vg., Pesh., as a proper name, on the
assumption that Seth the son of Adam is intended ; this
IS in fact the old Jewish tradition—the ' sons of Sheth'
are the 'sons of m e n ' (Onk.), the 'armies of Gog
(ps.-Jon.). T h e assumption is untenable; but at any
rate Sheth must be :i proper name. T h e sceptre of
Israel, we are told, 'shall smite the temples of Moab,
and the crown of the head of all the sons of Sheth.'
4461

ii. I Ch. 1 1 , R V S E T H (q.v.).

^- ^

(-.

SHETHAR ( i n " ' ) , in Esth. ] 14, MT, one of the
' seven princes' at the court of Ahasuerus.
@'s
CAPCA9AI0C [BNL^], cApeceeoC [A] seems to represent both S H E T H A R and TARSHISH,

According to

Marquart [I'icnd. 69), Shethar comes from 'ncnc, with
which, however, compare the O. Pers. hr,'ilis 'joy.'
This presupposes the accepted view that the scene of
the Esther-story was always laid in Persia, and that
consequently the names may be expected to have a
Persian appearance.
For another explanation see
P U R I M , § 3, and cp T A R S H I S H .
SHETHAR-BOZNAI, RV SHETHAR-BOZENAI

[-\rw

*?P3. CAOApBOYZAN*,, -AN [B], -NAI, "Ne [A], SARBoyzANAIOC [L]). The name o f a Persian (?) official,
mentioned with Tattenai, Ezra 636 6613 i Esd. 63
(oaepa^ovl^avris [BA], -/3wf. [L]) 7 (-(Soupf. [B], -^ov^.
[.\], -/Stuf [L]) 627 71 (-/3ouf, [BA], -^a,f. [L]), AV
SATHRABUZANES.
Four explanations may be mentioned ; the fourth assumes that underlying the present
narrative there is an earlier story of the relations between
the Jews and the A^. Arabian governors.
(i) Shethar-boznai may be a corruption of *3imnD =
ML$po^ov^civris,OM Pers.' Mithrobauzana'—i.e.,' having
redemption through the Mithra.'^ (2) Marquart takes a
different view (Fund- 53 f . ) . He equates -inc with Old
Pers. Cithra ('seed,'' brilliance') and quotes names compounded with this word." (3) Winckler [Kohut Semitic
Studies, 3 4 / ) , however, considers that 'jju -\nct; may be
the title of an oflScial (e.g., chief clerk of the chancery),
and compares the inscription on a weight from Abydos,
where NSDD Knno is attested as such a title. In this case,
for -tn-o we must read nnc' But the second part of the
title seems incorrectly transmitted. Winckler's reason
is that '2 'iti is not followed, as we should have expected,
by a description of the office of the person so called.
(4) Upon the theory mentioned above, it is at an)' rate
possible that nnc comes from t-cnn (TARSHISH [?. i'.]),
the original of which may be mu'x, and 'jiu from 'jijis.
Asshurite' and ' Cushanite' are two N. Arabian
ethnics, used perhaps as personal names. See CJrit.
Bib.
T. K. c.
SHEVA (Nl.:^). I. b. Caleb b. Hezron, the ' father '
of MACHBENA (I Ch. 249 ; o-aou [Bl, -A [Al, o-oue [L]).
•-!. 1 S. 20 25 ( K t b . N'l?) ; see S E R A I A H ( I ) .

SHE'WBBEAD (D*3Sn Onb), lihem hap-pdnim, lit.
' bread of the face ' or ' presence-bread ' (R\''"S-). See
SACRIFICE,

§§

16, a n d A L T A R ,

14,

34a ;

RITUAL,

§

2 ;

TEMPLE,

§

§ 10 ( 8 ) .

© apTot TOV Trpoo-WTTOV (l S. 2l7[6l), a. [-nj?] Trpo^eVeaJS ( E x .
40 23 [where nn? occurs alone], 2 Ch. 419), a. T. Trpoo-(/)opas
( i K . V48), a. evioTri'ous (K.v.'J.') ^o); Vg. panes
propositionis.
With the exctption of i K. ('I 2 Ch. 4 19), and i S. only in P .
Other expressions are (a) Iclieni liat-tccmld, TDn.l urh, E V
' the continual bread ' (Nu. 4 7 [P], oi S-proc oi Si6. Trav-roc,); (b)
I- ham-ma-ardketh,
i C h . 9 3 2 (AVnif. 'bread of ordering'),
maareketh
I. 2 C h . 1 3 i i (a. r. TrpaUaem, Vg. as above); (c)
I. kbdes, 1 S. 21 5 (' hallowed [RV " h.ily "I lire.id ' ; a. Syioi).
Zimmern (Beitriige zur Kenntniss
der Bab. Ret-, Rituals1 So Andreas, in Marti, Bibl.-aram.
Gram- 8 7 ; E . Meyer,
Ent. d. Jud. 32. Mtepo^ov^aI/TJ? occurs in Arrian, i. 16 3, Diod.
8122.
2 In the address of the letter of ' Tattenai the governor beyond
the river and Shethar-boznai' (Ezra 5 6), the verb in M T is in
the sing., and the suffix in <irn33 is also sing.
Marquart
suggests that Shethar-boznai may have come in from the
subscription.
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SHIBAH

SHIELD

tafeln, 94) includes among the constituent parts of a Babylonian
sacrifice ' the laying of loaves' (akatu) before the deity. It was
usual to present either 12 or (3X12) 36, T h e loaves were of
some fine meal, perhaps wheat. T h e y were called akal
mutki,
' sweet loaves'—i.e., unleavened.

work, wood, or hide. The leather coverings would varyin thickness ; a single hide, if suitably prepared, sometimes serving as well as a double. At a later date the
wooden framework was bordered with metal.
The
partial employment of metal would soon suggest the
discarding of wood almost (or quite) entirel}^
In Egypt the shield ' was most commonly covered
with bull's hide, having the hair outwards, like the
laseion of the Greeks, sometimes strengthened by one
or more rims of metal, and studded w ith nails or metal
pins, the inner part being probably wickerwork or a
wooden frame, like many of those used by the Greeks
and Romans, which were also covered with hide' (Wilk.
Anc. Egypt. I 1 9 8 / . ) .
W e may infer that the early Israelites—or at any
rate the Canaanites — borrowed the forms in use in
Egypt. ^ Their common shields would therefore be a
kind of parallelogram, broadest and arched at the top
and cut square beneath. They were of wood covered
with leather ; a late prophet (Ezek. 399) speaks of them
as easily burned.
The si7inah was most likely what in the feudal ages
would have been called a pavise, for such occurs on the
Egyptian monuments. Sometimes such <t weapon was
above 5 ft. high.^ An example of an Egyptian weapon
of the kind is to be seen in Erman's picture [Life in
Anc. Egypt, 524 ; see also Wilk. Anc. Egypt. Izos) of
a soldier of the Middle Empire.
The body is not
protected by other armour—a fact which suggests that
in ancient times the shield was large in proportion
as other defensive armour was lacking. This shield
resembles a Gothic window in shape. Shields of such
dimensions must have been made of light material.
During u. march they were, at any rate in the time
of Rameses I I . , hung over the soldiers' backs (see
Erman, 546). At a later date the Assyrian pikemen
carried an ' enormous shield, sometimes round and
convex, sometimes arched at the top and square at the
bottom ' (Masp. Struggle of the Nations, 627 f).
But
the Assyrians had shields of all sizes. Layard [Ni7ieveh
and Babylon, p. 193/".) found bronze shields at Nimroud.
They were ' circular, the rim bending inwards, and
forming a deep groove round the edge.' They had iron
handles, * fastened by six bosses or nails, the heads of
which form an ornament on the outer face of the shield.
The diameter of the largest and most perfect is 2 feet
6 inches.'
The lighter shields mayperhaps have been soaked in oil
(2 S. 1 21, but see col. 2334, a n d c p Lohr, ad loc., Is. 215,
yet see Duhm, who keeps the text, though declining
the usual interpretation, and Crit. Bib., where the text
is criticised), ' i n order that the weapons of the enemy
might the more readily glide off them ' (Dr. TBS 183).
As to the source whence shields were procured, one
must have recourse to conjecture.
It has been suggested (Kitto, Cycl.) that 'hippopotamus, rhinoceros,
and elephant skin shields may have been brought from
Ethiopia, and purchased by the Israelites in the
Phoenician markets ; such small whale-skin bucklers
as are still used by Arabian swordsmen would come
from the Ervlhra-an Sea.' In Nah. 24 shields ' m a d e
red' (with copper, according to Nowack) are spoken
of; but the text is too doubtful to be trusted. Among
the ' Hittites' one of the three occupants of " chariot
bore a small shield with which he protected him-

SHIBAH (nr2u*'), Gen. 2^33 RV, AV SHEI'.AH (^.2/.).

SHIBBOLETH (fipiip'), the word which the fugitive
Israelites mispronounced, so faUing into the trap set for
them by the Gileadites (Judg. 126).
ipn renders etn-bc fiij tnaxvs.
Being unable to reproduce the
sh in sliibbbleth, the translator chose fXTaxvs, where o r was
found rather difficult to pronounce. ( ' A n d he said, Sibboleth,'
remains untranslated.)

So the French betrayed themselves by their pronunciation of ceci and ciceri in the Sicilian vespers,
13th March, 1282 (Bertheau). An analogous story is
related by Doughty (Ar. Des. 1155). When the Druses
came on to slay Ibrahim Pasha's troops, a grace was
accorded lo the Syrians in the force. * O man, say
Ga7nel.' Every Syrian answered Jemel (J as in French,
whilst in parts of Egypt j is pronounced as G). So the
Damascene soldiers were saved.
On the phonetic point involved in the narrative see Marquart
Z.4TIVS
(1888) 1 5 1 ^ , and cp G. A. Cooke in Hastings'
DB, s.v.

SHIBMAH (n?pni:'), Nu. 3238 AV,

RV

SIBMAH

(q.v.).
SHICRON, RV S H I K K E R O N (I'nsC*; (eic) COKXtoO

[B], (eic) &KKAp60N(N [A], (eic) CAX'^P'^NA [ L ] ;
Sechrona [Vg.]), at the western end of the N . boundary
of Judah, Josh. 15ii,+ apparently between Elcron (A^KKdvptON) and Jabneel.
SHIELD. The most ancient defensive piece of armour
was the shield, buckler, roundel, or target. The weapon
varied greatly in make, form, and size, therefore bore
a variety of names.
J., sinnah, T\Vi ( V p S , ' p r e s e r v e , ' ' protect *) ; most commonly
rendered Qvpms, dvpato^, but also, some five times, OTTAOI', in the
sense in which that word is used by the Greek
1. T e r m s , historical writers ; cp on-AiTTjy; Vg. scutum,
but
also, less properly, clyPetts. This was a large
shield which is commonly found in connection with spear^
and was the shelter of heavily-armed infantry (i S. I 7 7 4 1 e t c . ) ;
it is also used figuratively of Yahwe's favour and faithfulness.
We hear of this shield being borne in front of the warrior b y a

Shield-bearer (na^tfri N:J'3; I S. 17; RV).
2. mdgen,
JpD (\/]J3, 'cover,' ' d e f e n d ' ) ; most commonly
rendered 9vpeQ%, but also occasionally acrTrt's and nekrq,
scutum.
This was a buckler, or smaller shield, which, from a similar
juxtaposition with sword, bow, and arrows, appears to have been
the defence of the Hght-armed infantry and of chiefs ; it is used
figurativelyalsoofthescalesor
scutes of leviathan ; a s a m e t a p h o r
for a king or ruler (Ps. >^'.' i^: [19] Hos. 4 18 Ps. 47 9 tio]), ^tc.
3. soherdh, m n b , Ps. 914t. A doubtful word. A second
word for ' s h i e l d ' in the same line of the stanza is improbable.
iB reads KUKAWO-C:—i.e., xp2C\ which Whitehouse and Che.
Ps.{'') adopt.
4- ^elet, n^z'.
T h e derivation and meaning of this word are
both obscure. In 2 S. 8 7 ;(Ai5(oi/ (reading ni]})s'^) and in |I i Ch.
IS 7 KAOIOS (also reading rj-]^",^?)', in 2 K. l l i o Tpta-tjos [BAI,
Sopv [L], but in || a C h . 2^9 oTrAa (L Sopv, aa-ms, and oTrAa);
Cant. 44 ^okiBes ; Jer. 51 (2b) 11 t^apsTpas-.
5. kidon, pi'Il. See J A \ " E L I N , 5.
6. 9u/De(4s, Eph. 0 16 (metaphorically, of faith).i

Among the Hebrews, as among other peoples at an
2 Form etc ^^^^^' ^^^^^ ^^ development (cp Evans,
'
* Anc. Bronze Implements of Gt. Brit.
343), shields were no doubt at first made of wicker-

^ [To these^ according to some (Baethgen, Kirkpatrick), should
self and the others (see C H A R I O T , col. 729) ; on the
be added n^:y, 'agdldh.
In Ps. 46 9 [10], where M T has
other hand, the single chariot-soldier of Egypt had to
m^:>*, properly ' w a g g o n s ' [EV ' c h a r i o t s ' ] , © has 9vpeo-vs, and
Tg. i'*^':;', 'shields.' But in N u . 3 1 5 0 Ezek. 16x2 S'^y, 'agil,
1 In a picture o f a ' P h i l i s t i n e ' ship of war given by Maspero
means ' a r i n g , ' a n d it i-^ not probable that the Psalter should
(The Struggle of the Nations, 701) the combatants carry small
coiiiain two words for 'shield ' (see 3) found nowhere else in the j round shields. In the picture of the storming of Dapuru, the
t.>'l'. On the assumption that in Ps. 46 and elsewhere (see
fortress of the Kheta, given in E r m a n (A-nc. Egypt, 533), shields
of various shapes and sizes are well illustrated.
I'sALMS, g 23) the Jerahmeelites or Edomitts are thefoes chiefly
2 Cp Hewitt, Aficicftt Armour
in Furope'.
'besides the
referred to, Cheyne (Ps.*-^) would read ^ N - m ' p O ; coixupt
ordinary Northern shields, we sometimes find them represented
forms of'r;-' often present j instead of n- Cp Ps. 7i5 3[4], as
of so large a size as to cover the whole person.' Hewitt points
restored in Ps.'-',
out that the same kind of shield is to be seen in Egyptian,
H e has broken the quiver of Cusham,
Assyrian, and Indian monuments (77), and that ' t h e Chinese
still (1855) use a large round shield of cane-wicker' (ib. note JH).
T h e shield and the sword of Jerahmeel.
T . K. C ]
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SHIGGAION

SHIHOR O F EGYPT

protect himself as well as manage his chariot (Erman,
Anc. Egypt. 550). During the Assyrian and Persian
supremacy the Hebrews may have used the square,
oblong, and round shields of those nations, and may
have subsequently copied those of Greece and Rome.
High personages might have shields of precious metals
( i S . 176 I K. 1427 [brass], 2.S. 87 i K. I O 1 6 / I 4 2 6 ;
cp I Macc. 1424 1518 [gold]; the exaggeration in
I Macc. 639 cannot be added ; shields p.artly of brass or
gold seem to be intended).
To facilitate their management the shields had ..
wooden or leathern handle, and they were often slung

or ' S H I H O R (RV T H E SHIHOR), which is before [/,,.., eastward

3. Management. °™', *"= "^^'S ^^ "^ ' ^ " " g - ^'^"^
°
the laiger kmds a testudo could be
formed by pressing the ranks close together ; and while
the outside men kept their shields before and on the
flanks, those within raised theirs above the head, and
thus produced a kind of surface, sometimes as close and
fitted together as a pantile roof, and capable of resisting
the pressure even of a body of men marching upon it.
U'e learn from Erman ( 5 2 9 / ) that when the soldiers of
the first army of Amon [Amen] pitched their camp, they
arranged their shields to form a. great four-cornered
enclosure.
To bre.ak the force of a blow, ' bosses ' or 6p.cpa\ol
were attached ; cp acnrides dp-cpo-Xbetraai (Hom. //. 448).
But whether such ' bosses ' are really referred to in Job
l;'p26, where M T (and consequently EV) makes the
wicked man ' run upon ' God ' with the thick bosses of
his bucklers,• vjjD •::: 'nj'S, is, to say the least, doubtful.
The whole verse has a suspicious aspect.
Shields were hung upon the battlements of walls
(Ezek. 27II, if the te.xt is correct [but cp Crit. Bib.],
Cant. 44 [?], cp I Macc. 457), and, as still occurs, chiefly
above gates of cities by the watch and ward. In time
of peace they were covered to preserve therh from the
sun, and in war uncovered ; this sign was poetically
used to denote coming hostilities, as in Is. 226 etc.
Besides the works mentioned above, use has been made in a
few instances of the article ' Arms ' in Kitto's Bib. Cyclop.
M. A. C.

SHIGGAION (;vrj'), Ps. 71 (title). The traditional
Jewish view (cp Aq. a-yvbTip-a, Sym., Theod. Wip a-yvo'cas) connects it with ,^:•.^', sdgdh, ' t o wander,' sup.
posing an ' e r r o r ' of David (see IGNORANCE, SINS O F )

to be referred to,i whilst Rodiger, Ewald, Delitzsch,
and others explain it as ' dithyramb' on the same
etymological theory (©"n'R simply xpaKp-b^)- More
plausible would be ' a prophetic rhythm' (njc-= cj-jc-;
cp Ar. safa, the rhyming prose of the Arabian kahins
or diviners).^ Ps. 7, however, is not in the Hebrew
or in the Arabian prophetic style, nor is its tone
more prophetic than that of other psalms. Zimmern
(Busspsalmen, i ; cp Hal. Rev. Sim., 1894, p. i )
connects Shiggaion with sigtl, the name of a class of
Babylonian hymns; but sigh is properly ' vehement
lamentation' (Del. -4ss. HWB), a description which
does not apply to Ps. 7.
In H a b . 3 I the plur. S h i g i o n o t h (nirJiy, Aq. Sym. [em] dyi-ov)paTCttv • Vg. [pro] ignorantiis ; AVnig. ' variable songs or tunes ')
IS plain!}- an error for n"""t:',^ (see S H E M I N I T H , U P O N ) . T h e
clever suggestions of Gratz (nj : : T t ' ) a n d Wellhausen (nn'j:)(':p
©l.KAQ^ jLLCTtt WSTJS ; also, in Ps. Sol. 17, title) fail to do justice
to the facts. Griitz neglects S y ; Wellhausen changes ^, into
J, and gives n:':3 a plur. form and a meaning to which it has no
right (see Xi.GiNAH, but cp H A B A K I ; I . K [BOOK], § 8).
T. K. w.

SHIHON (liX''C'), Josh. 1919 AV, RV SHION

(q.v.).

SHIHOR OF EGYPT, RV Shihor [The Brook] of
^ S y p t ( i C h . 13 s, l:S=-^ -{\n-i [iTrbJ 'opicov al-yuTTOv [B,>fAL]),
1 See the Midrash, and cp Field, Hex-, ad loc.
2 See Wellh. Ar. //«V/.(1) 130 ; Hcffm. Z.4TIViSg,
and cp
PROPHET, § 13. Hitzig on Ps. 7 i makes the above comparison,
but combines with it an arbitrary theory.
^ *J (like -2) may proceed from an original t2-
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of] E g y p t ' ( E V , Josh. 133, D'-JSD -JS-Sj; 1B*N I'ln't',!, iTtb TTJ^
aoiKiJTOv ll'lD^'?] TTJs KaTo. npocTCiiiTov aty. [BAL]),

Is. 23 3,

S h i h o r (-in:y; nera^dAui/^nnO [B.'<AQ]), Jer. 2 18 (l^nni, yijoji/
ir.NAIJI, o-.a,p[Qmg.]),

The position of the Shihor question was until lately
as follows. In Is. 283 Jer. 2i8 either the Nile, or more
strictly (Frd. Del. Par. 311) the Pclusiac arm of the
Nile, seemed evidently to be intended, which appeared
to make it probable that in i C h . 185 Josh. 183 also
the reference was lo the Nile.
This required the
assumption that both the Chronicler and Ro gave an
idealistic e.xtension to the SW. frontier of Canaan, It
was urged, on the other hand, that in Nu. 345 Josh. 164
i K . 865 2 K , 247 Is. 27 12 the S. or S W . frontier
specified is the DnsD ^m (MT), which is supposed to be
the W a d y el-'Aris (see E G Y P T , R I V E R OF), and accord-

ing to Franz Delitzsch and Kautzsch-Socin this wady is
also referred to in Gen. 1618 as the o'lm n,i: (MT).
Were there, then, two Shihors? Steuemagel removes
the difficulty in part by reading -]2-\cn, ' the desert'
instead of ninTn, ' t h e Shihor' (see ®), in Josh. 183,
and Benzinger does the same for i Ch. 13 5 by supposing
that r thoughtless scribe substituted in'B' for o'l'-C Sm
(cp I K. S6s)—i.e., the Wady el-'Aris. In Is. 283 Jer.
218 the reference to the Nile has been pretty generally
admitted. All that remained was to get a probable
explanation for Shihor. T h e existence of the name
SHIHOR-LIBNATH in the territory of Asher seemed to
favour a Hebrew meaning ; and it was thought that
' Shihor' might mean ' the dark-coloured turbid stream,'
in allusion to the black mud of the Nile (cp the native
name of Egypt, Kemet, ' the*black land,' EGYPT, § I ) .
Hommel, however, in 1897 (AHT 244), changed the
position of the Shihor question, by showing that in all
probability there was, to the SW. of Canaan, a land of
Asshur or Shur, extending from the Wady el-'Aris to
the region of Beersheba and Hebron, and pointed out
the striking parallelism between ' the Shihor which is
before m a a ' in Josh. 183 and 'Shur which is before
nniiD' in Gen. 2518, H e even went so far as to explain
"IIE'J (Geshur) as ' simply ct contraction of Ge-Ashur or
GS-Shur,' 'The present writer's investigations are in
the main independent of those of Winckler and Hommel,
though stimulated by the earlier WTitings of these
scholars. He is of opinion that the true name of this
region is neither Geshur nor Asshur but Ashhur (out of
which the other forms arose), and that Shihor is a
cognate of this, also that .Ashhur, Asshur, or Geshur
acquired a wider reference than Hommel has indicated.
The theory of the present writer is that this term occurs in
many passages of the O T as practically synonymous with
Jerahmeel, and we can well believe that the D'~i!iD 7no (if this
phrase may be taken to mean ' the wady of Misrim '—i.e., of the
Arabian Musri), was also at an early period called the wady of
Ashhur, and at a later time the wady Shihor (a modilication of
Ashhur, cp S H E H A R I A H ) ; hetween i Ch. 185 and i K. 865 there
will, therefore, if these views are correct, be no inconsistency,
A fair estimate of this theory is only possible in connection
with a thorough methodical study of the O T , or at least of the
greater part of it, from the point of view indicated at the end of
the article N A M E . There is little reason to suppose (see Crit.
Bib.) that the result will be adverse to the theory.

It should also be emphasised that the critical investigation here referred to supports the view that Winckler's
explanadon of the name oniiD as the N. Arabian Musri
in the phrase m m Sn:, and in a large number of
passages besides those which contain this phrase, is
correct. Hommel's more recent theory that nian (i.e.,
according to him, Mosar or Masor) means Midian—i.e.,
the N^^', Arabian coast from Leukekome to 'Akabah,
is closely akin to that of Winckler, who regards Musri
as the name of a N. Arabian kingdom, in vassalage
to the more powerful Mincean kingdom, and peopled
by the race called Midian (cp K-4 T'-'f 143).
W e have still to ascertain whether Is. 283 and Jer,
218, critically regarded, are, or are not, consistent \^ith
the theory respecting Ashhur, Asshur, or Geshur, stated
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of a river, the moderns prefer to take Shihor-libnath as
a compound phrase meaning ' the Shihor of Libnath.
There may have been a place near called Libnath, and
' And on great waters the seed of Shihor, the harvest of the
Hommel [.-IHT21,2,) ingeniously conjectures that the
Nile ("I'N"), was her r e v e n u e ; and she was the mart (?) of
Asherites, who originally dwelt between Egypt and
nations.'
Judah (cp ASHER, § i), called the stream which marked
With the exception of Duhm all commentators have
the S. boundary of their territory by the name of Shihor
admitted that Shihor here nieans the Nile, though Uillin memory of the Xile. ' S H I H O R ' [?.i'.], however,
mann noticed the awkwardness of the style here and
does not mean the Nile.
It is more probable that
elsewhere in the poem, which, together with the occurrence of ' K a s d i m ' (Chaldaeans) in i.-. 13, suggested his just as teiD (Carmel) comes (according to the present
writer's theory) from Sxom- (Jerahmeel), so -\\n-cti
theory that the original work [vv. 1-13) was recast by a
(Shihor) in Josh., as well as elsewhere, comes from
later hand (cp Int7'. Is. 139-143). Duhm, however,
-cn-c'a. (Ashhur), and that both names indicate that the
thinks that the writer means the Shihor on the S. border
of Asher (see SHIHOR-LIBNATH), 'which, according to
sites called ' Carmel' and ' Shihor' had been originGen. 4920 (Ezek. 2718), supplied Zidon with corn and
ally occupied by Jerahmeelites and Ashhurites (a disthe like.'
tinction without a difference ?) respectively. There were
probably other places called Ashhur (Heres, for instance
H e regards IIN^ (no tin <B) as an incorrect gloss.
Duhm
above, (a) Is. 23 ;. as it now stands, is fairly rendered
by RV : —

speaks of ' Zidon ' rather than ' Tyre,' because i:; in Z'v. 5(?)8 is,
in his opinion, miswritten for I'n'a- Marti assents to this, but
thinks that the gloss (mxO is correct, and that ' S h i h o r , ' after
all, does mean the Nile. If, however, it is highly probable (see
Pi<tn'HET, § 3 5 ^ ) that the geographical names have been transformed by an editor in very many of the prophecies, it becomes
at once probable that here, as elsewhere, "iJ." should be IKlp, a n d
I'n'^i either r i D or perhaps HISD. I n this case we can hardly
doubt that in^' (Shihor), which is not understood by © to be
the name of a river, or even a. proper name at all, should be
either D'lriD, 'merchants* (so <B), or rather "IIHir'N. ' A s h h u r . '
:;"C'~in in w.ieio
has the same origin (see T A R S H J S H ) , whilst
IIK' presumably comes from TJ,'V At any rate, the presence of
in:;' a-nd i n o '-lo-^e together puints to the existence of much
uncertainty as to the right reading of the word which underlies
both words.

(b) In Jer. 218 the prophet reproaches the Jews for
being continually on the road to 0-1:^0, ' to drink the
water of Shihor,' and to Asshur, ' t o drink the water of
the river.' Most think that c'li'^D means ' M i z r a i m ' —
i. e., Egypt—and that ' Asshur ' is the great kingdom
whose capital was Nineveh. But in the context (v. 16)
we only read of the 'sons of Noph and Tahapanes.'
Either then 'Asshur' is superfluous, or it denotes the
same country as cn^'::!. In the latter case o'liiD must
mean the N. Arabian Musri, and D:=-nni P\2 (' Noph and
Tahapanes'??) must be corrupt.^ Clearly this is preferable ; the quatrain in v. 18 must not be mutilated.
' Shihor ' and ' Asshur' are ultmiately the same name,
but 'Shihor' has already become differentiated from
'Asshur,' and means the cn-.ir^ nn: ((jen. I.">i8).'^ That
(J5 in V. 18 reads Y'f^oji/ (Gihon) instead of ' S h i h o r ' is
hardly of importance for te.xtual criticism.
It does, however, prove that the Greek translator did not
understand Shihor, and therefore substituted for it a name
which, owing to a misinterpretation of Gen. 2 13 (where ' C u s h '
becomes ' Ethiopia'), he supposed to be a Hebrew name for the
Nile. It is no objection to our exegesis that in v. 36 IIE-N IS
represented as distinct from c'Ti^. for in v. 18 the right reading
probably is, nol ^I:;'N (Asshui), Uut mncN (A'^hhur).
The above is written indt.|>';inlentl\ of Hommel's later investigations (Aufsdtze, 3 I [igoij) as well as of W'inckler's more
recent writin.Lis. Hommel holds that in Josh. 183 and in i Ch.
135 ' t h e Sliihor' is inaccurately put for the 'nahal Mosar.'
He derives ' b h i h o r ' from 'Shihon,' which he identifies with
Stihan, the Arabic name of one of the ri\ers of Paradise. T h e
' G i h o n ' is the 'ri\i.r ' (nnj) of Asshur (or as he points it,
Ashur—i.e., E d o m ) ; this he identifies with the Wady Sirhan
(reckoned with the Euphratean stream region), the Hiddekel
(as he thinks) of Gen. 2 14. Hommel's statements are criticised
unsympathetically by K i n i g , Fimfneue arabische
Landschaftsnamen im A T beleuchtet (1902).
-p. K. C.

SHIHOR-LIBNATH (fl^n^ l i n ' C ' ; ceicoN [B],
c[e]lcop [.\L]. K&i AABAN,).e ; Sihor et Labanath),
apparently near Carmel on the S. boundary of Asher
(Josh. 19jr.t). T h e ancients, including Eusebius and
Jerome (('.V 27.023 136ii, distinguished two places
called respectively .'-^liihor .and Labanath. Since, however, .SiiiiiOR [y.f.] occurs elsewhere only as the name
t Read ^.vt;—:- -^T\21'- see XAPHTUHm.
2 Even if llli; ^^'."u:ly of Ashhur and the W a d y of Jlusri were,
.^rictly speaking, distinct, some laxity in a Hebrew writing is
intelligible.

4467

[see H E R E S , M O U M ]) ; one of thera was near Libnath,

or belonged to a Laban or Libnah clan.

See SHIHOR.

From the earlier point of view, Dillmann's identification of
' the [river] Shihor of L i b n a t h ' with the N a h r ez-Zerka (i.e.,
' t h e dark blue river,' a little to the N . of C;e.sarea, appeared
plausible (but cp Buhl, Pal. 105). J. D . Michaelis and Gesenius
(Thes. 1393) thought of the river Belus (now N a h r Na'man, S.
of'.Akka), from the fine sand of which, according to Pliny, glass
(n33^, ' transparence'??) was made.
T. K. C.

SHIKKERON (|i"l^t^'), Josh. 1511 RV, AV SHICRON
(q.v.).
SHILHI (*n?L''', § 52), apparently the name of the
father-in-law of king Jehoshaphat, i K . 2242 (ceMCei
[B], CAAAAA [A], ceAeei [L in I630], a C h . 2O31
(cAAei [B.A], ceAeei [L]), but really, as the c€Meei
of 6 " in I K. 2242 (from c6AeeiM = SHiLHiM [y.t'.])
shows, the name of the birthplace of Azubah, the king's
mother.
T h e majority, if not all, of the names of
Jehoshaphat's brothers, together with his own, suggest
a family connection with the Negeb. Cp H.VLLOHESH.
T. Ii. c .

SHILHIM (D^n^:;'). A city of Judah ' towards the
border of Edom,' Josh. I532 (CAAH [ B ] , ceAeeiM
[.AL]). Perhaps the same as S H A R U H E N (q.v.)-, cp
also Shaaraim (Buhl, Pal. 185). .Azubah, bath SHILHI
(q-v.), was probably a native of Shilhim (see SHII.HI).
T. .^. c.
SHILLEM ( o k " ) . Gen. 4624, SHILLEMITES
CP?:;':!), NU. 2649; in i Ch. 713 SHALLUM, 7.
SHILOAH, WATERS OF ( n H ' ' ^ ' P ) . Is-86.

See

SlI.O.\M.

SHILOH ih--Z', Judg. 2I21 Jer. 7 12, i X " , Judg. 2119
I S . l 24 3 21 J e r . 7 12 14 269 4 1 s , hut here (BB.W cTcx>a\p., (5*
troAoj/x, cp SALF..M ; Ps. 7S 60 ; li^B" thirteen times ; OTJAW, -WM,
-av ; Jos. (TtAoiJy and crcXcji).

.A town of Ephraim, where the sanctuary of the ark
vvas, under the priesthood of the house of Ei.i (q.v.).
1. Ephraimite -^'=':°'-d™g to 1 S . 3 3 1 5 , this sanctuary
town
^^^ " ° ' ^ tabernacle, but a temple with
doors. Josh. 181 [P], however, has it
that the tabernacle was set up there by Joshua after the
conquest. In Judg. 2 1 1 9 / the yearly feast at Shiloh
appears as of merely local character. Shiloh seems to
have been destroyed by the Philistines after the disastrous
battle of Ebenezer (cp Jer. 712 14 2 6 6 9 ; see ISRAEL,
§ 1 1 ) . T h e position described in Judg. 2119 (cp OS
Mill) gives certainty to the identification with the
modern Seiliin Iving some 2 m. ESE, of Lubban
(Lebonah), on the road from Bethel to Shechem.
Here there is a ruined village, with a flat, double-topped
hill behind it, offering a strong position, which suggests
that the place was a stronghold as well as a sanctuary.
A smiling and fertile landscape surrounds the hill.
Cp PRIEST, S 2; OTJCm 268-271; L. W. Batten, 'The
Sanctuary at Shiloh,' JBL 19 (1900] 29.33 ; Graf, De temple
Silonensi; zniAng.KeMtcBibl.Gesch-'u.li^f.
sK R. s.
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That there was a Sliiloh in the territory of Ephraim,
_ , , , is undeniable. It is probable, ho\ve\'ur,
that there \Vas another place ^\ ith at least
Benjamite
a similar name, in Benjamin, which was
town.
confounded by later writers (Jer., Ps.)
with the northern Shiloh.

RV introduces the alterations ' t h e ruler's staff' for
' a lawgiver' (transferred to RV"'fi-), 'obedience' for
'gathering,' and 'peoples' for the archaism 'people.'
R\'"^g- also gives, ' Till he come to Shiloh, having the
obedience of the peoples,' and records the ambiguous
reading iSiv- The Hebrew of MT is :—

nil n*?;;') ^re all regarded by the present wiitcr as
1^-;
connected with . >NiJ' (Shaul) and H'j'^::' (Shalishah), names of
Edomite, or rather Jerahmeelite, origin, which were not confined
to one part of the country. H e sees reason td think that tlie
names, Doth of Eli and ofhis two suns, conriet.-t KH'^ family with
the Jerahmeelites, and there is evidence in the genealog\- of
Samuel connecting hi^ family with the same N. Arabian .stock ;
indeed the name of Samuel (-.ce S.\UL, § i) may appear identical
with the Jerahmeelite name of Saul.

It is verv possible that the sanctuary of tho ark was
in the Benj.imite not in the Ephraimite Shiloh (or rather
Shalishah ?); also that in the original narrative from
which Josh. 18i (cp 195T 2 l 2 2'2gi2) is derived, the
place intended was Shalishah in Benjamin, ^\'e can
now probablv understand aright the statement in Judg.
IS 31 that the shrine containing Micah's graven image remained ' all the time that the house of God was in n^c-'
Laish or IXm was not improbably the famous city of
Halusah in the Xegeb (see Mic.vn, § 2), and of course
shared the fortunes of the sanctuary in Benjamin w-hich
contained the ark. The question also arises whether
the enigmatical statement about the ' daughters of
Shiloh' in Judg. 2119,^ does not really refer to a.
southern city. In SHII.OH ii. it has been argued that in
all probability n'^r- (EV Sliiloh) in Gen. 4910 has been
corrupted out of n;;''^ (Laishah), which-in turn is a
popular distortion of Halijsah. It is possible that the
place near which, according to the narrative, the
capture of wives was effected by the Benjamites was
really Laishah—i.e., Halusah. The transformation of
names in Judg. 2119, which this theory presupposes, is
not stranger than similar transformations which we have
assumed elsewhere. Bethel is the southern Bethel—
containing the sanctuary of Halusah, Shechem should

niin'p t:Dt:' TD; NS

: cr^y nnp; '^h^
Ginsburg gives as Kre i^'t;', which is a rare spelling of the
place-name Shiloh, if it is not rather meant to signify 'his son,'
see note.

A critical conspectus of the diverse interpretations of
this passage would require many pages (for this we may
refer to the special monographs).^ We can only give
such references to ancient or modern hypotheses as may
save the student from committing himself to untenable
or precarious views, and justify the offering of -^ new
interpretation based upon a critical examination of the
te.xt, and confirmed by the study of some important
historical passages elsewhere. It is not enough to rest
in interpretations, however widely prevalent, which have
an insecure textual basis ; we are bound to attempt to
lift the exegesis of this much disputed passage to a higher
level, and to free it from the uncertainties of theological
or semi-theological controversy.
The ancient renderings that chiefly concern us are :—
1. IB (and Theod.): ov« eKAeti//ei. apxoiv e^ 'Iou8a KOL vyav^ero? eK TtiiV p.y\piiiv avTQv eo>s av lAfln r a airoKeipeva avnu, Kat.
avToq -irpoa-SoKia eBvMv. Several MSB have ui aTroKeirai, a few
o anoKeiTaL auTtP or o a-rroKetTaL. The rendering e/c TCIV py}po}v
avTov is one of the signs that the interpretation of the passage
was influenced by Dt. 2857. Trpoa-SoKia suggests the reading
mpn. On Ta dirOK. avTi^, see below.
2. Aq. OVK dfaa-Trja-eTai a-K-q-KTpov dno 'I. Kat aKpi.^a^6p.evo<;
aTTO p.eTa^v •noSii>i> avTOV ew? av ek9jf . . . Kal dUTw ou'crTTj^a
kaiov. Sym, 011 TrepiaipeflijcreTat i^ovcrCa dtro T. . .
3. Pesh. (a).

b ; Cusham (see SHECHKM), and Lebonah is a southern
Libnah (cp Xu. 33 2 0 / ) .
Cp also M E L C H I Z E D E K .
Xot only the names Eli, Hophni, Phinehas, but also Ahitub,
strongly favour the \iew that the family of Eli was Jerahmeelite,
and to some extent make it natural to place the sanctuary of
the ark in one of the territories known as Jerahmeelite. For
3":;'nx (in accordance with types of corruption which we have
often conjectured) Is probably from ni^JTl, ' R e h o b o t h , ' o r 'ninnHi
'Rehobothite,'a view which is somewhat confirmed by the famous
reading of ©B JQ I S . 4 2 I , ovai.^apxa^i>i9, if we may take it
(nearly as ^^'e., col. 2144) as PUiTl 'iNi 'Alas, Rehoboth !' It
is, in fact, not improbable (as i S. I 4 3 [see below] shows) that
•iU3 'X (Ichabod) and mo'nN (Ahitub) are ultimately the same
name. The corruption of n i 3 m into n i c n t t is not worse than
many assumed corruptions, while the other corruption-1133 'K
would be suggested by pious sentiment.
Both corruptions,
it will be noticed, imply the dropping out of -\ from what
we may assume as the original name—i.e., niDni 'IN. ' Oirehoboth.' May we then assume that there was a Rehoboth
close to the Shalishah in Benjamin where the sanctuary of the
ark may be best supposed to have been? It is better to hold
that ' Rehoboth ' and ' J e r a h m e e l ' were used as synonyms. A
clan of N . Arabian origin niight indifferently be called ' Rehobothite ' and ' Jerahmeelite' (see R E H O B O T H ) .
T h u s an
Ephraimite site for the sanctuary of the ark, though believed in
by later writers, becomes more and more improbable.

iS. 143 runs 'S>'-p Dnrs-fi Tn3"'i< 'nx 3iu'nx"jn n^nNThere are many parallcU for the view tnat -^^2^ 'N is a variant
to moTiN ; TX would be inserted as a link when the variant
made its way into the text. Note the warning Pasek.
T. ^ . C.

SHILOH (n;^L** ; on versions see below), a proper
name in EV of Gen. 4910.
In the * Blessing of J a c o b ' (Gen. 491-27 ; cp GENESIS,

§ 4, end) it is said—between the comparison of Judah
1 T + H ^° ^ ^'°"' ^ " ^ ^^^ poeXAC description of
. ^ ^ " the flourishing vine-culture in his territory
versions. _^^^[ < ^he sceptre shall not depart from
Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his feet, until
Shiloh come ; and unto him shall the gathering of the
people be,' into which rendering of AV, however,
143
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v>'sa..X

^£OJ 0 ^ 0

v=

' T h e staff shal! not depart from J u d a h , nor the interpreter
from between his feet, until he cometh to whom it belongs, and
for him do the peoples wait.'
(b) Aphraates (ed. Wright, 320) instead of last three words.

' [to whom belongs] the kingdom, and for him do the peoples
hope.*
4. T g . Onk.

.n'Sm Nn'rD 'n'-i -\v NoVy ny '.mp 'J3D
I x'DDj) jiycnc' n'7i NniD?n X'n
' T h e wielder of power shall not pass away from the hou.se of
J u d a h , nor the scribe from his sons' sons for ever until that the
anointed one come to whom belongs the kingdom and to him
shall the peoples submit themselves.'

W e have first to ask. Can Shiloh be a proper name,
as the Reformation \'ersions mostlj' suppose?- As
Driver has well observed, ' no ancient
2. Snilon version, and indeed no known authority
not a proper ^^^ several centuries after the Christian
name.
^^.^^ implies the Massoretic reading, or
sees in the passage a proper name. It is true that it
was generaUy interpreted in antiquity of the Messianic
1 Chr. Werliin, De laudibus Jicd,e (Havniae, 1838); S. R.
Driver, ' Gen. 49 10; an exegetical study, Journ.
Fhil14 (i88s) 1-28. T h e former takes Shiloh to mean
peacebringer'—;"<•., Solomon ; the conclusion of the latter scholar is
given in the text in his own words. Thesc monographs may
be supplemented by the notes of Delitzsch. T Ullmann, Gunkel,
and Ball, in their works on Genesis. Cp also G. Baur, Gesch.
der Alttest. Weissagung (ii(n), 22-i--2qo,
-, .
2 Driver traces this rendering to Seb. Munster (1S34), wlio
g i v e s ' q u o u s q u e v e n i e t Silo.' Pagninus (1528) gave JNlessias;
Luther (1534), ' der Held.'
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to read in place of rh'-z' or r\^'c or •,'-r? ^Matthew
or ideal future of Israel ; but this sense was reached in
Hiller (OS, 1706, p. 931), Lagarde [0S^^'^2gs, OS^^)
virtue of the general context of the passage, and not
368), the present writer [op. cit.), as an alternative, and
through a proper name Shiloh.'
Indeed, a proper
Bickell
[Carmi7ia.rT
inetriee, 1882, p. 18S), took
name meaning Peace-bringer (which is the sense
n
^ c to be a contracted form of n y x c , ' h e whom
postulated for the proper name Shiloh) can certainly
Judah prays f o r ' ; cp perhaps Dt. SSy, where, accordnot be derived from sjnhc. ' to be quiet, careless,
ing to Gunkel.^ ' b r i n g him to his people,' means
secure ' ; the phrase we should have required is ci':'::' TS,
' bring the Messianic king to his people.' This is at
' prince of peace' (cp Is. 95 [6]), or, if the text of Mic.
any rate more plausible than the idea that n'^':;' should
54[5] is correct, ci^r> ' p e a c e ' — i . e . , [Konig, Styl. 21]
be nS:;'or n^-j (Vg., ' q u i mitlendus est'), with which
' auctor pacis.' ^
compare the view of Grotius (col. 1803) that Jn. 9 /
Those who (like Delitzsch, DiUmann) defend the renderidentifies ' S i l o a m ' with 'Shiloh.' But is the passage
ing, 'until he come to Shiloh,' see a reference to the
before us really Messianic ? Critics who in our day
„
„
assembly of the tribes of Israel held, achold this view, generally regard Gen. 4910 as a later
+ f^
l^'^*^^ c o r d i n g t o P , a t S h i l o h ( J o s h . l 8 i ) , w h e n
insertion. This is, of course, a. permissible hypothesis ;
' S h T ^ h ' ^ ^ ' t h e land had been subdued before
but, on different grounds from those of Gunkel, we are
them.' They take o^ty to mean, not
compelled to reject it.
the royal sceptre, but the staff of the chieftain or leader,
The truth is, we believe, that the text of the passage
exactly like ppr\D (if this word really means ' staff of
in its context requires a nmch more thorough examination
a u t h o r i t y ' ) ; so that the passage will mean, ' J u d a h
before we can proceed to exegesis. There
shall continue to be the valiant leader of the tribes of
5. Tne r e - Q^Q. serious difficulties both in u. 10 and
Israel, till, the peoples of Canaan having been subdued,
stored t e x t j ^ v. nf
Does ppT]:z mean 'staff of
they can celebrate the victory by a solemn religious
Q>Ild i t s
.
> -.
I-r•, 1
authority ? and, \f 7iot, how can Dnt;'
assembly at Shiloh.' This, however, puts too much
meaning.
^
.
^"
into the simple phrase 'until he comes to Shiloh,' and
be parallel to it? Is v?J"i [OD, however
V. iod conveys the impression that the victory over the
it be explained, at all natural? And is nnp' a sound
'peoples' is the victory, not of all the tribes, but of
reading? Then, in v. 11, is nmD correct, and are such
Judah. Aloreover, n^'i^' is not one of the recognised
expressions as these possible—' he washed his garments
ways of spelling the place-name ' Shiloh,' and it is even
in wine, and his clothes with the blood of grapes' ? In
doubtful whether the Massoretes intended to favour
V. 12 is 'S'SDH correct?^ and is not the whole verse
this interpretation.superfluous ?
Hence some good critics adopt the old reading r.^-:;
By a careful criticism the present writer has elsewhere
reached the following text :—
or 1':'^ (see @).
According to Driver, the rendering
^,
,.
* till he whose [it is] shall c o m e ' would
nniiTIp t;!:^' ";'t:^*X? A champion shall not depart from Judah,
, , , ^ afford an exci-lleiit sense, but is not
Vinil p 5 ^ piTXOy N o r a marshal from between his bands,
^
' reconcilable with the absence of the
TwI'"'^ C2"""3 n y Until he tramples upon Laishah,
subject in the relative clause. ' Perhaps,' he adds, ' we
D'7?:f'rnv [U'-'^t;''] l?! And the Jerahmeelites are obedient
should fall back upon the original L X X construction,
unto him.2
and render " T i l l that which (or, he that) is his shall
Yex^e u may here be passed over with the remark
come," and regard the clause as an indeterminate e.xthat it probably continues the description of the conquest
pression of the Messianic hope, which was afterwards
of the Negeb by Judah, and that ic'a"? p'? D33 should
defined more distinctly.'
The reading I'^c- is also
probably be 'r'xy,-;-.:" 'JD IT^D*, ' he shall subdue the b'ne
adopted by Wellhausen [Gesch. I375, n. i, but cp CH
Ishmael,' the proof of which is that in v. 12, which
321), Stade [GVI 1159, n. 5), Ball (doubtfully), Briggs,
should certainly be read h^nny "^Nyc:;'' ' p n''?NDnT, the
v. Orelli, Holzinger, Gunkel.
It is thought to be pretrue text contained a correction of the miswritten words
supposed, not only by O . but also by the language of
Laishah, considered already,
E/.ck.'2132 [27], '^'^•z'l:^ i^-x'.x NH'iy, 'until he come in V. 10. See Crit. Bib.
may be, as we have seen (SHILOH, I ) , Halii.sah, one
whiise right it is.'
of the most important cities of the Negeb. Who the
If, ho\\tiver, TadiroK. auTuJ is a genuine rendering, 1^"'cannot be
Jerahmeelites are, we also know ; they are the same
the whole ofthe text which the translator had before him. The
as the Zarephathites or ' Pelethites' (the Philispix-5'-iiL writer, therefore (I'lieot. RCTJ. cited at end), suggested
tines of MT) who were the chief enemies of Israel
"l? riL:'V or(as RiJnschbefore him) 1 7 C:;'V. Most pmliably, howin the days of Saul and the early period of David.
ever, tp simply made the best of the obscure readinL^'l'''"', a reading
unworthy uf acceptance,3 and clearly a fragment of some longer
If this theory be adopted there is no reason for the
word.
l?l S-C' would, in fact, be intolerable. As to Ezek.
hypothesis of interpolation. Contrary to the prevalent
21 32, it is by no means clear that the pnvpliet was thinking of
opinion, the whole ofthe blessing of Judah is continuous.
C'.L-n. 49 IO. Very possibly the reading I'^p' was suggested by a
Beginning with a description of the fierce and fearless
7nisteading re7niniscence of Ezekiel.^
courage of the tribe of Judah, it goes on to prophesy
But if the passas^e is, at any rate in the larger sense,
that judges or champions of Judah's rights (the rights of
Messianic—and this is generally assumed, because of
the strongest) will never be wanting till its troublesome
the reference in tf to a universal empire,—what are we
neighbours, the Jerahmeelites or Zarephahthites, have
been conquered,—a conquest which in the original
5 Konig, however (I.e.), qualifies his statement hv an ' a t
song was described in some detail.
least' in the next sentence. There can hardly be a doubt that
the text needs emendation (see MICAH [BOOK], § 5, e).
The theory suggested with regard to n^'c throws a
- A favourite Jewish interpretation of rh-c (found in Ibn
fresh light on i K. II29, where (see JKROBOAM i., end)
J a n a h and Kimhi) was ' h i s s o n ' (cp Talm. V^'J', Ar. sahl,
'extractus, filiu.s'); e.g.,T'g. ps.-Jon. paraphrases'i]^-^yi, ' h i s
youngest son,' an interpretation which, according to I)ri\er, is
'perhaps embodied in the Massoretic pointing.'
3 It is usual to find in I'^C- a deliberate affectation of mystery.
I!iit it is more than mystery ; it is grammatical obscurity. In a
solemn benediction like this, nothing but Ezek.'s 'c^t;'*:.! I'^-irx
\\'.-\\\'\ be tolerable, if a veiled reference to the le-icTmatc king of
J u d a h were intended.
•1 ^ee VoU, Die vorexil. Jahweprophetie
und der
Messias,
82, n. I.
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\ Genesis, 436, '-) 424. T h e singular theory connected with
this interpretation cannot be here discussed.
2 Contrast Prov. 23 2g.
3 For the confusion of 13DC' and izSb', cp 2 5 . 7 7 i C h . l76
(parallels in We. TBS 170); and for thesen.se ' r u l e r , " marshal,'
see i5 and Onk. F o r t h e correction n n j , cp L.\'5II;N' § i ^ ( o n
S:-: ; Sam. here V^-JI).
For CT, cp SBOT on Is. 4 l U .
Ind
lyotr-'fell out through the vicinity of words (c'^y=n^"C') containing virtually all these letters. Cp also J E R A H M E E L , § 4.
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SHILONI

SHIMBON

the true text perhaps said that Jeroboam had just come
from Misrim, or ratlier Ishmael, where he was 'found'
by the prophet .\hijah the Shilonj^e.
W a s Ahijah
really an Ephraimite prophet ? It is more natural to
suppose that he was of a place much nearer to the X.
Arabian land from which Jeroboam had come, \ iz.,
of Laishah [i.e., HalQs.ah), a name which we have
found to have been altered by i scribe's error into
Shiloh in Gen. 49 lo.
The literiiture of Cen. 4'.lio is extensive. See the works of
'Oehler, Schultz, SiiienJ, Riehm, Delilzsth, and llnti;^, on
Ismelilish religion, and the comment.tries „f Tuch, I leht/sch,
K.-illsch. Dillnmnn, Hol/inuei, Gunkel ; the Gen, v.'.((llcli. text)
of C. J. Ball in SBOT-, I'usey, P.cni.'i t.'ie /•,,,/,.',.I, J54-.50;
Cheyne, '.V disinitecl prophecy in t'.etiesis,' IVi,;,l,,i^. R,i,i,7,,,
l'.i 300-306 (iS/s). .and Fr,'/.•';. /..ill [iSSij -2 i^\i/I. ; l!li^^s,
-Messianic Ti;'/;'c, ,.,•. 047'. ( I S ? D ) ; and especi.illy the tinee
discussions (Werliin, ] Iriver, ILiui) alre.tcly mentioned.
T. K. C.

SHILONI (^3^IML"), I Ch. 95.

See S H E L . \ H , I.

SHILONITE ('J^'i.''. "^S^"'^', and 'ibc' [Neh. U s ] ;
CHAulN',e]lTHC).
I. Gentilic from ,ii-f Shiloh, used with reference to
the prophet .\hijah (temp. Jeroboam I.), i K. I I 29
12is 1529 2 Ch. 929 IO15. .See .SiiiLiiH ii. (end).
J. In a post-exilic list, miswritten for -i'^-a ( i Ch.
95) and -i-^-c- (Xeh. -2s)—i.e. ' Shelanite.'

See S H E L A H .

SHILSHAH (nC'>L"; cd-KeiCi. [B.A], ceAeMCAN
[L]K b, Zoph.ih. a name in a genealogy of AsHER
[q-v-, § 4 ii.), I Ch.Tszt.

C p SHU.VL, 2.

SHIMEA (Sl'^L", § 51).

Jt. Brother of David. See

SH.\MM.CH.

Gath 1 (rather, of REHOBOTH).

H e is slain by Benaiah

at the royal command (i K. 236 46). The exact course
of events is not free from doubt, but this at least is
clear : Shimei was <i leader of the Benjamites who was
politically dangerous, and it is likely that he really
sought to draw Nahash, king of Rehoboth, into his
schemes. X.thash may in fact very possibly have been
displeased at the coup d'etat which had iriade Solomon
his suzerain. On the ' legend ' of Shimei, cp Winckler
(GI, I.e.), and see below, nos. 2 and 10.
^. Shimei and Rei and \.\v- gibbbriiii who belonged to
n.ivid are enuinerated among those who did not join
Adonijah in his attempt on the throne (i K. 18, cxap-aia^
[L]).
It seems best to assume with Winckler (GI, l.c.)
that Shimei i. is intended, while KKI (q.v.) may be = Ira,
a kohen or perhaps s,y;en [' minister') of David, mentioned
in 2 .S. 2O26. Stade, however ( f ; K / l 2 9 3 , n. i), thinks
that they were m o officers of David's bodyguard ; the
fact that the two names do not occur elsewhere in i K.
1 only shows the fragmentariness of our knowledge of
the times. Some think that one of David's heroes,
SHAMMUAH

(3) or Shimei, may be m e a n t ; Ewald's

suggestion that David's brother Shammuah (or Shimeah)
is intended is unlikely (see R A D D A I ) .
3. b. Elah, high officer of Solomon in Benjamin (i K. 4 i 8 ;
om. B, crepeec [A], crapa [11])- See SHAMMAH, 3.
4. 2 S. 2I21, crapaa [L] AV S H I M E A H , see SHAMMAH, 2.

5. b. P e d a i a h ; brother of Zerubbabel (i Ch.819 om. B),
perhaps the same as SHEM.-VIAH (V. 22).
6. b. Zaccur, of SIMEON (§ 9 ii.) (i C h . 4 2 6 / ) , who had sixteen
sons and six daughters, and is described as the father of an im.
portant clan (gens) which overtopped all others, but did not
equal the b'ne J u d a h (within whose territory it was settled) ; cp
perhaps Shemaiah, v- 37.
7. b. J O E L , of R E U B E N (§ 13), i Ch. 64 (o-afiee [ L ] ) ; cp v- 8,

Shema (o-eiieet [L]) b. Joel.
2. .^on of David Iq-i'., § I I , n-] (i Ch. S5) crap-av [B], crap-aa
8. A'V ShimM, a Benjamite, the father of Adaiah, Shimrath,
[.\L]; but 2 S. 5 14, I Ch. I44 V-^:". SH.ymML .\ ; ca/Aittovs, crap-acL
and B E R A I A H [q-7'-,] (i Ch. 821 csapacad [B], crap-ac [A], in v- 13
[B]; <rapipov€, cTa.p.p-ojov [K] respectively ; o-apcc^a [L bis]; i Ch.called S H E M A [q-v., no. 3]). See AIJALON.
144 aCLp-aca (xl).
9. A Ramathite, or man of Ramah (TIDin, 6 €« pariK [B],
3. . \ ^Merarite L e v i t e ; i Ch. 630 [15] (tro^ea [B], crapai [A],
6 papaBdioq [AL]), one of David's officers who was ' over the
aapa-a (Ll).
vineyards' (i Ch. 27 27). Which of the southern Ramahs is
4. A Gershonite Levite ; i Ch. 639 [24] (crap-aa [BAL]).
meant, is unknown. ©E's paT\K m a y spring from ' J e r a h m e e l '
(Che.).
SHIMEAH. s. [nm-C> [kri], § 51), brother of
10. b. Kish, a Benjamite, an ancestor of MORDECAI (Esth. 25
David. See SHAM.M.\H.
. . . ToO crefj-eecov [B1<L^J, . . . TOV csepecov [AL*^]); in the
-- (nx^^'), b. Mikloth in a genealogy of B E N J A M I N [q-v.,
apocrypha of Esther (112) crepeetov [B], o-e^eiou [NL'^P], S E M E I ,
§ 9 ii. ?|, I Ch. 832 (irep.aa [B], crapea [.\], crapaa [L]), b u t i Ch.
R V SfiMElAS. Shimei is here evidently, like Kish, a clan-name;
938, CX-:::;, S h i m e a m , cTap.aa [B.xL], crap-a [A]. See JQR a reference to the person who ' cursed D a v i d ' is out of the
question.
11IIO-II3, §§ 10.12.
11. Shimei occurs frequently in the later writings as a son of
SHIMEATH inV':'S' [Ba. Gi.], cp finr^K' and
Gershon b. Levi ( E x . 6 1 7 [AV Shimi] N u . 8 i 8 , i Ch.617 [2]).
H e appears in i Ch. 6 as the son oi J a h a t h , v. 42 (27), with
XAMES, § 78, leMOY^e [BAL]), father of jozachar
which contrast i Ch. 23 9 yC where he is the father of J a h a t h ;
(2 K. 1222 [21JI called by the Chronicler, according to
again inz*. 29[T4]((rojae€i [B]) Libni, who elsewhere is his brother,
MT and 6"- (2 C h . 2 4 2 6 ; cAMA [ B ] ; CAMAO [ A ] ;
appears as his son, and both are Merarite Levites. He is the
CAMAA0 [L]), an .\mmomtess
(cp SH(JMEK).
In
founder of the S h i m i t e s (AV) or more correctly (with R V )
B'"-, however, it is Shimeath's son that is Ammonite.
S h i m e l t e s (Nu. 3 21 : 'i'Dil'n ; TOV o-e^eet [B, om. F ] , . . . cre^et
[AL]). What is meant by ' the Sllimeites ' (so R V ; AV
Possibly ' Ammonite ' stands for ' Jerahmeelite ' (Che.).
'Shimei,' 'yDu'-l; but (S and Pesh. have 'Simeon') in Zech.
See SILLA, S H I M R I T H .
12 13, Nowack pronounces to be unknown. Baudissin (Priesterthum, 248), however, thinks that the above-mentioned Shimeites
SHIMEATHITES (D'nra-j^; cAMAeieiM [BA],
of Gershon are meant. [For a revision of the text of the whole
passage, without attempting which probably no single detail can
-9eiN [L]), I Ch. 255 See J A B E Z .
be understood, see Crit. Bib-]

SHIMEI rilTO':'. <x gentilicium of |'WDt' [see W R S ,
Journ. Phil.'ic/i\,

ceMe[e]l).

i. b. Gera of B A H U R I M

(qv.), a Benjamite of the house of Saul who cursed
David as he fied from A b s a l o m ' (2 ,^.165-13). On
David's return after the death of Absalom Shimei is said
to have been the foremost of the ' house of Joseph' to
go down (with a thousand Benjamites), to welcome the
king.
In return he begged for forgiveness (2 S.
19i6-23). In David's last words, however (i K. 2 8 / ) ,
the king charges his son to put Shimei out of the way,
as a proof of his wisdom (see D A V I D , col. 1034, n. 1 ;

Ki. Hist. I181, but cp Wi. G/2247). Upon his accession, Solomon permits Shimei to dwell at Jerusalem
*n certain conditions (see K I D R O N ,

* In I K. 28, however, no mention is made of David's being a
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SHIMEON COVW),
CHOSAMEUS

(CIMCON

Ezra 1031 = I Esd. 932 SIMON
XOCAMAOC

[B],

OM«.IOC

[A]).

§ 2), which after

three years Shimei violates, ostensibly in order to
recover two slaves who had fled to Achish king of
liigitive on account of Absalom.

12. One of the sons of Jeduthun (i Ch. 25i7 : [ci]epeec [B],
crovpec [L]), whose name should be inserted in v. 3 with © B A
(but ©L tefSpet) to make up the full number six.
13. A son of Haman (2 Ch. 2'.l 14).
14. A Levite, E z r a l 0 2 3 (crapov [BA], -ovS [ul) ; in 1 Esd. 023
SEMIS, R V SEMI-;IS ( o-evo-ct? [B], trepecs [A]).
15. One o f t h e b. H A S H U M ( E z r a l O s s ) ; in i Esd. 932 S E M E I .
16. One of the b . BANI ( E z r a l O s s ) ; ©BNA, however, for
B I N N U I , .SHIMEI, reads ' the sons of Shimei,' but tPu uiol ^ovvec
cr. I n I Esd. 934, SAMIS, RV SoMEls (a-opeei,; [BA]).
S. A . C . — T . K . C.

1_ [Note that Achish is called ' b e n Maachah.' Maachah, like
Ahiman (which © L has instead of ' M a o c h ' in i S. 272), m a y
plausibly be taken to be a popular corruption of Jerahmeel.
Achish, then, was connected with N , Arabia. ('Achish,' however, should perhaps be emended into ' N a h a s h . ' See N A H A S H , 2.
Tradition seems to have varied.)]

SHINAB

SHIMMA
SHIMMA
SHI-MKA.

(Nr:?-'i. 1 Ch.213 .-W,

RV (better)

modern form rather suggests Shamir (Sta.

ZATW

5167).

See S H A M M A H .

SHIMON (;iD*C', cp § 77 ; c£M£[l]coN [B.\], c&MI
[L]), » name in the Judahite genealogy (i Ch. 42ot).
SHIMRATH ( n - j p c ' , § 7 8 ; C A M A P A G [B-\], -pel
[L]) of B E N J A M I N (§ 9), assigned to the b'ne S H I M E I

( i C h . S2it).
SHIMRI ( n o p ' ; c«,M&p[e]l [AL]), .. N. Arabian
and S. Palestinian ethnic ; the original seat of the clan
seems to have been called Har-shimron, according to a
very necessary emendation of Am. 61, ' W o e unto the
secure in Ishmael,' the careless in H a r [mountain of]shimron ; cp P R O P H E T S , § 35, SHIMRON.
1. Of SiMEDN (§ 9 iii.)[cp M E U N I M ] , I Ch. 437 (crapap [B],
-IOV [ A ] ) .

2. Father (or clan?) of Jediael (from Jerahmeel?), one of
David's heroes, i Ch. ll45(o-aju.epei [BN]).
3. . W SiMRl, a Merarite, epon^'m of one of the ' c o u r s e s ' of
the d'jur-kecpers, I Ch. 2li 10 (^uAairo-ovTeg [BA], aapapc cp. [L]).
4. .V I.evite, ...ne of the sons of Elizaphan [cp Z E P H A N I A H ] ,
2 Ch.2:ii3 (iap^pei [B], o-aji^pi [AL]). See also S H O M E R ,
SHIMRITH.

T . K. C.

SHIMRITH ( n n p C ' ; c&MApie [AJ coMAicoO
[B], cAMip&MCoe [L])As the text stands, the
mother of one of the murderers of Joash, described as
' the Moabitess,' 2 Ch. 24 J6 (n-nxiB.i) ; cp JEHOZABAD, ..
The II 2 K. 1221 [22] has SHOMER ( I ) .
More probable
than either reading is SHIMRI (q-v.).
Similarly read 'DNisn, or rather (the confusion between 3N1D
a n d "n^O being so frequent) ''}^^0- I'he ' S h i m r i t e ' clan was in
fact located in the Jerahmeelite N e g e b (cp Am. 6 1 , see S H I M R I ,
ad illit.).
© , however, reads '3NlDn, applying the title to
Jehozabad. C p S H I M E A T H .
T . K. C.

The question, hpwever, has been raised in L rit.^ Bib.
whether the textual problem is not more complicated
than critics have supposed. As the result
2. Larger ^^ ^ ^^^^^ examination of the text of Judg.
problems ^ ^ ^^^ j ^ ^ j ^ ^^ ^^ -^ ^^ere held that the
involved, oj-igi^j^i scene of the events related was more
probably in the S. of Palestine. The names throughout
having become corrupted, they were editorially emended
under the influence of a later historical view respecting
the conquest of Canaan.
Jabin, it is held, comes from Jamin—a popular distortion
o f Jerahmeel,' a suitable name for any king of Hazor. ' C a n a a n '
(•"]:;) i n ' J u d g . 42 5 19 (as in Gen. 106, and a number of other
passages) was originally * K e n a z ' O^p): by ' A c h s h a p h ' (Josh.
I l l ) was probably meant ' C u s h a m ' (see CuSH, 2), and by
' S h i m r o n ' the ' S h i m r o n ' referred to in Am. (J i (see SHIMRI).
' M a d o n ' or rather ' M a r o m ' (Eus. papmp.) can equally well be
accounted for on this hypothesis. I t i.s the place referred to
in the phrase DTID 'D, cp iiJO ''D ( J u d g . 519). Both these
phrases, if the scene of the war was In the S., come from
^nJD *D) ' w a t e r s o f Migdol'(or rather [cp SHKCHEM, T O W E R OF]
of Jerahmeel), a phrase parallel to ]^13 ^Ui, ' the torrent of
Cushan.'
So Crit. Bib. Cp, however, M E R O M , \ \ ' . \ I E R S OF.
T. K. C.

SHIMRON (fnpC^, § 1 0 ; properly a place-name?
see, however, SHAMIR, 2 ; (Tap.[a]pafi [BAF]), one of the (four)
sons of ISSACHAR (§ 7), Gen. 4(3 13 (^ap-fipap. [A], -av [D], aapfipa Kat ^ap.^piv [L])= N u . 26 24 (a^i^pai' [A], -p. [L]), i Ch. 7 i
(o-ejLtepo)!/ [B], a-ofi^pau [L] [AV S h l m r o m , but AV of 1611
' Shimron']). T h e patronymic S h l m r o n i t e ('jilpC'; <rap.apavei
[B], ijap.pap.1 [Bab], (Tap^pap.i [F], ap.^pap.[e]i [AL]) occurs in
N u . •JIJ24.

SHIMSHAI C^pCi', on meaning see below; cdsMCAl
[A], CAMAIAC [L]), a State official (secretary) who, with
R E H U M [q.v.] and others, sent a letter to Artaxerxes to
induce him to stop the rebuilding of the temple (Ezra
4 8 : aa/j.aaa [B], v. g: aa/xee [B], 17; cra/xeaiff [B],

SHIMRON ( I ' n p ' ^ ; CYMOtON [B]), a place in
Zebulun, mentioned between Xahallal and Idalah and
1 WoTno
Bethlehem (2), J o s h . l 9 i 5 (ceMpcoN
23: a-a/xeaa [B]). In 1 Esd. 2i7 he is called SKMKLl.wame,
t\Y.-\\ UlaUh(@B,„ei-j,„_j ,,. lerahLIUS, RV SAMELLIUS (aa/j-eXXios [B], a-efx., or (re/3., or
identifioations. \.^J.^ ^^^ ^^ -^^^^ ^ 4 ; ^ ^ ^ ,^^B^(^.
(xafx. [A], pafj-eXLOs [L] ; cp Jos. Ant. xi. 2i, aefieXios).
lehem [i.e., Beth-jerahmeel). At any rate, if possible,
[A right explanation of the name would be one of the results
we need a site between Mallil ( N A H A L L A L ) and Beitofa thorough critical examination of Ezra-Nehemiah. E . Meyer
lahm (Bi'/niLEHEM, 2). Such a site we have in
(Fnt. 34) claims it as Syriac. At any rate, it looks as if it were
derived from •^•,':^L:', ' the sun ' (cp § 76). But there are still two
Semilniyeh, the Simonias of Josephus [J'it. 24), the
possibilities, ( i ) -c'^c tnay be a Hebraised form of an Iranian
Simonia of the Talmud (Xeub. Giogr. 189); according
•i";:;'C'—an abbreviation of such a Persian name as o-ta-ipaKrjs or
to Tomkins, the S'niana of Thotmes I I L , nos. 18 and a-icrdpvTjs (see Rawl., Be.-Rys., and cp Marti, Bibl.-ara7n.
35 [RP^-' b4446), with one of which (35) E. Meyer
Gloss.). (2) T h e forms in i E s d . suggest as the original either
'S;2C' or •hrT\'—i-<:-i 'SNS,'DC" or 'SNCm'- This view is preferable.
[Glos.'ien, 73) identifies the Samhuna of Am. T a b . 'J2O4.
I t ' t n a y naturally be combined with the theory (see REHUM)
As the te.xt of Josh, l l i ^ now stands, we are led to
that the geographical and personal names in Ezra-Neh. have
assume that Shimron [(rofj.€p(j}v [AFL]) was ancientl}' a been systematically altered ; but independently of this theory
royal city, and that its king, together with those of
Marquardt (Fnmi. 62) decides in favour of ''^DE'- Rehum has
probably a similar origin, — T . K. C ]
Hazor, Madon, and Achshaph, was defeated by Joshua
beside the ' waters of Mr.KOM.' The same royal city is
SHINAB (3NJt;>; Sam. I X r ' ; ceNNAAp), king of
evidently referred to in Josh. 1220 as Shimron-meron
A D M A H \3-V.'\. Gen. 142. H e is mentioned with SHEM(jixio [jiTD Kr.] p-i:2c*; /SatrtX^a (xvpLouiv, ^. /xap.p(*}d [B], EBER (-i^N.^L" ; Sam. n::.s\^i:'; (TU^O/3O/)[AZ)E]: cjvp.op\\-l\),
/3. (ra/ipu3i>, §. 4*aaya, /3. fxapcov [A], ^. [cr]a/j.apcijv [L]).king of ZEBOIM [?.;'.].
T h e tokens of corruptness
(5, however, does not recognise a conipound n a m e ;
are so evident that many moderns decline the attempt
certainly Meron must be wrong.^ Either it has simply
to explain these names. If, however, we feel sure that
arisen through dittography or fS. A. Cook) it is a variant
there is a historical substratum to the story, we may be
of ' M a d o n ' in v. 19 {see M A H O X ) which has found its
inclined to equate Shinab with Sanibu, the name of an
way into the text.^ If Josh. \\i ff. is to be our guide
Ammonite king in the time of Tiglath-pileser III. (so
in locating Shimron, Miihlau's identification of it with
Frd. Del. Par. 2 9 4 ; cp KAT','^) 1 4 1 ; KBIii).
or
es-Scmiiriyeh, about i hr. X. from Accho {Riehm,
with the Ass. .Sin-sar-usur (cp SHEX.\ZZ..\R), and ShemHWB]
Bad.-Socin) deserves attention, though the
eber with the Ass. Sumu-abi (so .Sayce, isA^. 7^8463:
1 ' I s h m a e l ' h e r e = 'Jerahmeel'—i.e., the Jerahmeelite Negeb.
See Crit. Bib. on Am. 6 i.
- T h e proposal of Frd. Delitzsch (Par. 287) and Hal^vy(7?.£y,
1881, p. 12) to emend the name into pD'ti'Cti' — ^"-^-t Samsimuruna, a place whose king is mentioned by Sennacherib at the
head of the Canaanite tributaries (cp M E N A H E M ) , fails to take
account ofthe ea.^y development of glosses, etc.
3 [In support oi this view we may refer to the treatment of
the sciiuid part of the name in © and X'j.. iS'-^ om. Madon,
z'. 19, .md read fxaixpiuO or fxapinv (for Meron), ZK 20, as a separate
name, ipi- and \".;. read only ' S h i m r o n ' in the latter verse,
and evidently found ' M a d o n ' (AaiLtopwi') in v. 19. There seems
to be, therefore, an identity between ' m e r o n ' and ' M a d o n , '
which latter name, as shown under M A D O N , should probably be
read with - instead of -|.—s. A. C ]
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cp S H E M , N.AMES W I T H ) .

T h e reading of the Sam.

suggests that an edifying comment ('name has perished')
has taken the place of the true name ; similarly the
Midrash [Ber. Rab. 42) explains Shinab as po:: 3mi:',
'one who draws money (wherever he can),' and Shenieljer
as -,2^ Df, ' one who makes to himself pinions (to fly
in search of treasure).'^ If, however, the narrative in
Gen. 1 i only owes its appearance of historicity to an
editor who had before him a corrupt text, and if by
1 Ball's suggestions (' S h i n a b ' [rather INJS:.] = Ar. sunndr,
Aram. sUnerd, ' c a t ' ; ' S h e m e b e r ' [rather n n x r c ' l ^ l D N CC
' name lost,' a marginal gloss) lack probability.
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applying the right key we are able to restore the original
sufficiently to understand it aright, it becomes probable
that only one king was mentioned on either side of the
contest, viz. the king of Geshur (or .Ashhur) and the
king of Sodom (?), and that just as ' Jerahmeel' occurs
apparently no less than six times (five times in variants)
in V. 1, so ' Ishmael' occurs five or six times (owing to
variants) in v. -i. Among the variants referred to are
T.sj]:;' (Shinab) and naiSV^f (Shemeber).
See further

pare Is. 182 where the expression KpJ-'^3, k^le gome', is

SouoM .\ND G O M O R R A H .

T. K. C.

SHINAR ("il'JL"), according to the prevalent view a
name of Babylon (cp G E O G R . \ P H Y , § 13 a).

It is men-

tioned eight times in all; Gen. I O 1 0 I I 2 1 4 J 9 Josh. 7=1
I s . l l i i Zedi.T'ii D.an.l2t. In .\m. Tab. 2549we find
the king of Sanhar mentioned as an ally of the king of
Hatti, and in the Egyptian inscriptioi.s a king of Sangara
often appears (cp^\•M^I, -4s. u- Eur- 279). Ed. Meyer
(.Mgyptiaca, 6 3 / . ) argues that both these forms are
equivalent to Kardunias, the Kassite name for Bali\l o n i a ; ' this, however, is not more than plausible (cp
Flinders Petrie, .<.yria and Egypt, 180). The older
views explaining Shinar as ' the land of two cities'
(sani-'iri, A'.JT'l" 34), or as = sumer in the phrase
Sumer and -Accad = S. Babylonia, are untenable.^
Probably the identification of Shinar with Babylonia,
though an early theory, is erroneous, and except in
Josh. 721 Dan. 12, we should ever\where read Geshur.-*
XIMRUD \_q-v.'\ was

i N. .-Arabian, not a Babylonian,

hero ; and originally the great Tower (Gen. 111-9) was
probably placed not in Babylonia but in Jerahmeel. ••
In Josh. 721, however, a different emendation is necessary.
The goodly mantle (see MAINTLE, g 2) in the spoil of Jericho,
coveted by .\chan, came neither from ' S h i n a r ' nor from ' Geshur.'
^'F-'- (EV Shinar) is most probably a corruption of |T"}t:',' a coat
of mail' (see, however, M.VNTLE, § 2 [5]); this word probably
stood in the margin as a correction of the erroneous nt:'^ ( E V
' wedge'), for which it has been elsewhere (see G O L D , § 2) proposed
to read pn:;'. On the other pa.ssage see Crit- Bib.
In Josh.. /..'.. ©B gives I/ZIXTJI'TroiKtATji. for "iy3£i''ix, disregarding -:;-.j (i^-^l ^ KaKipI)-, \g.pallium
coccineum(valdebonum).
Generally ^ gives <TEv(v)o-ap ; but in Zech. 5 n ^a^vi^cov, unless
•^2- here comes from ^.y;2-T ; cp Is. 1111 where in like manner
^a^uAwi/t'as may^^32=s,y,.2n.,.(cp P A T H R O S ) .
T . K . C.

SHION I ilX'u'i, a city of Issachar, Josh. 19i9(cicoNA
[B], ceiAN [A], CH60 [ L ] ;
Seon [0S(^, \5i iS) in
Jerome's time was a village near Tabor, which may be
identified with the '.4in Slia'in, 4 m. N W . from Tabor,
near which is a ruin called Khirbet Shdin.
There is
also a .\eby Shdin, X W . from Nazareth.
The name
may be akin to Shunem, which occurs in v. 18.
The current -Ay rendering Shihon differs from that of the
edition of 1611, which, like R V , has Shion.

SHIP. T h e Hebrew term n*JX, dniyyah, and the
Greek irXoXov are used somewhat loosely in O T and
1. Light b o a t s ^ ' ' { • . ' " '•'=fe''<="<='=5 to navigation, and
and r a f t s
*^ most cases renders by the equally
vague, and often obviously too pretentious term, 'ship.' Sometimes there seems to be no
good reason for the choice of this term, as the Hebrew
adds a qualifying word to indicate what is really meant.
I n J o b 9 2 6 for instance, we find the phrase (elsewhere
[see OSPRAY] indicated as corrupt) niiK ni'jx, dmyydth
'Sbeh, * ships of reed ' (RVn^ ), but in EV 'swift ships'
(II'as the eagle that swoopeth on the prey'); with this
Dillmann and most critics [but cp Crit. Bib.] com^ See Rogers, Hist, of Bab. and .4ss. 1 411.
2 Against the latter see Sayce, PSB.l,
J u n e , i8g6, p. 173,
who argues that if H a m m u r a b i = ' A m r a p h e l , king of S h i n a r '
(Gen. 141), and if Hammurabi reigned in N . Babylonia, it
follows that S u m e r ' ( = S . Babylonia) cannot be the biblical
Shinar. _ So, too, Pat. Pat. 67.
^ * Missur' is a less probable emendation, though it would
suit in Gen. 11 2, if ^jj in v. g was originally y'?3 = i p a = n:iD.
( Bela' probably comes from 'Jerahmeel.')
CipOi V. 2, was doubtless originally S x ^ m ' ! (so also 13 i i ) .
Cp P A R A D I S E , § 6.
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given in A \ ' as 'vessels of bulrushes' (see R U S H E S ) ,

but where the natural meamng is ' vessels [better, boats]
of papyrus' (RV). In both cases light boats or skiffs
are meant, such as those mentioned by Lucan [Phars.
436), Pliny (HN 1 3 n ) and other ancient writers. 'Ihese
were used on the Nile (Eg. name, baris; Copt, bari),
carried only one or two persons (Plin. HNIs7),
and
were so light that where navigation was difficult or
dangerous they could be carried forward on the shoulders
(Plut. De Is. et Osi/: 18).
In their oldest and most primitive form these vessels were mere
rafts, and such rafts are not unknown in modern times (see the
description in the Mi7noires of the Due de Rovigo in Che. Proph.
Is. 2304). Speaking of the smaller boats of this kind, Erman
(Afic. Eg. 479) says, ' these boats had no deck, they were in fact
httle rafts formed of bundles of reeds bound together. 1 hey were
rather broader in the middle than at the ends, the hinder part
was generally raised up high whilst the front part lay flat on
the water.' They were propelled by poles or paddles, not with
oars. Larger boats of the same kind were u.sed for carrying
light freights; with these is perhaps to be compared the Assyrian
ketek or raft made o f a framework of wood supported by inflated
skins, though these seem to have been capable of carrying considerable loads (see Masp. Dawn of Civ. 61$ ff. \ Place, Ninive,
pl. 43 ; cp Layard, Nineveh, 113 25 ; Peters, Nippur, 2340).
We seem to have references to some conveyance of the latter
kind in O T . At least, as the text of i K. 5 9 stands, the timber
for Solomon's temple was brought from Lebanon to Joppa by
sea in 'floats' ( i K . G g , nilDT ; 2 Ch. 2 16, n.TipDI; © in both
cases o-xeSt'ai). In i K. RV has 'rafts.' A similar statement is
made with reference to Zerubbabel's temple (i Esd. 5 55, uxeSia-i ;
E V ' floats ').! Such primitive modes of navigation are alluded
to in Wisd. 14 5_/ A certain floating bridge or landing-stage at
Alexandria went by the name of Schedia(3 RIacc. 4 i i ) .

The papyrus boats of later times, however, were of
more elaborate construction. Light boats have often
been constructed with some kind of
2. Use of wood.
framework—a keel and ribs—as well
as of papyrus or other reeds, like the bark canoes of
Australia and more especially of the American continent.
Boats of this kind may have carried a. sail. As in the
case of the Madras surf-boats the wood was no doubt
fastened by thongs.
'Vessels thus stitched together, and with an inserted framework, have from a very early time been constructed in the Eastern
seas far exceeding in size anything that would be called a canoe,
and in some cases attaining to 200 tons b u r t h e n '
(EB^)
21 804/').

They were not so primitive in construction as the
Indian canoes made of a hollowed tree-trunk (Herod.
898 ; cp the ancient boats of the Swiss lake dwellings),
but would seem to rank between these and the wooden
boats made in pieces (see below).^ The round kufas or
coracles of the Assyrians made of plaited willow (Herod.
I192; see !Masp. Dawn of Civ. 615) were apparently
used for short distances — as ferry-boats for crossing
rivers ; thev were thus an improvement on the simple
inflated skin (cp AS.SYRIA, § 10^).

Larger boats were constructed entirely of wood
fastened by pegs or tree-nails. To craft of this kind
perhaps the phrase L;''C'"']X, dm-Myit,

'row-boat' (E\'"

' galley with oars '), of Is. 332i, used in connection with
streams and ri\ers, may be supposed to refer. Such
boats were also used on the Nile (Herod. 296 ; cp the
boats in use among the Polynesian islands^—the modern
niiggu?'). They were often of considerable size, e\cn
under the Old Empire. They had oars for ^o\^•ing (not
for paddling, as in the papyrus boats) fixed into rowlocks, or through the sides of the boat, and fastened by
a rope to prevent loss ; oars were used also for steering
—one for small boats, several on either side at the stern
for larger craft,
1 [These statements are open to criticism, both on the ground
of their inherent improbability and because there are indications
that the original form of the text (already corrupt in the redactor's time), was very different from that in M T , whilst the
statement in i Esd. is an invention suggested by the manipulated
form o f t h e narrative of Solomon's temple.—T. K. C ]
2 T h e y would seem to have been heavier than the boats of
the Esquimaux, constructed of skins and w h a l e - b o n e ; see
Lubbock, Prehistoric
Ti7nes{^}, 483^/^
3 On Polynesian navigation cp A. De Quatrefages, The
Hu7nan Species (f>) (ISS), p. 191 j ^ .
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At a later date boats of this build carried, in addition
to oars, * a rectangular square sail which was probably
made of papyrus matting' (Erman). For
3. B o a t s the mast two pieces of wood fastened tow i t h sails. gether at the top were employed ; it was
held in its place by large ropes or shrouds fastened at
the bows and stern, other ropes being attached to other
parts of the boat to give additional strength. * The
3-ard-arm rested on the point of the m a s t ' (see Erman,
481). These were long flat boats. Having little depth,
a cabin ^ fitted on the deck suffices both for the shipmaster's accommodation a n d for a hold ; in some of
the rowing-boats nearly the whole length of the deck is
taken up by the cabin so that a sail can hardly have
been used. A cargo would, of course, have to be stowed
on deck, and boats carrying a large freight seem always
to have been towed.
A great advance is made under t h e Middle Empire, T h e
double mast gives place to a stout single one, t h e steering-oars
to a large r u d d e r ; t h e sail now has two yards, the upper .one
being fastened to the mast by ropes, not^ as before, fixed to the top
of it. Xn the N e w Empire the vessels mcreased in size and complexity,and were elaborately adorned (cp Ezek.27). In the sailingboat of Queen Ha'tshepsu (see fig. i) t h e mast a n d sail have
assumed huge proportions, a n d t h e yards a r e constructed of
two pieces of wood. H e r e we get a craft to which we m a y
strictly apply the term ' s h i p . ' Something of the kind may perhaps b e meant by the TMK '•^, si*addir, E V ' g a l l a n t s h i p , ' o f Is.
33 21, which is contrasted with the 57iz-Sdyit in the same passage.

F I G . I.—Sailing boat of Queen Ha'tshepsu (Chnemtamun).
I n V. 23 ' t a c k l i n g ' (0*730, hdbdlim), ' m a s t ' (J^n, toren), and
' s a i l ' (DJ, nes), are referred to. Nor must we overlook the fine
poetic similitude of Ezekiel (chap. 27) in which Tyre is compared
to a ship.
T h e oars are said to have been made of oak, the
deck of ivory inlaid in cedarwood. T h e sail was of fine linen
with embroidered work to serve as ensign ; the cabin of blue
and purple stuffs. I t has been suggested that the m a n ^ o l o u r e d
sails of the ancients may have served a s distinguishing signs.
Flags, as Cornill (on Ezek. 27 7) seems to have conclusively
shown, were not known in antiqiiity.2

In a famous passage of 11. Is. we find the phrase ' even
a. nvi 1^
^^® Chaldseans, in the ships of their reKMIW

joicing'(Is.43i4.RV).3

snips.

^f ^ j . ^ ^^ ^^^ Persian Gulf (see U R

Thattheships

OF THE C H A L D E E S ) appear prominently in very early
1 T h e h u t or cabin seems to have been quite an ancient
feature. D r . Budge in A Histo7y of Egypt (^73f
[1902])
gives illustrations of ships drawn from predynastic vases in
the British Museum, which h e describes as follows: ' Each
boat contains two small huts, which are placed amidships, and
attached to one of these is a sort of mast, on the top of which is
an emblem of some kind ; in the front of the boat is placed what
appears to be a branch or bough of a tree, and in some examples
a rope for tying up is represented under the front of the boat,
and steering poles are represented at the stern.'
2 Egyptian ships seem to have received names a t quite a n
early date. See L. B. Paton, The Early History^ of Syria
and Palestine, 71 f.
Standards are found, according to D r .
Budge (A History of Egypt, 1 78), on t h e boats represented
upon predynastic vases. T h e object of the bough or mat in
these Doats (see above, n. i) ' seems to have been to supply
to all beholders information concerning the tribe and family of
the occupant of the boat. T h e short mast which was attached
to the aft cabin was probably used for displaying a flag or
symbol which either referred to the country or city of t h e
master o f t h e boat, or declared his rank.'
3 [So Kittel, ' the text seems incurably corrupt.' Dillmann,
it is true, accepts the text, and only stumbles a t t h e \ before
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inscriptions, a n d that there is evidence of commercial
intercourse between Babylonia a n d India at least as
early as the seventh century B.C. ( O P H I R , § 2), is un-

deniable.
T h e Babylonian Deluge-story, moreover,
gives an elaborate account of an elippu or ship—i.e., the
' a r k . ' And even the Assyrians, who were an inland
people, were by no means limited to the round kufas or
coracles, or to the kelek or raft.
Kufas and keleks are not the only vessels represented on the
Assyrian monuments and referred to m the inscriptions. Layard's
Monuments of Nineveh (pl. 71) gives illustrations of a number
of vessels, evidently war-ships, having two banks of oars, and
shields along the bulwarks. ' Five have sheer prows, and sharp
beaks for ramming, and these have also a mast, a single y a r d fore a n d back-stays, braces, a n d halliards.' A text (K. 4378J
published b y Delitzsch (Ass. LesestUcke,^) 86-go) enumerates
the different sorts of vessels. Masts, sails, yards, rudder, rigging,
bulwarks, prow, stern, deck, hold, and keel are all mentioned \
and among the different kinds of vessels the ' Assyrian s h i p ' is
specially designated, along with those of the Babylonian cities
of U r and Nippur.

The Assyrians, however, had no great skill in shipbuilding. W e are told that in 696 or 695 B.C. Sennafcherib had ships built at Til Barsip for his expedition
against Merodach-baladan. But the carpenters were
Hatti—i.e., from the land ofthe West—and the sailors
were Tyrians, Sidonians, and lonians (Javnii).
T h e Egyptian ships mentioned above (§ 3, end) resembled in shape the war-ships of a later time rather
than the merchant vessels, for whilst
E TUT V J. the war-ships (TrXota
6. iKLercnant.
, n^
IK \
s h i p s i n OT. '^^^^^^^^.f' \ ^ a c c . 163)
*^
were, like these, long
{fxaKpai ; navis longa), the merchantships (nn'lD nvJN. Sniyyoth sdhir; Prov.
3114, oneraria) became round and deep
[ffTpoyy0^ai).
T h e increase in depth
allowed of a hold {cp the [rare and late]
term nj^Sp, siphindh, in Jon. I s , from
\/|SD' ' to cover,' a n d the expression
"on 'n3"i', yarkSthe hassSphinah, ' sides
of the ship'). W e hear in the O T of a
special class of merchant-ship—the socalled Tarsi§ ships (afynpi nvjK. d7tiyyoth
After E r m a n .
tarsis, i K. 2248). They seem to have
been ships of large build, and the expression has often
been compared to our East- or West-Indiamen. They
were no doubt provided with oars as well as with a sail
or sails.
Elsewhere (see TARSHISH) the phrase, or rather the probable
earlier reading of t h e phrase, has been explained as meaning
' galleys with oars.' Torr (•zf.), assuming with most that tarsis
is the correct reading, makes the following suggestion. * Among
the Greeks the oars of a ship were collectively termed tarsos,
and among the Hebrews ships of a certain type were known as
ships of tarSiS ; and Tarsos and TarSil were t h e Greek and
Hebrew names for Tarsus in Cilicia. T h e coincidence suggests
that this city was pre-eminent in furthering the useof oars upon
the Mediterranean. But of this there are no records.'

In spite of their surroundings, however, the Israelites
(see

P A L E S T I N E , PHCENICIA, G A L I L E E [ S E A O F ] , R E D

fi Naviffatinn
° ..
among the
Jews.

^^^' N^^E- ^tc.) seem to have taken
little interest
interest in
in navigation.^
navicratinn 1 Nnt
little
Not until
the Maccabsean times was the importance of harbours realised, and the
value of ships to some extent appreciated, whether for
the purposes of trade or for war.^ Simon the Maccabee
converted Joppa into a Jewish port ( i Macc. I45), a n d
Herod established another harbour at Csesarea (Jos. Bf
i. 215 Ant. xvii. 5 i xv. 9 6) — a harbour famous on
account of the part it plays in the story of Paul's
journeys (Acts 930 I822 272).
Israel's knowledge of
D'li:'3. F o r t h e present state of the question see ' Isa.' SBOT
(Heb.), ad loc, and O-7V. Bib.]
1 Their lack of interest and ignorance in this respect is somewhat surprising. Cp, however, what we learn of certain maritime tribes among the Esquimaux, viz., that they are * ignorant,
even traditionally, of the existence of a boat,'—Ro.ss, Baffi.^s
Bay, 170 (quoted b y Lubbock, Prehistoric
Times,{^) 483).
2 I n AV of I Macc. 117 2 Macc. 12 g thei term N A V Y IS
is *U<
used.
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ships, such as it was, must after the settlement have
been derived from the Phcenicians and Phihstines in
wliose hands were the harbours along the coast. It is
true that some of the tribes seem to figure in the early
legends as seafaring (cp ft. 107 23-30); but, ap.art from
the fact that these stories nre legendary, the te.\t does not
seem to have been transmitted t o u s in its origin.il form
(cpGen. 4913 IH. 3319 Judg..") 17, and see .\siiicK, H A N ,

on a coin of the emperor Commodus {see fig, 2 ; cp
Smith, The Voyage and Shipzvreck of St. Paul,^^) 202).
Here we see the two steering-oars (cp Acts 2740, ray
i^vKT-qplas Twv ixT]5a\io}v) at the stern [i] wpb/xva), which
supplied the place of the rudder of later times ; in this
case it is to be noted that the upper parts of the oars are
protected from the waves by a covering—'a prolongation
of the upper waling-pieccs, or something of the sort"
( T o r r ) ; and that the sails have bands of rope sewn
across to strcni^tlien them. Such a ship would rely
for travelling on the large square sail which is figured
in about the centre (cp Acts 2717, T6 aKeuos). The small
sail at the bow was subsidiary; the name of this foresail 1
was artemon [dpT^^wv, Acts 2/40), not dolon (ddXwv), as
has sometimes been thought.

ZEBULUN). T h e description of the .-\EK [q.v.) alsci shows

a slight knowledge of such matters (see Now. / / . / 1 248).
It has been pointed out, too, that when Da\ id had an
opportunity of seizing Philistine harbours it did not
occur to him to take it. S.^Iomon's connection with
the sea—he is said to lia\e had a ' X A \ V of 'I'arsliish '—
seems to have bem due to Hiram ; we know that his
ships were manned by Hiram's men (i K. 9 JO / ). On
the difficulties of these passages sue SoI.o^r^^^', ijij 3 ^ 4.
Jehoshaphat is said to ha\'e built ' Tarsis-ships ' ; imt his
naval experience was a <lisastrous one (r ]\^. 2'J48 2 Cli.
2 0 3 6 / ; seeEzioN-GEiii'K). The war-ships of wliich we
hear in the .Apocrypha (i M.acc. S 26 I 5 3 ; cp Dan. 11 30)
were no doubt similar to those in use amongst the
Greeks and Romans. See Smith's Did. under 'navis.'
In the X T we hear of vessels on the sea of i-ialilee
{Mt. 421 / . 824 1424 Mk. 437). T h e Greek term coni7 Boa.ts in NT """""'y employed is TrXoioc,' which AV
'translates ' s h i p . ' RV renders ' b o a t , '
but, as has been pointed out elsewhere (Kitto, BiblCycl. under ' s h i p ' ) , passages in Josephus which refer
to navigation on the lake (BJu\. lOi ; J^it. 33) suggest
that the barks on this piece of water were something

The object at the stern, which Smith takes to be a mast,
might be t,ikcii to suggest that there was al.sr. a sail at the
stern, a.s l'\fny (I'roirm. in Ub. xix.; see Smith, p. iq-z) asserts
that there sometimes was ; but the uso of such a .s.'^iil would stem
to liave been quite exceptional, as it 'does not apfjuar to U- repiesented in the pictures that have come dcwn tu u^. In fig. 2
the object does not resemble a mast (as in Smith's reproduction)
so much as an oar. In any case it may be only a spare mast (or
u:ir), or may even be an addition on the part of the original
artist.

These merchant-ships were often of considerable size.
The Alexandrian ship (TTXO'LOV 'AXe^avdpivSv ; Acts 27 6)

in which Paul is said to have started on his voyage to
Rome carried, according to the Alexandrian MS, 276
persons (the Vatican MS, however, has 76) in addition
to its cargo (v. 37) ; and when this vessel was wrecked
another merchant-ship took on board all these passengers
in addition to its own freight.
In Acts 2717 we are told that when the ship was in
danger of shipwreck * they used helps, undergirding the
9. Underffirders ^ ^ ' ^ ' i^^'^^^^^^^ ^xp^^^O' Owotojv
°
' vvvxes Tb TrXoTov). These helps,
which are called elsewhere hypozomata (ij-n-o^w/iara),
were cables for undergirding and strengthening the hull,
especially in bad weather. As to the method in which
they were attached, however, there is some question.

F I G . 2.—A merchant-ship of 186 A.D.
(.4ncient
Ships).

After Torr

more than boats (they carried an anchor, and are called
acacp-q by Josephus). In the time of Jesus some of
these were owned by his disciples (Mt. 421 Jn. 213 Lk.
•ic]. and the same writer points out that, having regard
t,', the evidence in Joscphir,, it is a mistake to ' represent
the Galilaean fishermen as of the poorest class.'
The most important references, however, to ships and
navigation in the X T are found in the story of Paul's
8. Merchant- 7 ° ^ ^ ^ ! , ' ° ^ ^ T ' ^
™ '
" T ' ^ r
ships in NT ( ^ ^ t s - / / . ) m a y b e best illustrated by
*^
' studving two representations of ancient
merchant-ships thnt liave come down to us, in which all
(or most of) the parts mentioned are depicted. A
merchant-ship of 186 A.D.,^ for instance, is ^-'presented

According to Torr they were 'fastened round the ship horizontally ; the two ends of each cable being joined together, so
as to make it a complete girdle extending from stem to stern
along the starboard side and back from stern to stem along the
port side.' Smith, however, contends tbat the hypozomata were
bound ' round the middle of the ship at right angles to the length,
and not parallel to it (he is followed by Ramsay, p . 329).* H e
claims that Bcickh (who held the alternative view ; 2 p . 134 [see
§ 12]) has misquoted the pa.ssage on which he relies as evidence
(Vitruvius, De Architectura,
x. 15 6). Eiickh ga\c: as the crucial
words 'quemadmodum navis a puppi ad prorani continetur.'
Smith ((^J p. 213) gives as the correct text ' q . -iiiahis navis, etc.,
which he maintains supports his view ( ' t h e word " malus " is
omitted in the edition of Schneider, but is retained in the
later carefully edited edition of Poleni, Utini, 1829 '). Torr's
quotation (41, n. 100), however, agrees with that of l!i)ckh ; he
adds, ' this shows that the girding cables went from the stem of
a ship to the stern.' in Teuljner's te.xt (1899 ; ed. \*. Rose) the
words are 'Ita religati quemadmodum navi a puppi ad proram' ;
but in the notes ' n a \ i s ' is given as the common reading. T h e
whole passage, moreover, seems to be obscure.
On the
strength of a passage from Isidore (Orig. 19 4, ' tornientum,
funis in navibus loiigis qui a prora ad puppim e.vtenditur quo
magis constringantur ; tormentum autem a tortu dicta'), Smith
admits that ' i t docs appear that ropes were occasionally applied in a longitudinal as well as in a transverse direction, to
prevent ships from straining' (p. 213). In the passage on which
this admission is based, however, the reference niL'.y be to a
rope such as that which we see stretched amidship over posts
from stem to stern of the Egyptian ships on the relief from
Deir-el-Bahri—a rope which was designed perhaps moi-e for
strengthening the heavily-laden mast than for holding together
the hull, round wliich, as a matter of fact, the ends of the rope
are fastened at right angles to tbe length (s<-e fig. i). If, as
Smith alTirms (p. 214),—speaking as one who had had ]ir;ictical
experience in seamanship—undergirding lengthways is ' a mode
which must have been a.s impracticable as it would have been

1 There is mention also of a irkoLapiov or of TrAotcipta, e.specially in J n .
'^ As a tent-maker Paul may also have been a sail-maker, and
may have travelled in this capacity.
^ Figs. 2 and 3 have been chosen for their illustrative value.

As to the date of A C T S (g-v.) no suggestion of course is here
offered.
1 A writer in Schenkel (BL) speaks of the artemon, or topgallant sail, but see Smith, ig^ff.
' T h e word has been ipterpreted by various writers as meaning nearly every sail which a
\'essel carries.'—R. J . Knowling, Expos. Gk. Test. 2 535.
'^ So also Breusing, Die Naiitik der Attest [i3C6], p. 670;
see Knowling, p. 524, who also inclines to follo'-v Buckh.

4481

4^182

SHIP

SHIPHTAN

unavailing for the purpose of strenglhening the ship,' the other
view seems preferable until further evidence i.s forthcoming.

.Another interesting representation of a large merchantship is that of about 200 A.D.on a relief found at Porto
10 The "^^"^ ^^^ mouth of the Tiljer (see fig. 3),
Porto
^ ^ ' ^ picture illustrates many features in the
relief
^"'^''^"' merchant-ships. T h e hull of a ship
was commonly painted, sometimes for a
special purpose—as in war, to make the vessel as little
conspicuous as possible ; but in addition to this it was
often decorated, especially at the stern.
^\'e see an
example of this decoration in the Porto relief, a group
of figures being depicted at the stern. T h e ornament
on the stern-post was often ,. swan or goose head
(x-nvla-KO!). It figures at a very early period; it is
represented for instance on the Asiatic ship of the naval
b.attle of Rameses III. as represented on a bas-relief
at Medinet H a b u (see Warre-Cornish, Diet, of Gk.

were often woven upon the sail; \\ e seem to have an
example in this picture.
At the bow is a smaller
mast to carry the a/iemoti.
But a third sail is to be
noted on this ship.
This is above the large square
sail. Being triangular in shape and having its base
along the main-yard and its apex attached to the
top of the mast, it requires no topsail-yard. Similar
triangular topsails are represented on some of the coins
of the Emperor Commodus. Lastly, we notice that a
small boat is being towed astern (cp Acts 2716, •^ cr/cd^?;) ;
this would be used for various purposes, but it was of
special importance as A life-boat in case of shipwreck
(Acts 27 i6 30 32). It could even be hoisted on board.^
From Acts 27 29 it appears that sometimes several
anchors were carried. At first stones were
11. Anchors, \used for this purpose ; later, the anchors
etc.
resemble very much those of modern
times, they were provided with arms, stocks, and
crowns, but had no flukes at the extremities of
the arms.^ Ships also carried a plumb-line for
sounding (cp Acts 27 28, (ioXls); but the want
of a. compass made navigation often very
dangerous—the stars, by which the course of
a vessel was directed, not always being visible
{cp Acts 27 20).^
An ancient ship could sail, according to Smith, at
an angle of about seven points with the wind. ' We
have no information,' he says, ' a s t o t h e exact angle
with the wind which an ancient ship could sail. It
must, however, have been less than eight points,
but more than six, the usual allowance for a mudern
merchant-ship, in moderate weather. I have, therefore, in my calculations taken seven as the mean between these extremes, and I cannot suppose it would
be much greater or less ' ( p . 215).
Before putting out to sea it was usual to make
supplication to the protecting deitits for a prosperous
voyage (Wisd. 14 i).-* Cp, further, T K A D E .
Schlozer, Ve?-s. einer atlg. Geschichte d. Handels
u. d. Schiffart
in den alt. Zeiten, 1706 ; Le Roy,
La Marine des .Anciens
Peuples,
1 2 . B i b l i o - 1777; Berghaus, Gesch. d. Schiffurtsg^aphy.
kunde,
1792; A. J a l , Ai-che.>logie
Navale,
Paris, 1840; bockh, Urkunden ider das Seen'csen des At tischen
Sttiates;
Smith, Voyage and Ship-wreck of ,St. Paul, Lond.,
1848, (•*) 1880; Breusing, Die Nautik
der Alten,
1886; J . Vars, L'Art Nautigue,
1887; EBi^}, art.
' Ship ; Cecil Torr, Ancient Ships, 1895.
M. A. C.

SHIPHI [''V^^)'
ancestor of ZlZA [q.v.):
I Ch.437t (cd.4)<\A [B], cect)ei [A], cco4)ei
F I G . 3 . ^ A merchant ship of about 200 A.D.

After Torr (Ancient

and Rom. Antiqq. under ' n a v i s ' ) .
On the Portorelief waling-pieces, or wooden belts (^wor^pey, not to
be confused with the uTrofoj^ara) are seen to encircle
the ship horizontally. At the stern is the deck-house
or awning reserved for the use of the commander
(Acts 27 ir, Kv^€pvi}TT}s), who might also be the owner of
the ship [ibid., vadKXyjpos). T h e stem-post usually
terminated in a carved ornament or figure-head ; but in
place of this there was sometimes a painting on the
bow, as in the example before us. Besides this, and
distinct from it, there were statues of the patron deities
(cp CASTOK) ; here perhaps to be observed at the
stern. In this ship there are galleries projecting at the
bow and the stern ; the latter contains the deck-house
(meiuioned above), in that at the bow were probably
stowed the anchors and other instruments [(rTpo<p€La
Kal TxepLayojyeis, windlasses, etc.?). At the stern are
the steering oars, here again protected by the upper
waling-pieces. The large sail in the centre has brailingropes {KdXoi) and rings, and the mast is kept in
position by a number of other ropes. T h e rope by
which the lower corner of the sail was attached to the
side of the ship—the sheet—was called pesveli or TXOVS ;
in the case of a large sail, such as this, when two ropes
would be rec|uired, TXOVS would denote the rope which
drew it aft, whilst wpdixovs (propes) designated the rope
which drew it forward, or the tack. \'arious designs
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Ships).

SHIPHMITE ["O^^*; o T o y ce(t>N[e]i [BA], CA4)<\MI [L]), .. gentilic attached to ZABDI, 3, who was
'over the increase of David's vineyards' (1 Ch. 2727),
and, like his companions, presumably belonged to S.
Palestine.

See S H E P H A M .

SHIPHRAH (n-lQtr, §51 ; CGTT4)COPA[BAFL]),the
name of one of the Hebrew midwives ; Ex. 115. This
name may be regarded (Che.) as one of the minor supports of the theory that the sojourn of the Israelites was
not in Alisraim (Egypt), but in Misrim (in part ofthe
Negeb).

C p M O S E S , § 4.

SHIPHTAN (iUDEi'; CABAOA [ B ] , cd^BAGAN [A],
CAct)ATdvN [F], (C)A(J)A6A [ L ] ) , an Ephramite, father
1 T h e above description is based upon Torr's standard work
(see § 12).
2 See the coin of Antoninus Pius (given in Smith, 210).
3 C p A. D e Quatrefages, op. cit. p. 193: ' T h e Polynesians
knew perfectly well how to direct their course at sea by the
stars, and the route from one point to another once observed
was inscribed, if we may use the expression, in a song which
would never be forgotten.'
•* Cp the description in Grote, Hist, of Greece: ' Silence
having been enjoined and obtained by sound of trumpet, both
the crews in every ship a n d t h e spectators on shore followed thc
voice of the herald in praying to the gods for success and in
singing the paean. On every ship were seen bowls of wine
prepared and the epibatse made libations with goblets of silver
and gold."
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SHIRT
of Kemuel ; Nu. 3424.

the name cp S H A P H A T , and K E M U E L .

SHIET (Judg. 1412). AV"'^'-, A \ ' S H E E T .
SHISHA (NC'^L.*', i K . 43t), in i Ch. I816, S H A V SHA.

SHISHAK (pC^"t:', cp Vg. Sesac, 1 K . 1 4 2 5 , more
correctly pC*lL*'^/.f.. Shoshak [Kt.]), the king of Egypt
to whom Jeroboam fled (i K.II40) and who plundered
Jerusalem and the temple in the fifth yc;\r of king
Rehoboam, i K. I425 (2 Ch. 122 5 7 9).^
Egyptologists have always recognised in this name
the first king of the twenty-second, Hubastide, dynasty,
Shoshenk I. His personal name ^V,;-.
1. Sosenk I. (sometimes K«, sometimes assimilated)-^'^
is undoubtedly of Libyan etymology, like several other
names of that royal family. T h e vowels of the name
are rendered Su-si-in-ku
[i.e., Shoshenk) by the
Assyrians,^ and the biblical orthography confirms this
pronunciation. Josephus [Ant. vii. 63 viii. IO2) has the
form lovaaKos (in another recension SttrwA'or) after C>Manetho transliterates l€<i<lyx'-'^ i'^"^- 2e(ra)7xa(Tts),
and according to \\'ilcken (quoted Beitr. cnr Assyr.
I351) a Theban ostracon has the name X^aoyxo'L.'^ This
vocalisation Shesh6nk is later but not necessarily wrong,
as the Libyan languages (like modern French, for
example) have little or no accent. T h e original pronunciation may thus have been Shdshdnk, exactly as
the name is spelt in Eg\'ptian. The assimilation of n is
sometimes met with already in hieroglyphics (cp above).
The reading of ©. 2oi'o-aK(e)t;A, seems to have arisen
from an attempt to put in again this assimilated «.^
On the origin of this founder of a new dynasty from
a familv of Libvan officers, see EGYPT, § 63.^ T h e
connection by marriage with the high priests of Memphis
seems to mark the first step towards high influence for
these 'commanders of the Mashauasha.'
The exact
date of ."^hoshenk L ' s accession to the throne would be
of the highest importance for biblical chronolog3^
but cannot be determined exactly with our present
material.
T h e end of the twenty-second dynasty
seems to fall somewhat after 800 B. C. Manetho gives
the sum of the dynasty as 120 (the single items amount
to 116), which would bring us to about 920 ; but the
Manethonian dates conflict with monumental dates
which give at least 220 5'^ears.'^ W'e have, evidently, <L
great many co-regencies for which we may allow some
fifty years, so that the beginning of Shoshenk's reign
would be about 950.
More cannot be said ; but, fortunately, the T y n a n chronology
in Menander ** seems to show that we can place the first year of
dynasty twenty-two after 950 B.C. (On the campaign against
Jerusalem, cp below, § 3, and CHRONOLOGY, § 32). Twentyone year^ are monumentally attested for Shoshenk o n a n inscription in the quarries of Silsileh, announcing that the king ordered
^ See PHARAOH, § 2 [5], for an explanation of the absence of
the title Pharaoh in the case of Shishak ; that he is only called
' king of Egypt,' indicates a very early source.

TTT TTT

SHISHAK

For a theory of the origin of I Stone to be quarried for great constructions in the temple of

A

^ In A-^ur-bfini-pal's records the name is used of a descendant
of the 22nd dynasty, reigning in Busiris (BU-H-TL) as a simple
nomarch.
•* Pbeudo-Callisthenes and others (see Wiedemann on Herod.
2 102) have preserved the name as Sesonchosls. They confound
the king with the fabulous Sesostris.
We can thus see that
Sheshonk-Sesonchosis must later have enjoyed the reputation of
being a great warrior.
5 The variant sa-sa-k(e)-n occurs, but too rarely to be considered legitimate (see Lieblein, Diet, de noms).
Wiedemann,
Gesch.-.-Eg. S43, qa.<tes Shesakus from Abulfarag, Asocha'w: (as
also some late MSS. of Josephus have) from Method, in Phot.
30a ^.
^ The unfortunate theory that the family was vVssyrlan (Birch,
Lauth, Brugsch) and that in Takelot we have to recognise
Tiglath (.Assyrian tukuttu),
in Ne-ma-ra-tc
(probably ASurbrmi-p^l'si:a7w«2?w furnishes tbe correct pronunciation) Nimrod,
etc., is now generally abandoned.
7 See MVA G h 31, for a summary ofthe chronological question.
8 See Wi. KA T{^) 120.
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Amun^ at Thebes. These seem
I S E . side of the second pylon;
I to a .somewhat longer reign.
j Africanus, gives only twenty-one

to be the constructions on the
their completion would point
Manetho, however, in Julius
years to the king.

Sculptures on the S. wall of the great temple at
Karnak present the list of I'nlestinian cities conquered
by this king,^ a monument of great historical importance, for a specimen of which see EGYPT, § 64. So far,
133 ovals with names are known,'-^ of which, however,
many are destroyed.
Each oval is surrounded by a
line indicating a fortified wall ; a bound captive above
indicates that this strong city was conquered by Pharaoh.
The figures are certainly not portraits, but symbolical.
The names have been distributed very awkwardly
by the ignorant sculptor; e.g., one name has been
mechanically divided into three names, so that now
(107) ' t h e fields (108) of Arad (109) the Great' reads
as if three separate cities were intended. The rendering of the names, which is good for the consonants, but
very imperfect for the vowels, suggests sources in socalled Phcenician letters in an Aramaic or half-Aramaic
language [As. u. Eur. U.c). A geographical arrangement of the list (which properly begins only \s ith the
« T • J. J: I l t h oval) cannot be established ; the most
2. List of important
.
. / cities
•^- come„ cfirst,
. T
T.- ^^and
Israelitish
cities.
JudEean names being freely mixed. Many
writers have been surprised at the mention of N. Israelite cities, because from 1 K . I I 4 8 we should have expected Shoshenk to have been a friend and helper of
Jeroboam.^ C. Niebuhr (Chronologie der Gesch. Isr,
vii.) thinks that the Pharaoh conquered the Israelitish
cities for his vassal (cp Wi. G / I 1 6 0 ) ; cp, however,
Stade's correct observation in GI 1354. The truth is (see
Masp. Hist. 2774, and cp As. u. Eur. 166) that it is not
necessary to assume that any of these northern cities
were attacked by the Egyptians. Their enumeration
merely means that the northern kingdom was tributary;
it is only the second half of the list which contains details
pointing to the actual conquest,'* and these seem to belong
to judah.
The tribute, which the Pharaoh claimed
everywhere, was promptly gi\en by Jeroboam who owed
his throne to Egypt ; in Judah it had to be exacted by
force. T h e Philistine cities were omitted in the list.
As usual, no full record of the conquests was given, but
only a specimen which, in this case, comprised David's
and Solomon's kingdom. The Philistines were certainly
not exempt from the tribute, and it would be strange if
the expedition had not comprised Phcenicia, at least. ^
The date of Shoshenk's expedition is unknown.
Maspero's conclusion [Hist. 2773) that it must have
been not more than two or three years before the
opening of the quarry in Silsileh, is very precarious.
It would be more natural to assume that the king
undertook the expedition not long after his accession,
1 Published Rosellini, 3Ion. Stor. 148; ChampoUion, Monuments, 284; Notices, 2 113 ; a revision by Maspero, Rec.^ de
Travaux,
7 100. A considerable literature has been called into
existence by this list.
See Blau in Z-Z)-1/G 15 233 ; Brugsch,
Geocr. Inschr. 2 5 6 ; Masp. AZ, 1880, 44 (and in the Victoria
Itistitiite,
vol. xxvii.) ; Brugsch, Gesch. Aeg. 661 ; W M M As.
u. Eur. \r,f', etc. It may be mentioned tbat another copy, unfortunately hopelessly defaced, has recently been found in
another locality (Hibeh in Upper Egypt); cp Anttales du sejvice
des ant ignites, - 154.
2 T w o more rows have recently been excavated.
A new
edition ofthe whole monument by the present writer will soon
appear in MVAG, to whicb the reader must be referred.
3 According to ip of i K 12 24, which is modelled on i K. 11
(see H A D A D ) , Shisbak was Jeroboam's father-in-law.
4 Such as the ' surrounding' (^pn, Aramaic word) of, or the
road to, a city.
5 N a m e 29, Yu-d-h-ma-rn-k
was explained by ChampoUion
as ' r o i de J u d a ' a n d this error which seemed to furnish a
portrait of Rehoboam has become as popular as most flagrant
errors. T h e present writer has (PSBA 10 81) proposed 1?»ri"T,
' h a n d (i.e., sign, monument?) of the king,' as name of a city.
T h e article would, however, be uncommon, and this makes the
explanation somewhat doubtful. The interpretation of Brugsch
(Geogr. Inschr. ii.62) and Maspero (Hist.^^ 2, 11.), Jehud m
Dan, does not agree with the orthography,
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SHOA

after the manner of so many kings. A reference to
' expeditions in the countries of the Syrians' (R-i-nu),
which seems to mean Shoshenk's campaign, is discussed
in OLZi2^o\
a determination of the year in which a
certain oflficial was governor of Thebes (or vizir) would
furnish the date of the expedition.

(but interpolation is probable) in the construction of
the ark, to which P in Ex. adds staves, boards, bars,
table, pillars, altars in the tabernacle. It is perhaps
^ 0 0 much to say with Tristram that the Acacia seydl
nmst be meant. It is true ' the timber [of that tree] is
very hard and close-grained, and admirably adapted for
fine cabinet work' (NHB 39). But Tristram's remark
that this is ' the species of Acacia found' in the Arabian
desert is not borne out by Doughty who writes thus
[Ar.
Des.2gi):

T h e other constructions of the king of which traces have been
found in Thebes, Memphis, Pithom, Tel(l) e l - Y e h u d e h , l
Bubastus (Naville, Bubastis,
46), Hibeh (see above) do not
seem to have been very considerable.
Shishak's wife had the name Ka'r-'-77ta, frequent in dynasty
22. At a n y rate, i K. 1119 need not be referred to, since
H a d a d ' s exile in Misraim seems rather to point to an old misinterpretation of Musri, S. of Palestine.
See H A D A D , 3 ;
J E R O B O A M , I ; SOLOMON.

W. M. M.

T h e study of the historical episodes with which the name of
Shishak is connected has passed into a new pha.se owing to
Winckler's discovery of the N . Arabian land of
3. S h l S l l £ l l £ = Musri in a number of pas'^ges in the O T (see
Cushi ?
Winckler, in KA T(^ 14^ f , and for a fuller,
though still incomplete, list of O T references,
M I Z R A I M , § 2 ^ ) . Already in i%g^ (MVAG, 1898, r, pp. 14 f.,
note, (3) c p GI 2 26g f. [1900]) this scholar pointed out the
possibility of the view that Jeroboam fled not to Egypt but t o
Musri, and in 1899(7^7?, J u l y , see especiaUy 558-560, and c p
JEROBOAM, 1) Cheyne discussed a t length arid in their connection the references to D^nSD in the accounts of Solomon and
Jeroboam. I n 1902 (KA Ti^) 243, cp GI 1160) Winckler reallirmed the view of C. Niebuhr that Shishak conquered N .
Lsrael for Jeroboam, adding that even if Jeroboam took refuge
in Musri, not in Egypt, it was natural for a Pharaoh to
favour the plans of Jeroboam on the principle divide et impera.
H e remarks, however, that Egyptian supremacy in Palestine
did not last long ; the mutual enmity of Israel and J u d a h drove
them into the arms of their stronger neighbours, Tyre a n d
Damascus. H e still holds that ' S h i s h a k ' in i K. I I 4 0 is a n
interpolation (so also Che. JQR, I.e.).
Unfortunately there
are four not altogether insignificant objections to this view.
1. There is much evidence in the O T for the view that N .
Arabian potentates were constantly interfering in the afl^airs of
Palestine in the regal period, whilst most probably there is no
evidence (cp SOLOMON, § $ ff.) that Egypt even occasionally
interfered, until we come to the time of Neco and Apries, a n d
even in the case of these kings there is room for doubt whether
the Hebrew editor has not fallen into misunderstandings.
2. I f ' k i n g of B ' ^ U D ' m e a n s ' k i n g of Misrim' in i K. 11 40,
the presumption is that it has the same meaning in i K. 14 25 ;
we can hardly doubt that the invasion of J u d a h there referred
to has some connection with the plot which Jeroboam hatched
in Misrim during his sojourn there.
3. "The fortresses built by Rehoboam, according to 2 Ch.
11 5-10, were most probably intended to guard against a N .
Arabian invasion (see REHOBOAM).
4. From a text-critical point of view it is difficult to doubt
that pti"[!; ( M T ) and D'ptS'ltS' ( ® <rov<raKeip.) are corruptions of
e7\2 and D'^^n respectively. T h e y belong to well-ascertained
types of textual corruption (cp CnV. Bib. on Is. 6620 Zech. 1415
where QID comes from ]ifij, and see S H E S H A C H , S H A S H A K ) . I n
2 C h . 123 ( ' t h e Lubim, the Sukkiim, and the Cushites') the
second ofthe three ethnics is no ethnic at all (but cp S U K K H M ) ;
D':yiD was written the first time D"ty3 (cp Am. 9 7). D ' D I ^ should
be DmS—^'-e-, probably nny^J (the people of the southern Gilead
[Jer. 8 22 and often]. W e may, therefore, hofd that, whether or
no Shoshenk I. really invaded Palestine, the event which is
recorded in i K. 142S and 2 Ch. 12 2 9-12 is a N . Arabian
invasion, such as is referred to in 2C5h. I 4 9 ,
Shishak a n d
(rouo-ttKeiju, both represent ••^^J ' C u s h i , ' a name such as might
appropriately be given to a king of Misrim. I t is just possihle
that the redactor had heard of an Egyptian invasion by Shoshenk
(cjp P H A R A O H , § 2 [5]); b u t no stress can safely be laid upon
this.
W. M. M. § 1 / ; T. K. C. § 3 .

SHITRAI (ntpK^ K t . , '•pnK' Kr. ; ACARTAIC [ B ] ,

C<\TpAl [AL], Pesh. follows Kr.), a Sharonite, superintendent of Solomon's herds in Sharon ; i Ch. 27 29. Kr.
* Shirtai' is probably right ; the name (like S H A P H A T ,
which follows) comes from ^nSlK, ' Zarephathite.'
T. K. c .

SHITTAH-TEEE {n^^
; n y i o c [Sym. A K A P H O N
SyAON. Theod. AKANOA]. IS. 41 igf), RV 'acacia-tree,'

and Shittim-wood, RV 'acacia wood' (D^tSK' '^'^V.lyXd,
ACHHTA. Ex.25qio and often, Dt. IO3). Originally
lintah; borrowed from Ar. sant; Egypt, ^nat (perhaps
sond^t) ' m a y very possibly be also a l o a n - w o r d '
(Erman, ZDMG, 1892, p. 120),
Mentioned in Is.,
l.c., between the cedar and the myrtle in a list of choice
trees (see Jerome's comment), and used, accordmg to Dt.
^ Enumerated by Wiedemann, GA 550.
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' T h e eyes of the Aarab distinguish four kinds of the desert
t h o r n s ; tdtk (the gum-acacia), sdm7>tara, sitli>7ia, and sidia;
the leaves of them all are like [i.e., small and pinnate j , but the
growth is diverse. T h e desert smiths cut tdlh-iixxiher for thei(*
wood work, it is heavy a n d t o u g h ; the other kinds are too
brittle to serve them.' Elsewhere (2 678) he states that the tdthtimber is used for shipbuilding on the Arabian R e d Sea coast.
I t must be difificult to those who are not ' Aarab ' to distinguish
the tdlh. (talh) from the seyAl, and both from the sant.

Several species of acacia, including the seydl and the
sant, are found, says Tristram, in the Holy Land
to-day ; probably all bore the same Heb= name littah
—i.e., the 'prickly' or ' thorny tree' (Theod. dKavBa).
The sant (Acacia vera. Mimosa Nilotica) grows both
in Lower and in Upper Egypt, as Hasselquist long ago
stated (Travels, 250). Robinson found it in Palestine
in the western part of the W a d y es-Sant, where perhaps
formerly it was more abundant, since it has given
its name to the Wady. T h e seydl too is abundant
not only in Arabia (though less so, doubtless, than
formerly), but also near En-gedi, where these trees form
a characteristic feature of the landscape.
' T h e y are trees of middle height, gnarled, with conspicuous
branches, which form a head like a parasol, covered with light,
elegant, and beautifully green leaves. T h e gum-arabic exudes
from them in the autumn, a t the base of the trunk, between the
crevices of the bark, and coagulates in * t e a r s ' as large as a
hazel-nut, of a pale yellow colour, and almost transparent'
(Lortet, La Syrie daujourcChui,
in).

The golden-headed tufts of blossom are much admired
(Tristram, Land of Israel, 489). T h e seydl is 'less
dependent on moisture than the palm, though certainly
its finest specimens are found near springs' (E= H.
Palmer, Sinai, 39). All these trees have painful thorns;
' happy I was, in those often adventures of night travelling in Arabia, never to have hurt an e y e ' (Doughty,
Ar. Des. 2495). T h e species to which they belong
includes more than 400 varieties, found in the dry, hot
regions of Asia, Africa, and Australia (DeUtzsch, in
Riehm, HWB166).
See also A B E L - S H I T T I M ; B E T H S H I T T A H ; E L A H , V A L L E Y OF ; M U L B E R R Y - T R E E S .

SHITTIM

(D^DK>ri), Nu. 2 5 i ,

etc.

See ABEL-

SHITTIM ; E L A H , V A L L E Y OF, col. 1253.

SHIZA (NrK*; possibly a battered clan-name; but
cp NTC;^', the name of a Palm5Tene family [Mordtmann,
Nefie Beitrdge zur Kunde Palmyras, Munich, 1875,
no. 55]), father of ADINA [q.v.], i Ch. I I 4 2 (cAIZA [B].

CezA[N]. CeXA[A], CIZAI [L]).
SHOA [t0 : c o y e [BQ], coyA [ A ] ; Aq. Tlipav
vov ; Vulg. tyrannos; Pesh. reads lud), the name of
a people, mentioned beside Koa, whose seats were not
far from Babylonia (Ezek. 2823). Delitzsch identifies it
with Sutu, which occurs often in the cuneiform inscriptions beside Kutu (see K O A ) , A shorter and more
original form is Su, whence the Hebrew form Shoa'.
The country of the Su or Sutu lay on the Tigris, and
extended as far as the southern declivities of the MedoElamite mountains (Del. Par. 235). On the dangers
to which Babylonia was exposed from the incursions of
the Sutu, see Sargon's Khors. inscription, I 1 3 5 / [KB
273).
Ezekiel's list of names, however, has to be
criticised before we can venture on identifications. How
can ' all the Assyrians' be said to accompany the Sutii
and

the K u t u ?

PEKOD

(q.v.)

gives the key.

The

three names are—Rehoboth, Ishmael [yiE-], and Jerahmeel ; and the ' b'ne Asshur' are the people of Ashhur
(almost = Jerahmeel). See Crit. Bib.
T. K. C.
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SHOBAB (33V.''', ccoB^^B. as if ' backsliding,' but see
below). I. One of the sons of D.wiD [§ la, n. 2, §
II, n.] (2 S. 614: cTMjSaSai'[A], ie(7o-£/3oi'[L] ; i C h . 3 s :
isopav [B]; 144; icro^oafi [B], crcjfiT]^ [L]). ."^ii-Mi.M-t
in 2 S. 283315 sliould perhaps be S h o b a b ; cp H.VKAKITE, 3.
2. .-V descendant of Caleb and Azub.ah (1 Ch. 218 :
iO(70i>|8 [B], aovfiafi [L]).
The names of J l.^\ id's sons evidently spring from ethnics,
lecrce^av and ciro^oap point to ^^'3^"—i.e., ^NL'^C*\ ' I s h m a e l '
(cp some of tS's readings under IsHn,\,\T., j ASM,.BEAM). This
explanation suits both i and 2. Cp Crit. /•'/7.. L n D'321L"> J e r .
50r,. The theories suggested under .V^UB.Ml itlcr, on tlie wliole,
to .MT.
T. K. C.

SHOBACH Cn^iC'), captain of the army of Had.idezer \\ho was defeated and slain b\- David at Helam
(2 ^^ 1016-18 : CCOBAK [B.V], [crai3. Au. 18], cABee [L]).
His name appears in i Ch. l'.li6-iS as S]10PHA(.H {^Dity
ffcocpap, csacpaS [ B ] , ecswcpap [ X * ] , - a x [J^"^-^^], acocpax,
aci}j3ax [.A], csujcpaK [ L ] ) .
If Hadad-ezer was really king of Musur, and not of Zoba (see
Z(>BA), ' H e l a m ' ( c ^ ' n , CN^'n) will be a corruption of Jerahme'el
7.\": ^'1, and ' S h o b a c h ' (lIllC') connected with "?'^'', ISHBAH.
Cp SHOBEK.

T. K. C.

SHOBAI ['TS' ; ABAOY, CABei [B], C6OBAI. CABAI
[A and N in Neh.], COOBM [L]). .A family of N F . T H I M M

[f-v.] in the great post-e.xilic list (see EZRA ii., § 9),
Ezra 242 Xeh. 745 = i Esd. 5=8;

-W

S A M I , RV S A B I

[aaSei [-\], ,Tu:3aL [L], B om., unless Taj/3ets represents
this name). If the Nethinim are Ethanite families (see
SALOMON'S

SERVANTS),

often from '^.-cr:;").
meelite—family.

• ; - w i l l come from

'3B" (as

It \\.is an Ishmaelite—i.e. Jerah-

Cp. SHOBI.

T . K. C.

SHOBAL (^3iL'', probably related to Ishmael, cp
Ashbel, Ishbaal; hardly 'young lion,' as -WRS .lourn.
PhiL9go [see Gray, HP.V 109], CCOBAA [BADEL]), b.
Seir, a Horite (Gen. 86202329 [aoifiap E ] i Ch. I3840 ;
COYBAA [ L in Ch.]). Another genealogical scheme
(cp GEN'E.ALOGIES i., § 5) represents him as son of

Hur (which, as it happens, mav be shortened from
Ashhur[ite] or from Jerahmeel[ite]), and of Calebite
origin ( i Ch.250, cru/3a[p] [BL]), and since the name
' C a l e b ' m a y also plausibly be traced to 'Jerahmeel,'
and Judah was represented by legend (see JUD.AH, § 3)
as partly Jerahmeelite, it is natural to find Shobal
appearing also as a son of Judah (i Ch. 4 i , crovfjaX
[BA]).
T h e name Shobal is also perhaps to be
identified with SHLTBAEL [q-v.'\. Turning to i C h . 252
((rw^a[L]), we find that whilst one of Shobal's sons
(Haroeh) appears at first sight to bear a personal name,
all the rest bear gentilic names. T h e presumption is
that Haroeh also is gentilic, and when we see the name
under the form Reaiah (41) we cannot doubt that it
is a shortened form of 'Jerahmeel.' This Haroeh, or
(better) Reaiah, is said to be the ' father' of Kirjathjearim, and there is now plausible historical evidence
for the view that Kirjath-jearim is a corruption of
Kirjath-jerahmeel (that is to say, the place was originally a Jerahmeelite settlement).
T o this place four
families are assigned (253).
Their names, however,
have come down to tis in a corrupt form. They appear
to be partly parallel to the three ' families ' of Kirjathsepher [i.e-, Kirjath-sarephathim), given, according
to the most probable reading, in 255. ' Ithrites' may
correspond to ' Tirathites' (where an old tribal name
Jether [cp I T H R I T E S ] may be suspected); 'Shumathites' to ' Shimeathites (cp Simeon); ' Puthites * may
come from ' Perathites' (Perath or Ephrath was an important name in the Ne2;eb); ' Mishraites' (like ' Zorathites'?) reminds us of the 'Misrites,' a race akin to the
Jerahmeelites (see Crit. Bib. ).^
The MANAHETHITES
[?• V. ] and Zorites or Zorathites (see ZORAH ) are reckoned
(if the text is correct) partly to Shobal and partly to
• So partly Winckler (C/2 r86, .1. 3). That ' Puthites'=a
clan called ' Peleth' is improbable. See PELETHITES.
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Salma(z'.c., Bethlehem), ffi found vv. i-iff- unintelligible,
and copied slavislily, but Pesh. ceases at 7'. 52 with an
obscure enumeration of the sons of Shobal in Kirjathjearim, thus omitting the sons of Salma \y. 54] and the
notice of the Kenites [v. c,^b\ The lalti-r notice is enigmatical. W c are perhaps meant to trace a connection
between the Kenites and • S.alma ' (see SALMAH, 2). It
m.-iy be added that Hammath (so RV, following M T )
is very possibly miswritten for riDic Maachath (but cp
HI.;MATH).

/ . K. c.

SHOBEK (p3iU'; ctoBHK [BNA], coiBeip [L]),
signatory to the covenant (see EZRA i., § 7 ) ; Neh.
10-14 [25].

Cp SHOBACH.

SHOBI (*3C', see on SHOBAI), son of Nahash, of
Rabbath-ammon, who brought supplies to Ijiivid at
Mahanaim ( 2 S . 1727: oyecBei [BA], ceifieei [ L ] ;
resli. reads ' Abishai' [which is a corruption of
' I s h m a e l ' ] , cp ZKHUIAH). The combination of this
enigmatical member of the Ammonite royal family
\\\\.\\ a Machir, whose real existence is certainly ntjt
proved by the reference in 2 S . 9 4 / ! , and an old
Gileadite who bears the difficult name Barzillai, and
whose son bears the equally doubtful luune Chimham,
and both of whom are introduced again in a narratt\e
of stronglyromantic appearance, suggests critical caution.
It is too slight a remedy to omit ' son of Nahash' as an
incorrect gloss (W'e. TBS 20tr\.).
The verse is largely
made up of corrupt variants and glosses, and the genuine
kernel probably is, ' And it came to pass
that
Jerahmeel, son of Jonathan, the Gilgalite,' where
' Jerahme'el' corresponds to ' Shobi' [Ishmael; see
below], Machir to '[son of] Ammiel,' ' J o n a t h a n ' to
' N a h a s h , ' and 'Gilgalite' to 'Gileadite.' T h e words
'Rabbath of the b'ne A m m o n ' are a corruption of
' Rehoboth-jerahmeel.'
See, further, MEPHIBOSHETH,
NAHASH,

ROGELIM.

But

cp AMIMIJIX', § 4 (end),

and HPSm., ad loc., for attempts to explain MT.
.S. A. Cook (AJSL 16 ibs,f. [1900] proposes to read K^'T for
'nC'l, and to omit p as a later insertion consequent on the corrupt
reading ( ' a n d Nahash, etc., brought'). I t is better from our
present point of view to read ^i^2TJ NH'l ; N3'1 easily fell out
Ijefore Ss'2C', which form, being intermediate between -.^c; and
'?KyDB'\ may once have taken the place of -2-c.
T. K. C.

SHOCHO(RV Soco), 2Ch. 2 S i 8 ; SHOCHOH (RV
Socoh) i S . 17i, and SHOCO (RV Soco) 2 C h . I I 7 .
See SOCOH.

SHOES. Under this heading it will be convenient
to take note of all coverings for the feet whether sandals,
, -, , , ..
shoes, or boots, so far as they were
1. Introduction. ^^^.^^ ^^^^^ j ^ ^ ^^^^^ Hebre^^ s.
This treatment is in fact necessary on account of the Ill-defined
use of the various terms to denote coverings of this nature. _ T h e
term ' sandal' is usually applied to a foot.covering consisting
simply of a sole bound on with thongs, but it w as also tied on,
and so the word is roughly used by vP to denote the iid'al(blll, see
§ 3), the ordinary Hebrew term. T h e Gk. iiTroSii^a (lit., ' t h a t
which is bound under [[he foot]') originally denoted a s a n d a l ;
but it came to be applied to the Roman calceiis (a shoe covering
the whole foot), and is used by Josephus ( f i / v i . 1 8) of the fa/i>3
(the thick shoe, studded with nails, worn by Roman soldiers).!

Coverings for the feet have not always formed a
regular part of the clothing of the Oriental. Primarily,
of course, everything depended upon the climiite and
the nature of the country. I'pcm the Assyrian monuments the warriors are not unfrciiuently barefooted, and
many of the royal statues are totally devoid of any
covering for the foot. In Egypt sandals were not in
use before the fifth dynasty, their introduction was
gradual, and their popularity - work of time ; ' they
were, when off the feet, sometimes carried by an
attendant, showing that they were not always worn'
(Wilk. .Inc. Eg.li-ib n.).
t Examples of such extensions of usage could be easily multiplied (e.g., Talm. [jpiC, b o o t ; 'DpiD, breeches). A shoe corre.sponding with the caliga is evidently referred to in Shabb, koa.
In Syr., nal Id and its denominative are used of horse-shoes.
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Examples of the ordinary sandals abound {for Egypt,
see op. cit. ^, figs. 443 / . ) , and arc represented
„ , , ,.
upon the oldest monuments depict2. Illustrations .^ inhabitants of Sardinia (WMM
from the
^^_ ^^ j ; ^ ^ ^^^^ ^-j^i^i^ |,-^_ 3^oy-_j_
monuments. ^Vestem .Uia Minor (/<^. 3 6 4 / . ) . etc.
They vary from - mere sole bound with a thong, to
elegant and elaborate shoes of the richest ornamentation, and are \ariously made of such materials as palmleaves, and papyrus stalks (Egypt), hnen (Phcenicia),
and leather (Assyria, etc).^
1
In Assyria the simplest and most common variety
consists of a sole with back and sides bound to the foot
by two bands over the instep (see Perrot-Chipiez, .Art
in Chald., etc., I76), at times a third band crosses the
toes, and is, again, sometimes connected with the straps
over the instep.'^ In a painting on stucco from Nimrud
[op. cit., 2, pl. xiv.), the sandals are coloured black, the
straps yellow. A more serviceable and not uncommon
variety is seen to advantage in the foot-gear of Asur-banipal's followers (op. cit., \i4s, 2, opp. p. 138). Over a
kind of tight-fitting bandage enveloping the leg is a boot
reaching mid-way up the back of the calf, the uppers
being connected by straps. Similar straps are interlaced
from the top of the boot (top-lacings?) and appear to be
held up by a garter worn just below the knet-.^ A third
important variety is seen in the turned-up boot, a characteristic feature of the Hittites (cp Perrot-Chipiez, Art in
Judcea, 2, fig. 282, and passi7n), a good example of
which is seen in the representation of one of Asur-nasi/pal's vassals at Nimrud [Art in Ass. 2. fig. 64). Finally,
from the Egyptian monuments, we perceive that the
Bedouins of the Sinaitic peninsula customarily went barefooted (as is common at the present day, see Doughty,
Ar. Des. I224) ; on the occasion of long journeys, howL'\ cr, they appear to have worn a sandal of black leather,
the females, on the other hand, being depicted with a
sort of boot, reaching to the ankle, of red leather with a
white border.
From a consideration of these circumstances and our
knowledj^c of the statues of the earliest Hebrews, we may
suspect that they, too, at first, were unaccustomed to
wear shoes save in travelling (cp Ex. 12 n Dt. 29 5 Josh.
95 13),•* although the fact that, in later times, to go barefooted [i.e., to revert to the older practice) was looked
upon as a deprivation and as a manifestation of griet
(IS.2O2-4 Ezek. 2-I1723, cp 2S.iri3o) shows that the
custom of wearing shoes soon became firmly established.
Shoes or sandals are frequently mentioned.

Kimhi, there is mention of the military ' b o o t . '
This is in Is.
9 5 [4] where RVme- offers the readiiiL;, 'for every boot of the
booted warrior,' etc.
This view of the meaning; is supported
b y a reference to Ass.,i S \ i . , and E t h . parallels, i t is unkiiuwn,
however, to the ok! e.xe^etical tradition, which, so far as it presupposes pND (or some word like it), supports the rendering
' t u m u l t ' (as if p.v;:'); see Vg., Pesh., Sym., also Rashi, Ibn
Ezra, AV ( ' b a t t l e ' ) , one part of which probably supports the
rendering 'armour,' the other ' t u m u l t . '
[lEi's irda-av uxoki^v
fiTTtoTjj'Tjy^aej/Tji'fidA.a) possibly represents VfP^ j^'^Q I9'^'''i- "^S-J
Pesh., Sym., also Rashi, and Ibn Ezra explain pN;:', ' t u m u l t . ' ]
AV ( ' b a t t l e ' ) favours the latter \iew ; R V the former.- Our
right course i.s perhaps to compare parallel descriptions of the
abolition of war elsewhere (e.g., Ps. iiig [10]). So at any rate
Cheyne, who rejects pxD altogether, and, finding other improbabilities in the text of Is. 9 4 [5], proposes a possible reconstruction
(SBOT, 'Us..,' I.e.).

biblical Hebrew ifVr'iX', Tjll^y (tr^aipwTTJp ; and iftas, with which
cp Mk. I 7 etc.) or hut, '^^in ((nrapriov), ' t h r e a d ' (see, for both,
O t n . H 23). Once, according to most moderns (e.g., Ges.-Buhl,
Si(.gfr.-Stade, Di.-Kittel's Is., Duhm, Kautzsch), who follow

It is true that it is supported by i S. 12 3 (P> and Ecclus. 'W- igb
© Lat., which agree in representing Samuel as too honourable
to accept even vnoS-^paTa (sandals) as a bribe. But no doubt

There are many references to the shoe in the O T
which have a close relation to important Hebrew customs,
but the Hebrew and even the Greek text
4. Hebrew sometimes requires close preliminary incustoms— vestigation, (a) We notice first the comreferences ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^-^^^^ & ^^^^^^^
t O t h e s n o e . ^^ ^^^^ ground (Ex.35, cp 1 2 i i Josh.
515). This supplies a trace of a primitive taboo, to which
those who assisted at religious festivals, especially in the
sacred dance or procession (cp D A N C E , §§ 2-6), were

subject.^ Tunics and the like were washed to avoid
this taboo. In Egypt, too, we find that the priests
frequently took off their sandals when officiating in the
temple. On the other hand, a worshipper such as Asurnasir-pal offers a libati&n still wearing them (PerrotChipiez, Art in Chald., etc., 2 fig. 113). The Talmud
says ( Vt^bdmoth, 6 b) that no one was allowed to approach
the temple with staff, shoes, purse, or dirt on the feet.^
(b) Xext, we have to deal with an obscure reference
in Ps. 608 [10] IO89 [10]. W'e know from Ruth 4? (see
below) that drawing off the shoe meant giving up a legal
right. May we assume from Ps. I.e., that casting a
shoe on a piece of land was the sign of taking possession
of it ? Rosenmiiller (see 1 )elitzsch's commentary) quotes
an Abyssinian custom of this sort; Delitzsch and Baethgen
follow him. Others (see R\''"^') think that Edom is here
represented as a slave to whom the shoe is cast, that he
may carry it.^ But this is forced ; and the reference to
Moab as a * washpot' being at least equally strange, it
may be necessary to suppose corruption of the text (see
Che. Psahns'-^).
The idiom which the psalmist would
have used, had he wished to describe the humiliation
of a conquered country, would have been ' upon Kdom
will I place my feet,' or the like (cp Josh. IO24). Wilkinson (2326) gives a picture of a captive in the lining of
The ordinary term is'/ii'rt/, ^yi (-\/to Confine,
an Egyptian sandal, depicting the humihating condition
3. H e b . a n d ^•^^^. j ^ ^ g ^ y . j.j^,.^_. ^ut R V ' sandals ' in Cant.
considered suited to the enemies of the country.
G k . t e r m s . 7 i [21, i3 vTroS-qp-ara frequentl)', and a-anSakia
in Josh. 9 5 Is. 2O2. Both occur in the N T ,
(c) In the M T of Am. 26 and 86 a ' pair of sandals,'
•uTToS^lj.aTa, M t . 3 i i 10 lo Mk. I 7 ute. {EX 'shoes'), and aavwhich, made in a few minutes, would be dear at a penny,
Sdkia, Mk. 69 Acts 12 a (EV 'sandals'). Vg. has both calceawould seem to be proverbial for something of small
vientii and sand.iliii.
In tlie Mislma tlie term for a shoemaker
is "I'^ijiD iV^'T '-• the word ' sandal' had become naturalised. T h e value.'
But the parallel clause has ' for money ' ; c'^y:
strap Ity wliich the sandal is bound under the foot is called in
may not be the corrt.ct reading.

1 Leather shoes are referred to in Ezek. 16 10 ('j'nn ""^V^y- ^
vaKi-dov: see B A D G E R S ' S K I N S (5]).

- One is reminded of the Roman sotei^ "where the thong passes
between the great and the second toe and is fastened to another,
the liL^itiii.
^ I'^--pecially curious are the swathes and bandages covering
the font of Atarduk-nudin-ahe (op. cit., 2, fig. 43). At the present
d a y the shepherds of Palestine wear rough .simple shoes (cp
Conder, Tentwork, - 281) with leather gaiters coverino^ the calf
of the ie^, on account of the rocks and thorns among which they
climb. The viiselwth (n"n-iO, i S . 17 6, ' g r e a v e s ' ) of Goliath
may have been similar ; see GREAVE:^.
•1 Josh. 9 5 aflfords the interesting phrase niK^i;;;;::! Ti^^"^ m'"].'3i
' shoes, worn out, and patched.'
^ juin'dl,

H'3^,Dt. 3325AV. RVnig.*shoes'(soiP')isproperly

* bars * (RV, Dr., Steuemagel, etc.), cp 7nan'nl,
Cant, j 5.
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/^i'j!^, N e h . 3 3,

^ On Ass. setiu, ' s h o e ' (the ideogram means 'road-leather'),
see Del. Ass. HIVB, s.v., and H a u p t on ' Isa.' I.e., in SBOT,
' K a . ' ( H e b . ) , 88.
1
2 Hitzig supports the rendering ' a r m o u r ' by the Syr. h^ ^
' weapon.
3 T h e verb used is '^•j'j, elsewhere r>-j,> in R u t h 4 7f., and y^n
in Dt. 2rjg Is.-jn-.
'
•i See W R S Rel. 5w/.(2) 453 ; We. Heid.i'^) n o .
5 Analogies from Crete and Rhodes are cited by Frazer, Paus.
5 202. Con\er^ely, on the occasion of ceremonial sacrifices the
worshippers or initiated members are shod in slippers made of
the skin of the victim. W. R. Smith (Rel. Son.i'^) 438) cites
such a case from a late Syrian rite, and Greek and Roman
analogies are quoted by Frazer, l.c. It is someuhat remarkable
that the Levitical law is silent on the matter of the priest's shoes,
and interesting also is the silence o f t h e Roman rubrics.
6 So Hupf., Riehm.
Cp Mt. 3 i i .
In Egyptian paintings
servants are represented performing this menial duty.
7 So sis' (loruin soleis), in the Arabic poets (G. Jacob, Alt'
arab. Parallelen,
17) ; cp also Goldziher, ZA 7 2g6f. (1892).
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D'^i*] (which these versions presuppose, and which the H e b . text
of Lcclus. actually has) is a corruption of U',^i:' (Mic. 7 3), which
must have been the original reading in i S. I 2 4 [Che.].i

(d) We have already alluded to Ruth 4 7 / (see b).
A man pulled off (-|^r) his shoe," we read, ' and gave
it to his neighbour' to indicate transference of rights.
Hoffmann [ZATIV
SQZ) explains that the shoe, being
part ofthe seller's attire, was passed on to the buyer as
an attestation of his right. Cp R U T H , and for an
Arabian parallel, references in TKADK, g 82f 2 (5).
[e) Similarly, in the ceremony for freeing the husband's
brother from the duty of the levirate marriage (Dt. 259)
his shoe was removed in token of renunciation.- So in
a Bedouin divorce the husband savs ; ' she was my slipper
and I cast her off' ( W R S A'ins. 269). T h e renunciation of the brother w as considered contemptible ; hence
the woman spat in his face, or, as the Rabins explain,
in his presence. So, too, the shoe was not removed by
the brother himself, but by the woman, in token that he
was abandoning \ privilege as well as a dut\-. Note
the phrase in Dt. 25io, ' t h e house of the unsandalled
one' (^;;jn y-^n n'^).

Cp F A M I L Y , K I N S H I I \

(/) Sandals were put on the feet of the prodigal son
on his restoration to favour (Lk. 15 22). It would seem,
then, that in the time of Jesus, sandals were not worn
by the lowest class.
T h e sandals of the rich could no
doubt be sumptuous, like those of the ladies of Egypt
(Wilk. Anc. Eg. 2330). Cp Cant. 7 i, Judith IO4 I69.
[Having considered a very obscure and familiar passage
of a psalm (608[10]) and a not perfectly satisfactory
5 Difficult NT Pl^''^seinaprophecy(Is.95[4]), we now
' ,
approach a still more sacred passage
which is repeated under slightly different
forms in all the four gospels. These are the four versions
of the Baptist's words :—
Mt. 3II, He that cometh after me is mightier than I,
whose shoes I am not sufficient (RV'"^-) to bear.
Mk. I7, There cometh after me he that is mightier
than I, the latchet of whose shoes I am not sufficient
(RV"^s-) to stoop down and unloose.
Lk. 316, There cometh he that is mightier than I, the
latchet of whose shoes I am not sufficient (RV^^-) to
unloose.
Jn. 127, He that cometh after me—the latchet of whose
shoe I am not worthy to unloose.
The difficulty is twofold. What does ' bearing the
shoes' [Ta L'TroSiJ^ara /Saordcrai) mean ? and how came
the other traditional form of words into existence, which
substitutes ' unloosing the latchet' for ' bearing the
shoes ' ?
(i) B. Weiss (1876) explains the phrase in M t . , 'carrying the
sandals after him ; so, too, Holtzmann, who describes it as a
constant duty of the slave, thus contrasting with the occasional
duty of unloosing the m a s t e r s sandals on his return home.
There seems, howe\ er, to be no more evidence that tbose who
chose (not as mourners) to walk barefoot had their sandals
carried after them than for the carrying of a washpot behind a
king when he travelled (see above). (2) I'he change from ^aaraa-ai to kvtrai is ascribed by Nestle (Phil. Sacra, 11) and
Chajes (Markusstudien,
5) to the freedom o f a translator. Bertholet (.VI eyer,./^.rM JMuttersprache, 120) prefers to look for some
Semitic word which, through being misunderstood, could be
rendered in two different ways. H e thinks that M k . and L k .
give the right rendering of p^'o S'^^'d^, which M t . , not inexcusably, misunderstands.
Unfortunately, as Nestle (l.c.)
remarks, Sp^'ch cannot mean ' to unloose.*

We must look more deeply into the text of the Baptist's
sermon as given in Mt.
It is largely composed of
phrases which occur or might occur in the O T , and
vv. II 12 are parallelistic. T h e latter consideration is of
special importance.
' He that cometh after me is
mightier than I ' is not suitably followed by the words
1 HaUvy restores CiS't;' in Ecclus. but not in Sam. This
further step, however, is clearly necessary (Che).
Cowley
and Neubauer (cp Le\-i, L'Eccles. 1120) r e n d e r ' j in Ecclus. ' a
secret gift.' This, however, presupposes M T of i S. 1- 4, which,
as Thenius (KGH *Sam.'(20 rightly saw, is incorrect. T h e
argument of Lohr (KGH ' Sam.' I-"^) seems indecisive.
'^ [For a similar Ar. usage see Goldziher, Abhandt. z. Arab.
Phil. 147(1896).]
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SHOSHANNIM
given in E V — ' whose shoes I am not worthy to bear";
the second expression ought to expand and ampUfy the
first. The ' mighty one ' that ' cometh ' is neither God
( I s . 5 3 i / . ) nor the Messiah; he is a warrior, and we
do not expect the prophetic narrator to condescend to
mention his sandals. Not his sandals but his weapons
must be referred to, and the speaker may be expected
to say that he is not mighty enough himself to wear, or
to beai-, the warrior's armour ; U7xodir)/j.aTa must have
displaced a word meaning armour, and UavSs must
mean, not (J^tos ('worthy'), but 'strong enough.' A
probable remedy at once suggests itself. T h e passage
may have been written in Hebrew, and C'^p, 'shoes,'
have been misread for c^r,^ 'weapons.' Read -IL:'N
r^3 mli'D 'riJbp . ' whose weapons I am too puny to bear.'
The passage is now surely worthier of the second Elijah,
w ho did in faet both carry and wield the sword of the
Mighty One.—T. K. C ]
I. A . — S . A. C . — T . K. C.
SHOHAM [nrp,
§ 7 1 ; lc[c]OAM [BA], ,6CCAM [L]), a Levite, b. Merari ( i Ch. 24 27)!. T h e
name is of interest, having possibly come by transposition of letters from nro, ' Moses.' Cp MOSES, § 2.
T. K. c .

SHOMER. I. (1}±^;
C W M H R [ B ] , pr ojc [ A ] ;
ceMMHp [ L ] ; the name appears as IDC*, SHEMER
[q.v.] in I Ch. 734), father of JEHOZABAD, I (2 K. I222).
In 2 Ch. 2426 the form is n'lDir, SFHMRITH (ao/j.aLw9
[ B ] ; aajxapLB [A]; <7afj.i.pafji.(i}B [U]).
2. ("ipieS ~iDl" ; aafjLTjp, a-e/xfxTjp [ B ] , (7OJ/J.T]P [ A L ] ) , a.

name in a genealogy of ASHER [q.v., § 4, ii.], i Ch.
732.

In V. 34 SHAWEK, RV S H E M E R [q.v., 2] [-\^-s).

SHOPHACH CqDIK* I Ch. 19 16-18, in 2 S. 10 16-18
SHOBACH.
SHOPHAN.

See ATROTH-SHOPHAN.

SHOSHANNIM; SHOSHANNIM-EDUTH; SHUSHAN-EDUTH, UPON (U^-i^lH^'hv;
D''3L'r=-'?X
D^IV; r\^1V ]^*^^'7V);
phrases found in the respective
headings of Pss. 45 69 80 and 60 in .W ; RV for
' u p o n ' gives ' set t o ' and in mg. renders ' Hlies,'
•lilies, a testimony,' and ' t h e lily of testimony.' As
in the case of other enigmatical elements of psalmheadings, Shoshannim and Shoshannim (or Shushan)
Eduth are often taken to be the catchwords of a song,
to the air of which the psalm which followed was to be
sung (so already Ibn Ezra).^ T h e 'testimony' [i.e.,
the law?) might be compared to hlies. Others [e.g.,
Thrupp) think of a musical instrument in the shape of
a lily, or (Rashi, strangely) with six strings, while
others (Gratz; Haupt in ' P s s . ' SBOT, Eng., p. 183)
render the phrase 'with Susian instruments,' comparing
al ' alamoth =* with Elamite instruments' (?) in the
headings of two psalms close to Ps. 45. That the
Susians are called Susanchites (?) in Ezra 49, may not
be decisive against this view. But why should Susian
instruments be mentioned as well as Elamite ? A
similar hypothesis with regard to Gittith is rejected elsewhere ( G I T T I T H ) as untenable, and our e.xperience both
with Gittith and with other strange words in psalmheadings leads us to suspect textual error, c' and n \\ ere
easily confounded in pronunciation, and letters were
often transposed by the Scribes, fr'c, C';L"L" may be
regarded as corruptions of jc'is, •'JE'S, 'Cushan,'
' C u s h a n i t e s ' (cp S H E M I N I T H ) .

E D U T H must also be

ix corruption. Possibly nny has sprung out of pDi-i'-'?^'
' u p o n (?) Jeduthun.' On Jeduthun, see PSALMS, § 26
[10].
1 2 became 3, and y, as in other cases, intruded.
2 In Ps. SO, however, the words ' on Shoshannim' are marked
off from what follows by the accent Athnah.
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SHULAMIMITE, T H E

SHOULDER
(S g ves, uffep Twy iJA.Aoiwfl/j(7o^ei'ujr'(C'Jt;'t;')| or, in Ps. 60, Tot$
aAAotw9ijo"0|U.eVoi9 e n (.Tiy, Rom. eTt)i in P s . 80 adds p-aprupLOv.
Aq. eiri TOM Kpwois, tTri, Kpivoiv, vwep Tiav Kpivdiv fiapjx'pCas ',
Symm. inrep Toiv dv9(j>v, vnkp T. d. fiapTvpia; The^'dot. v;rtp
Tiiiv KpLvtov; J e r . pro his qui (gua) co77imotahuntur.
Cp I'a.
JPT, 1882, p. 631.
T. K. C.

SHOULDER. T h e \yords are (i) i;hT, z^rod; (2).
PjriD, kitheph; (3) CDC, /^^^wz (cp SHECHEM). T h e
sacrificial 'shoulder' of Nu. I818 AV becomes in RV
' t h i g h ' (piC). C p SACRIFICE.
SHOVEL. T h e words are : - 1. y , ya [\''rr^\ to sweep together), only in plur.
n'y, utensils for cleaning the altar (see A L T A R , § 9 ;
Cf'i^jKiN'G, § 4), E.X. 273 383 Nu. 4i4 [all P ] , also i K.
7 40 45 2 K. 2.') 14 2 Ch. 4 ti 16 Jer. W2 iBf.
2. nn', ydthed, usually ' p i n , ' especially ' t e n t p i n '
(see Tr^XT); in Dt. 23i3 RV^'S- for ' p a d d l e ' of E V ;
plainly, from the context, an implement suitable for
digging with.
3. nn^, rdhath. Is. 3024t. See AGRICULTURE, § 9.
SHRINE. I. T h e rendering suggested by RVn^r- in
Am. 526 for t-VS. See Ciiib-x.
^. eidibXia [XV*. e'idwXa, AV^] in i Macc. I47 (in
plur.) is rendered in RV 'shrines for idols,' in AV
* chapels for idols' ; cp 2 Macc. I I 3 (AV ' chapels,'
RV 'sacred places'); i Macc. IO83 (idols' temple), Bel
10 ( ' t e m p l e ' ) .
See TEMIM.E, § i.
3. vaos (Acts 10 24). See D I A N A , § 2.

SHRUBS (D^rT'b'). Gen. 2115.

See BUSH, :<:.

SHUA (rli;'), a Canaanite (or Kenizzite?), Gen. 38
2 t2 (AV S H U A H [iii.]), whence B . \ T H - S H U A (q.v.),

Canaanite

(or Kenizzite?) woman,

i

a

Ch. 23 ; see

JUD VH, § 2.

SHUA (Xr-IC^), a name in a genealogy of ASHER
('/.T., § 4 ii. and note—perh. = S H U A L ? cp (!o"^), i C h .
7 j ^ t (c60Adv[BA], C 0 Y A [ L ] ) .

SHUAH (nii.** ; ccoye). son of Abraham by Keturah
(Gen. 252 i Ch. I32 : ccoe [B], c o y e [E]).
Very
possibly the original text had t;*-13. ' Cush' (cp Jokshan,
in the sanie passage, from Cushan, and see H U S H A M ) .
Upon the common theory, however, Shuah is identified
with the Suhu of the Assyrians (temp. Asur-nasir-pal,
about 860 B.C.), the name of a land situated on
the right bank of the Euphrates, between the mouths
of the" Belih and Haijor (Del. Par. 2 9 7 / . , Schr. A'GF
14.2 f), perhaps represented by the (xavrj of Ptol. \. lOs
(Di. on Gen. I.e.).
Friedr. Delitzsch, Dillmaon, and
Cheyne [Job and Sol. 15) connect with the ethnic
S H U H I T E ('m::', 6 (7ai'x[a]iu)j', (xavx^^lTy\s, o^oyj) applied
to Job's friend B I L O A D , in Job 211 (and elsewhere).
But when the old story of Job, which
came down in a \ery fragmentary form to postexilic times (see JOB, P.OOK OF, S 4) was recast, so
as to form a setting for a theoretic treatment of the
problem of the suffering righteous, it is not likely that
the Hebrew artist or poet brought one of the wise men
(Job's friends) from a country which had no reputation
for ' wisdom.' Besides, ' Bildad' reminds us forcibly
of Bed.id (? = Birdadda), an Edomite name (Gen.
36 35 ; see B E D A D ) . NOW it so happens that in i K. 4 31
['.) 11], we hear of certain wise men, not Israelites, who
were famous in Hebrew legend (see H E M A N ) . The exact
reading of their names is uncertain. Possibly ' Darda' in
' Calcol and D a r d a ' ( p - i i '?^'^D) is a corruption of -\-hi.
If so, Bildad's description ought to be * the Jerahmeehte' (son of Mahol=:son of J E R A H M E E L ) . But
* Cush '
' S^uhi'
Hushi =
perhaps

and ' Jerahmeel' are practically equivalent.
may easily have come by transposition from
Cushi (cp S H U H A M ) .
Otherwise we might
venture to read ' t h e Zarhite' f-n-ml. Cp

ELIHU.

T. K. C.

SHUAH (nnVJ') I Ch. 4 II, AV, RV S H U H A H .
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SHUAH t r - i r j , Gen. 38 2 12, RV S H U A (i.).
SHUAL. I . bWJ
I ' l X ; [ J H N or j . pHN] coir&A
[BL, missing in A]''). ' Land of Shual' is the name of the
district in. or near, which O P H R A H lay (i S K i i ? ! ) .
Its resemblance to H A Z A K - S H U A L [^.2^.] and to S H A A -

LIM [q.-o.] is remarkable. Cp A S H E R , § \ note, also
JQR l l i i o .
^. (^y-lC*; COYAA [B]. c o y ^ A [A], - N
[L]), a name in a genealogy of A S H E R {q.v., § 4, ii.),
I C h . 7 3ot.
It shuiiia be noted that S H U A L and SITU .^HAH (g.v.) occur m
the same group of names, just as in i S. Sd 4 S H A L I S H A H (q.v.)
occurs close to SHAALIM \.q.v.\. Cp also '^IKL'S S A U L .

SHUBAEL (/'ND'"'^ i ^^ origin of name, see below ;
COYBAHA [BA], - I H A [ E ] ) . A Levitical name given to
a descendant of Ani ram b. Kohath b . Levi ( i Cli. 242o,
iw^. [ B ] ) ; also under the form S H E B U E L to the chief of
the sons of Gershom b. Moses (i Ch. 23i6, '?Nnty),
' ruler over the treasuries ' ( i Ch. 2624, '?Nnt:', ioiT/X [B],
o'uj^irjX [L]). T g . Chron. identifies Shebuel with
JONATHAX [^.i*.] b. Gershon b. Moses (Judg. I830).
S H E B U E L also appears as a son of Heman, i Ch. 2.04
((TO['/3a7;\ [L]); but v. 20 returns to the original Stibdel (cp
2'i 16).
In the period of the Chronicler Shubael may perhaps have
been derived from 3111', ' to r e t u r n , ' a n d ^N, ' G o d ' (cp N A M E S ,
§§ 31, 79, ii.). But t h e name is probably very old, and may be
identified with SHOBAL [g.v.], a name borne Ijy a family originally Calebite, which afterwards became merged in J u d a h (for
parallels, see GEKSHOM, H E M A N , K O R A H ) . T h e further possibility must be admitted that 7*<^Dt;', Shemuel (Samuel) is only
a modification of 7XIDE;', Shebuel, and therefore of Shobal
(cp Jastrow, JBL 10 102 [1900]).
I n i S. 1 i Samuel's
origin is traced to Jeroham—i.e., Jerahmeel.
In i Ch. 264
Shebuel is followed l>y Jerimoth ( = J e r a h m e e l ? ) , and in 2823 the
name of this son of M U S H I [^.z-.] again occurs.
T . K . C.

SHUHAH (nmC^'), brother of Chelub ( i Ch. 4 i i ;
AV S H U A H , C0Ydv[L], S7ia [Vg.]) ; 0 " ' ^ and Pesh. omit
his name and give after Chelub 'father of Achsah,' a
reading which Benzinger (KHC) favours. But Shuhah
may be identical with Hushah (nC^-IH), J. 4—i.e.,
Cushah.
SHUHAM ( D m c ' ;

CAM[6]I

[BF], C & M E I A H [A],

CAMe [L]), and the family ofthe Shuhamltes Cpn-IBTl,
AHMOC

O cA,M[e]i

[BAF],

A. O C A M S

[L],

i.

o

C A M E I A H I [ A in V. 46]) exhaust the list of ' the sons of
Dan after their families' in Nu. 2642/! = G e n . 46 23,
H U S H I M — i . e . , Cushim ( C h e . ) ; cp Mic.\H, 2, on a
theory of Danites in the Negeb. See also D A N , § 9.
SHUHITE [T\^V),

J o b 2 11.

See S H U A H .

SHULAMMITE, THE (n'sVlES'n), i.e., the woman
of Shulem,^ the designation of the bride in Cant. 613
[7 I ] . The true form, however, is probably n'lrpit^'n, ' the
Shunammite," which should possibly be restored for
a n ] 'Dy in 612, and for D'JI;^ in 7? (see C A N T I C L E S ,

§ 1 6 ; JQR, Oct. 1899, p.' 133), Perhaps Shulem
was an alternative form for ' Shunem ' ; cp Bethel =
mod. Beitin, Jezreel = mod. Zer'in, and see Kampffmeyer, ZDI-'Vlu-i-i,
also the statement of Eus. and
Jer. (SHUNEM). \\'hether the poet is speaking directly
of the historical Shunammite damsel who was David's
'companion,' or simply means to compliment any
and every Jewish woman at whose wedding festivities
Canticles may be used, is disputed. T h e latter view
(Budde's) seems the more probable (see CANr]rLK<i,
§ 6). T h e Shunammite was the type of - fair woman
( i K . I 3 ; cp Cant. 18 59). Budde does not, however, completely explain why this type was selected.
Possibly (though this is no part of liudde's theory) a
tradition known to the poet stated that Solomon
' Apart from the article, the name n ' C ^ l c might be a proper
name. C p ' Salome' and riD'SB', ^m Ar.imaic proper n a m e
(Ges.(13); c p Cook, .4rainaic Glossary, 113).
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SHUMATHITE

SHUR

actually took the Shulammite for his wife. In this
case, we may venture to suppose that tor ' Naamah
the .-Vmraonitess' (n'jbi'n, ^ K. H2131) wc should rc.id
' Naamah the Shunammite ' (n":]L"ri).
.Abishag' ( i K.
I315 21721/".), like -\bital, is no real name.
.Sue
SOLOMON, § 2, near end, and article in JQR, referred
to above.

been a Shunem).^ The patronymic is Sbunite, Nu.
2615 ('jiCT, cTOvv[i\L [B.\F], aowei [L]).
T. i;;. C.
SHUPHAM, RV S h e p h u p h a m (q-v.), whence the
gentihc S h u p h a m i t e ('p2•'lt^'), Num. 26 39.
Cp
SHUPPIM,

also SHAJ'HAM

and

SHEPHAM,

originally

names belonging to the Negeb, whence Benjamin also
may be held to have ccMue (Che,).

ip's readings are o-ovpiavetTc^ [B], (70i'.\n^iri? [N'.\, and most
cursives], ^•g., It., two Onomastic.T (OS)'.,><,.,. -JcH 41), ProL,>i).,
Theodoret, favour a;-„'^apcTcs', P h i l o . ' f Cariiasi.,, strangely,
oSoAAo^tTts. T h e older and more origir\al iP reading is that ol
B (Riedel, Die Aiislei;iiii,g des Hohenlicdes,
1899, pp. losyC).
Aq. ec eipTji-euovaTJ; Sym. TTJV kcsKviavpii-cyv.
T. K. I .

SHUPPIM (•''BK', § 75). . . A son of Benjamin ;'•=
I Ch. 7 12 i s t (aa-ircpeiv, ixap-cjiciv [B], crac/ictp, aeipcpei/j,
[.\], cracpav, iracpiv [L]). I'he preferable form is probably SHUPHAM (q.v.).
2. .\ccording to i Ch. 2fi 16 M T , the westward lot
fell ' t o Shuppim and H o s a h ' (see HOSAH) when the
SHUMATHITE C m i L " ) , i C h . ' J s s - See SIIOB.VL.
courses of the doorkeepers were arranged in David's
time (eis Sevnpov [B, as though D'ld], eis 5. TOIS
SHUNAMMITE (n'B>1t,"', i K. 1 3 15 2 17 2 K.
TtpoObpoi! [L, ,as if it read D'BD], TC^ aecpieip. [A]).
41225; n^Bru", i K . - J j i / . - K , -136). .\ gentilic
The name is probably a mere error arising from
(fem.), applied to .\bishag and to the hostess of Elisha,
the repetition of the last two syllables of the preceding
both women of SHUNEM [</.;'.].
tp in K.in^s invariabh-has cru>^ar[c]tTts, cTcopavcTy\s, crovp-avcTc?, \erse (D'E^DN.I, ' the stores *).
or aovpavcrei^.

Cp SnuLAM.MiTE, and, for E u s . and J e r . .see

SHC.NEM.

SHUNEM (D3-1L", in Josh, COYNAN [ B ] , -M [-A],
C Y N H \ \ [ L ] ) ; in I S- ctoMAN [BL], ptONAMAN [ . \ ] ;
in 2 K. COYM*,N [B], CWM&N [B'^'S-L], CItONAM
[.\*"''], CIGO v\&\\ [•\*]; on Eus. and Jer. see below), i. .•\
place in Issachar, grouped with Jezreel and Chesulioth
(Josh. 19 18), .and mentioned in the Egyptian lists among
the places in Palestine which submitted to Thotmes I I I .
and Slioshenk (.ff/'i-l 5 46 ; .4s. u. Eur- 170). Shunem
must be the mod. Sillem, which is a small village,
with beautiful fruit- and flower-gardens, well situated on
the SW. slope of the Nebi Dahi (Little Hermon), and
looking over the ^^hole plain as far as Carmel. T w o
natives of Shunem are specially mentioned—viz.,
.\bishag, David's ' c o m p a n i o n ' (i K. 1 3 2 17 2 1 / ) ,
and the 'great woman' who entertained Elisha (2 K.
4 8 / ; ) ; many add, as - third, the 'Shulammite' of
Canticles. \ \ ' e also learn from i S. 28 4 that the
'Philistines,' in the time of Saul, pitched their tents
in shunem, over against the Israelites on Gilboa (i S.
28 41. (On Elisha's miracle at Shunem and its N T
parallel, see N A I N . )

2. Ifwe may hold that the scene of Saul's last struggle
with the Philistines, and also that of Elisha's prophetic
ministry, have been mistaken by the editor or editors
who brought the texts of i S. 28 and 2 K. 4 into their
present form, there was a second Shunem in the Negeb.
This is, of course, not a mere isolated theory, but a
part of a general theory that much of the O T has been
recast, on the basis of a partly corrupt text, and under
the influence of wrong theories of the geography and
(partly | the history of ancient Israel. On this matter,
so far as it concerns Shunem, see S A U L , §§ 4 ^ ^ ; PROPHECY, § 5 /
' Shunem ' is probably the place called
' Beth-shan ' in i S. 31 10—that is to say, perhaps the
Bor-ashan of i S. 30 30 (see ASHAN), and ' Mt, Carmel'
to which the ' great woman ' rode, and where Elisha
dwelt, was Mt, Jerahmeel. If so, it becomes very possible that Abishag ' the .Shunammite ' was a native of the
Shunem in the Negeb ; indeed, David's close connection
with the Negeb makes this in itself highly probable.

SHUR (niL" ; COYP : t""' ' " i S.IS? ACCOYP [ B ] ,
COYA [ L ] ; I S. 278 [peAAMJ YOYP TeTeixiCMCNiON
[B],—COYP
• TCT. [A], rSCCOYP [L] ; Gen. 2518
COYHA [-^l), generally supposed to be a locality on
the N E . border of Egypt ( i S . Ifi? 278 Gen. I672O1
2.'j 18) ; adjoining it was the 'wilderness of .Shur' (Ex.
1 i) 22). If, howe\er, we examine these passages and their
contents historically, we soon see that Egypt is not at
all likely to be referred to ; the scene of all the narratives in question is the Jerahmeelite Negeb (see NI;':EH).
u--]^T2 should therefore be vocalised Misrim ( = tliu N.
.Arabian Musri) not Mizraim (see MIZRAIM, § 2b), and
the Shtir or Asshtir (correction or gloss in Gen. 2.^JI8
and I S. 157 ©^) is a region south of Palestine and
adjoining Misrim or Musri.
The passages are—fi) Gen. I67 ; Hagar is found ' by
the fountain in the ^\"^y to .Shur ' (i.e., between Kadesh
and Bered [on the phrase in 16 14 see Crit. 1,'ib.]). (2)
201 : Abraham dwelt ' between Kadesh and Shiir ' (see
GER.XT.;). (3) 2.'* 18 ; the Ishmaelites d\\-elt ' from
Havilah [ = Jerahmeel] as far as .Slivir that is in front of
Misrim, [to the entrance of Asshur].' (4) Ex.1522 ;
after leaving the ydm silph [ R E D S E A ] , the Israelites
'went out into the desert of ShQr,' after which they
came to Marah and Elim [together =Jerahineel ; cp
REPHIDIM].
( S ) I S. I 5 7 ; the Amalekite country
' from Havilah [rather Jerahmeel] to the entrance of
Shur that is in front of Misrim.'
(6) 27 8; the
Amalekites whom Saul defeated, and the other peoples
named, inhabited ' the land which is from Jerahmeel
(•Sl'D comes from '^NDHTD, and corresponds to nS'ins in
the Ij , Gen. 2518) to the entrance of Shur.' To these
may be added two phr.aseologically similar passages,
though the name given is not Shur, but in one case
Asshur and in the other Shihor, viz., (7) Gen. 214;
Hiddekel [i.e., the wady Jerahmeel) which 'goes in
front of Asshur' ; and (8) Josh. 183 ; the territory of
the Geshurites, etc., ' from Shihor ( =.Ashhur) which is
in front of Misrim as far as the border of Ekron (lather
'Jerahmeel') northw.ird.'

See P A R A D I S E , § 5 ; SHIHOR.

Thus, to the equivalent forms AsshQr, Ashhflr, and
Geshur, we m,iy now add a fourth 'Shur.' "The viewbased upon ffii'''^ of I S. 27 8, held formerly by AA'ellIt is remarkable that E u s . (OS 294 56, s.v. irov^p) and Jer.
hausen ( TBS 97) and still assented to by H. P. Smith
(0SV>2i-j, s-v- Suneni), who say that the Issacharite locality
was in their time called Sulirm, do not idciuify it with the
(Sam.
133), that Shflr originally meant the \va]] (or
Shunem of Elisha's hostess. This they refer to separately as
line of fortresses) which extended from Pelusium through
cTcavap, Sonani (OS^-L-.i^,^ lb'-, i:^), and identify with the cravcp ,,r
Migdol to Hero, and protected Egypt against the
Saniiii of their own day, *a village within the border of Sebaste
in the region of Acrabattene.'
T. K. C.
Arabiiins (cp Brugsch, Gesch. Aeg. r i g , 195; Die Bibl.
Sieben Jahre, 89), must .ipparently be abandoned. [No
such line of fortifications is known. W. M. Muller
SHUNI ('3-lt^; cAYNic, COYNI [A], c&YNeic [ ^ ] ,
C0YN6I [B], COYNI [F], CAYNCic, ctOYNi [L]), one
of the sons of Gad (Gen. 46 J6 N U . 26 15), a corruption
' All the names of the sons of Gad in Oen. 4616 (from Ziphion
or Zephon = Zaphon, to Areli = Jerahme'eli) can, according to
either of Sharonite ( G A D . § 13) or of Shunammite (Gad
the present writer's theory be explained as Neceb names.
having been originally settled in the land of SIHON [from
2 Or rather, son of Bela b. BEN'J.MVIIN (q.v. §9!.), i Ch. y^. E V
Cushan], or of the Negeb, where there appears to have
Shephuphan. Cp/(?.ff 1] 1 0 8 / , § 8.
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{cp .-Isien, 102, 134) thought of '^ comparison of Shur
with the great Egyptian frontier-city and fortress, Jaru (pronounce about Zor?), S. of Pelusium, part of
which that city held in carlier time. Phonetic difficulties would of course still remain.] C p Winckler,
Musri, 2 [MVG, 189S, 4) p. 6 /
T. K. C.

site was still inhabited in the Middle Ages, and a seat
of the sugar manufacture of Khuzistan. ,
If M. Dieulafoy may be followed, the excavations
which he brought to so successful a close at Susa are of
high importance for the study of the book of Esther.
Among other maitcrs, he refers to the bithdn (EV
' palace ') mentioned twice, once as the place in the court
of the garden of which a feast was made by the king
for all the people of 'Shushan the castle' (Esth. 1 5),
and again in connection with the 'banquet of wine'
at which occurred the crisis in the fortunes of the
'wicked H a m a n ' [77f).
T h e word (fn'3) occurs nowhere else, and all that scholars can say is that it is a
new formation from nu- ^I- Dieulafoy, however, thinks
that when for two years one has interrogated the soul
of the Memnonium, it is impossible not to recognise in
the ' Bithan ' of the O T the Susian apadana. ^

SHUSHAN ()L*'1w*, COYCA[N]). always (except in
Esth. 315^ where JI^'VL* I T n , cp (!5's constant r? TX^XLS)

with the addition of ' the palace,' or rather [RV^^-] ' the
castle' (nn''3n ; see BDB, 108a), in the time of Daniel's
Belshazzar, capital of the province of E L A M (q.v. and
cp PERSIA, § 12) ; in that of Nehemiah's Artaxerxes
and of Esther's Ahasuerus, the residence of the kings of
Persia (Dan. 82 Neh. 1 1 Esth. I 2 5 3i5, twice). T h e
1 A f'A t i*^^ rit iheation with Susa, which in the Ass.
™
inscriptions is repeatedly referred to as
Susan ( = the Susin or Susun of the
Susian inscriptions), is obviously agreeable to the intention of, at any rate, the last redactor of Dan., Neh.,
and Esth. ; whether the reading ' Shushan ' was that of
the original narratives, remains to be considered.
W^here the ancient Susa was situated, and what it was
like in the glorious period which begins with its second
foundation by Darius Hystaspis, we now know more
fully than was once possible, owing to the explorations
of Loftus and M. Dieulafoy, though ancient tradition
had told of the magnificent walls and of the hoards of
gold found in the treasury by the victorious Alexander.
Of the first Susa with its palace (Rogers, Hist. Bab.
Ass. I420) and its zikkurrat (see B.VHVLONIA, § 16) of
alabaster, which was destroyed by Asur-bani-pal (A'B
2205), we have no mention, primary or secondary, in
the O T , though the SUSANXHITKS in Ezra 49, whom
' t h e great and noble Osnappar (?) brought over' (to
Samaria) are generally thought, incorrectly perhaps
but with no slight plausibility, to have come from the
district of Shushan. The situation of Susa, indeed, was
so suitable for a large city that a revival of its ancient
prosperity might have been with some confidence predicted.
' It is at a distance of 15 m. in a .SW. direction from
Dizful that the prodigious mounds of Shush, or Susa,
2 Situation ^^^"^ " ^ against the sky. They are
situated on the left bank of the river
Shaur (originally Shapur), which rises at no great distance to the north and flows in a deep, narrow bed
below the T o m b of Daniel, and between the larger
rivers Ab-i-Diz (EUIPCUS), 6^ m. distant on the E.,
and the Kerkhah (Choaspes), 1^ m. distant on the
W . T h e Choaspes divided the populous quarter of
the ancient city from the citadel and palace. T h e
entire circumference of the mounds is from 6 to 7 m.
They consist of three levels : the lowest conceals the
remains of the ancient city; the second, which is a
rectangular platform 2^ m. round and 72 ft. high, was
the fortified enceinte that contained the palace ; the
uppermost, 120 ft. in height, i i o o yds. round the base,
and 850 yds. round the summit, was the citadel, and is
still known as Kaleh-i-Shush.' ^ So strong was this
citadel (the ^e/xvoviov of Strabo xv.82 ; cp Herod. 654)
that it successfully withstood Molon in his war with
Antiochus the Great (Polyb. 5 48).
T h e original
palace, however, was destined to a somewhat short
existence; it was destroyed by fire in the time of
Artaxerxes Longimanus. Artaxerxes Mnemon restored
it. According to Xenophon [Cyrop. viii. 6 22) Susa was
the winter residence of the Persian kings, the rest of
the year being spent by them at Babylon and Ecbatana.
Sus, I was still a flourishing city under the Sassanians. It
was razed to the ground after a revolt, but rebuilt by
Shapur II., under the title Iranshahr Shapur. The fortifications were dismantled at the Moslem conquest, but the

' Alone of all the palace buildings, the tabernacle consecrated
to tlie divinised king could and ought to rise in the midst of a
paradise [-rrapaSeia-os] ; alone, it wa.s sufficiently isolated from
the apartments reserved for the sovereign to make it possitjie
conveniently to introduce a considerable number of persons.
Like the bithdn, the apadana was surrounded by groves immedialely adjoining the house of the women ; like the bithdn, it
was preceded by an immense vestibule, capable of holding the
guests of Ahasuerus ; like the bithdn, it was a hypostyle, and
paved with coloured marbles. Lastly, like the bithdn, it played
a special part in the life of the kings of Persia and the ceremonial
of the Achaemenian court.'
' T h e apadana, or throne-room,
resembled a Greek temple ; the king occupied the place of the
divine statue.
T h e throne-room of Susa covers more than a
hectare (2\ acres); the porticoes, the staircases, the enclosures
open out on a terrace eighteen times more considerable in area,
and divided in two parts by a pylon. On this side a colossal
staircase led from the place d'annes outside to the level of a
vast p a r a d e ; on the other, radiant with its crown of enamels,
buried in the foliage of a hanging garden, was the apadana,
past which marched the ambassadors of all the states of Greece.' '^
T h a t this is s a t i s f a c t o r y w e c a n n o t b r i n g ourselves t o

admit. W e will not insist on the 131SK (appad/io) of
Dan. ll45(EV 'his palace'), for, in spiteof the tendency of
scholars to identify this word with the Old Pers. apadana,
we feel the strong probability that this word is corrupt
(see PALACE, § i [9]). But is it likely that the narrator
in Esther should have known the Persian architecture
so accurately when (see ESTHER, § 1) the book is in
other respects so full of patent improbabilities ? A little
experience of the wa\'S of the scribes shows a better way
out of the difficulty of the ^n'^. That it is <.• parallel
formation to n'D, is a purely arbitrary theory. Much
more probably fn'3 is a corruption of '303- It was an
orchard (r\i-j) of pistachio nut-trees that was meant (cp
the ' garden of nuts ' [IS:N ma] in Cant. 6 n ) .
The improbabilities of the story of Esther would
- p
,
become less striking, if we could reconwriter's theorv ^^'"'"''^ ^^^ original story, which the
•' editor (according to a theory for which
there seem to be analogies elsewhere in the OT) has
converted as well as he could into a story of the Jews
under Persian rule, whereas originally the story had
reference to the period when the Jews were (it may be
held) in captivity under the N . Arabian Jerahmeelites.
The present writer sees reason to think that the books
of Daniel and even Xehemiah (besides Judith and
Tobit) have passed through a similar process. Into
the details of this we cannot enter here (see Crit. Bib.).
We may, however, point out (i) tbat ' S h u s h a n habbirah'
(not a very probable phrase 3), in all the places where it occurs,
may very possibly have come from ' Cushan-harabbah ' : (2)
that .-trn.Tn c'^'i*^ may be an editor's recast of [SNDni'l C^'Vnwhere ' n i ' may be a correction of the corrupt word c'^'V '. (3)
that '^iN ?::iN in the same verse m a y represent two corrupt
forms ^•^h>tr>rr\''(i.e., the river of Jerahmeel, Ezekiel's' Chebar'
or rather ' B a r a c h e l ' = Jerahmeel).
' T h e parallelism between
Daniel on the banks of Ulai (?) and Kzt.kiel by the 'river

1 Curzon, Persia, 2309. A little below the great mound is
the alleged Tomb of Daniel.

1 M. Dieulafoy has constructed an imaeinatively restored
model of the palace of Arta.\t-rxes Mnt:mon, which stands in the
Louvre.
2 ' Le livre d'Esther et je palais d'Assu^rus,' REJ, April-Tune
1888 pp. 275-277.
3 G. J a h n (Das B. Esther, 1901, p . 2) thinks that © read
-I'yn for nTn.--
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SHUSHANCHITES
Chebar C)' has ah-eady been noticed by commentator.^.
for the corruptions here assumed will be found in Crit.

SICYON
Parallels
Bib-

The result of accepting the theory referred to would be
that we get in each c.ise two documents instead of one—
first the original narrative, ni so far as it can be traced,
which had to do with X. .Arabia, and ne.xt, tne edited
and recast narrative, which shows the accjuaintarice,
slight indeed, but genuine, of a much later Jew with
Persian geography and historv.
If, then, we are
tempted to criticise severely the historical errois in
these books (Dati., Ezra-Neh., Esth.), which have
absorbed so much time with so little result, let us
remember that, according to this thcor\', the editor had
to make the best that he could of paiih- corrupt
material, and th.tt he is not to be judged by the staiulard
of an original narrator.
Cp Delitzsch, I',xr, 326, and Calcer Bib.-Lc-V. C-) S^i f ;
Loftus, Chaldeea and Susiiimi,
}.\-^ff', (18^7); .Mine, hiiic
DieiiLifov. La Perse ta Chaldee et l,i .-^icsi,iiie; Rel,iti„n de
I'o.r.if. (1887); .M. Dieul.-ifoy, L'-4cropole de la Sicsc C.ciao');
Billerbeck, Sicsa (iSo^); XOldeke, G,scli. der Perser ,1111- Tabari
(iSy.j), p. 58. Sec also U L A I .
T . K. C .

SHUSHANCHITES iN>D3L"VJ'), Ezra 49 RV. AV
SfS-lXCHlTES.

SHTJSHAN-EDUTH (H-nr

IL"-1L"), Ps. 70 title.

See SHOSH.VXMM.

SHUTHELAH (nbri-lt:'), an Ephraimite clan-name,
Xu 21135/ lip 3 9 / , COYTAA*. [ B ] , ecocoycAAA [A f.
39], 90YC. [A V. 40] aov9a\a. [FL]), ethnic S h u t h a l Mte, RV S h u t h e l a h i t e CnpntS'n, v. 35, o c o y T(\\iv£i [B], -e:.A<M [FL], e o y c [A]). T h e name (see
SHEL.^H) probably came from the Negeb. It should
perhaps be inserted in Gen. 462o(5 with @ {trofraXaayU
[.AD] -9. [L]) i see, however, E P H R A I M , § 12, n. i.
It occurs twice in the much-edited genealogy of E P H R A I M
[q.v., § 12], I Ch. " 2 0 - 2 7 ; iu v.aof
(crwOaKa [-\ z*. 20], -6.
[B ib.], -eAe [Ba-b.mg., om. B* A v. 21], a-oveal\-a[ap.] [L]), and,
again, in the corrupt form T E L A H in f. 25 (nppl, 6a\e [A], -ees
[B], eaA-(i[L]).

SHUTTLE i;"lX), Job 76. See W E A V I N G .
SIA (Ni"D [Neh.]) or SIAHA (XHr'-p [Ezra]), the
family name ofa company of (post-exilic) Nethinim.
Ezra 244 (a-wT)A [B], acraa [.A.vid.], LWCTCOV [L]) = N e h . 747
(acTovca [B], cacrovca [«], crcaca [.\], aacjcov [L]) = I Esd. 5 29
SDD, RV SUA (<rrj„a [ti], aovaa [A] loicria [L]).

The longer form of the name has probably arisen
from a combination of two readings Ny'D and .nyo ; cp
NEPHUSHESI.M, Neh. 752.

Jordan with extensive vineyards ; Reubenite, according
to Nu. 3238 (cp?'. 39 and Josh. 1319); Moabite, according to Is. 16 8 /
(C(\BAM«, [ Q in v. g]). Jer. 4832
(cOCepHMAEBN':-:'], COC e p H M O C [ N * ] , A C e p H M & [ . U

CABAM*. [yj), a passage in a prophecy written, at
any rate, long after the fall of Israel. Jerome (on Is.
l(is) states that it was hardly 500 paces from Heshbon.
Conder identilies it with the important site Sumia, with
tombs and ruined vnuyard towers, 2^ m. W . of Heshbon
(PPPcJ, 1882, p. g). As Derenbourg has suggested,
Sibmah may be referred to in Ml /. 13.
The pass.ige runs, ' And I sellk-.j therein (i-e-, in the conquered
city uf A T A K O T H , 4r.i-..)men of p c ' . ' In the Jerus. Targ, p i ?
is Ki\'en for c2-C' and r\l22ie'- So als.j Schlottmann (ZZ>.I/(;, 24
25g). C p ZlvKL rn.SHAHAii.
X. K. C.

SIBRAIM (D":nnp; ceBpAM [B], ce<^. [A], -p^^iM
[Q], CABd^peiM [Q'"*^']' Pesh. reads 'Sepharvaim'), «.
city on the iciual northern border of Canaan (l''.zek.
47 i6), described in AIT as lying between the territory
of 1 Jamascus and that of Hamath. According to
Cornill (see l?i) this definition belongs strictly to another
city H E L A M [q.v.), the name of which should be inserted after Sibraim, It is more important, however,
to notice that the original text, which has been redacted
by an uncomprehending editor (cp T A M A R ) , probablyreferred (as also Nu. oiiff.) to the Jerahmeelite Negeb.
The four names in the M T of Ezek. 47 i6a will in this
case represent Maacath, Rehoboth, Zarephath, Cusham
(see M A A C A H , R E H O B O T H , Z A R E P H A T H ) .

Xor could

we hesitate to explain Helam (c'p'n) as = Jerahmeel. If
on the other hand we suppose the MT to give the
original text, the difficult question arises, w-here is
Sibraim to be placed?
In accordance with his
view of the ideal frontier as a whole, van Kasteren
identifies Sibraim with Khirbet es-Sanbariyeh, 4 | m.
SSE. of Kh. Serada (see ZEDAD), near the bridge of
the Nahr Hasbani, on the road to Banias [Rev. bib.,
1895, p. 31). The form Sanbariyeh, however, would
rather (as van Kasteren himself remarks) point to a
Hebrew form Sabbarim or Sibbarim. Nor is Furrer's
identification, which arises out of an opposite \iew of
the situation of the frontier, less free from difficulty (see
below). Sibraim was at any rate a place of importance,
ifwe may accept Hal^vy's view (ZA 2401/.) that both
Sibraim and Sepharvaim are identical with the Sabarain
which was destroyed in 727 by Shalmaneser IV according to the Babylonian Chronicle discovered by
Pinches (see SEPHARVAIM, and note the reading of
Pesh. given above).
T h e objections are ( i ) the
representation of D by s (which, however, is not an
insuperable difficulty), and (2) the possibility of reading

SIBBECHAI, R V S i b b e c a i C p a p , cABpHXHCorcoBAKXIC IJos. ; c p 6 L 2 s. 2] i2, i Ch. 2O4]), a HushathSamarain.
See SAMARIA, SHALMANESER.
ite (or man of Hushah, a place apparently near
[The conjecture of Furrer that Sibraim is the mod. ShauEphrath — i. e., Bethlehem = Beth-jerahmeel [Che. ] i)
mej-iya (ZDPVS2g)
on the E . side of the lake of Emesa, rests
renowned in popular tradition through his combat
mainly on the doubtful reading <Tap.apeip. in some copies (e.g., 68,
with a giant in the Philistine war (see SAI'H) ;
87) of the LXX.—w. R. s.]
T . K. C .
2 s 2113 (oeBoxA [B], ceBoxAei [.A.], COBEKXI [L]),
SICCUTH (n-13p), Am. 526.
See CHIUN AND
I Ch,204.
Critics (Wellh., Dr., Klost., BurJde)
S I C C U T H , SALMAH.
agree in restoring his name in place of the corrupt
See also Muss-Arnolt, Expos. 2, 6th ser. [1900], 414-428.
llEBU-NNAi [eK Tcav vicjiv [BA] ; aa^evi [L]) in 2 S.
2-327 : this is supported by several MS.S of © (including
SICHEM (D^iC'), Gen. 126 AV, RV SHECHEM (q.v.).
S'- aa^ivi), and by the parallel passage (i Ch. 2O4 ;
SICKLE (E^Onri, ^ | P ) . See AGRICULTURE, § 7.
<ro/3oxai[B], <ro/3/3. [A], ao^aKxi [L]), also by r Ch.1129
((ro/3[^]oxai [BA], tro'ctoxa [N], aojSaKxd [L]). But we
SICYON (ciKYtON' [t<V], I Macc. 15-3). Sicyon
decline to follow Chronicles—i C h . 2 7 i i (iro^ox"' [BA];
appears in the list of cities and countries to which
csaxfKi [L])—uhen it makes Sibbechai commander of
' Lucius, consul of the Romans' [i.e., probably Lucius
the eighth part of David's army.
Calpurnius Piso, consul in 139 B.C.) wrote in favour of
the
Jews.
We may infer that Jewish settlers and
SIBBOLETH (11^30), Judg. 126. See SHIBBOLETH.
traders formed a considerable element in the population
of the places named.
Reference is made in the
SIBMAH ( n m b ' ; AV SHIEMAH in Nu. 3238),
authorities to the extent of the Jewish Dispersion
or (masc, form) SEB.WI (DnL", only Nu. 32 3 ; .-W
about this date (cp Oi'ac Sibyll. 8271, xxda-a d^ yala
SHEBAM ; Sam. n^^nt;' ; usu. ceBAMA ; in Nu. 323,
cidev TxXrjprjs Kal ixda-a ddXacxcra—i.e., about 140 B.C.
eceBSMA [B"''], ceM^Ba. [F]), a place beyond the
' Ephrath in the Negeb is probably intended. See RACHEL'S
SEPULCHRE, and note that in i C h . 2 7 i i Sibbecai is connected
with the Zerahites.
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1 T h e change from tbe early form 'S.eKvuiv or Set/cuwi' to the
form StKuwi' is d.Tted by the coins to the time of Alexander the
Great (Leake, Num. Hell. 95),
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SIDON, SIDONIANS

SIDDIM, VALE OF

origin, but the Asiatic elements gradually asserted
See also the quotation to the same effect from Strabo
themselves, until, by the time of Alexander the Great,
in Jos. .-/«/. xiv. 7 2 and cp id. £ / v i i . 83).
Philo
Greek was no longer spoken there, but a peculiar idiom
JudiEus testifies to the wide diffusion of the Jewish
race over the far East and Asia Minor, and after < which differed also from that of the neighbouring
aborigines (Arrian, Anab. 126). This curious statement
enumerating Thessaly, Ba^otia, Macedonia, Aetolia,
is borne out by the fact that a series of the coins of Side
and Attica as regions in which Jews were plenteously
has the legend SiSjjTiKiv supplanted by inscriptions in
scattered he adds Argos and Corinth, and ' the most
and the best parts of the Peloponnese' (Leg. ad Caium, characters resembUng the Aramaic which have never
been deciphered with certainty (see Waddington, in
36, Mang. 2587, T 4 irXeto-Ta Kai Apitsra neXoTrocc^iroi;.
Rev. Num., 1861, 13).
Cp Philo, In Flaccum, 7, Mang. 2524).
After the defeat of Antiochus by the Romans, Side
Sicyon was one of the most ancient cities of Greece,
retained practical autonomy, and became one of the
advantageously placed about ^ m. from the sea on a
chief places of mintage on this coast. Its importaqpe
terrace over-looking a fertile plain on the S. shore of
is indicated by the fact that the Attic tetradrachms of
the Corinthian Gulf, about 18 ra. W . of Corinth.
Side were allowed to circulate in Asia assimilated in
Though she could not rival Corinth, Sicyon next to that
value or tariffed \vith the cistophori which under ordinary
city was renowned for skill and industry in all kinds of
circumstances were the only legal tender (Momms. Hist.
manufacture (Strabo, 3B2).
Mon. Rom. I99). This coinage lasted a long time and
At an early date Sicyon became a flourishing home of plastic
is of astonishing abundance, perhaps owing to the fact
art (see Gardner, Handbook of Greek Sculpture, 1 190/C). The
that Side was the great mart in which the Cilician
ancient wealth and importance of the town is attested by the
large number of its coins still extant, dating from about the
pirates disposed of their booty (Strabo, 664).
It is,
middle of the fifth century B.C. (usual type, a Chimaera and
therefore, not surprising to find Side enumerated in
flying wood-pigeon ; see Head, Hist. Numm, 345 f). The
I
Macc.
1523
as
containing
a
strong
Jewish
element.
destruction of Corinth by the Romans in 146 B.C. would tend to
revive the commercial importance of Sicyon, more especially as
Antiochus VII. (138-128 B. c.) owed his by-name Sidetes
Sicyon received an accession of territory thereby (cp Paus. ii.2 2).
to the fact that he had been brought up at Side.
Nevertheless the town gradually sank into decay, even before
Side continued to be a town of importance under the
the restoration of Corinth, and was burdened with debt (Cic.
Ep. ad -4tt.'i.l9g i. 20 4 ii. 110); in the second century A. D. it
Empire, to which fact its coins testify in various selfwas in a mi.serably decayed condition (Paus. ii. 7 1).
laudatory epithets—Xa/ttTrpoTdrijs, 'splendid,' ivib%o\),
W. J. W.
' honourable,' or Tltr-nis i/iiXijs cTvpip-ixov 'Pui/ia-icuv.
SIDDIM, VALE OF (D^'lB'n pol?; Vg. vallis Aspendus on the Eurymedon was her rival (Pol. 673),
and later also Perga. Both Side and Perga claim the
silvestris;
for ® see below), the scene of the battle
title wpdiT-ri Xlapi.0v\las.
In fact, the ecclesiastical lists
between the king of Sodom and Chedorlaomer (and
always separate Pamphylia into Pamphylia Prima under
their respective allies). Gen. I43810. It is said, as the
Side, and Pamphylia Secunda under Perga, although
text stands, to have been ' full (a conjectural paraphrase,
the civil organisation recognised but a single province
see AV) of slime-pits,' or rather of 'pits of bitumen'
(Rams. Hist. Geog. of A.M. 393).
("iDn ; see B I T U M E N ) , which proved fatal to two of the
The remains of Side (now Eski Adalici) on a low peninsula
kings (see SODOM).
are now deserted. Its two ports are silted u p ; its theatre is
one of the largest and best preserved in Asia Minor (for deIn 143 the 'vale of Siddim' has the gloss, 'that is, nSon D'
scription and views, see Beaufort, Karamania, 140yC).
(EV ' the salt sea'). The notion is supposed to be implied that
W. J. W.
the ' salt sea' at a later time extended itself over the_ vale of
Siddim where Sodom a n d Gomorrah stood. ©ADEL gives the
strange rendering CTTI TTJV (frapayya TTJV OAVKTJV ' aiirTJ (eerrii') 77
Qakacrtra TWV aAwi* (w. 3 ; ^ KoiAas Tj aXvKi}, w. 8 10). Theoti.,
however, gave (according to Jerome ; see Field's Hex., n.) TWV
aAtrwi/—/.^., D'lK'N.n, ' ( t h e vale oO the A s h e r a h s ' ; a n d © m a y
once have had the same reading. This, however, can h a r d l y b e
correct, nor is it satisfactory to keep the letters of M T , pointing
D^IBMl, ' t h e demons,' with Renan (Hist. I 116), Wellhausen
(//G(*) 103), and Winckler (GI 2 33 io8).l

If the view of (Jen. 14 set forth elsewhere (SODOM) is
correct, the notion that the vale of Siddirr? has any
connection with Sodom and contained pits of bitumen
must be abandoned. T h e ' vale of hassiddim ' has most
probably arisen by corruption fi-om Maacath-cnsham—
i.e., Maacah of Cusham. See SODOM, § 6 (c).
T. K. C.

SIDE (CIAH [ANV]), I Macc. I523.
A rich and
flourishing seaport of Pamphylia, lying between the
rivers Euryraedoh (W.) and Melas (E.). It was founded
by the Cymaeans (Strabo, 667) and possessed a temple
of Athena apparently of some celebrity.^ Attaleia and
Side were the two outlets for the products of Pamphylia.
Side had close commercial relations with Aradus* in
Phcenicia (cp Livy 35 48, where the contingents of
.\radus and Side form the left wing of the fleet of Antiochus the Great, as those of TjTe and Sidon the right—
quas gentes nullee unquam. nee arte nee virtute
navali
cequassent; see also id. 37 23 / ^ ) .
According to a
tradition current at Side itself the town was of Hellenic
t The 'Valley of Spirits,' thinks Winckler, is a fictitious
name derived from Babylonian mythology ( G / 2 ros).
'^ Hence, on the interesting series of coins of Side, Pallas
frequently appears.
T h e coin-type or symbol of the town,
playing upon its name, is the fruit of the pomegranate, which
the Greeks called crtfiTj (see Hill, Handbook
of Greek and
Roman Coins, 176).
S T h e name of Aradus occurs immediately after that of Side in
the enumeration in i Macc. 15 23.
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SIDON, SIDONIANS. (pn^V; D''3tlh['']V; ciAoiN,
c[6]lAcoNiOl. (t)OlNlK€c). For the early history, see
PHCENICIA.
Ancient writers already
1. Etymology, explained • fish-town' from sad (iis),
' t o hunt,' and in Phoenician also ' t o fish' (see Justin
183). If we accept this, ' S i d o n i a n s ' originally meant
the fishing population on the coast; but perhaps we
should rather derive the name from some tribal god
Sid (ns), after whom both town and people were
named.' W e do not indeed find any trace of a
worship of Sid ; but the gods Sid-melkart and Sid-tat
are both met with (cp PHCENICIA, § 12).
Sldonim, Sidonians, both (a) in Phcenician and
Assyrian inscriptions and (b) often in O T , means the
- -- Phoenicians generally.
.^.'j ?
,
(a) Hiram I I . calls himself m^ek
birtoniaus. jj-^„-^,;-,„ 1^^^.^^ ^i,^)^ .i^j^g^f (^e Sidonians'
upon a votive inscription, and 'Tyrian coins of the time
of Antiochus IV. bear the legend l-'sdr ein. sidoniM
( o n s DN -Tib) ' of Tyre, the metropolis of the Sidonians.'
So too in Assyrian inscriptions Elulaeus king of Tyre
and suzerain of most of the Phoenician coast is called
Lule, king of Sidon. Of course, we also find the
narrower use of the term both on Phcenician coins and
in Assyrian inscriptions.
(b) In Gen. 4913* ' S i d o n ' is, not the town—^which
lies too far N.—but the Phoenician coastland, and
in Judg. 187 the phrase ' the manner of the Sidonians'
refers to the unwarlike Phcenician traders. Ittobaal
(see E T H B A A L , but also SOLOMON, § 3 i ) is called ' king

of the Sidonians' in i K. I631. and Solomon (i K.
56 [20]) admits the superiority of the ' Sidonians' to the
^ Winckler also questions the explanation *fish.town.' He
supposes * Sidon' to be a Semitised form of a pre-Phoeniciatt
name (AOFt ^z-j).
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Tews in the hewing of timber. In both cases the Phcenicians are meant. ' Sidonians ' as the name of a people
must once have been as common as thc ethnic names
Moabite, Edomite, Ammonite, and the rest. ^ Quite
rightly, then, in Gen. 1015, Canaan { — Syria, as in
Amarna Tablets) is said to have two sons, Sidon (the
Phoenicians) and Heth (the Hittites). Uf these Sidon
is the firstborn, because, as we now know, the Hittites
did not penetrate into central Syna till the fourteenth
century. ' Aflerwards,' so the writer continues [v. iSb),
' the tribes of the Canaanites spread themselves abroad';
•0. 16b is admitted to be an interpolation (see e.g., Dillmann). The same use of 'Sidonians' is common in
Greek literature.
The Phcenicians are in Homer wry often called ^iSoriot (//.
6290; C></. 15ii8 = 46i8), and their l.uid 2t5oi'i7] (//. d - g r ; Od.
13205). True, ^oLViK€^ is also found (II. 23 743f". •, Od. 18272,
14288^ 15 415^^). Both n.imcs occur together likewise in the
celebrated verses concerning; Menelaus' wanderings (Od. 'iB-^f).
The name of the to-zon Sidon is found in Od. ir>425. From
the fact that Sidon, not T)Te, is mentioned we mu.st not draw
political conclusions as some have done ; through the influence
of the ethnic name ' Sidonian' the name of Sidon was familiar
to the Greeks at an earlier time than that of Tyre, although the
latter was then much the more important.

Roman poets, too, frequently use 'Sidonius' (as 1
svnonym for ' P o e n u s ' ) in the sense of 'Phoenician'
(cp Ovid. Fast. 3108, etc.).
E. M.
A king of Sidon has dealings with Zedekiah (Jer. "27 3),
and Jewish prophets mention Sidon by the side of T\ re
-.,,
both in the Babvlonian and in the Persian
hihUo^l' P^"°<* (•'«••• 47 4 Ezek. 27 8 Joel 3 [4] 4).
Unfortunately the O T references to Zidon,
references. as well as to Tyre, often occur in
passages where corruption may with probability be
suspected (so Cheyne; for instances see M I Z R A I M ,
TiR.\s, ZAREPHATH).^ Whether the destruction of

Sidon by Artaxerxes Ochus (351 B.C.) is really referred
to in Is. 23i-i4 (Duhm), 24 10 (Cheyne), is also at any
rate doubtful.
The comparative revival of Sidon in
later times is attested by Lk. 617 Acts'27 3-

SIEGE
dislodged the stones of the parapet.' This they accomplished
by means of what might be called a hand battering-ram, consisting of a long lance or pule with a strong metal point. In
case the fortress resisted all attacks by scaling ladders and
as.saults by the hand-ram the tesLudo or pent-hmi^e would be
emiiluyed, which concealed as well as pmLecicd tin; sappers who
undermined the w.ills. This testudo was a rude framework
covered with hides laige enough to contain several men (Wilk.
Anc. Egp.1242ff.
and woodcut; Rosellini, Monumenti
civili
delE Egitto, 118).

The Tcll-el-Amarna despatches (1450-1400 B.C.)
yield us but little information. The l^.L^yptian governor
Rib-Addi, in repeated letters to the King of Egj'pt,
compares himself to a 'bird sitting in a snare' (?cage,
baskety,^ when besieged in Gebal by the ho.stile forces
commanded by Abd-A'.irla.
\\'e are reminded of
Sennacherib's phrase in the Tajdor-cylindcr in which he
boasts (liat lie had shut in Hezekiah 'like a bird in a
e.ige' (eol. o-••>). Rib-Addi addresses repealed pathetic
appeals to the Egyptian sovereign to send him sabi (or
amiluti) masarta(-ti), 'garrison troops' (cp Heb, ~\y£,n),
and sa3's (in another letter) that he remains helpless
and inactive in his-town and dare not pass outside the
city gates (64, //. 2 0 / . ) ; but we have no details respecting siege operations.
W'hen we come to the latter part of the thirteenth
century B.C. (19th dyn.), however, the reign of Rameses
II. affords us interesting glimpses into the methods of
siege and assault. The scenes are depicted in Lepsius'
Denk7ndler,Zit)6.
We have a representation of the
storming of Dapuru (?), a fortress of the Heta.
' T h i s fortress, as we see, deviates somewhat from the ordinary
style of building. Below, a battlemented wall surrounds an
immense lower building which supports four towers, the largest
of which has windows and balconies. Above the towers is seen
the standard of the town, a great shield pierced through with
arrows. . . In order to protect themselves from the shower of
stones and arrows that the besieged pour down from above, the
Egyptian soldiers advance under cover of pent-houses. Then
ensues the actual storming of the castle by means of scalingladders. . . Some of the besieged let themselves down over the
wall, more than one being killed in this attempt to escape'
(Erman, Life ifi Anc. Egjpt, 533). See fig, 4 in EGVI-T.

Abisht'p of Sidon ( ' a city of note,' Eus. OS) attended the
Council of XicEea (325 A . D . ) . Again and again Sidon is mentioned in the annals of the Crusades. Several
4. L a t e r
times destroyed, It was for three centuries quite
History, e t c . insignificant till at the beginning of the seventeenth centurj"- it began to recover under the
Druse Emir Fakhr ed-Din. T h e present town of Saida contains
about 15,000 inhabitants. T h e northern harbour still survj\es ;
but the larce southern harbour was filled u p by Fakhr ed-DTn,
to make it maccessible to the Turks.3
E . M. , § I f

In the earliest periods of Israel's history we do not
read of regular siege operations, X(J attempts were
made to capture cities save by assault, since the early
nomad Hebrews did not possess engines of war or other
appliances requisite for the regular reduction of a
fortress. In capturing a city-fortress by direct assault,
as in the case of Jerusalem which was stormed by
David's warriors (2 S. 56-8, a very obscure passage),^
there must have been enormous loss of life. Some
SIEGE. The proper term for ' besiege' is the kal of
skilful stratagem was sometimes resorted to by the
Jnr(-i,i,-) D t . 2 0 i 2 2 S . l l i I K . I 5 2 7 1617 1^01 2K.0'24f
17 5
IS 9 24 II Is. 20 3 Jer.-Jl 4 32 2, usually followed b y Sy or h^.
besiegers, as a pretended retirement followed by au
The corresponding sub-.:anri\ p i^ i;i,7st''ir('^'^'.^^), N a h . 814, and the ambuscade (Josh. 8 4 / ) or a night-attack (Judg. 7 1 9 / )•
phrase 122 32?' or .TI] •"'": I> ubcd to express the passive ' to be
It is doubtful how far the Assyrians resorted to the
besieged.* 53 t(i3 is used in the same sense when applied to a
slow methods of siege in reducing the fortress-cities to
city Dt. 2019_ 2 K. 24 10 2.") 2 Jer. 52 5. T h e Greek equivalents
subjection in the earliest period, viz., in
are -rrokLopKeiv (e—i), irepLKoBi^eLV (ein', kv), TrepLKa9ria9ai eiri,
2, Assyria, ^j^^ j . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^f Tiglath-pileser I. Even in
eTTiKa^TJtrflai CTrt, o-vyKkeieiv, ^^apaKoiJi' kiri, or StaKaQC^etv eirC,
the records of Asur-nasir-abal and Shalmaneser II. we
or KaOi^etv knC. T h e Assyrian word is la77tii (esi-ru used of
have no account of such operations, though the monupersons).
ments portray them occasionally. Thus in describing
The earliest pictorial representations of sieges and
the capture of Madara in the annals of Asur-nasir-abal
assaults of fortified towns come to us from ancient
(col. 2, //. 9 8 / , K:B\Zg) we are only told ; ' The city
T r.
J. ^SyP^- Thus the tomb of Beni-Hasan
was very strong (dandn dannis).
Four walls (durdni)
1. hgypt; portrays a fortress of the Middle Empire
encircled it. I stormed the town ; they feared my
Amarna ^.^^ presents a vivid example of a siege.
fearful weapons.' In an earlier passage (col. 254) no
1 ablets;
Like the Assyrians of a later time, the
details are furnished of siege-operations (in the capture
e a r l y I s r a e l , Egyptians *advanced undc-r cover of the arrows
of Amalu), and many other similar instances might
of the bowmen ; and either instantly applied
the scaling ladder to the ramparts or undertook the routine of a
be given. It is certainly probable that in a large
regular siege, in which case having advanced to the walN, they
number of cases regular siege operations were not
posted themselves under cover of lestudos, and shook and
carried on. These involved a considerable expenditure
1 For other O T evidence see Dt. 89 J u d g . 83 ( - J o s h . 1 3 4 - 6 ) ,
of time as well as of means and material. Engines of
10612 I K, 11 5 33 Is. 23 2, etc.
war, like chariots, were difficult objects of transport in
2 -y^ and -^y^ would easily arise out of an indistinctly written
a mountainous country. W'e have already had occasion
IliJS- ,
. . . ' , . .
to notice the passages in the annalistic inscriptions
^ [From a series of newly-found Phcenician_ inscriptions it

appears that Sidon consisted of at least two divisions, one of
which was called Q' p S , * Sidon-super-mare' (C. C. Torrey,
JAGS, 23 (1902) I'fiff.
Cp the Eshmunazar inscription, /. 16
D' f"iN pH (CIS 1 n. 3), and the Ass, form Asdud-immu
(see
ASHDOD).]
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1 See Winckler, A'i9v.-..M5-48. ^035. etc., ("'S 1 3 / ^ , / ^ ^ 3 4 , ^ ,
84 8-10, etc. A ima issun sa ina libbi btjihai i kitubi.
\\ ith this
expression cp Jer. 627,
^ [See Crit. Bib.]
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which record that chariots were left behind for this

description of the operations against Urdamani, says
that he blockaded him and deprived him of food and
water (A'.S2i68), and in another passage (cyl. col. 8109)
refers to the warriors posted on the walls of the cities.
These are, however, very slight details and bear
reference to defence rather than attack.
What these verbal descriptions omit is supplied to us in
fair abundance by the monumental representations. The
accompanying figure of the siege of a city by Asur-nasirabal (fig. i ) furnishes the details which we require and
enables us to realise the enormous slaughter N\hich the
storming of a fortress entailed. Another figure (fig. 2)
portrays the siege of a town by Tiglath-pileser III.
Archers are depicted shooting at the walls from behind

reason ( C H A R I O T , § 4).

When we come to the records of Sargon II. (721-705)
we have in his great triumphal palace-wall inscription
a vivid account of his campaign against Merodachb.iladan. This document (KB'Atiff-),
as well as the
annals (where the defence of Ddr-Athara is recounted,
//. 2 4 8 / ), describes the precautions taken by the besieged.
Merodach-baladan flees from Babylon, his capital,
takes refuge in the fortress of DCir-Yakin, strengthens
its walls, summons the neighbouring tribes to his
assistance, and posts them before the great wall. He
then dug out a trench of immense size, 200 cubits
broad and 18 cubits deep, and filled it by cutting a

FIG. I.—Siege-Operations by AssjTians.
channel to the Euphrates (Triumph. Insc. //. t2-j f).
Having thus flooded a large area around the city with
water, he broke the bridges. What follows is certainly
somewhat obscure. Merodach-baladan is described as
pitching his royal tent in the midst of this defensive
lake 'like a tusmi bird.' In flamboyant style Sargon
says that he (Sargon) transported his warriors over the
flood ' like eagles.' W e may suppose that some rafts
were constructed (see Winckler's remarks in the Introduction to his Keilschriflte-xtc, 34). The battle must ha\K
been fierce and murderous and the waters were stained
with the blood of Merodach-baladan's w^arriors (/. 130).
W e read of no prolonged attempt to reduce Dlar-Yakin

FIG. 2.—Sliarp-shooters behind Shelters.

by regular approaches.
Similarly, in the case of the
fortress Dilr-.\thara, into which on another occasion
Merodach retreated, defending it bv means of a deep
fosse, filled from the river Surappi (//. 248 / ) , the
siege operations \\ere of brief duration, for we are told
that the town was reduced before sunset (/. 252).
In the Taylor-cylinder of Sennacherib (col. 8 2 1 /
A'P'Ici--) ^ve read that the -\ssyrian general erected
against Jerusalem ramparts (hal.cdni, probably 'to^vers')
which effectually shut in the defenders of the city.
Cp Rassam cyl., col. 252.
Asur-bani-pal, in his
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wicker screens, while the battering-ram is wielded below,'
and Nve behold the ghastly spectacle of captives impaled ad
terrorem before the walls. T o this horrible practice the
inscriptions bear w itness. Thus Asur-bani-pal (Rassamcyl. col. 2 3 / . ) in the account of his Egyptian campaign
describes how his generals attacked the hostile cities of
the Delta, hung the corpses of the rebels on stakes and,
after having flayed them, placed their skins on the city
walls.
The monumental reliefs show that the usual course
in storming a fortress was for the heavy-armed to
advance first and with shield in hand to mount the tall
ladders which were placed against the city-walls and
reached almost to the summit of the latter.
The
archers meanwhile from behind the protective screens
made of wicker- or wood-work discharged arrows against
the defenders on the walls and especially against the
tOH ers where the enemy were concentrated. Doubtless
fire was employed, and missiles covered with tow and
resin or pitch would be hurled against anything com.
bustible. Thus in the early Israelite episode (narrated
in Judg. 946-49) we read that .Abimelech and his followers
cut down branches and set fire to the hold of the temple
of l-:i-B6rith into which the occupants of the tower of
Shechem had betaken themselves.-^
The historical books of the O T and occasional
passages in the prophets enable us to supply a few details
of the ancient siege-operations carried on in the wars of
pre-e.\ilian Israel. Thus 2 S. 11 furnishes some account
of the siege of Rabbath Ammon, and it can be readily
inferred that it lasted a considerable time. On the
other hand there is no reference to any entrenchments,
engines of w ar, or other siege operations or appliances.
The Hittite U R I A H (,/.Z'. ) w a s simply slain b y a sortie
executed by the .Ammonites against Joab's beleaguering
force. Yet it can hardly be asserted that Israel by that
time was not conversant with any other -methods of
warfare than night-attacks, surprises, feigned retreats or
ambuscades. For in 2 S. 2015, where the siege of .Abelbeth-maacah is described, a mound or embankment
[sbu'ldh) is thrown up against the city. This embankment stood in the intervening space between the principal
wall and a smaller outer-wall (hei).
And v e are
1 [On the obscure word n-^s see H O L D ; and on the n.-irracive,
S H E C H E M , ZALMOX.]
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apparently to understand that under the protection of
this embankment, occupied probably by archers or
engines ui war, some of the Israelite troops \Nere occupied in undermining (so Ewald) or battering down
the walls.^ The passage shows tliat the Hebrews under
Joab's energetic military guidance were beginning to
make some progress m siege operations, not improbably
under Phoenician influence. See FORTKESS, § •^, and

battering-ram, were driven down the paved slope against
the hostile wall or tower. Some of these movable rams
(fiS' 3)' niounted on wheeled conveyances, were of much
smaller size. These possessed a powerful head or spur,
shaped like a rani's head, and the body of the conveyance was framed of thick planks which afforded protection to the warriors inside against the arrows and
stones discharged by the defenders of the besieged city.
The
more simple and primitive contrivances, consisting
cp 2 S. 5 II.
of long beams or poles \uth metal heads (such as thc
AVhen we turn to another important passage, in
ancient Egyptians used, see above), which were driven
I K. liO, descripti*-e of the siege of Samaria by Hunhad;ul
by hand only against the lower portions of the walls,
( = Hadadezer, the Dad'idri of Shalmaneser's inscr. read
were employed even as late as in the days of Shalby Winckler Bir'idri)- we hnd several elements that are
maneser II. (middle of 9th cent. B.C.), and even in
obscure [see Crit. Bib.].
The account, moreovci, is
the days of Nebuchadrezzar, if we can trust the details of
from two distinct sources (see Kittel). In v. 12 a word
seems to ha\e dropped out between ^r:''c•^^ and the Ezekiel's portrayal of his operations against Tyre, 269
following Ti.'i-'^V t? read oiKO^oix-qaare x^P^^^ 'build (see below). The larger movable towers with powerful
rams may be found depicted on the monuments of Asura rampart' orperhaps 'palisaded camp.' The forn\er
nasir-abal. Billerbeck thinks that they must have been
seems here to be the meaning of ;:^apa^, which is also
employed at a much earlier period to reduce the
emploved in a collective sense by Polybius (in the sense
enormous walls of strongholds that were erected in
of ' entrenched camp'). The omitted word, correspondBabylonia as far back as 3000 B.C.^
ing to this Greek word for ' rampart,' was in the original
.As we approach the close of the regal period in
Hebrew text used by the 6 ^liio (cp Dt. 2O19 Heb.
Hebrew history the methods adopted by the Assyrians
and (5) ' siege-works' or ' lines of circumwallation.'
„ , ,
became familiar to Israel.
Thus the
There is an alternative \ iew, that the word to be supplied
' ... , " . word for battering-ram, kar, is several
here is c*"i3 ' battering-rams' ; but this has no basis of
times employed by Ezekiel (42, 2127 [22]).
support in the (?, and is only plausibly sustained by the
\\''e cannot, however, lay stress on the details of 2 Ch.
use ofthe phrase ^-^ c'^' in Ezek, 12 in cnnnection with
2615
in
which
it
is recorded that King Uzziah placed
the word c'i2- Over these lines of entrenchment, within
catapults or ballistce (ni3bt:'n, see ENGINE) for dischargwhich Benhadad and his Syrian troops thought theming stones and darts on the towers of Jerusalem.
selves secure, Ahab made a desperate sally with 7000
Probably the passage reflects the tradition as to defenmen and utterly routed the enemy.
sive apparatus in a besieged town of the earl)^ Greek
period (300 B.C.). Certainly catapults were employed
The importance of the military embankment (rhhv) for
by the Assyrians for discharging stones and darts at the
siege operations may be clearly discerned in the monudefenders in the days of Uzziah, and it is possible that
Israel was familiar before 750 B.C. with these military
engines ; but we have no mention of them in pre-exilian
literature. In Jer. 66 reference is made to one of the
characteristic accompaniments of a siege, viz., the
destruction of trees. Fruit-trees are here not specifically
mentioned, but all the trees whose wood served for
palisades or hurdles, as shelters for the archers or as
timber for the pent-houses.
That the Hebrews, like
the Assyrians, employed the services of slingers (see
SLING) in sieges is clearly shown by 2 K. 825.
In Ezek. 4:2 w-e have an enumeration of the various
forms of siege-work to be depicted on the tile in which
the central figure represents Jerusalem itself. Around
it are placed the rampart (ddyek) and the embankment
(soietdh). Encampments are to be made and batteringrams erectea on every side. It is quite evident that
these clear and definite features have been derived from
the prophet's acquaintance with the miUtary operations
of Nebuchadrezzar's armies, A fresh and vivid detail
should be noted in Ezek. 268 in the prophecy against
TvKK [q.v.).
Nebuchadrezzar will besiege Tyre. The
embankments will be cast up and the testudo reared
against her. Kraetzschmar, however, doubts the rendering of sinnah by testudo, and prefers to regard it as
meaning the high shield carried by the Babylonian
soldiery, under whose protection they undermined the
Wheeled Turret with R a m .
walls. In favour of this view he cites Delitzsch, Beitrage
znr Assyr. 8175. \nv. 9 the doubtful words i^nj? 'HD
mental reliefs. The n^'^c was constructed of earth and
probably refer to the battering-ram, and we should
stones and might even reach almost to the level of the
render with Cornill, ' And his battering-ram he places
confronting fortress-wall.
Sometimes a. path paved
against thy walls and thy towers he demolishes with his
with bricks or tiles was formed on this rampart and
lances.'
upon this lofty six-wheeled movable turrets, carrying
bowmen on the summit, and provided with a powerful
The Books of Maccabees throw some light on the

^ Heb. n^in.i S-rn'? c n ' n r p .
Ewald regards Dri'nti'O as
denom. verb from nnty ' hole,' and is followed by Bottcher and
Ihenius. €>, however, render, ei'oo{)(rai'(L^i'ei'ooui'), which leads
Wellhausen and Klostermann to restore C'3C'nD (cp Prov. 248
Jon. I4), 'were meditating to overthrow, e t c ' — a weak meaning.
^ [To reference in B E N H A D A D , § i, add now KA Ti^) 1 250,]

1 See ' Fortress-construction in the Ancient Ea^t,' by Colonel
Billerbeck in Der alte Orient,^^ no. 4 (Leipsic, 1900).
The
present writer much regrets that this careful study came into
his hands too late for him to utilise in the article FriKTRESS.
Billerbeck gives a ground-plan (T6> of the ancient fi.^rtress of
King Gudea (about 3000 B.C.) inscribed on a st(_ ne slab preserved
in the Louvre.
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siege operations of the second century B.C. In the
— , .. . siege of Mt. Zion described in ^ Macc.
4. Uetails in g ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ ^^^^ _^^ stations to shoot from
maccaDeea i^^^\Qtjj^(ycis, probably embankments,
and Josephus.
'^3) and engines of war for the discharge of fire-brands (xxvpo^bXa) and stones (Xido^bXa),
as well as (XKopTxidia which seem to have been a smaller
kind of cxKopTxios or great cross-bow (called also yaaxpa(p^T-rjs 'stomach-bow').^
Lastly we have slings (see
SLING). Engines were also constructed by the besieged to
repel these attacks. In the days of Simon the Maccabee
strongholds were erected in J u d ^ a ' fortified with high
towers, great walls, gates, and b a r s ' and well provisioned.
In I Macc. 1843 we read that Simon
besieged Gaza and invested it with intrenched camps
and brought a particular engine called iX^xxoXLs (or
' city taker') to bear against the city, and battered one
of the towers and captured it. ' The occupants of the
iX^TxoXis then leaped into the city and there was a great
commotion in the city and the inhabitants rent their
clothes and went on the walls with their wives and
children and cried with a loud voice beseeching
Simon.'
This iXiwoXts was invented by Demetrius Poliorcetes
in the siege of Salamis in Cyprus in 306 B.C. It was a
tower 120 feet high and measured 60 feet laterally. It
was carried on four wheels, each 12 feet in diameter,
was divided into nine stories, and was manned by
200 soldiers, who moved it by pushing the parallel
beams at the base (Warre-Cornish). An even larger
machine was employed at the siege of Rhodes in the
following year, pyramidal in shape and with iron plates
on the three sides.
The use of slinks in sieges to which 2 K. 3 25 1 Macc.
651 bear witness was also characteristic of the Roman
period of domination. When Sabinus the Ronian procurator was besieged by the Jew^s. the attackers used
slingers as well as archers (Jos. Ant. xvii. IO2) and they
were also employed by Pompey with considerable effect
when he besieged Aristobulus in Jerusalem (Jos. BJ
i. 7g). This siege was memorable for the enormous
labour involved in filling up not only the ditch in front
of the N. side of the temple, but the deep valley as well.
Josephus in his De Bello Judaico furnishes abundant
material for detailed description—though not infrequently exaggerated-—ofa Roman siege. Especially
interesting are the vivid particulars, derived from
personal experience, of X'^espasian's operations against
the naturally strong fortress of Jotapata [BJ \\\.7 4f).
Hurdles were formed of the wood cut down from the
mountains for the protection of the soldiers in the construction of the embankment.
Meanwhile the Jews
hurled darts and stones at the troops so engaged.
Vespasian,.on the other hand, set up 160 engines which
discharged javelins, stones a talent in weight, arrows,
and fiery missiles, and thus made the walls untenable by
the defenders, when they came within range. Sallies,
however, were made from the walls, the hurdles dragged
away, and the workers at the embankment killed. T h e
attempt made by Josephus to raise the height of the
city walls was carried out, in spite of the volleys of
missiles, bv the ingenious expedient of covering fixed
piles with raw hides from newly killed animals, which
owing to their moisture were proof against fire. Another
device, to neutralise the shock of the battering ram,^
» See Warre-Cornish, Coftczse Diet, of Greek and
Roman
Antigg., ' T o r m e n t u m , ' 636 b.
2 E.g., ^ 7 i i i . 7 2 3 .
3 Thisbattering-ram(.5/iii. T 19, §§ 214^?^) was farmore formidable than the rams employed by tbi; Assyrians described above,
and propelled by different means. It was a \ a s t beam of wood
like a vessel's mast, with a thick piece of iron at the head and
swung in the air by ropes pa.ssing over its centre and suspended
like a balance in a pair of scales from a second beam supported
by other beams passing on both sides of the second like a cross.
This batterinc'-ram was then pulled by a great number of men
with united force. In order to protect them it was cased with
hurdles all over the upper part, secured with skins.
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consisted in letting down sacks of chaff to meet the
impact (§ 20). As an effective mode of defence scalding oil was poured upon the Roman soldiers and
penetrated within their armour.
W e have no space to describe further the varied expedients in offence and defence in this memorable siege,
nor to recount other phases of warfare that present
themselves either in the investment of Gamala or in the
operations carried on by Titus around Jerusalem. These,
like the account of the siege of Alesia in Caesar, de Bell.
Gall. 768-89, belong to classical rather than biblical
archaeology.
The ethics of ancient warfare are almost universaUy
conspicuous by their absence. The religious sanction of
„
,, . herem (see B A N ) was given to wholesale
°-^°.®^^^^^ slaughter which the Hebrews like other
or sieges, g^^jj^g ruthlessly inflicted on the captured
inhabitants (Joshua, passim, i S. 1633 2 S. 82 ; cp 2 K.
812 15i6 Hos. 14i [13i6] Am. 113. Also see Stone of
Mesha, /. 17). Even the deuteronomic legislation made
it incumbent (Dt. 2013) that every male inhabitant of a
town that resisted should be put to the sword, but
women, children, and cattle should be carried away as
captives, Assyrian monuments depict the terrible closing scenes of the tragedy of a captured town. Mothers
and maidens on the walls are portrayed with dishevelled
hair and outstretched hands praying for mercy. But
mercy was scant.
Asur-nasir-abal, after storming a
mountain stronghold, boasts that he cut off the heads
of 260 warriors and built them up into a pyramid (col.
I64). In the capture of Hulai 3000 prisoners were
burnt (/. 108). T h e strong fortress of Tela with three
encircling walls received a fearful punishment. Many
prisoners were burnt. Others were deprived of hand,
arm, nose, ears, or eyes. T h e Assyrian boasts that he
erected a column of writhing agony (/, 118). Boys and
girls were burnt in the flames (col. 2i). That all the
survivors became slaves was the natural outcome of
universal custom.
Walls were razed to their foundations, the city totally demolished, while cattle and
valuables were carried off as spoil. T h e fruit-trees
around the city were utterly destroyed by the invader.
Thus Tiglath-pileser III. in describing his operations
against Chinzer (Rawl, Nimrud-insc, I I . , 67, 24) says,
(isu) kirl (isu) musukkani sa dih dOrisu akisma iitcn ul
ezib ; ' The plantations of palm which abutted on his
rampart I cut down, not a single one did I leave,'
Though Elisha recommended a like course in the war
against Moab (2 K. 819), the growing humanitarian
spirit gradually broke into the old ruthless tradition of
herein.
T h e fruit-trees around the city were to be
spared (Dt. 2 0 1 9 / ) , Yet the old spirit of warfare still
remained in full force (vv. 13-17), especially in reference
to Canaanite towns. But this was after all a. trait of
the dead past. Greater mercy was to be shown in wars
with more distant peoples (z'l'. 11-15). And this growing
spirit of humanity is reflected in the conduct of Simon
the Maccabee tow^ards the inhabitants of Gaza (Gazara),
an episode already narrated (§ 4). In response to their
entreaties he becomes reconciled.
The duration of a siege varied with the resisting
power of the walls and its defenders as well as the strict6 D u r a t i o n ^^^^ °^ ^^^ investment. Other factors
of a sieee ^o-op^rated, such as the provisions stored
^ ' in the city and the water-supply. Disease
also might accelerate the end. T h e siege of Samaria
lasted more than two years. T h e siege of the island
of Tyre by Shalmaneser IV. and Sargon I I . lasted
probably five years, and by Nebuchadrezzar thirteen
years (unsuccessfully). Of the great straits to which a
prolonged siege reduced the inhabitants we have a vi\id
portraiture in 2 K. 625 Ezek. 4 i o n 5 i o n Jer. IQg Lam.
220 Dt. 2S53- Cp the language of Lk. 2 I 2 3 /
O. C. W.
SIEVE (nnnS, A m . 9 9 t ; n p j , Is.3028t) and SIFT
(ciNiAZO)). Lk. 2231.

See A G R I C U L T U R E , § 10.
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1.

See ENSIGNS, § i ^ (T.

D3.

nes, a n d

SILAS, SILVANUS
^.

ni&^.

'oth.

For ' s i g n s ' in phrase cnB.T' ninN)

<rr\pua. KOX Tcpara, see W O N D E R S ; also GOSPELS, § 1 3 7 ^
3. n'S, slyyi'in, Ezi^k. 3l) 15 Jer. 31 21 2 K. 23 17.
See col.
2978 (^O4. nxt;'^, 7nas'eth, Jer. 6 i, R V ' signal,'
5. TrapaiT))ju.o5, Acts L*8 11. See C A S T O R AND POLLUX.
6. cnjiuetoi'. See above, a.
F o r ' t h e t w e l v e s i g n s ' (m'l'iD, 2 K. 23 5 E\'>"tr-, and n n t D .
lob 3S 32 A Vmt:,, RVmu- 'signs of the Zodiac'), see MAZZALOTH,
'M.V/-ZAKOTH, S r A R S , § 3d.

SIGNET (Dflin, hothdtn;
'izkd'; SaKTvktos).

T\V3X^, tabbaath;

^\>\V,

See R I N G .

SIHON (I'n^D, pn^p ; cHtON [BAI'], cicoN [L]), a
king of the Amorites, in the time of the early Israelites.
There are serious problems arising out of tho accounts
of Sihon. Our object mu^^t be, first, to give a sketch
ofthe traditions in their present form, and to state the
position of previous critics as to their historical value,
and next, to pomi out the great simplilication of the
whole question produced by the application of a keener
criticism to the text of the narratives.
Sihon is represented in the traditional text as a king
of the Aniorites beyond the Jordan, whose dominion
1 Th +
^^^^ bounded by the Jabbok on the N . ,
.};. '•"•^Y\
by the Arnon on the S., and by the
ditional text. ^ ,
*x. w
^
* i ^
*
Jordan on the \ \ ., and e.xtended eastwards to the desert (Judg. II22). According to Josh.
123 1827, however, it also included the AK.VHAH [^.I/.]

between the Jabbok and the sea of Galilee (called
Chinnereth or Chinneroth), and in Josh. 1821 the five
kings of the Midianites killed by the Israelites (Nu. 818)
are called 'princes of .Sihon' [(T€LU>V B ] , ayjwp [A]).
W'hen Israel asked leave of this Amorite king to pass
through his land, in order to reach the Jordan and
invade Canaan, he refused it, and took the field against
them, but was defeated and slain at Jahaz (Nu. 2121-24 *.
Dt. 226-36; Judg. 1119-22). The Israelites tookHeshbon,
Sihon"3 capital, and with it all the territory between the
Jabbok and the Arnon. O G [q-v.\ and his kingdom they
also conquered, and so, as it would appear unintentionally, they became the masters of the whole of the transJordanic region called, in the wider sense, Gilead (see
GILEAD, § 3). The northern part—the former kingdom
of Og—was given to half Manasseh, the southern to
Gad and Reuben.
From Nu. 21 27-30 Josh. 18 25 Dt.
236 it is inferred that Sihon ' h a d crossed the Jordan,
and driving Moab southwards over Arnon and Ammon
eastwards to the sources of the Jabbok, had founded a
kingdom for himself.' ^ The e.xtraordinary negotiations
described in Judg. 1114-27 are based upon the asserted
fact that the territory between the Jabbok and the Arnon
originally and properly belonged to Ammon. The
Ammonites sought in vain to conquer their ancient
territory from the Israelites, and in i K.419 we find
one of S'.lomon's prefects ruling over ' t h e land of
Gilead, the country of Sihon king of the Amorites and
Og the king of Bashan.'
The circumstance that neither J nor P mentions the fight with
Sihon has suggc-sted to Meyer (ZA lli' 5 3b ff.) and Stade (Gl"/
1117) that tbe light with Sihon can have formed no part of the
orii^inal tradition, an-l arose out of a misunderstanciing of the
old song in Nu.i'l 27-30. Their objections are noticed a n d
repliud to by Kittel (Hist. '2 228-231) and by G- A. Smith ( / / G
S*"'"). but not altogether conclusively.

The redactors and editors of the already corrupt
Hebrew texts have ventured to alter the historical and
2 Critipflll
geographical details in accordance with
£ir^fl«j A i. t. their own inaccurate ideas ; but they
emended text.
.1. • ,-v .
• *• 1 *u *
use their liberty so conscjentiously that
It is almost always possible in a greater or less dt-gree
to discern the true text underlying the false. Og the king
of the Amorites was really Agag king of the Arammites or
Jerahmeelites ( = Amalekites), and the region occupied
by his branch of the Jerahmeelite race was called
<-ushan—i.e., the N. Arabian Cush, which adjoined
1 G. A. Smith, HG 5 5 7 /
45^3

Missur or Musri. This ' Cushan ' (j^o) was mis\^ritten
Sihon. W'hether the capital of the land was called
' I.U-shbon' (jurn) or ' Heshmon' (pncn) may be
doubtful. There are traces of a clan called ^p'n or the
hke (cp Hashabiah, Hashubah) as well as of one called
• r n (cp Heshmon, Husham). That the five kings of
the Midianites should be called ' princes of Sihon ' (Josh.
133i) need not surprise u.s. Their names are based on
the three ethnic names Jerahmeel, Zfirciphath, and
'Arab ; it is not more wonderful that such personages
should be connected with Cushan than that Balak, a
son i>f Zippor (/.,.-., a Zarephathite), should be introduced
to us as king of Missur (' Moab,' in Nu. 224, '-t*^'-! as
often, is miswritten for 'Missur'), and that these kings
should be called ' Midianites' harmonises wiih the fact
that Balak king of Missur (' Moab ') is chj^ely connected
with the elders of Midian.^
The reconstruction,
whether partial or complete, of all the other Sihon
passages would occupy too much space here (see <.'rii.
Bib.).
Suffice it to say that the view of E. Meyer,
Stade, Bacon, and the Oxf Hex. that Nu. 21 26 is an
editorial insertion arising out of a misunderstanding of
the song which follows seems fully justified. The song
itself, in a re\ised form which probal>l\- approaches the
true text somewhat more nearly than earlier revisions,
appears to run thus :—
27^ Let the castle of Heshbon be built.
Let the city of Cushan be established !
28 For a fire burned He.shbon,
A flame the city of Cushan,
It devoured the cities of Missur,
It consumed the citadels tbercuf.
29 ^^'o to thee ! [O people ofl Missur,
Thou art undone, O people of Cusham I
H e has given up his sons as fugitives,
(Yea), Jerahmeel his daughters into captivity.
30 Cusban as far as Rimmim bas perished,
Mis.sur as far as Naphtoah is desolate.T h e criticism of J u d g . 1 1 1 2 ^ given elsewhere ( J E P H T H A H , §§
3, 5) may be here reaffirmed, so far as it iisserls that the narrative
has been editorially recast, and in particular tbat the account of
Jephthah's message to the king of Ammon (?) must originally
have referred to the compact between Laban and Jacob or
Israel (Gen. 3144-54).
But the theory that 'y\^)^ has often
arisen out of phl2)} or ':'NQrn'j taken in connection with the
view ofthe earlier tradition respecting Moses ."Suggested elsewhere
(see IMOSES, § 18), suggests a better key to the problem, 'fhe
Og-story itself (see O G ) did not originally have Huuran for its
scene ; this naturally suggests a more radical treatment of tlie
Sibon-narrative. On the statement in i K . 4 1 9 ( M T a n d tP),
wbich Kuenen wrongly supposed to confirm the tradition of an
Amorite king Sihon, see Ciit. Bib. Solomon's twelve prefects
(as the original text must have stated) were most probably
placed over the Israelite territory in the Jerahmeelite Negeb ;
see SOLOMON, § 6, n. i.

See Kuenen,
5 36-52 [1885].

Th. TL lSsJ"ff.

[1885], E . Meyer,
ZATIV
T. K C.

SIHOR ("limCi'), Josh. 133 AV, RV SHIHOR

[q.v.).

Cp also E G Y P T , R I V E R OF, and N I L E .

SILAS, SILVANUS. Silvanus (in this form of the
name) is mentioned only four times in N T . In
WT / I f
-^ Thess. 11 2 Thess. 1 r he appears as
1. W i a a t a . ^ ^ j ^ ^ author, along with Paul and
Timothy, of the respective epistles ; , according to
2 Cor. 1 19 he preached the Gospel in Corinth along
with the same t w o ; according to \ Peter [012) that
Epistle was written ' t h r o u g h ' (did) Silvanus.
Silas (in this form of the name) is met with only in
•^ Either the large ethnic term ' M i d i a n ' covers the smaller
one of ' J e r a h m e e l ' (or ' Zarephath '), or more probably y~,:2 is
written in error for ^i'p (Missur) ; cp Joel3[4]4, flTlil 1^, wbere
p-|'a may come from -n\ic a correction of IHJ ^"d the poem in
Is. 23, where both -|y and p-fi; are the scribe's errors f ir ^i^;?:'
the oracle being concerned with Mis.sur. In N u . i i - 7 l M I >i"d
0 ) 'elders of M o a b ' and 'elders Vif Midian' are m^^niiuned
side by s i d e ; p-jD apparenUy comes from pT^i, and tbis from
"n^fD (the original reading out of which DNID sprang).
2 See Ci-it. Bib. T h e last line seems to baflle Prof Sievers
(Metrische
Studien,
^411).
But Pesh.'s reading -13-iD (see
M E D E B A ) might have suggested the remedy.
Cp -13"ID niNJ
(Ps. 65 13 [12]), i.e., Ili'p nijp-lN.
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Acts 15 22-18s.
At the council of Jerusalem he is
chosen along with Judas Barsabas to accompany Paul
and Barnabas in name of the prirnitive church to
Antioch and there deliver the letter embodying the
apostolic decree which at the same time is to be communicated by word of mouth also (If)2227). After
sometime so spent they return to Jerusalem (1632 f).
In connection with their appearance in .Vntioch they are
called 'prophets' [wpotprirai) ; when chosen at Jerusalem
Ihey are referred to as ' chief men among the brethren'
[dvdpes TiyoufxevoL iv rots d5eX(pois) ; 103222.
After the separation of Paul and Barnabas in consecjuence of the difference about John Mark before the
second missionary journey, Paul makes choice of Silas
to take the place of Barnabas as his companion (1540).
The next mention of Silas is in connection with the
incidents at Philippi when he and Paul were apprehended,
beaten at the instance of the Roman authority, and
cost into prison. It is described how as they prayed
aloud at midnight they were miraculously delivered and
how they baptised the gaoler and his family. \\'hen
niders came to let the prisoners go, Paul claimed
for himself and his companion their privileges as
Roman citizens, thus compelling the magistrates to
come in person and beg them to leave the city (1619-40),
In connection with the sojourn in Thessalonica it is
recorded of Silas that he took part in the successful
missionary work there ; and after a tumult was escorted
out of the town by the Christians there on his night
journey with Paul towards Beroea (174-ioa). In Bercea
with Paul he was again successful in the synagogue.
Along with Timothy (of whom there has been no mention by name since 16 3) Silas remained in Beroea whilst
Paul, in consequence of " tumult, was brought by the
Christians to Athens (17 lo/'-isiz). These bring back a
message from Paul begging Silas and Timothy to join
him as soon as possible, he awaiting their arrival there
(17 15'^ 16). But it is not until after he has gone on
to Corinth that they actually come up with him (IS5).
The question whether by the two forms of the name
the same person is denoted is one which must be
2 Possible ^^^^^"^'"^^^ mainly by the contents of the
passages in which they respectively occur ;
identity. the mere suggestion .of a person having
two names does not in itself create any difficulty (§ 7).
[a) It is in agreement with 2 Cor. 119 that, as we read
in Acts IS 5, Silas and Timothy rejoin Paul in Corinth.
(b) According to i Thess. 3 i / . s, Paul, before the
composition of i Thess., sent Timothy from Athens to
Thessalonica.
According to this we shall have to
assume at all events a hiatus in Acts. If, as Ve read
in ActslSs. Timothy first rejoined Paul not at Athens,
but at Corinth, then if he was to be sent by Paul from
Athens to Thessalonica he must first have again made
the journey to Athens from Corinth along with the
apostle.

mentioned and the journeys of Timothy and Silvanus
are alwavs represented as having been made together,
there is also the other possibility that Silvanus joined
Paul along with Timothy while the apostle was still in
Athens. Only, in that case, when Timothy set out from
Athens for Thessalonica Silvanus nuist have been sent
off somewhere else, as we find Paul saying that the
journey of Timothy to Thessalonica had for its consequence that he himself was left in Athens alone. The
plural in i Thess. 3if
' w e thought it good to be left
behind at Athens alone and sent I'imothy' seems to
allow the supposition that Paul remained in Athens
along with Silvanus ; but the singular in 85 ' I . . . sent'
shows that this is excluded.

Of any such break in Paul's sojourn in Corinth, however, we
find no trace in Acts 18 I-IF;(Z. Moreover, it is impossible to
assign the journay to Athens to a later date ; for, according to
Actsl8ia5-32 Paul's route from Corinth leads him directly by
way of Ephesus to Syria. T h e third missionary journey is not
to be thought of in this connection ; for in it tbe apostle came
t.. Macedonia first, proceeding afterwards to Hellas (Acts 20 if. ;
v\hether to Athens or no is not at all said), whilst according to
I Thess. 2 18 3 4 he had not been in Thessalonica again before
the letter was composed.

It is to be emphasised that the introduction of a coming of
Timothy (and Silvanus) to Paul in Athens is quite contrary
to the view of Acts ; for according to 17 16 Paul awaits both in
Athens, yet in point of fact (18 5) they do not reach him till
he is in Corinth and this last circumstance is stated in such
a form as makes the meeting there entirely the result of the
apostle's injunction recorded in 17 15. If, however, the student
is prepared to accept the assumption of the one lacuna or the
other m Acts as above, there is nothing to hinder tbe identification of Silas with Silvanus.

^^'ei7,sacker (Ap. Zeitalter, (2) 256, E T I 2 9 2 / ) nevertheless doubts the identification.
He thinks that
„ rrr
the compauiou of Paul was Silvanus but
,.' .. , that the composer of Acts substituted for
_ him Silas, a member of the primitive church,
persons?
•.,
.
^
•
1. 1 •
^
with a view to expressing by this means
also the connection of Paul with Jerusalem. It is
correct to say that this tendency really is at work in
Acts

(see

ACTS,

§ 4 ;

CORNKMU-S, §

5 ; COUN'CIL,

§§ 6, 10). In point of fact one can very easily find
cause for bringing it into requisition in the case of Silas
when regard is had to the parallel case of Barnabas.
Silas is Paul's companion on the second missionary journey
as Barnabas was on the first. Now we find Barnabas figuring
in Acts 1119-26 as the emissary of the primitive church who is
charged by it with the task of inspecting the first Ceiitile
Christian church at Antioch and who fetched Paul from Tarsus
to Antioch. Not only Is this difficult to reconcile with the
known independence of P a u l ; it is also excluded hy the order
ofthe provinces, Syria and Cilicia, to which, according to Gal.
1 21, Paul betook himself after his first visit to Jerusalem. As,
then, in Acts, for the first period of his activity Paul is placed
under the guiding hand of Barnabas, so also is it possible to
conceive that under the influence of the same tendency he has
assigned to him a companion from Jerusalem for the second
missionary journey, a companion who shall be the guarantee that
in the missionary activity of the apostle the connection with
Jeru.salem shall not be lost. T h e same composer in fact in
21 20-26 goes so far as to affirm that Paul, on the last occasion
of his coming back_to Jerusalem, took upon himself a Nazirite
vow and fulfilled it in order to prove with all publicity the
completeness of his adherence to the Mosaic law. As against
this see A C T S (g 7, n end). In particular, in 16 4 a main
business of the second missionary journey is represented as
ha^•ing been that of communicating and inculcating the decree
which we are told had been arrived at in the C.xmcil of Jerusalem.
(As against the historicity of this decree, see C'IUNXU,, § 11.)
For such a purpose Silas must have seemed a singularly suitable
companion for Paul, as along with Judas Barsabas he had been
the messenger solemly charged by the primitive church to carry
the decree to Antioch.

Unless we are prepared to assume that a journey of
Paul from Corinth to Athens has been omitted, the
only alternative is to seek for the lacuna in what we are
told concerning Timothy (and Silvanus), and suppose
somewhat as follows. \\'hile Paul was still in Athens
(Aets 1716-34), not afterwards when he was in Corinth,
he was joined from Bercea by Timothy, whom he then
sent (from Athens) to Thessalonica. As for Silvanus,
it is not necessary to suppose even a lacuna, if we
conjecture that his meeting with Paul did not occur at
Athens but only after Corinth had been reached. But
if in Acts the arrival of Timothy at Athens is left un-

All this, however, supplies no compelling reason for
assuming a substitution of the Jerusalem Silas for a
companion of Paul not belonging to Jerusalem who
was named Silvanus.
Precisely by the instance of
Barnabas ought we to be put on our guard against too
far-reaching critical operations. That Barnabas was a
prominent missionary companion of Paul is assured by
Gal. 2 i 9 , and that he was i Jew—a Jew in fact who
notwithstanding all his daily intercourse with Paul had
nevertheless not as yet succeeded in freeing himself
from the yoke of the law—is shown by Gal. 213. This
being so, Paul can very well Ije supposed to have
selected also a second Jew—Silas, to wit—for a travelling
companion. Had Silas really been the bearer of the
decree of the council, Paul assuredly woidd not have
done so ; it must be remembered, however, that no
such decree was ever made and, least of all, carried to
Antioch. It is possible to recognise the tendency of
Acts, spoken of above, to represent Paul as in con-

4515

4516

SILAS, SILVANUS
nection with Jerusalem by means of his companion
Silas, and yet, to decline to be shut up to the supposition
that this tendency brought about the i^ubstitution of this
Silas in the place of another companion of the apostle ;
it is enough to discern the error and the tendenc\' of
Acts simply in its representation of the Silas who
actually did accompany Paul as a prominent person
in the primitive church and, in particular, as guarantor
of the apostolic decree.
That the companion of Paul was a J e w is ^sresupposed not
only by the composer of Acts as a whole, inasmuch as he
represents Silas in 17 lo (;;-4) as coming forward in syuagogjues
and also (16 3) represents circumcision a.s being necessary in a
companion of Paul (in the case of Timothy), but al^.o by the
author of the ' we'-source (see ACTS, § I , g end), who includes
Sibs among the number of those who (according to 1(5 16) go to
the s\ nagogue or, as the case may be, to the Jewish place of
prayer, and (10 13) teach there.
In 10 20 Paul and Silas
are even called Jews expressly—though only in the mouths of
their accusers, it is true, on which account the passage must
be set on one side as possibly meaning to suggest that the
accusers were in error (cp 10 37).
Amongst the views of critics we find not only the distinction between Silas and Silvanus just spoken of;
„..
there is also the attempt to identify the
_..
'
indi\ idual to whom both names are asSUvanus same ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^-^^^ ^^^^^ persons as w ell. A\'ith
as LUke?
j^uke, to begin with.
This hypothesis
was put forward by \^an Vloten (see below, § 10) in the
interests of his proposed answer to the question as to
the authorship of the ' we '-source in Acts.
There is much that speaks for the view that this author was
Silas ; other considerations speak for Luke ; yet neither theory
isin itself alone quite satisfactory (see A C T S , § 9). Van Vloten
accordingly sought to combine the advantages of both by
identifj-ing the two persons. In particular he found difficulty
in the supposition that in 16 10 the author of the 'we'-source
should have joined Paul as a travelling companion without the
fact being mentioned. T h e supposition is necessary as long as
one chooses to see in this author some one not named in Acts—
Luke, for example; it can be dispensed with (he thinks) as
soon as we see in him one who h a s already been spoken of as a
member of the travelling company—Silas, for example. Van
Vloten sought to establish the possibility of his identification
with Luke by the consideration that the words from which
Silvanus and Lucanus (the original form underlying the abbreviation Lucas ; see L U K E , § 6) are derived, have the same meaning
(silva = lucus = wood); also by the argument that in 2 Cor., i and
2 Thess., and i P e t . only the name Silvanus is met with, but
conversely in Col. (414), Philem. (24), 2 Tim. (411) only that of
Luke.
To all this the answer must be that identity of etymological meaning in the case of two proper names by no
means establishes any title to identify the persons who
bear them.
Moreover, it is not objectionable but befitting the seemly modesty of the author if his joining
the company of travellers is indicated not by the mention
of his name but simply by the transition from the third
to the first person, whether he is really himself the eyewitness or falsely makes himself appear as such (see
ACTS, § i ) .
T h e transition to the first person, too, is
not made any more explicable if the person so indicated
has already been named.
Since he is not the only one
who has been so named we do not learn from the
' we' who he is.
Moreover, Van Vloten has not at all
succeeded in disposing of the difficulties by which the
hypothesis that Silas wrote the ' we '-source is beset (see
ACTS, § 9), or even in lessening them ; the identification
with Luke contributes absolutely nothing at all towards
their removal.
The identification of Silas-Silvanus with Titus has
been attempted in quite other interests,
(a) It has long
g «.|
been regarded as a conspicuous instance
<aiiTTn«
"
of silence due to ' t e n d e n c y ' that in
oilvanus same .
,
j- r^^
/
,
as Titu ?
name of Titus, who, according to Gal. 23, was the subject of so
violent a contention at the Council of Jerusalem, is mentioned neither in this connection nor yet anywhere else
(see COUNCIL, § 7).
This difficulty would disappear if
Titus was identical with Silas.
Titus, however, was
a Gentile Christian, we learn (Gal. 23); whilst Silas,
according to Acts 1622, was a member of the church of
Jerusalem.
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In order to identify the two in spite of this consideration,
iMaicLer and Seufert (see beluw, {) lo) find themselves reduced
to the violent expedient of interpreting Acts 15 22 in the following sense : ' it seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with
the whole church, to choose men out of their company and send
to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, J u d a s Barsabbas and Silas,
chief men, in company of (ev) the brethren.' On this interpreta.ion J u d a s and Silas are distinguished fn^rn the brethren
chosen from out the Ll.mxh of Jerusalem, and therefore Silas
may possibly be a Gentile Christian. On the other hand, even
a]>art from theviolence done to the language of the text, this
supposition is, in its substance also, in the highest degree improbable ; for it would be impossible to have chosen as exponent
of the apostolic decree a n y m o r e unsuitable person than Paul's
uncircumcised comrade.
N o less astonishing is the other
supposition, that of d a f , which seeks tu reach the same result
by the -jpposite loute ; the supposition, namely, that Titus-Silas
was Irc.im the first a member ofthe church of Jerusalem and was
chosen from Its midst. In other words, we are asked to suppose
that an uncircumcised person had been for jear.s a member of
the church in Jerusalem. Apart from the inherent difficulties,
neither form ofthe hypothesi^ serves in any adequate degree the
purpose for which it Is introduced ; for though it is true that
on this hypothesis Acts does not leave out the name of TitusSilas altogether in connection with the Council of Jerusalem, it
omits the principal thing—viz., that the demand for his circumcision was frustrated by Paul.
(b) A pecuhar position is taken up by Seufert,
He
does not write in the apologetic interest ; rather does he
ascribe to the composer of Acts a. tendency similar to
that supposed by Weizsacker (^ 3 above), that, namely,
of putting forward Titus, by the selection of his Jewishsounding name Silas (see below, § 7b), as a man standing in close connection with the Jerusalem Christians,
and so bridging over the gulf between these and Paul.
It will be time to consider this theory when the identity
of Titus and Silas has been established ; but, as has
been shown, what is proved is their distinctness.
T h e acme of complexity is reached by the hypothesis
of Zimmer (see below, § 10).
According to him, Silas
the Jewish Chnstian of Jerusalem is
6. One Silas
mentioned only in Acts 15 22 27 32 _/? ;
identical
distinct from him, but identical v. ith
•with Titus,
Silvanus and Titus, is the Silas named
another not ? • ,
-, c
-,0
m Acts 1540-lSs.
(a) T h e Silas who, according to Acts 15 40, is chosen by Paul,
then in Antioch, to be his travelling companion, cannot be the
same person as the Silas who, according to 15 33, returned from
Antioch to Jerusalem.—But why not? Paul mighty have
summoned him back from Jerusalem ; or, without the circumstance being expressly mentioned, Silas could, after the interval
named in 1635/^, have again returned to Antioch.l
(/') T h e Roman citizenship which, according to Acts 16 37,
Silas possessed, does not disprove that he belonged to Jerusalem ;
for either he or his parents can have acquired it somewhere \n
the Diaspora in tbe same manner as, for example, the ' libertlni'
of Acts 69 possessed it (see Schiir. GjVC^) 2 5 3 7 / , E T ii. 2 276^:).
Besides, this citizenship of Silas is itself exceedingly doubtful
(see below, § 8 a).
. . .
(c) Zimmer argues that in 2 Cor. 8 23 the same thing is said of
Titus as is said of Silvanus in 1 19, and therefore the two are
identical. But the statements are by no means completely coincident. Titus could rightly be called ' fellow-worker' (<Tvvepy6s)
of Paul in writing to the Corinthians, even if he had not been
the companion of the apostle in the founding of that church,
simply in view of the fact that after their alienation from Paul
he had won them back to him ; on the other hand, the expression
employed with reference to Silvanus (' preach the gospel') relates
to the founding ofthe church.
I We have no need, therefore, in order to maintain the identity
of the Silas of 15 33 with him of 15 40, to fall back upon the
interpretation—in point of fact a v e r y unskilful one—offered_b^
V. 34a, ' But it seemed good to Silas that they should remam
(eSo^cF Be Ti3 2tA(j e-nipelvai avrou?). It presupposes that the
dTrek-ve-qaav aTrb Tiiiv dSek<}>iiiV of v. 33 does not mean ' they took
leave of thc brethren and set out on their journey '—a meanmg
which nevertheless is assured by 2S 25, and in our present passage
is made specially necessary on account ofthe addition 'unto those
that had sent them forth' (-irphs TOV? OLTTOffretAai/ras aurous)—but,
'it was said to them by the brethren that it was not desired to
detain them longer in Antioch.' Had tbe composer of Acts held
this to have been what actually happened, he would not in any
case have regarded it as a thing worth recording. Matters are
not made any better by the reading ' it seemed good to Silas
to remain there" (avToi) with the futther addition but J u d a s
alone proceeded ' (p6vos 6c 'louSas e-rropev9-r)). They become still
worse if this last clause, which D and Vg. are almost alone m
giving, be omitted (so, for example, RVmg.) ; for m that case
aTrekv9rf(rav must necessarily mean, ' t h e y on their side took
leave,' and why Silas should then suddenly have changed his
mind is left wholly unexplained.
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(d) T h e apologetic aim—followed b y Zimmer as well as by
Marcker and Graf—of freeing Acts from the charge of silence
with a purpose, is even less successfully realised in the case of
Zimmer than it is in that of the other two, since the Silas who,
according to Zimmer, is identical with Titus is not mentioned at
all in connection with the Council of Jerusalem.
(e) T h e difficulty (only arising in connection with Zimmer's
liypothesis) that in Acts two separate persons of the name of
Silas should be mentioned in such close proximity (15 32 40)
without any indication of their being distinct individuals is hardly
less than that which presses upon all forms of an identification
of Titus with Silas-Silvanus—tnis, namely, that Paul should have
designated one and the Same fellow-worker now as Silvanus now
as Titus, and should have interchanged the two names even within
the limits of so short a pa.ssage as 2 Cor. 119-2 13.

Palmyrene inscriptions nos. 17, 18, and 95 in de Vogii6
[Syrie Centrale, inseript. Sth7iit., 1868, pp. 21, 65)
show—and indeed in the case of no. 17 with the Greek
parallel text TOV 2 « i X a ^ — t h e form n^^Hiti which is
equivalent in meaning to the Heb. Vixiy, ' he who has
been asked for'; cp N61d., ZDMG, 1870, p. 9 6 / As
the aleph in the middle was hardly audible, the form
Sila easily arose out of this. So in CIG 3 4511 = Le Bas
et Waddington (seen. 1) 23, no. 2567, p. 586, explic.
P- 389 /• ' '^o.fMo-tyepa/j.os 6 Kal 2 » \ a ^ in Emesa in
Ccelesyria, 78-79 A . D . ; N^»B» several times in Talmud
(cp Noldeke, l c , and Zahn, I23) ; also ^^•'o^ in eastern
Aramaic in the fifth century A . D . (CIS 2, no. l o i , ,
according to Zahn). On this etymology S/Xas will be
the correct accentuation.
The form TW SeiAea in Acts 15 34 D (d : Sileae) is noticeable,

As for the forms of the names, the identity of Silas
and Silvanus admits of being shown in a variety of ways.
7 Thfl njimBR ('^^ ^*^^^ ™^^ ^^ ^ " abbreviation of
'• *"«^a™eB- Silvanus. This sort of abbreviation
used for pet names (hypocoristica) is, properly speaking,
native to Greek soil; but that in N T times it was also
applied to Latin names is shown by the instance of Luke
(see L U K E , § 6).

Strictly speaking, the form we should

have expected would be Silvas; but the form Silas is
also possible, since abbreviation foUowed no hard and
fast rules.
It can be shown that Mevda-Tas (not Mei^e'iTTpas) is equivalent
to Mei^eoTpaTos (Polyb. iv. 16 9 xx. IO5 xxii. 12[14]i3) a n d ' A p Xto"ras to 'Kpxitrrpwro^ (Fick^ Grieck. Personennamen,{^)
73).
For Lucas too no hesitation is felt in assuming Lucianus (not
to mention other forms which have been suggested) as the unabbreviated name. Jos. BJ vii. S if. 5, g§ 252, 275-279, ^06 ff,
ought not to be cited as against this, for the St'Aovayl there
named is, according to Schurer (GJV^) I541, E T i. 2259) and
Korcellini (Onom. Latinitatis^
3 (1883) ii6«), L. Flavius Silva
Nonius Bassus, so that the name does not come into consideration here at all. StiU less ought appeal to be made to the fact
that in MSS bf the N T the word is accentuated Si'Aas, although
if an abbreviation from Silvanus it really ought to be SiAas ;2
for the accentuation of MSS is in no sense authoritative. "The
circumstance, too, that the name Silas, according to Zahn (Einl.
i. d. NT 1 22 yr), does not occur at all elsewhere on Latin soil,
and has been met with on Greek soil only at Thespise (jZIG
Septentrion.
1, no. 1772J I- 12^) is far from being decisive, indeed, against abbreviation from Silvanus, yet at least points
to another alternative, viz. that

(b) Silas may also be a Semitic name.* Silvanus in
this case will be the Roman form nearest possible in
sound to his own name, a Roman form assumed by this
Jew for intercourse with the non-Jewish world (see
N A M E S , § 86).
As regards etymology, the derivation from C'?!^, ' t h r e e , ' is
inadmissible. T h e t^^t^ ( S H E L E S H ) named in i Ch. 7 35 becomes
SeAXjj? in © A .
Should one choose to conjecture w7^ (wilh
segOl) as the Hebrew form—as is perhaps done by Hoole
iClassical Element in the NT, 1888, p. 6 r / ) — t h e Greek, after
the analogy of "I7D in i Ch. 2 30, wbich appears in the L X X as
SaXaS [BA] or SaXefi [L], would in no case be StAas.
Thus
also the conjecture that Silas is identical \/ith the Tertius of Rom.
16 22 (so Franz Burman, Exercitt. Acad. 2, Rotterdam, 1688,
p . 161) is seen to be quite baseless.
Jerome (on Gal. 1 1 ; ed. VaUarsi, vii. 1 374) and OS (ed. L a g .
7116 72 25 199 70) derive Silas and Silvanus alike from nSe^
{missus: OS JOS 6i has SiAar ju-eo-tTrj?)- So also Zimmer, who
cites the n W ( S H E L A H , 2) of Gen. 10 24 1113-15 i Ch 118 24.
This last, however, appears as 2aAa in ® (or 'S.akas [L once
in Gen. 10 24]), in Jos. Ant. i. 64_/C, §§ 146, 150, as SoAa?, SOATJS
or 2eXa?. For this reason we must also reject the conjecture of
Seufert (above, § 5 ^) that the choice of the Hebrew name which
the composer of Acts gives to Silvanus was determined by the
attribute of its bearer as being an apostle or one ' s e n t . '
I n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y t h e r o o t of S i l a s is '?NB'.
The
1 T o be accentuated so, according to Winer,(8) §§ 6Ba, 5
n. 73, because ov stands for a consonant and other MSS write
^Lk$as.
2 Thus, if for no other reason, because in the longer form the
accent lies upon the second not upon the first syllable. T h a t all
hypocoristica should have the circumflex on the last syllable is
in accordance Indeed with the principles laid down by Herodian
<ed. Lentz, I50-S9) but not with the examples he gives; cp
Winer,(8) §67^-. "
3 W i t h Greeks it might be an abbreviation of StXavos which
occurs—e.g., so early as in Xen. Anab. vi. 2 [4113.
•* In Josephus the following Jews bear the name of Silas:—
(a) a tyrant of Lysias (.Ant. xiv. S a g 40); (b) a friend of Agrippa
I. ('tviii. 67, § 2 0 4 ; x i x . 6 3 , § 2 9 9 ; 7 i , S § 317-325; 8 3 , §35^); (e)
a commandant of Tiberias (FiV. 17, § 8 9 ^ ; 5 3 , 8 2 7 2 ; BJii. 216,
§ 616): (d) a commandant from Babylon (BJii. 192, § 520, iii.
2 i / , §§11,19).
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as also the (only graphically different) T ^ 2iA.aia of Acts 17 4 D,
whilst elsewhere D invariably has SiAas or 2«Aas. T h e StX^avd$ found in 2 Cor., i and 3 Thess. (Dd E e F G ) , and in i Pet.
(B) is only another writing for SiAouai'df.

W e come now to the question of the credibility of the
data regarding Silas-Silvanus.
ft Crpdihilitv
^'^^ ^ ^ regards Acts it has been reof A c t s
marked already (§ 2 / ) that the share of
H 9Thfi a Silas-Silvanus in Paul's second mission, p , •' ary journey is not open to any question,
-..
' especially when confirmed as it is by
n bl as.
2 Q^^^ 2 rg (on the genuineness of which
epistle see G A L A T I A N S ,

§§ 6-9), but that Acts needs

between 1715 and 18s some supplementing, and so far
as its entire presentation of the ' apostolic decree' is
concerned is completely unhistorical. T h e same holds
good of the miraculous deliverance of Paul and Silas
from prison at Philippi, as soon as i Thess. is accepted
as genuine, for in i Thess. 23 Paul alludes to the evil
treatment he had received at Philippi and yet attributes
it not to any outward miracle but to his own inward
disposition that he nevertheless found fresh courage for
the preaching of the gospel in Thessalonica (cp ACTS,

§ 2).
T h e fact also that the Roman citizenship
is here so unexpectedly attributed to Silas rouses the
suspicion that the author may have expressed himself
carelessly and included Silas in his statement, although
in fact all that he really knew of was the citizenship of
Paul (see above, § 61^).
(b) Whilst the genuineness of i Thess., and so also
the designation of Silvanus as joint author ( l i ) , is open
to no well-grounded objection, that of 2 Thess. must be
given up, especially on account of 2i-i2. It will not
avail to plead for the genuineness of the rest after this
has been set aside ; rather must we regard those portions
of 2 Thess. which coincide with i Thess., including that
in which Silvanus is named, as being imitations by
which it was sought to give the epistle the appearance
of being a genuine writing of Paul (cp Schmiedel in HC
zu7nNT%z\
Holtzmann, ZNTW,
1901, pp. 97-108).
[c) Since after the sojourn of Paul at Corinth in the
course of his second missionary journey (Acts IS 5 2 Cor.
I19), Silvanus is not again mentioned as having been in
the company of the apostle, it is in itself possible that
when I Pet. was written Silvanus was in the company of
Peter—the epistle being assumed to be genuine and to
have been written after that date. Of those who do not
regard i Pet. as genuine, many find in the affirmation
of 512 that Peter is writing 'through Silvanus' (hid
"liiKovavof}) and particularly in the words ws \oyi^o}W.\.
(AV ' a s I suppose') which RV, certainly correctly,
takes as referring to 'faithful' (ixKnoo, ' b y Silvanus,
our faithful brother, as I account him, I have written
unto you briefly'), a veiled reference to the fact that
Silvanus had written the epistle after Peter's death. If,
however, the epistle dates from 112 A. D. (see CHRISTIAN,
§ 8) this theory is excluded by consideration of what
would have been Silvanus's age at that time. Thus we
1 T h e Greek text also in CIG 3, no. 4484, and in Le Bas et
Waddington, Voyage archiologique en Grice ei en Asie Mineure^
2 3, 1870, no. 2601 (p. 594; explications, p . 600).
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shall have to suppose that the mention of Silvanus, as
also that of Mark (513), who also can hardly have
been still aUve at so late a date as 112 A.D., subserves
it definite purpose. Both had been members of the
primitive church (for Mark, cp Acts 1212) and at the
same time companions of Paul; thus, on the one hand,
they become fitted to figure as comrades of Peter, and,
on the other, the naming of them creates the impre^^.sion
that Peter had 1 thoroughly gDml understanding with
Paul the founder of man\- of the churches included in
the address of the epistle (Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia,
Asia, and Bithynia). The remaining contents of the
epistle show little of that tendency to briiii; about a
reconciliation between Paulinism and Jt-w i>-h Christianity
which the Tiibingen school attributed to it ; but thc
closing verses which have been under our consideration
must doubtless be taken in this sense (cp P E T E R ,
EPISTLI-:S OF, § 6,

end).

In doing so it is a matter of indiflference whether we are to
understand by ' through ' (Sta) that Silvanus is indicated as the
individual who, like Tertius in Rom, I622, wrote the epistle at
the apostle's dictation (so the subscription to Rom. in cod. 133 :
'it was written through Tertius,' eypdihr} 6ia Tepn'ou), or
whether, as the analog^' of the other spurious subscriptions of
Pauline letters would warrant, we are intended to look upon him
as the bearer ofthe IcLter ; all that is e.xcluded is the attribution
to him of any sort of independent share in the composition of
the epistle.
In the lists of the ' s e v e n t y ' (Lk. l O i ) Silas and Silvanus
figure as distinct individuals, the former as bishop of Corinth,
the latter as bishop of Thessalonica. Accord9. L a t e r v i e w s , ing to the UepioSoi Bapvafia J o h n Mark was
baptized by Barnabas, Paul, and Silas in
Iconium (Lipsius, .-\pokr. .Ap. -gesch. \. 203, ii.l gf 2 277 280 285).
Many interpreters maintain Silas to be the ' brother' referred to
in 2 Cor, 8 i8_/C This brother, however, must rather have been a
^Macedonian, as he was chosen by the Macedonians to represent
them in conveying the collection to Jerusalem. Against tbe
theorj' that Silas was the author of the 'we'-source of Acts see
ACTS, § 9. Against the view put forward in 1825 by Bohme and
MjTister that Silas was the author ofthe Epistle to the Hebrews
the same considerations hold good as have been urged against
the authorship of Barnabas In so far as they both belonged to
Jerusalem (see BARNABAS, § 5).
Van Vloten, 'Lucas u. Silas' in ZWT, 1867, pp. 223f', 1871,
pp. 431-434 ; against him, Cropp, ibid. 1868, pp. 353-355 ;
Marcker, Stellung der Pasto7-albriefe
im
10. L i t e r a t u r e . Leben des Paulus,
Gymnasialprogramm,
Meiningen, 1861, pp. 10-12 ; Titus
Sihanns,
ibid. 1S64 ; Graf in Heidenheim's Vierteljahrssch-rifc
fiir
engliscli-tkeologische Forschung, 2, 1865, pp. 373-394 ; Seufert,
ZWT, 1S85, pp. 359-371; Zimmer, Ztschr. f kirchl.
lVisse7isck.
u. kirchl. Leben, 1881, pp. 169-174; JPT, 1881, pp. 721-723;
against him Julicher J PI', 1882, pp. 538-552 ; Adolf Johannes
(catholic), Com7n. zu. i Thess., 1898, pp. 147-153.
P. W . S .

SILENCE (nrj-tl; A A H C ; infernum),
SHEOL (^.v.), Ps. 94i7 11517.

3. (XLpLKov, i.e., (jyjpLKov, the familiar Greek name for
silk (from ST;/?: sec Strabo, 516, 701), occurs in Rev.

18i2t, in the enumeration of wares which formed the
merchandise of the apocalyptic Babylon.
T h e references in classical ^v] iters sbow that, under the early
empire, silk was of grtat custlincss, and its use a sign of extreme
luxury.
The larva ofthe silk-worm moth, Bombyx mori, so called from
its feeding on mulberry leaves, produces far iliu greatest bulk of
the silk in use. Inferior silks are, however, produa^d by several
species of the .same genus, and "Tussar silks are spun from the
coc'jons of Antliercci pernyi, which feeds on oaks, in C h i n a ;
and of W, mylitta in India, and from other species mostly beluiigmg to the_family SaturniidEe. Tbe silk i.s the hardened
extiaet of certain silk glands which open just below the mouth
of the i:at<_rpillar, and is excreted to make the cocoon within
which the insect passes its pupal stage,
Cp Hitzig, ZDMG H 212
ff.
N . M.
A. E. o,

SILLA (N^p ; ceAA [Eus. OS 296, 9 9 ] ; SELA [Jer.,

Vg.]), a place-name in the account of the murder of
Joash (2 K. 1220 [21]). 'At the house of Millo [or, at
Beth-millo] which goeth down to Silla,' as AV gives, is
clearly wrong [iv oiKip fiaaXui T6V yaaXXa [B, t> 7. B^^],
. . fiaXXcov Toj iv TTI KaTa^djei aXXwi' [L], . . /iaaXtu
rbv KaTa/xivovra yaaXad [A, sic ut vid.]), kad neheth
la^la [Pesh.]).
The key to the problem is supplied by the theory that the
people with whom the Israelites had most constant relations
were the Jerahmeelites, and that Solomon most probably obtained
his timber for building, not from the Lebanon, but from the
mountain - country of the Negeb,
The mysterious word
Nl'?D (Millo) is most probably a corruption of '^NCm' (Jerahmeel),
and so too is NVD 'yVT\ (see MH-LO), It was at Beth-jerahmeel
that Joash was slain, and since the context requires a place in
Jerusalem, the most plausible view is that 'Beth-jerahmeel'
means the 'house of the forest of Lebanon," for Solomon's
Lebanon, or perhaps Gebalon, appears to have been in the
Jerahmeelite Negeb (see SOLOMON, § 3b). The same building
IS probably specified in the true text of 2 Ch. 2425 (see Crit.
Bib.).
Cp, however, ^\'inckler, KATi^) 260, n, 2, and the commentaries of Benzinger and Kittel (less satisfactory conjectures).

SILOAM, SILOAH, SHELAH, SHILOAH.

The

four places in which Shiloah or Siloam are mentioned are : ( i )
Is.S6(nWD' ' ° ;
T'oiSupToi'S,ei^cacip[BX],T-i-T-:S.i>,-[AQT],

The waters of Slifloali, EV); (2) Neh. 815 (nSt;'.i m-iz;
Ko\vp^rj6pa rcttv KwSCctiv [B], om. Kcadccav t^*. hah. KC,,I,,COV
j^c.amg.^ H adds 6e TOV ^ci,coap, TTJS KpyilTj? TOU StAuja [L] ; Ths
pool Of Siloah A\", of S h e l a h R V ) ; (3) Lk. 13 4 (h mpyos iv TW
Xttcciap; The t o w e r in Siloam); (4) J n . 97 and (not in best
RISS) IT (TT^V KoKvp-^TjOpav TOV XiAoidp, T h e pool Oi Siloam
' which is by interpretation, S e n t ' : the better reading seems to
be T'OV 2.).

Possibly also there is an allusion to Siloam in the
'fountain' and ' p o o l ' of Neh. 214. For topography

2L title of

and description see JEI^IUSALEM, § 3 and diagram ; also
§§ I I , 18 f , and map facing col. 2420 ; also CONDUITS,

The existence of such a word is, however, most improbable,
and there is no Ass. parallel, ©'s aSf\s may = niD?^.
See

§ 5, where a translation of the famous Siloam inscription
is given. Josephus [BJv. 4i § 140) speaks ofthe waters
of the fountain (7r7)77) ZiXwfis) as sweet and abundant,
and (BJ v. 9, § 410) reports himself in his speech to his
compatriots as having pointed out that Siloam and the
other springs which were formerly almost dried up when
under the control of tlie Jews, had, since the advent of
Titus, run more plentifully than they did before.
Jerome [Comment, in Esa. 86) also mentions the
irregular flow of Siloam — a feature which has been
noticed by most sub.se-quent pilgrims and travc^llers, and
is explained by the geological formation of the district.
In N T times certainly, and probably earlier, ^ healing
virtue was attributed to the waters of Siloam. On the

SHADOW OF D E A T H .

SILK occurs in AV as the rendering of three different
words.
I. L'v", si's, is rendered ' silk' in AV text of Pr. 31 22, and mg.
of Gen. 4142 Exod. -0 4. On thi.-i see L I N E N (7).
-=. '::',p, mist [TpixcnxTos),'^
E z e k . 1610 i 3 t .
Amidst

the variety of ancient renderings there is a general
agreement that some cloth of fine texture is intended ;
Jewish tradition favours ' s i l k ' (Ges. Thes.), a meaning
with which the rendering in (5 is not inconsistent ; and
Movers [Phon. ii. 8264) contends that silk was, at least
as far back as Ezekiel's time, conveyed from China into
W. Asia by the land route through Mesopotamia,
though it was probably almost unknown in Europe till
after Alexander's conquests, and did not come into
general use before the period of the Roman Empire.Cp T R A D E , § 62.

In any case the reference in Ezek.

1610 is to a long outer vail of fine material which
covered the entire person (Smend, ad loc).
^ I.e., 'woven of h a i r ' ; Aq. bas i/njAa^^jro? and ac^t/.iog, Sym.
tnevSvp.a and 7roAu/j.tT05; Th. merely transliterates.
Vg.
subtilia and polymiius,
Pesh. helld ( ' v a i l ' ) , and tekletha
('blue').
2 Cp EB\^) 22 56.
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mystical meaning of Jn. 9 i i see GOSPELS, § 56, col.
1803, but

cp S H I L O H , and,

on the miracle, cp JOHN,

§ 35, col. 2539.
In Is. 86 the waters of Shiloah 'that go softly'
(at least if the te.xt is sound ; sec, however, Crit. Bib.
[Che. ]) represent either the power of the house of David,
which certainly was insignificant, or the might of Yahwi
which seemed but was not really slight ; they are contrasted with the ' \\ aters of the River, strong and many '
[v. 1), which symbolise the vast physical power of Assyria.
In Jn. 97 the direcrTaX/xivos has been taken by most
1 \/nSiJ', emisit ? cp emissary ?
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interpreters from Theophylact onwards to refer to
Chribt the true Siloam (cp 62938/! "28 826 17321),
Whether this is at all probable may be doubted ; other
interpretations howtver (sec Holtzmann, ad loc.) are no
better. Liicke has pointed out the possibility that the
clause is merely a marginal gloss. Such explanations
abound in the Onomastica.

the days of Solomon,' and [v. 27) that he ' m a d e silver
to be m Jerusalem as stones.'
From what sources was this plentiful supply of silver
derived? It is geologically impossible that cither gold
„ _
or silver should exist in the mountains of
2 Sourcss
' Syna and Palestine. Wc may suppose
that most of the silver of the ' Hittites' came from the
mines of Bulgar Dagh in Lycaonia.
According to
Prof. Sayce ;—

SILVANUS (ciAOYANOc). 2 Cor. 119, etc.

See

SILAS.

SILVER i^lD^, kheph; Aram. XSD? ; Syr. kespd;
.-\ss. kaspu; root-meaning perhaps 'paleness,' see

WRS/.

Phil.\\i2^).

' T h e Hittite inscription found near the old mines of these
mountains by Mr. Davis, proves that they once occupied the
locality. It is even possible that their settlement for a time in
Lydia was also connected with their passion for " t h e bright
metal." At all events, the Gumush Dagh, or " Silver Mountains,"
lie to the S. of the Pass of Karabel, and traces of old workings
can stilt be detected in t h e m . ' l

The word is sometimes used, in its proper sense, of
silver ore, e.g., Ezek.'JijsJ 22 (figurativel)'), etc., but
As to the treasures of Solomon, we are told in i K.
also often of silver as a measure of weight
IO22 (cp SOLOMON, § 4, end) that the ' navy of Tarshish'
1. OT
and value, e.g., 'silver 30 shekels' (Ex,
brought silver as well as gold. Upon this Prof. W. M.
references.
2I32), ' 4 0 0 silver shekels' (Gen. LiSis),
Miiller remarks [OLZ 8269) that this points to great
and, with the omission of ' s h e k e l ' or 'shekels,' ' a
ignorance of the Red Sea coasts. There was, however,
thousand of silver' (*.jcn, 2n 16), 'twenty of silver'
according to the Arabic notices, no lack of silver in
(-J7 28).
Hence more often still ' silver' [k^seph) =
the mountains of Yemen, and it was hence, as Oskar
'money,' cp dpyvpiov and the French argent, but not
Fraas thinks [HUL-''''-" 1007a), that Solomon derived the
necessarily coined money, e.g., Gen. 31 15 422527 Dt,
precious metals. And what is to be said of Tartessus?
2-J2o[i9].
In Gen, 4225 35 the plural form {as if
If the current opinion is correct, though Solomon's ships
' monies ') is found.
did not get out so far as Spain, the later supply of silver
On silver mining, alluded to in Job 281, and on the
to Palestine was largely derived from the rich territory
methods of refining the crude ore alluded to in (Is. ] 2$)
by the ' luadalquivir. W e fear the opinion needs to be
Ezek. 222022 Zech. 139 Mal. 83 Prov, i T s 272i (we
accepted with reserve. Tartessus was, no doubt, in a.
must not add Ps. 126 ^[7]), see AIETALS, The separrich district. The story is, that since the Phixnicians
found that they could not carry all their silver away,
ated silver was called kiseph sdniph (fjnii ''pD. Ps.
they made ' siher anchors' in place of those that they
1 2 / [ 6 ] ) ; k. jne-zukkdk (pi3;o'D, I Ch. 294 Ps. 12 7[6]);
k. nibhlr [~\7\2Z '2, Prov. 1620). The crucible is called had brought (Aristot. De Mi/'ab. 148 ; cp Diod, 535).
7nasriph (-^-^.••:ri, Prov. 173 272i).2 In Jer. IO9 we read Unfortunately, there is considerable danger that, except in late
passages like 2 Ch. '.* 21 2 Jon. 1 3, ' Tarshi.sh' is a corruption of
of ' silver beaten out into plates ' ; where it came from
A s s h u r ' ; and there is one extremely late passage (Jer. 109)
where the same restoration (' silver . . . brought from Asshur ')
we shall have to ask presently,
Hebrew traditions
should
apparently be made.
Perhaps the most important
told of great abundance of silver in earlv times. These
passage is Ezek. 27 12 where, according to M T , silver, together
traditions, which are supported by the use of kt'^eph
with iron, tin, and lead, is represented to have been brought to
(silver) for ' moiK-y,' are doubtless correct.
Abram
Tyre from Tarshish. A close investigation ofthe passage in its
context suggests that Missur (not Tyre) provides the market, and
and Ephron ' the Hittite have certainly no lack of
N. Arabian peoples provide the merchandise disposed of (see
silver, according to Gen. 2;i, and, though this passage
Crit. Bib.).
The Asshurite merchants, it would seem, were the
comes from the much disparaged priestly writer, he
middlemen IjeCueen the miners in some perbaps distant part o.
Arabia,
and
the
rich and powerful people of Missur. Another
probably does but repeat the statements of earlier
evidence of the abundance of silver in N . Arabia is supplied by
writers.
2 S. 8 10-12 (in the light of criticism), where the spoil taken by
According to a view which, even if new, may nevertheless do
justice til old and forgotten truth, the scene of the transaction
described was not at Hebron but at some place of hallowed
associations in the Negeb—pnjb;tl.ily Rehol.iijth,'' ulH<:b would
justly be represented as Kirjatli-'i.ir:Lli,-i ' c i t y of Ar.iliia,' In
this connection we may refer to |M.st:ph's siKer dninini,' cup
(Gen.442), It is not impossible that the ori'.;inal scene tef the
fascinating story of Joseph was not in Ei^ypt but in the Xe^;eh.
But even if this was not the case, we are assured on the best
authority that silver in Egypt had at first a higher value than
gold (see E G Y P T , § 38), The true Hittites, too (whose capital
was Kadesh on the Orontes), had abundance of silver in the
time of Rameses I I . ; the treaty between them and this powerful
Egyptian king wa.s on a silver tablet.

David from ZOBAH [g.7'.], or rather Missur and other N . Arabian
regions bordering on Palestine (such as 'Aram'—i.e., Jerahmeel),
is said to have consisted in vessels of silver, of gold, and of brass.
It is noteworthy, too, that the poem of Job, which most probably
arose either in N . Arabia or under strong N . Arabian influences
(the names point decidedly to this, see J O H [BOOKI, §§ 4, 9),
shows great interest in gold and silver mines. On two out ot
the three references in Job (2225 2S6), see G O L D , § i, col. 1750.
T. K. C.

SILVER, PIECE OF (ApfYpi'^)S T A T E R , ad

^^^- 2615.

See

fin.

SIMALCUE ( C I N M A A K O Y H [AJ), i Macc.1139 AV,
RV IMALCUE.

In Solomon's time, it would appear as if the larger
introduction of gold depreciated the value of silver.
We are told (i K. IO21) that none of the king's 'vessels'
were of silver, which ' was nothing accounted of in

SIMEON
Where settled ? (§ i).
Gen. 34 49 (§ 2).
Deut, 33 (§ 3).
Judg.l(§4).
I Ch. 4 (§ 5).

Extra-biblical? (§ 6).
Conclu-sion (§ 7).
N a m e (§ 8).
Genealogical lists (§ 9).
Geographical lists (§ 10).

•^ © , as we now have it, gives in Ps. l.c. SoKip-iov TJ} yfj. In
Prov. 27 21 SoKi'jU-corresponds to ^pii^, 'crucible.' Did the text
of <3 in P-^. at one time run, apyvpiov TreTrvpoip.evov ei- SoKLp.Cix> Simeon [\)V0\^ ; cyMeoON [BAL] ; see below, § 8)
(^doKiniLtii) without ri) yfjf Dei^smunn (Neue
Bibelstudien,
was the brother ^ of Levi and Dinah (Gen. 3425, J ; cp
g •) thiiiks that the oiil>" tolerable sense of SoKipnov rfj yjj is
1 Whfrp ^^5)- W h a t genealogical scheme underlay
' genuine silver for the land." At any rate both the M T and ©
settled'? ^^'^ representation we do not know.^ In
of Ps. 127 [6] attest the activity of scribes working upon a corrupt text. Cp n, 2.
the scheme followed by the fiinal redactors

Simeon had five full brothers ; how many sisters (Gen.
3735. J ; 467, D) we are nowhere told.
Moreover,

2 Nestle (Exp.T S^-.j) would give the same sense to ''^V,
wli ILh in Prov. 27 2 2 = ' p e s t l e . ' This affects the criticism of
^'^;'Z. May we read -"^nj, ' in the crucible "? There seems to
be a better solution.
3 ' Hittite ' itself, when used of any person in the S. of Palestine, IS a mutilated form of ' Rehobothite.' See R E H O K L T H .
•* For instances of numerals which are corruptions of ethnic
names, see M . . ^ E ^ , § I T , P R O P H E T , § 7, Crit. Bib. on Gen. 1513.
' C i t y of F o u r ' (Kirjath-arba) is as improbable as ' daughter of
Seven ' (see SULOMON, § 2).

1 The Hittites (iQ88), gs2 We do not add i K, 22 47 (see J E H O S H A P H A T , col. 2352).
3 On CHN in Gen. 41' see § 8, 1.
•1 It i-^ n.Ltural to suppose a g e n e a l o g that made Simeon,
Levi, and Dinah the only children of their mother. We cannot
assume this with confidence however.
Simeon and Reuben
form a pair in Gen. 48 5 (P), and Simeon is styled brother of
J u d a h in J u d g . 1 3 (J),
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Simeon the brother of Dinah figures as a tribe in the
district of Shechem, whcieai the Simeon whose cities
are enumerated in the well-known lists (^ lo) is there
connected with the S. country and associated with
Judah rather than Israel.^ It has been customary to
identify these two Siincuns. It is not impossible, however, to hold that there were more Simeons than one
(see below, § 6). If, however, we identify them, are we
to regard the two representations as variant theories,
belonging to a time when the real life of the tribe had
been forgotten? Or may we suppose that they both
contain reminiscences of history, that in fact Simeon
lived, let us sav, in the neighbourhood of Shechem and
then removed to the S. ? There would be more chance
of giving confident answers to these questions, if we
knew whether the framers of our sources had actual
knowledge of a Simeon tribe or Simeon families ; if, for
example, we could point with conlidt-nce to sanctuaries
which at least had been distinctively Simeonite, where
therefore there might have been preserved a tradition of
Simeon's having come S. from the highlands of central
Palestine.
It is, no doubt, natural to suppose that
Beersheba was such a sanctuary.
It may very well
have been ; it was certainly famous, and, in particular,
was at least at times in touch \\ith northern Israel.
The difficulty is to prove that it, or any other definite
spot, was Simeonite. Simeon is never mentioned as a
component part of the southern kingdom.Siill, although we may not be able to point with
confidence to any contemporary statement about
Simeon in the literature accessible to
2, Gen. 34 49. us, the editors whose work has reached
us may have had such evidence lying before them.^
i. It must be remembered that the end of J's story
of the Shechem exploit ascribed to the tribe has been
lost. That may have told of Simeon's removal towards
the south. From the fact that the redactor suppressed
the passage we may plausibly conjecture that what it
narrated was more or less of the nature of a catastrophe
discreditable to 'Israel.' It may therefore have been
historical, and may have come from a time when
Simeon was still really a tribe. How a later writer
would have told (and did tell) the story we can perhaps
see from Gen. 355 : After the incident which forms the
subject of chap. 34 the Israelites moved off leisurely,
their god ha\ ing interfered in their behalf so that there
fell on the natives of the land an awe such as fell on
the Greeks when Apollo brought the seemingly
vanquished Hector back to the fight strong as ever
{//. 15279^). So, a later writer thought, must it ever
fare with Israel. The older story, however, told not of
'Israel,' but of Simeon and Levi,'* All that a later
editor was willing to retain of it was the remonstrance
of Jacob: you have brought a disaster (omDy) on
us, in making us abominable to all the natives of the
land; as we are but asmallcompany they will band themselves against us and defeat us, and we shall be destroyed.
ii. What the sequel of the older narrative was can
probably be inferred from Gen. 495-7. Even there we
are not told explicitly Nvhat happened ; but there was
a power to fulfil itself in the father's curse (cp BLESSING
A\D CURSING) ; I will divide them in Jacob, And
scatter them in Israel. What meaning the writer would
put into these words is uncertain. Steuemagel thinks
that Jacob is here a trib-j name and that the verse
means that Simeon was dispersed in the highlands of
1 Cheyne, however, suggests that the Shechem-story also
dealt originally not with central Palestine, but with a district
on the N , Arabian border, in or near the Negeb (cp MosES, §
i 3 ) ; SHECHEM, 2,

'^ On Simeon's never being assigned to either kingdom cp
Graf, Stamm Si7neon, 19 ; also, on theories connecting him with
the northern kingdom, ib. 33. F o r the Chronicler's notice see
below, § 5, iv.
^ On I Ch, 4 38-41 see below, § 5.
"* There seems, however, to have been an independent story
which did speak of ' Israel.' See Gen. 4 8 2 1 ^ : [E] (cp Gunkel
in ///nS) ad loc), and the legend in Jubilees 34 2-8 (cp Charles
cut loc. and the literature cited b y him).

4525

SIMEON
central Palestine [Einzuanderung, 104), some, however,
perhaps wandering southwards [ib. 15). As treating
of the early fortunes of Shechem, the story of Gen. 34
iii dealt with elsewhere (see E P H R A I M , § 6, D I N A H ) .

Dinah was perhaps supposed to have disappeared completely (see D I N A H , § 6) ; what the real history of Levi
was is a difficult (|uestion (see L E V I , L E \ ' I T E S ,

GENE-

ALOGIES, § 7). It is with Simeon that we are here concerned.
That it was nut always counted as a tribe
appears to follow from its absence from Dt, '6'j (blessing
of Moses). ^
It has been questioned, however, whether the omission
of Simeon in Dt. 33 is original.
Not only docs © A L apply 7.: tb to Simeon («:ai. (TVp.euiv [©B
om, ff.] effTuj TToAus ev apiBpHi), to whom the words, however
they are to be taken ( R E U B E N , § 4), are quite
3. D t . 3 3 . as ap|)licabli:: as to Reuben. Jt has buen thought
also (1 iraetz, Gesch. ii, 1 486yC, Heilprin, Hist. Poet.
Heb.\ii3f.;
cp Halev)-, / . As., 1897a, pp. 329--^!) that 7a
perhaps belonged to Simeon (there might be a play on the name
in ' H e a r ' ) .
If these proposals were combined the Simeon
saying "^ would read :
Let Simeon be a small company.
Hear, Yahwe, his voice,
And bring him in unto his people.
T h e case for such a text, however, is not strong (see Driver,
ad toc).'^

If the passage really mentioned Simeon in some such
way it would seem to imply that Simeon had somehow
come to be severed from ' his people.' That would be
an interesting variant of the view of Simeon represented
in the 'Jacob Blessing' (Gen. 49), where Simeon is not
detached from his people but dispersed among them.
Moreover if Simeon is really mentioned in the
Esarhaddon tablet to be discussed later ( § 6 , iii.), a
position of detachment for Simeon at a comparatively
late period would be established by contemporary
extra-biblical evidence. Gen. 49 (and 34) is, however,
by no means the only biblical reference to movements
on the part of Simeon.
Of special interest are the references in Judg. 1, as
giving a theory, doubtless widely held, as to Simeon's
arrival on the scene. There, as we have seen
4. Judg. 1. ^^^1^ 4524, n. 4), Simeon's brother is Judah
[vv. 317). Israel, having agreed to a division of the
land among the tribes, inquires of Vahwe who is to
begin the attack. T h e answer being 'Judah,' Judah
asks Simeon to join in the expedition, promising to
return the favour later.
Simeon consents, and the
two peoples advance against the Canaanites, defeating
them signally at Bezek, if the text is sound (see BEZEK).
Whether the tradition made Simeon and Judah then
settle in the central highlands is not clear."* The
meagreness of the account of Judah's campaign suggests
that the old story of Judah's advent was lost or
suppressed: we hear of Caleb's appropriation of
Hebron, Othniel's of Debir, the Kenites' of the district
of Arad (Judg. 116 ; on the text see the comm.), and
Simeon's of Zephath-Hormah •,^ but nowhere are we told
where or how Judah settled.^ It is diflicult to think that
this is accidental: the redactor would have told of
Judah's southward progress if he could. Perhaps one
reason why he could not was that, as Graf suggested
[Sta7nm Simeon, 15), the district which ultimately bore
the name of Judah was entered from the S. If Judah is
primarily the name of the southern kingdom, which
consisted of Kenites, Calebites, Jerahmeelites, Simeonites, and other southern elements, the settlement stories
would naturally deal with the fortunes of its component
1 On its omission in J u d g . 5 see below, note 4.
2 This tlieory thus suggests that the J u d a h .'^aying is : 7b 11.
^ On the various proposals see further, Graf, Der Segen
Moses, 24-26(1857).
•* If so, are we to suppose that old tradition did not always
distinguish between J u d a h and ' Levi' ? (Gen. 34). Only in this
connection can the absence of any reference to Simeon in J u d g .
4 or J u d g . 5 have a n y significance.
6 To infer from the Hormah exploit being elsewhere (Nu. 213
see H O R M A H ) given to ' Israel,' that some assigned to Simeon in
early times a position of great importance would be precarious.
6 Gen. 38 is somewhat different.
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parts.^
Even, however, if the other Judah elements
entered from the S., Simeon might first have lost a
footing temporarily gained in Central Palestine. T h a t
might account for the Shimeon at Semiiniyeh (right
across Esdraelon from Ibzik) of Josh, l l i 122o if that

(56 [49]. 72 [64]) and Is. 2111^ 1 is an invitation to them to come
back (67-73 [60-65]). In time they came to be called I.shmael
{103-110 [93-99]) ; cp below, § 8 iii.
Dozy's reason for assigning the Simeonite movement
JO the time of Saul does not seem c o g e n t : v. sii (' these
were their cities unto the reign of David') is not the
Chronicler's ; it is a marginal gloss which has intruded
so as to sever ' and their villages' (v. 32) from the words
to which the parallel Josh. 19 shows that they belong
{so Be. ad loc.). Nor can Dozy's other combinations
be accepted (for a sober criticism see Grafs review,
ZZl.t/iS 19330-351 [1865]).
iii. N . I. -Weinstein (Zur Genesis tier Agada, 291-156
[1901]), however, adopts most of Dozy's combinations, '
and adds others of his own.
He tries to show that the Minim of Talmudic literature are
the Meunim of the OT, and they in their turn Dozy's wandering Simeonites, whose name he supposes later writers to have
avoided on account ofa reproach under which they lay, substituting Meunim or Minim. Much of this seems open to the
same kind of criticism as Dozy's discussion.
iv. On the other hand, there seems no definite reason
to urge in support of the view that the Chronicler's
statements are a late invention (We. Prol.',^) 212 ; E T
213). W h y should he invent such a story? Elsewhere the Chronicler seems to treat Simeon as belonging to northern Israel [but cp Crit. Bib. 16, on Is.
97-IO4] (2 Ch. l o g ; Ephraim, Manasseh, Simeon ; 346 :
Manasseh, Ephraim, Simeon, Naphtali). It would be
a strong point in favour of an early source for the statements in I Ch. 439-43 if it could be proved that Simeon
was StiU a current name in S. Palestine in the seventh
century B.C. (see § 6, iii.).
At this point, accordingly, we may conveniently turn
. __.
to extra-biblical sources in search of

is the true reading (see SHIMRON, and below, § 6, ii.).

On the other hand the story of the partnership of
' J u d a h ' and Simeon may not rest on prehistoric
relations so early as the settlement. Tt may reflect a
later time.
It has been thought, for fexample (Wi. GI 2201 n.)j that
underneath what now appears in i Ch, 424 as a mere list of names
it is possible to detect a statement relating to a migration of
Simeon southwards. According to this theory Simeonites were
settled in the southern part of the territory out of which Saul
carved an extensive Benjamite state (above, col. 2583, n. i),
and rather than yield to him they moved south. T b a t would
be a likely thing to happen, especially if the Simeonites were
not firmly settled. Of course such a movement would agree
passably with the suggestion of Gen. 49 and the story in Gen.
34. Nor is there anything impossible about an origin such as
Winckler proposes fOr the genealogical list. _ Still, the suggestion in question is perhaps hardly convincing enough (see
below, § 9, i.) to form the basis o f a definite theory of the history
of Simeon.

To the same period was assigned by Dozy a movement, or movements, on the part of Simeon of which
_.
the Chronicler's account is still in the form
• * of " narrative, although it contains a good
many names.
The passage ( i C h . 438-43) contains
several statements, the relation of which to one another
is not clear, the text being more or less doubtful.^
(d) According to 438-40 certain Simeonites pushed down to
the district of Gedor or Gerar in search of pasture for their
sheep.
(11) According to v. 41 these men went in the time of Hezekiah
and smote 3 . . . and ^ the Meunim who were ' t h e r e ' and
banned them and dwelt in their place.
(c) According to v. 42 f. some of ' t h e m * (500 with 4 leaders)
went to_Mt. Seir and smote those who were left of the fugitive
Amalekites and settled there.

i. According to Benzinger these three statements are
divergent accounts of the same thing (KHC, tyf),
all
of them being later insertions into the Chronicler's work.
A question more important than the date of their
insertion is whence they were drawn. W e must allow
for the possibility that they come from a. good source.
Of course that need not imply the correctness of the
reference to Hezekiah.^ There is nothing in itself
improbable in the Hezekiah date. The Meunim seem to
be mentioned under Uzziah, also Arabs in Gur { = Gerar?
and Syi for Sya? : Winckler, KAT(^) 143, n. i : 2 Ch.
267 ; cp M E U N I M , b).

A little later, under Manasseh,

according to one interpretation of a passage in a cuneiform tablet, we find Simeon as a whole reckoned as
belonging to Musri, not Judah (below, § 6, iii.).
ii. Dozy [De Israeliten te Mekka [1864], 56 [Germ.
Trans. 50]), however, thinks that v. 31* shows that the
events belong to the time of Saul, and in an extremely
ingenious manner works out the following theory :—
When Saul's expedition was sent with orders to extirpate t h e
Amalekites, the king was spared and brought back ( i S. 15 3 g).
In Yethrib-Medina it was told that when the disobedieni army
returned to Palestine they were exiled for their disobedience
and returned to the Amalekite land^ (6o_/C [ 5 3 ^ ] ) . T h e force
sent would likely be Simeonite (tbe most southem tribe, 63 [56I).
Afterwards, when David punished the Amalekites for their attack
on Ziklag, 400 escaped ( i S. 30 17), to be destroyed later by 500
Simeonites who settled in Seir (i Ch. ^42 f. : p. s^f. [50]). I n
Hezekiah's time an interest was felt in these Simeonite exiles
1 In this connection we may note the absence of all mention
of J u d a h from the Shechem story in Gen. 34 39. See above,
col. 4526, n. 4.
2 For Cheyne's view o f t h e text see M E U N I M , a.
8 On the text compare Winckler, MVG, 1898, pp. 4 8 ^
* Dozy argues that it is only the writing down that is ascribed
to Hezekiah's time (Israel, ie Mekka, 56 (49]). Bertheau thinks
the referei\ce is intended to include the expedition.
It is
difficult to see how the person who inserted tne notice could
apply it to any other than the time of Hezekiah.
° T h e Gedor of T*. 39 is thus thejid&r or sanctuary at Mekka
(89 [80]), ' t h e valley' (of ». 39) is E . of Mekka (92-94 [ 8 3 / ] ) ,
which received its name from the great fight (n3T n30=; Macoraba:
81 [ 7 a / ] ) .
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J -y^g j^^y begin with the attempt to
r e i e r e n c e s / ^^^ ^^^^ j ^ Thotmes III.'s list of 119
places of Upper Rtnu.
No. 35 is §a-m-'-n-' and no. 18 §a-m-'-n-'-w (var. §a-m-'-'-w),
which looks like the plural of no. 35. W e niay grant the
similarity of the names to Simeon ( c p t h e spelling of Sa-ra-ha-na);
but we cannot infer much. W e cannot locate them. According
to W . M. Muller, they, at least, were not in the S., as the Hst (he
believes) does not include names in the- S. of J u d a h . Cp also
col. 3546, number 35, and notes z and 3. T h e conjecture, therefore, that Simeon (with Levi) was an early settler in Palestine
(Hommel, AHT z68 ; Sayce, Early Heb. Trad. 392) remains a
hypothesis.

ii. Nor are we much better off a century or more
later in the Amarna correspondence.
There is a letter (KB 5, no. 220 3) from Samu-Addu, prince of
a place called Sa-am-hu-na, which is phonetically=Simeon, and
is definitely indicated as the name of a town (aiu); but we
cannot tell where it lay. Steuernaeel inclines to identify it
with the SymoCn (Sv/xotur) of ® B in Josh. 111 (©AFL SojLtepwv,
M T ]'^'\p'^, SHIMRON, § i ) mentioned with Achshaph, and
Symoon (so Buhl, Pal. 215) with Semuniye 2 (see below,
iii., a [i]). There is nothing to make the identity of Sam|)una
with one of the places mentioned in tbe Karnak list improbable
(so also Meyer, Glossen, 75). If the identity be held probable,
it would appear to stand m the way of connecting Simeon in
any very definite manner with the ^ a b i r i as Steuemagel
proposes to connect the Leah tribes generally.
iii. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , n o n e of t h e l a t e r E g y p t i a n lists
contains a n a m e resembling Simeon.
It might be
surmised that the old towns, or at least their names,
h a d died out.
S a y c e conjectunes t h a t S i m e o n preceded
J u d a h i n t h e o c c u p a t i o n of S. P a l e s t i n e , a n d h a d d i s ^ a p p e a r e d b y t h e t i m e of D a v i d (Early
Heb.
Trad.
392).
T h e r e is a p a s s a g e , h o w e v e r , in o n e of the
f r a g m e n t s r e l a t i n g t o t h e successful E g y p t i a n e x p e d i t i o n
of E s a r h a d d o n , w h i c h m u s t b e t a k e n a c c o u n t of.
1 Dozy (70 [63]), Gratz (Gesck. ii. 1485: a theory later abandoned)
follow Aq. Sym. Theod. in inserting fugitives (Tli=(/)evY0VTasf)
as_subject to ' c a l l . ' On a supposed reference to Simeon in
Mic. 115 (Movers, Untersuch. Ub. d. Chron. 136; Hitzig, ad
loc.) see Graf, Siamtn St7neon, 32 ; on a supposed connection of
Massa of Prov. 30i 311 (Hitzig, Spriiche Sal. 310 f. and others)
with SiTneon, .see 16. 34, and on other supposed references see
Weinstein (as in 6 S »"•)•
2 Petrie, also, places §am}}una in Galilee (Hist. Egypt, 2 317).
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'From {country) Mu-sur,' ';ays E'^.Trh.tddon, ' I marshalled my
camp (karasu ad-t'i-e), to ^Mc-luh-lKi 1 diicctcd my march, j.'-'
kasbu-kakkar
fvom ''"'.vi Ap-ku wliich i-. in (or ' b y ' ) (/•a-ti)
{^•ou'orh Sa-me-n[a] to («^) Ra-pi-hi to (a-na i-ie)'^ the \Vrid\
of Mii'rur.'

sometimes to be understood as rcferri'ig to the neighbourhood
ol Liie Negeb of Judah.

If this is really the text of the tablet—it is the rc;iding of Budge, Peiser, Craig, and (doubtfully) Kugrrs —it is important; the district (wt//) in which Ap-ku lies
is not, as has been supposed, Samaria, but Sa-iiK-n[a],
a name which might be an Assyrian representation uf
Simeon.^ According to this, there was probably in the
first half of the seventh century B.C. a district known to
the Assyrians as f'^j,-]'^!;^ apparently somewhere in Palestine. The next question is, W h e r e ?
a. The di'^trict contained, or had on its border (/•ati), a town
called Apku, which lay -^o hast>i(-kakkar from Rapihi— Kapliia
= er-Refah. Wh.it the length of' a. J.-ast/i-kakkar
wns is uncertain ^ ( i i i kilom. [ = 7 Eng. m.l? or 5^ kiloln,'[^3.^ ni.]). Tlit
average da)'.-. march in iliis inscription is 2 kasbit-bakLir.
(i) If the <.lay\ march was ahoul 7 ni,i 30 kaslu-Lillyir
from
Kapihi would give the site of -Vpku as somewhere ahout 100 m.
from er-Refah — that is to saA. ab^ut as far as, e.g., Itutweun
Dothan and Jenin.
It might then be a question whether
Sa-me-n[a] is not perhaps a clerical error for Sa-nnj-ri-na.
'Aphek in Sharon ' (cp A P H E K , emijsceius too far Jn. Flk, E .
of the Sea of Galilee, with which Schrader identified Apku
(A',-ITi2i 204) is some 135 m. from er-Refah; kal'at eS-Sema'
SE. of Tyre, with which ^ a n d a (J/Ft;,'I9L-"2, p . 58 [27.)])
connects the district of Samen[a], identifying Apku with ' Aphek
in A.sher' of Josh. 1930, is over 140 m . ; Semuniye (alju\e, ii.),
somewhat over n o m.
(2) If the day'.s march was about 14 m., 30
kasbu-kakkar
from Rapihi would make Apku bome 200 m. from er-Refah—
that 15 to say farther than Berut. Afka (in B4 on map facing
col. 3736 ; cp A P H E K , 1) seems to be about 215 m. from er-Refah.
b. The attempt to do justice to the Apku part of Esarhaddon's
statement, however, raises a difficulty in what precedes.
(i) Esarhaddon seems to say that when he directed his march
to Me-luh-ha he was in Musur and there marshalled his camp,
starting from Apku.
X o w , Mu-sur is nowhere used of N .
Palestine. It has been argued with great force, however, by
Winckler (and by no AssyTiologist disproved^) that Musri is
1 Hommel, literally, ' to the borders o f (Aufsdtze, 295).
2 In 3 R. 35 no. 4 obv.,/. n , the name isread[i87oi Sa-me-ru.
G. Smith (TSBA%4-^7 [1874^ does not quote the name, but
(.Assyr. Discoz: 312 tiSysJ) renders it S a m a r i a ; similarly in W.
Boscawen's text (T'^^.'l 4 93 [i875]),and Strassna.^ /;*>%. Verzeich,
p. 51^, no. 4238 : Sa-me-[ri-na], the reading followed by Schrader,
(A'.^r.2t [1882]) and Delitzsch (Par. 286). Meanwhile Budge,
however, Hist, of Esarltaddon
(1880], iiB, reads Sa-me-na
(without query).
This is rejected (emended?) explicitly by
Ti^\^(BAG 350. n. X [1888]), and silently by Winckler (Unters.
X. altor. Gesch. g8 ; translit. text [18S9]). Later, however, the
original was examined by Peiser and J . A. Craig and declared
to read Sa-me-na (MVG'iu.lS
[i8g81) which is likewise the
reading (shown shaded) of RogersC Two Esarhaddon Texts,' in
Haverford College Studies, no. 2, 1B89). T h e present writer
examined the tablet, and is convinced that the reading Samerina
is quite impossible (so also Budge, and C. A. Thompson, in
conversatiun). There are several possi).,ilities; but Samena
seems most likely. S t e also § 6 iii, a (i).
3 On Ass. ^ « = H e l i . ^« (for (f») sec Delitzsch on ' S a m a r i a '
(Ass. Lesestucke,*^^ I'JS'^)For disappearance of 'ayin at
the beginning o f a syllable, cp ibSlfxon\ ibtiH ib'al (^i;^^).
•* Cp Del. Par. 177-179, and C. H . \V. Johns as in n. i, col.
4530, and the literature .cited there and in Muss-Arn. Diet. 414.
° Since the above was written, E . .\. W . Budge has gi\eii
his reasons for rejecting the view of Winckler (/f^V^. of l-.gypt, 0
pp. ix-xxx). It can h a r d h ' b e claimed, however, that th'-y'settle
the question. (1) T h e fragment (83, I-T8, 836) cited by Winckler
as apparently mentioning Musri and Mifsri] side by side must,
indeed, be left out ofthe argument. It is broken off so close to
the upright wedge of * is' that it is illegitimate to argue as if
the character were complete, and therefore is. It might quite
well be luh (KA TP-) 145, n. 3). Budge and" King go further,
a n d s a y that they can see clearly a trace o f t h e head o f a second
upright wedge (the present writer, after examination of the
tablet, is inclined to think that they may be right). T h e reading
would then probably be Mi-lu[h-l]a] as Winckler suL'Lresf;
(KATm
145, n. 3 : 7fii for me would be unusual \\\\ | :
the reff. in the index to Bczold's Catalogue yield no parallel ;
still, in Khors. 103, Oppert and Menant [journ. as. 6 ser. i,
he';In., 186^] give mi, though Botta, Man., pl. Tt;o. /. 9, gives
the usual ///[cl, and Winckler's edition follows).
Winckler's
the'^'ry, however, by no means falls with the surrender <'f this
reading. H e never treated the tablet a.s the main justification
ofhis theory (see Musri, etc., i). (2) Budge's otber arguments,
however, seem open to criticism as inconclusive. I n particular,
the translation of ana kSpAti eli^^^^t Musri (KI. In. 34) by ' to
the wardenship of the Marches ^ Egypt,' although following
time-honoured piecedent, has never been justified. T h e phonetic value of X I . G . \ B when it means gate-guardian, as in
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Winckler, accordingly, conjectures that the Samc[na]
in question was in Alusti, used in the sense just indicated, Apku being the Apheka of Josh. I053, where it
is assigned to Judah.
The Joshua context suggests the
neighbourhood of Hebron ; at all events, somewhere in
the hill country .,f Judah.
This theory would give us
the most interesting and renmrkable datum that, about
1 generation and a half after the fall of Samnria, the
name SiniLeoJu was at least kiidwn as a geographical
term denoting a district not far from Hebron, and the
further datum that the Assyrians counted it to Musri.
This wouhl have some hearmg on the theory which
finds Simeon referred to in Dt.".',',',(see above, § 3) and
explain the prayer for its return to Judah.
Many
interesting |)r()l)leiii.s would thus assume a new aspect ;
but the pDint most important for our present object
would be the establishment of such a contemporary
geographical use of the name Simeon as would virtually
prove a real knowledge of a Sinieonite people in S.
Palestine, which would give us a valuable starling-point
for dealing with the Hebrew Sinujon legends.
There is, however, a difficulty in the way of Identifying Esarhaddon's Apku with the Judahite Aphek of
Josh. 1553Hebron is barely some 60 m. from Raphia, which could equal
30 kasbu-kakkar
only if the kasbu-kakkai'
were some 2 m. If
that is not tenable, the Hebron Apku theory could be maintained
only by supposing that ' 30 ' (since there is no ddubt about the
reading) is a mistake of the Assyrian scribe or uf the source from
which he compiled.l Placing Apku in S. Palestine is, therefore, not beyond criticism,
(2) On the other hand, the difficulty of a N. Palestine
site for Apku hardly seems to be quite as great as
Winckler suggests.
It is no doubt natural to suppose that Esarhaddon was himself in Musur when he set out for Meluhha ; but ad-ki-e is not
quite unambiguous.^ Esarhaddon might then, from a N .
Palestine Apku have ordered his army out of Musri and have
marched himself to join it. Sa-me-na might in that case be
connected, perhaps, with one of the places in Thotmes I I I . ' s list
mentioned above (§ 6, i.) (so Sanda, ["2 53 74], n. ; cp above, i.f).
There remains, however, against the N. Palestine
theory, the difficulty emphasised by Winckler :
H o w came Esarhaddon's army to be in Musri so as to be
called forth by Esarhaddon, unless that were, as Winckler
suggests, simply the stage on the expedition reached at the
point in the narrative ? And, if so, how was Esarhaddon not
with the army?
W e must thus, apparently, be content to leave the
problem open for the present. Simeon may be mentioned
„
.
in contemporary documents belonging
7. c o n c l u s i o n . ^^ ^^^ sixteenth century, the fifteenth.
or the seventh ; but we cannot be sure.
T h e hope of
securing a fixed starting-point for the story of Simeon
in strictly contemporary evidence is for the present not
fulfilled.
Any day, however, new material may enable
us to decide the question.
Meanwhile, we must be
content with possibihties.
When the character of the development which resulted
eventually in the formation of the kingdom of Judah is
fully considered, and the suggestions of affinity with
' iJesceiit of XitSiX' passim, is pitu or mu5elis ( 5 R . 13 6 187);
when lis phonetic value is kepu (as a comparison of Rost, Plate
23 16 kl . . . tl with Plate 37 6, N l . ( JAB-u-ti, shows that it is in
the Esarhaddon passage [cp what is said by C. H . W. Johns on
the phonetic value of N I . G A B In his careful discussion of tlie
kSpu office in Assyrian
Deeds and Documents, 284-88, which
the present writer did not see till after this note was written]),
it means governor. Schrader admitted twenty-four years ago
that 'governor over E g y p t ' was impossible (A'G/" 265) ; only,
he gave up ' governor ' instead of giving up ' E g y p t . ' On kSf-u
see also lobns. Doomsday Bk. 9.
1 Or by regarding kasbu-kakkar
3.S not a technical measure
but a general term ; ' long journey ' (cp C. H . W. Johns, Assyr.
Deeds and Documents, 2 2o'&).
2 T h e contexts In which It oftenest occurs give it the meaning
of 'muster, marshall forces where one i s ' (e.g., in I'aylor
Cyhnder, 6 2 3 : assemble your army [pu-uh-hir
um-mati-ka\,
muster your camp \di-ka-a karasa-ka]) ; but it need not imply
presence ; cp 4 R. 4S 12, 13^1: ' Bel will call forth (i-da-kassum-ind) a foreign foe against him ' (Del. Ass. HWB).
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Ishmaelite, Edomite, Kenite, etc. are allowed for, it is
natural to conjecture that Simeon stands for one of the
unsettled elements of the southern population fused
more or less permanently into a state by David,
especially when it is noted (cp Sayce, Early
Hebreiu
History, 392) how many {5 out of 11) of the towns
( i S . 0O27-31) to which he is said to have ' s e n t gifts'
appear in the list of Simeonite towns, for there does
not seem to be between the lists any literary connection
(below, § 10).
.\ccording to Land (De Gids, Oct.
1871, p. 21) Simeon was very possibly an Ishmaelite
group that attached itself to Israel.^
If we think that
Beersheba was markedly Simeonite, interesting problems
arise connected with such names as Abraham, Isaac,
(cp Stade, 6 ' / 7 1 T 5 5 ) , Samuel's sons, David, Amos.

iii. Names containing the three radicals DC^ are so
common, especially in the neighbourhood of S. Palestine,
that they would be enough in themselves to suggest the
theory of dispersion underlying Gen. •19. In that theory
tliere may be more than popular fancy.
\ \ ' e cannot
here profitably discuss W . R. Smith's view that ' t h e
dispersion of the tribe Simeon is most easily understood on the principles of exogamy and female kinship
[JPhil. 996 [1880]).
A historical connection of some
kind, however, between at least some of the various
cognate names seems extremely probable.
We find Shimei as Simeonite ( i C h . 427), Levite (Ex.617),
Reubenite (i Ch. 64)^311 Leah tribes—Benjamite^ ( 2 S . I O 1 1
etc. ; cp I K. 4 is), and in the family of David (2 S. -1 21 K t . )
as the name of the only brother mentioned in old sources (Bu.
on I S. 16 9 in KHC); besides which we find cognate names like
Eshtemoa, and Ishmael,2 pronounced now in E g y p t , Isma'in^
(cp Bethel, Betin ; Reubel, Reuben).•*
Not only are the names Simeon and Ishmael cognate.
There seem to be also in the genealogy of Ishmael points
of contact with that of Simeon (see M I B S A M , M I S H M A ) ,
to which we now pass.
i. As in the case of Reuben, P's genealogy of
_
Simeon occurs in Ex.615 as well as in
, '. - , . r
the usual passages.
T h e list is as
logical lists, f . . ^ .__ ^
follows :

i. In all the statements we have referred to, the name
has borne practically the same form.
It appears to
consist of the radical sm" with the nominal
8. Name.
termination on = an.^
W h a t view of the
name was taken in early times we cannot say.
It is
not necessary to suppose that the story of Leah's gratitude for the hearing of her supplications (Gen. 2933)
was a very early explanation.
It is exactly parallel to
the explanation of the cognate name Ishmael (Gen.
1 6 1 1 : J).
I h e name Simeon has been connected by Hitzig (GVI 47),
W. R. Smith (//';4//., 18B0, p . 80), Stade ( C r / 1 152), Kerber
(Die ret.-gesch. Bedeut. d. Heb. Eigenn. 71) with the Arabic
sim\ said to mean the offspring of the hyaena and the female
wolf (Hommel, Sau^ethiere,
304), and Ball (SBOI\
ad loc
and 114) proposes to read Gen. 4'.t 5 : Simeon and Levi are ohmi
(for aliim : * brothers' 3), in the sense of 'howling creatures,*
perhaps ' hyaenas.' Unfortunateb', ohim occurs only in Is. 13 21
and its meaning is not known (Clie. SBOT,
' j a c k a l s ' ; but
Duhm. Marti, probably 'wild owls' ; cp Staerk, Studien, 2 18
[iSggl). Smith supports hi.s explanation by citing the Araljlc
tribal names Sim', a suhJnisIcin of the defenders (the Medinites),'"* and Sain'iin, ' a subdi\kion of Tamim,' and compares
such names as Zabyan (zaby, gazelle), Wa'lan (iva'l, ibex),
Labwfin (Itibzc'a, lIiMiess), with which he classes such Hebrew
names as Zibeon (jiy^^j, hyeena), Ephron (nnsy, 13]}, gifi't calf
of wild cow).
If Simeon is really mentioned by Esarhaddon's scribe
as Sa-me-n[a] (§ 6 iii.), it would seem that the name was
at that time, at least, sometimes pronounced Sam'an.
On the other hand, there was, as we have seen, a placename pronounced Samhuna in the fourteenth century
B.C. (aljove, § 6 ii.). and there is a contract tablet dated
in the thirty-sixth year of Artaxerxes I. which mentions
a man named .Sa-ma-ah-u-na (Hilprecht, no. 45, /. 2),
brother of la-hu-u-na-ta-nu ( = Jehonathan).^
Later,
as a, personal name, Simeon became common (see
S I M E O N ii., i - 6 , a n d S i . M o x , i - i 3 ; SIMON P E T E R , § la.b;
cp, for Palmyrene inscriptions, Lidzbarski, Ephemeris,
vol. i., index (under pj.',-;::;').
ii. T h e name appears in regular gentilic form as
5im'oni, S I M E O N I T E (•];•,•;:;•: cp Reuben, Reubeni).
ip, however, everywhere represents the gentilic by the noun
form (<jvp.ei»v '. in Xu. 25 14 "V^^""] becomes in tpB rcuf o". [ A F L
om. Twj-l). I t is possible, therefore, that the (ru^etoc of ©BNAQr
in Zech. \2 13 implies that Shimei, ""V-Z' was known as an alternative form of the gentilic^ (cp WR.S, JPhil. I)g6 [iB8o]), just
as in Arabic there is the similar pair ending in -'1 and -'ani
respectively ( W R S , 80).
1 Cp Dozy's view, above, § 5 ii. (small type, end), and below
§ 8 iii.
2 Cp Noldeke, ZD.MG 158o6 [1861!.
3 < Iemini, according to Zimmern (Z.A ti62f.)
and Stucken
(.1//'(;, 1902, p. 189).
•1 H e does tu)i allude to Dozy's daring hypothesis referred to
above (§ s)- . .
5 T h e gentilic {amelu) Sa-ma-u-nu-ai occurs along witb {amelu)
Pu-ku-du-ai i n a letter to ' t h e k i n g ' ( K . 1248). What '(city)
Sa-am-'-u-na
(so, according to the text in Del. Lesestiieke,i^)
not [as in fCB 2 io5l Sa-am-u-nd),
son of Marduk-apil-iddina ' in
Sennacherib's Taylor Prism inscription (5 337^) can mean it
would be bard to say. Sa(^-ma-'-gu-nuwas the name of one
of tbe sons of Bel-ikasa (ruler of the half-Aramaean tribe of the
Gambutai) executed by Asur-bani-pal. Samuna in Sa-mu-naaplu-iddina (Johns, Doomsday 5.^. \'iii. 1 6 = K . 8179) and in
Sa-mu-nu-ia-tu-ni (Ass. Deeds and Doc. 160 R. i i = K. 279) is
doubtless E.shmun (Doomsday Bk. 16).
6 T h e Shemaiah also of i Ch. 4 37 appears in ©t; as a-vptnav.
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Gen. 4i) io = Ex. 0 15

Nu. 26 12

I Ch. 424

I-D't
j'Tt
prt
D'-i't
in^t
mil
mit
SiNcn*
hM<-y
'riNc*
T h e Gen. = Ex. list seems to contain three names each appearing
t w i c e : SNID' = >INC', pD' = i'D'. and nnN = Tn;£- ^ ^ - i changing
one sibilant, gives nil for i n j> ^nd drops its double (inN)- r Ch,
4 further shows ^ ' T " for p j ' .
Winckler thinks that we have here a case tbe converse of what
is suggested elsewhere with regard to ISSACHAR (§ 7 ) : the
Chronicler's list is, he thinks (GI2201, n. 1), the corruption of a
sentence telling that the b'ne Shim'On went southwards when
Saul contested with the Zarhites.6 On this suggestion sec
above (§ 4, end).
If the list be taken for a real ' genealogy' it is difficult
to choose between the variants (see the special articles).
Bertheau decides in favour of Jakin as against Jarib, but only
for the (weak) reason that it occurs thrice. H e thinks that the
best known Simeonite clan was Shaul (Shaul's mother is known
as a Canaanite and he alone has [three] sons, of whom Mii5ma'
in turn has three). It would seem that some popular story was
current about this Shaul and his Canaanite mother. According
to Jubilees 34 20 her name was Adibaa, and according to 4413
she w a s a woman of Zephath, which, according to J u d g . 1 17, was
the city captured by Simeon and called Hormah.
In Gen.
Rab. 80 she is said to have been Dinah (cp Charles, Jubilees, 206).
ii. In the Chronicler's special genealogy (i. 4 25 f), which
appears in M T thus—
Shaul

Shallum 6

Mibsam

Mishma

~r

Hammuel

Zaccur

I

Shimei

1 N o t e also Jamin and Saul as Simeonite names (i Ch. 424).
2 Cp Graf, Der Stamm
Sifneon, 23, Ewald, GGA, 1S64,
p. 1274, and above, §§ 5 ii. 7.
^ Indeed the note on the name in Gen. 16 11 ( J ) is nirr 1,'"C
I'JV Ss' with '^y as in the case of R E U B E N (§ 7 i.).
^ H o w cautious it is necessary to be in reasoning from similarity of names appears from the remarkable fact that Saul as
well as Shimei is a Simeonite name, and that Samuel, who
'discovered' Saul, is brought into relation with Beersheba, the
most famous of the towns claimed for Simeon. Shemuel b .
Ammihud is the name of the Simeonite representative in the
partition of W. Palestine (Nu. 34 20).
^ ^^^\:,' mr an* -IRN pD' ha nj pyoc -^nv This might be
made more plausible perhaps by reading 103, instead of the
strange nj,_ for ID3 of ^Mir:] ; but tbe clause "^iNt;' m i D'T *inK
is not convincing.
^ Cp P's Simeonite census prince Shelumiel b . Zurishaddai
(Nu. 1 6 2 12 7 36 10 19), from whom Judith is said to be descended
(Judith S i). Salu Gtpo- but © B a-akpu,i; IBFL a-aktop) was the
father of the Simeonite Zimri who was slain with the Midianite
woman, N u . 25 14 (see ^ TO, a, end). T b e other m.mes assigned
to Simeon are Shaphat b. Hori, the ' s p y ' (Nu, 185), and
Shephatiah b. Maacah, the ruler (i Ch. 27 16).
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the names, apart from the Ishmaelite Mibsam and Mishma' and
the Judahite Ham(m)uel, need not be old (cp Gray, HPN 236):
indeed I 5 B omits Hammuel and Zaccur, and Shimei might b e a
duplicate of Mishma'. Moreover, they all appear in © B A as
descendants in progressi\e generations of Shaul.
iii. Still more suspicious looking is the peculiar list in in'. 3437. (On the number, thirteen,! of the names, some of which are
supplied with genealogies, see below, § 10, i.).

is taken of the variants in C
It will suffice here to
note that in list (1) C'S'^ inserts 6a.\xa. after Rimmon ;
in list (3) 6«'^ omits Heshmon and 6 * identifies
Asii.-w (v. 42) with .\,siiNAH (v. 43). In list (4) ©tfollows M T ; but ©W'^ omits all except Jeshua and
Beersheba.
i. T h e main list (i.) appears to consist of thirteen
tnwiis agreeing with the thirteen ( i C h . 434-37) names
(some with genealogies attached) of their inhabitants
who afterwards migrated to (Jtrar (i Ch. 439).
ii. The main list of towns is followed by a supplemi-ntary list (ii.) of four (Ain Rimmon being a single
pl.icc, .and Tochen preserved only in i Ch. 432), agreeing
with the four 'captains' who migrated to Mt. Seir.
iii. o r the list of nine Judahite or Simeonite towns
assigned to the priests ( i C h , 657-59 [42-44] = Josh. 211316) only A,SHAN (q.v. ; in Joshua miswritten A I N ) is ever
c.illcd Sinieonite.
H. W. H.

It maybe noted, however, in connection with Simeon's
being a brother of Le\i, that the names brouglit into
prominence in the hst — Shaul, Slnniei, Zi^a- (traced
back five generations^) — .we known otherwise as
Levitical names (cp GKNK.VLoeiiEs i,, § "[v.]).
a. The theory of the statistical writers e\'idently N\as
that Simeon was gradually merged in Judah : the
p
Simeonites first settled amongst the
ffranhipaniqtq
J^'^^^hites (Josh. 19 i 9) and then, in the
grapmcai nsLS. ^j^^^g of David (i Ch. 431/;—it is a
marginal gloss to the whole list: see above, § 5 ii.),
\\ere lost in Judah. It would appear that there was
a time when the Judah list in Josh. 15 21-32 lacked
exactly those cities which in Josh. 19 are assigned to
Simeon, for when they are omitted the total, twentynine (instead of thirty-six), is correct. The fact remains,
however, that all the Simeonite cities are somewhere
or otlier assigned to Judah.
It has been noted that
whereas we hear of the Xegeb of Judah ( i S. 27 10), of
Caleb (3O14), of the Kenite (2710), of the Kerethi
(•3O14I, of Jerahmeel (2710), we nowhere hear of the
Negeb of Simeon (Graf, Sta/nm S/m., 14). ^^'hilst
naturally no attempt is made to sketch a boundary line,
it is clear that Simeon was supposed by the writer of
Josh. 191-9 to be found in the S^^^ of Judah.
The slighting of Simeon •* in the partition of W . Palestine h a s
been connected (^\"einstein, Gen. der Agada, 299) with the story
of Zimri in Nu. 25 14 ; so also (Gen. rab. 99 ; Num. rab. 26 ;
Rashi, and others) the fact that Simeon is the only tribe that
falls in the second census (Nu, 20 14) enormously (from 59,300 to
22,200) below its size in the first (Nu. 1 22y^).^ I t is difficult,
however, to extract any more hi.story out of the first btory than
out of the second.

b. The list of Simeonite cities appears in four forms,
which are here shown side by side.
(i)

SIMEON.

(2)

(3)

Josh. 19 2-6
7

I Ch. 428-31
32

Beersheba
sheba
Moladah

Beersheba

JUDAH.

Josh. 1026-32
42 _

—

Shema

Moladah

Moladah
Hazar-gaddah
Heshmon
Bethpalet
Hazar-shual
Hazar-shual
Hazar-shual
—Beersheba
(Bi2Jothjah =
Baalah
Balah
Bilhah
lim
Azem
Azem
Ezem
Eltolad
Tolad
Eltolad
Bethuel
Chesll
Bethuel
Hormah
Hormah
Hormah
Ziklag
Ziklag
Ziklag
Beth-marcaboth Beth-marcabot 1 Madmannah
Hazar-susah
Hazar-susim
Sansannah
Beth-lebaoth
Beth-birei
Lebaoth
Sharuhen
Shaaraim
Shilhim

(4)

Neh. 11 26-29
Jeshua
Moladah
Bethphelet
Hazar-shual
Beersheba
' i t s villages'I

Etam
—
Ain Rimmon

Ether
Tochen
Ashan

Ashan

Ziklag
Mekonah
' its villages*

Ain and Rim- En-rimmon
mon
II.
—Ether
Ashan

The names have been given in the forms under which
they are discussed in the separate articles, where account
^ In the Chronicler'.s expanded version of the Hexateuch list
(i Ch. 4 24.26) it is necessary to include Simeon himself to make
up the full thirteen.
2 In the form Zizah ; see ZINA.
* Ending in © E with Simeon Wimseli (crvijcecav for Shemaiah).
* On the varj'ing ethical judgment on the conduct of Simeon
in Gen. 34 see Gunkel ad loc. and Charles' B K . O F J U B I L E E S ,
on 30 2-6,
s In the case of the other four — Reuben (3000), Ephraim
(8000), Naphtali (8000), Gad (loao)—the fall is slight.
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i. E V accurately SHIMEON, in the

list of those with foreign wives (EZRA i., § S, end),
Ezra 10 31 (0"K* 2e/iew).
2. Grandfather of M A T T A T H I A S ( i Macc. 2 1 ) ; see
M A C C A B E E S i., § 2.

3. A devout man of Jerusalem, mentioned in L k . ' s
Gospel of the Infancy (Lk. 222-39), He was gifted
with the 'holy spirit'—i.e., the spirit of prophecy—
and had learned by revelation that he should not die
without having seen the Messiah. Having been supernaturaUy guided to the temple courts, he saw the child
Jesus brought in by his parents, according to custom,
on the completion of the period of the mother's purification.
He then burst into an inspired song (vv. 2932), known to us as the -\'une Dimittis

(cp HYMNS, § 3).

He could now depart, like a relieved sentinel, and could
transmit to others the happy tidings of the dawn of the
Messianic day (see GOSPELS, § 39).

For Mary he added

a special word of prophecy, pointing to the different
results of the preaching of the Cross of Jesus, which
would lead some to <. new life, and others to anguish
at his crucifi.'tion (vv. 3 4 / ) . See further, J. Lightfoot
on Lk. 225.
It is possible to regard Simeon as a poetic personification of
that inner circle of Jewish believers which formed the true
S E R V A N T OF T H E LORD (g-v.)- Long had it waited for the fulfilment of the prophecies of salvation, and now (i.e., when this
' Gospel of the Infancy' was written) its members were passing
one by one into the company of believers in Jesus. Nor need
we be .startled to find an imperfect parallel to the story of Simeon
in one ofthe legends which cluster round the birth of the Buddha
(see Carpenter, The Synoptic Gospetsi'^), 155).
4. RV, SYMEON (Lk. 830).
See G E N E A L O G I E S OF
J E S U S , § 3.

5. RV, SYMEON, ' that was called Niger'

11.

ii.
Ain Rimmon

SIMEON (fiyOC'; c y M e w N [ B A L ] ; see SIMEON
i., § 8, i., end),

(cyAAetoN

6 KaXovfievos Nl-yep [Ti. \ \ ' H ] ) , is mentioned along
with Barnabas, Lucius, Manaen, and Saul, among
the prophets and teachers in the primitive church
at Antioch (Actsl.3it).

See MINISTRY, § 3 7 ,

Niger

was probably his Gentile name, whether chosen with
any reference to his complexion we cannot tell; the
name was not uncommon (see Diet. Gr. and Rom.
Biogr. and Mythol.).
T h e list of the first preachers of the Gospel given by
Epiphanius (Epiph, Opera, 1 337, ed. DindorO closes with the
names BapI'(l^a^', Kal 'ATTCAA^V, 'Poi)(^oi', Nt'yepaxalTou? Aotirovs
Ttitc k^hopi\KovTa. Svo.
6. RV,

SYMEON (Acts 1514).

See SIMON P E T E R ,

§1SIMON ( C I M C O N ; = ' s n u b - n o s e d • ? a Greek name
[see SIMON P E T E R , § iff] of frequent occurrence among
post-exihc Jews [ p C D ] ; cp JASON ; see SIMUN P E T E R ,

The persons who bear the name in (p or N T are ;—
X- Simon Chosameus (ciMCON )(0C».AAt\0C [B]
. . . XOCOMAIOC [A]), I Esd, 932 = E z r a l 0 3 i , SHIMEON

[b. Harim],
4S34
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SIMON

204 3427. According to Mk. he was the father of
•.i. Son of Mattathias surnamed T H A S S I (T Macc. I3 ;
ea(j<Tis [A], Qa(j<j[€\ [«V] ; thasi [V] ; ^ ' b i . [Syr.] ; A L E X A N D E R and R U F U S [qq.v.~\. W. II. Ryder [JBL
1 7 1 9 6 / , i8g8) thinks that Simon's eldest son was
Ios. Ant. xii. GI, Oaris). See M \crAHi-:i-:.s, ^§ 1, 5.
Alexander, his second Rufus, his third Tertius, and his
3. Son of Onias, ' t h e great priest,* whose praise is
fourth Quartus—all Christians living in or near Rome
set forth in Ecclus, 50. It is doubtful whether Simon
when Mark wrote. Living among Gentiles, Simon
I. {'the Just') or Simon II. is alluded to ; cp ECCLESIgave his sons Greek and Latin names. This Rufus has
ASTICUS, § 7 ; C A N O N , § 36 ; O N I A S , §§ 4-7.
been conjectured by many to be the same as the Rufus of
4. A Benjamite, who, wishing to avenge himself upon
Rom. I613. E. P' Gould, St. Mark, 2 8 9 / (1896), reOnias, informed Apollonius of the existence of huge sums
marks ' It is the height of foolish conjecture to identify
of money in the temple treasury (2 Macc. 3-4). The acthis Rufus, the son of Simon of Cyrene, with the one in
count of the attempt of HELIODORUS [q.v.'\ to seize the
Rom. 16 13 : St. ^Mark will only indicate that the names
treasure is well known.
See A P O L L O N I U S , M K N E L A U S ,
Alexander and Rufus were known to the early church.'
O M A S , § 6. He is called the Txpo<yTdrx]s TOO Upou (84) Deep indeed is our ignorance on such points.
or temple overseer, and it was perhaps his duty to look
W. C. V. M. ( N o . 7 . )
after the daily supplies of the temple. Cp T E M P L E , § 36.
8. ' The leper ' of Bethany, in whose house the woman
5. Nan-ied in Mt. 1355 Mk. 63, together with James,
anointed Jesus with the contents of the alabaster cruse
Joses, or Joseph, and Judas, as one of the ' brethren'
(Mt. lieio ;Mk. 143 ; cp MAKY, § 25). An incredible
of Jesus. He is not mentioned elsewhere in the N T ;
apocryphal story makes him the husband of Mary the
but it is not impossible that he is identical with the
sister of Martha ; cp LAZARUS. [The designation ' leper'
Simeon, son of Clopas the brother of Joseph, mentioned
has greatl}' exercised the critics. It is worth recalling,
by Hegesippus as 'cousin germ a n ' [dvexj/Lbs) of Jesus, however, that the mother of JEROBOAM [q.v. i ] is called
who succeeded James in the bishopric of Jerusalem and
in M T n>'iii-. ' a l e p e r ' (i K. II26), and that Naaman in
suffered martyrdom in the reign of Trajan. See CLOPAS.
the extant recast of an older story (2 K..'»i) is represented
6. Surnamed theCANAN.E.AN, AV(;ANAANITE (6 Kai'as i'liO, ' a leper.' In both cases the original tradition
avaios : Mt. 10 4 Mk. 318), or the ZEALOT (6 ZxjXiaxitjs, stated that a Misrite was referred to. It is possible that
Lk. 615 Acts 113) ; named as an apostle in all the four
the Simon referred to was said to have come (hke ' that
canonical lists (APOSTLE, '^ I). There is no doubt about
Egyptian ' in Acts 2138) from Eg)'pt to Jerusalem, and
the superiority of the reading Kavavatos to that of T R ,
that the original narrative (in Hebrew) called him niiQpi,
KavaviT7]s, though the latter has the support of S ; but
Cp also 'Simon of Cyrene.' Chajes [Ma7-kus-stiuiie7i
although the writer of the Third Gospel and Acts took it as
[1899], p. 75) supposes an original Flebrew reading
representing, and has translated it, 'Zealot' (see Z E A L ]y\y^7\, ' the humble '—i.e., ' pious ' (as often in Talmud).
OTS), many modern critics (cp JUDAS, 9, § 2) are inclined
' One who had been a leper' is at any rate a miserable
to take the word as a Greek modification of '3N3^ or
explanation. — r. «.. c ]
\v:p, meaning, ' a man of Canan, or C a n a ' (there were
several Canas). Simon does not reappear in the N T
9. T h e Pharisee, in whose house the penitent woman
history. In ecclesiastical tradition he is usually menanointed Jesus' hands and feet (Lk. 740). Cp GOSPELS,
tioned in conjunction with Judas of James ; and indeed
§ 10, and M.\RY, § 25, col. 2970. Against the identiin some western authorities in Mt. IO4 the epithet Zelotes
fication of this anointing with that of Mary of Bethany,
is given to Judas not to Simon, Judas Zelotes taking
just before the Passion, see Plummer (209). The theory
the place of Thaddreus. ' The addition of Zelotes is
is at any rate ancient, for, as Plummer remarks, Origen
probably due to a punctuation of Lk.'s text which might
on Mt. 266 contends against it. It is also supported by
not seem unnatural if no connection of sense were recogKeim (jesu von A'azara, 8222), Holtzmann [HC^^K 273,
nised between Kavava'ios and ^TJXCOTTJS' (WH). Simon (•*) 346), and Scholten (Het Paulinisch Evangelie, 254).
the Zealot is frequently identified with the Simon
The last-named scholar is of opinion that ' the influence
(Simeon) of Clopas mentioned by Hegesippus (ap. Eus.
of Paulinism on the changed representation of Luke is
HE 332) as a descendant of David who was aUve in
unmistakeable,' and that ' leper' in Mt. and Mk. was a
Jerusalem in the days of Trajan and suffered mart}Tdom
symbolic phrase for Pharisee.
Without committing
under the consular Atticus ; but this identification is
ourselves to this, we may reasonably hold that here, as
not made by Hegesippus or Eusebius themselves, and
often in collections of traditions, a germ-idea received
appears to be first met with in the Chronicon Paschale,
conflicting developments.
Pseudo-Hippolytus, and Pseudo-Dorotheus, all of which
10. A tanner of Joppa with whom Peter lodged (Acts
call him Simon Judas.
943). T h e reference to his trade is significant; the
narrator suggests that Peter was losing his old preLater ecclesiastical tradition varies as to the field of Simon's
judices. It is said that a wife could claim a divorce
apostolic labour-s. One set of legends places his activity in
from a husband who became a tanner (Mishna,
Babylon or on the shores of the Black Sea. But, as Lipsius
points out (Apokr.-Ap.-gesch.
Z 142ff.), these representations
have probably arisen from a confusion with Simon Peter who
writes from ' Babylon' and addresses the Christians in ' P o n t u s . '
Another set of legends, especially met with in late Greek writers,
represents him as preaching in Egypt, Libya, Mauretania, and
Britain ; but the same districts are also assigned by some traditions to Simon Peter. In the Western church the festival of
Saints Simon and J u d a s is observed on Oct. 28. T h e Breviary
lesson for the day has it that ' Simon ChananEcus qui et Zelotes,
et Thaddasus qui et Judas Jacobi appellatur in Evangelio, unius
e.s catholicis Epistolis scriptor' evangelised Egypt <Simon) and
.Mu^opijirLinia (Jude) respectively, and afterwards went together
into Ptrrsl.'i and ended a successful ministry there in a glorious
martyrdom.

7. Of CYRENE [q.v.'\ [^ifxwv KupijvaTos [Ti. W H ] ) ,
perhaps a Hellenistic Jew, who came from the country
and was compelled to carr)' the cross for the crucifixion
(Mt. 27.-12 Mk. 1521 Lk. 2:326). Afterwards he was
rcckone'l among 4:he sevent}"^ ' o t h e r s ' (apostles), Lk.
101, and he was said to have died on the cross {/xx^p
XpLCTTou—i. e., for the sake of Christ. The Basilidian and
perhaps also other Gnostics believed that he died in place
of Jesus; cp R. A. Lipsius, Apokr. Apostelgesch.
ligsf
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KHhaboth

710).

Cp H A N D I C R A F T , § 5 ; J O P P A (end).

11. The father of Judas Iscariot, Jn. 671 132 26.
12. For Simon Magus, see below (special article).
On the 'Great Apophasis' see GOSPELS, § 91 (and
references).
13. For Simon Peter, see below (special article).
W. C. V. M. ( N o . 7 . )

SIMON MAGUS.
CONTENTS
Introductory : Acts 8 9-24 (§ i). Anti-Pauline and Anti-Gnostic
Extra-canonical data (§ 2f.).
polemic (§§ 9-11).
Simon = Paul (§§4-7).
Historical Simon-figures (§ 12).
Four distinct Simon-figures
Conclusion
on Acts
89-24
(§8).
(§13/:).
Literature (§ 13).

Simon Magus is mentioned in the X T only in Acts
89-24.
(a) In Acts 85-8 we read that Philip the
1 I n A c t s ^^^"S^^'s^ preached the Christ in the city
of Samaria, and wrought many miracles
of healing. Next [vv. 9-13), we are told that Simon
4536
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had previously to this bewitched the people by his
magical arts, gi\"mg out that he was some great one,
and being declared by theni to be that power of God
which is called Great. After that men and wnnien had
received baptism at the hands of Phihp, Simon also did
so, and continued with Philip, full of amazement at his
miracles. Meanwhile [vv. 14-17), at the instance of the
apostles in Jerusalem, Peter and John had come to
Samaria, and through laying on of hands had obtained
the Holy Ghost for those who had been baptised. Upon
this, Simon [vv. 18-24) offered them money and desircti
the same power, but after d i-cvcre rebuke from rv-ti.r,
finallv besought the two apostles to pray for him, that
the punishment they had threatened might bu a\erted.
[b) This narrative contains much that is straiii^e.
That, instead of the city of Samaria (as in z'l: 58 f)
the country of Samana should be named in J'. 14, ma}be set down to a pardonable want of exactness. The
designation of Simon as ' that power of God which is
called Great" and his designation of himself as 'some
great one' ^ are not intrinsically incompatible with his
sorcery ; but it is very surprising that the sorcui\' is
referred to twice [vz-. 911) and that its second mention
is preceded by the same word [ixpoaeixov, ' gave heed')
as had already been employe 1 in v. 10.

(down to Trvevp.a) as interpolated. In this case, in the imniediat<:!y following ijunte.xt, we must regard, at least, z'. lu, the
' t h t m ' (auTOis) ni.sLcad of ' him ' (auToJ) in 7>. 18, ' P e t e r ' in v.
20 and the plurals SeTjflijTe and etp^Kare in v. 24 as adjustments
caused by the interpolation.

(d) However plausible this separation may seem to
be, it by no means completely solves the riddle of our
passage. The problem still remains quite dark, how it
was that the editor could cvur have come to interpolate,
at one and the same time, into a source which consistently represenlrd Simon as a sorcerer (v. 9 or n ) , and as
wishing to possess siill greater magical powers, two
such foreign ek-nirnts as the designation of Simon as
the i^ouer of God that is called Great and the communication of the Holy Ghost througli the apostles [vv.
10 14-17). The two havu not the slightest connection with
each other. It might perhaps be suggested that the designation had been borrowed by thc editor from a second
source, and that the reference to the Holy Ghost was
his own contribudon ; but this would not furnish us
with any intelligible motive for his proceeding. Yet it
*seems highly necessary that we should discover such a
motive ; for a second surprising point which is not
cleared up by separation of sources, and hardly can
be, is the question how it could come to pass that a
man to whom the whole people of Samaria gave heed,
This appears to indicate that the two explanations of his
and showed high honour, should have been so easily
popularity come from two different sources. By the reference
converted to Christianity, and that as a sorcerer, he
to his sorcery, he would, in that case, be characterised as a mere
should so httle resemble the Bar-jesus of 136-i2 who quite
y6t]s of the sort that was very abundant in those d a y s ; ' that
power of God which is called G r e a t ' would signify something
naturally opposed the Christian missionaries so strenumuch more exalted. Now, it is not easy to imagine that an
ously.
Moreover, it is surprising that the story has
editor would have introduced ;'. 11 if he had already found rr'.
no close ; we are not told what in the end became of
gf. lying before him in his text. It is more probable that v. 10
was interpolated, and that in the process ' took h e e d ' (TrpotretSimon. Here, once more, can it be seen how useless
Xov) was borrowed from r'. 11. T h e close of 7'. 9 (Simon's giving
it is to carry out separation of sources merely on the
out that he was some great one) can in that case have belonged
ground of indications of broken connections, while not
to the original text, for it is far from conveying necessarily anyconcerning
oneself at all about the deeper questions rething nearly so high as ' the power of God which is called
Great' ; but it is hard to believe that ' bewitching, and bringing
lating to the composition ofa piece, and about ' tendency'
tbe nation of Samaria into a m a z e ' (jj-ayeviov Kat. e^Knavinv TO
criticism. The solution of the problem can be led up
eflfos 7^1? lapap^ias) also should come from the author of v. 11.
to only by widely extended investigations.
Perhaps the cri^nal text had iru. 9 10a (down to ' great,' p.ey6.kov);
the redactor beginning with ' s a y i n g , ' keyovTe<i (v. 10b), added
Simon, to begin with, plays a great part in the
the designation of Simon as the power of God that is called
writings of the Fathers.
Great, and then thought it necessary to return in z-. 11 to the
(a) Justin (about 152 A . D . ) cites him as an instance
idea of sorcery (from which attention had meanwhile heen
called away), and in doing so borrowed ' took heed ' (irpocrelxov)
to prove that, even after the ascension of Jesus, the
from 7'. 10a and e^euTaKeVat from v. 9 (e^i.o'Tdvoiv). This re„
- ,,
demons caused men to come forward who
newed mention of Simon's sorcery, however, was not indispens2. In the
gave themselves out to be deities, and were
able ; v. 12 could quite as well have followed directly on v. 10.
ChurchIt would have been equally superfluous if it had been inserted
actually worshipped as such. Such was a
Fathers. certain Samaritan named Simon, of the
by the redactor in v. 9 (jjLayevtov to 2,apap€La^), had &. 11
belonged to the original text (in which case the whole of 7'. 10,
village of Gitta,^ who performed feats of magic by
on account of the Trpoueixov, would have to be attributed to the
redactor). If there is reluctance to assign to a.ny redactor the
demonic arts in Rome during the reign of Claudms,
doubled mention ofthe sorcery, there remains only the alternative
vvas held to be a god, and was honoured by Senate and
that a copyist who acted as independently and arbitrarily as the
people with a statue in the middle ofthe Tiber, between
copyist of D (or a preliminary stage of D ; see A C T S , % 17 i)
the two bridges, bearing the inscription in Latin:
substituted at his own instance the other reference to the magical
practices for that which he found before him ; that then, upon
' Simoni deo sancto,' and almost all the Samaritans, as
comparison of this transcription wilh an unaltered copy, the
well as a few people elsewhere, worshipped him as ' the
new form of the idea was written upon the margin, and then was
first g o d ' (T6V xxpboTOV 6e6v). ' t h e god above all rule
taken by the next copyist for an integral portion of the text left
and authority and power' (Oebv vwepdvw irda-qs dpx^'s
out by his predecessor by an oversight, and wa.s accordingly
introduced into it at what seemed to be an appropriate place.
Kal i^ova-ias Kal dvvdfxeojs), and declared a certain
[c) The idea that only apostles (by laying on of
Helena, who had formerly lived in a house ot evil fame,
hands) can procure the gift of the Holy Ghost is quite
and afterwards travelled about with him, to be the first
unhistorical (see MINISTRY,

§ 34 c).

From this,

it

would not at once follow, however, that it is a later
insertion ; for the whole passage may be equally unhistorical.
At the same time it is, in fact, apparent, that 7'?'. 14-18^; introduce a representation which in the actual connection is surprising. According to v. 13, Simon has been only astonished at
Philip's miracles : as for the bestowal of tbe Holy Gho.st, he
wi.<;hes to be able to do the same. In a sorcerer would it not
have been more natural to desire to possess the miraculous
power of Philip (cp SIMON P E T K R , %-^^d)!
Among the
scholars, therefore, who separate sources in Acts (^ee A C T S , § 11),
we find Van Manen, Feine, Clemen, Jiingst supposing that in
the source Simon did seek to purchase Philip's miraculous power
with money. On this supposition it is simplest to regard the
la.^t word of z/. 13 (e^CtrTaTO, ' h e was amazed') and VT>. 14-180:
^ Perhaps originally it ran merely as in 5 36 elvat rti/a eavror
—' that he was somebody'—and ' g r e a t ' (/xeyoif) may have been
merely an explanatory gloss to ' somebody' (xiva); cp the neuter
eWi Tt, ' to be somewhat,' Gal. 2 0 6 3 .
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- 'ATTO Kuip.r]g keyopev^s VCTTIOV. Thus Gitton would be a
possible form of the name. TtTTwi', however, is certamly gen.
pl., since Gitta is met with elsewhere also as the name of a
t o w n : in Josephus (rtTTa or re'TTa, gen. TiTiTj? or riTTOJC : see,
e.g., Ant. vi. 13 10, §§ 319-321) for the Phihstian Gath, m P h n y
('HJVV.19[17]7S)
for' a place on Carmel (Getta), and m the
Philosophumena
(f. 7) we have 6 rtTTTjcos (not TtTTtovos)- . For
further details see Lipsius, Peirussage, 33, n. In all the editions
of Justin known to the present writer, indeed, the word is accentuated riTTwi/, and so also in Eus. HE ii. 13 3 and Epiphanius,
H^r. 211. In that case tbe nominati\e would be ViTTai ; this,
however,inviewof thegen TITTT)? Is quite unlikely. Ifhothgenitive forms are to be explicable, the nominatives must coincide.
Cp rojLLoppas (2 Pet. 2 6) alongside of ro^oppwr (IMt. 1015),
ATi(rTpai'(Actsl462i 16 i)alongsideof AvtrTpot? (14 8 Hi 2 2Ti_m.
S 11), 0vaTeipav(Rev. 1 i i : SO in Lachmann, and as an alternative
readinLT in W H ) alongside of ©i/aretpois (2 i8 24), and evaTctpwi/
(Acts in 14), Au'SSas (Acts038) alongside of the accus. h.-vSSa.
(^ 32 35). Similar variations are found in i Macc. in the cases of
A5t5a, BatStroupa, VaC,apa.. T h e word form ' ex vico Gethonum
(Clem. Recogn. 2 7) rests upon a misunderstanding.
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thought that had proceeded from him [ixpc^TT} ^vvoia :
see Apol. I26 56 215, Dial. 120).
[b) The base of the pillar referred to was dug up on
the island in the Tiber, at the place indicated by Justin,
in 1574 ; the inscription runs : ' Semoni Sanco deo fidio
sacrum. Sex. Pompeius
donuni dedit.'
Thus,
the pillar was dedicated to the Sabine god Semo Sancus
(cp Ovid Fa^t. 6213-218), and not by Senate and people,
but by the piety of a private individual.
As Justin has gone so far astray here, Lipsius (BL 6318;
Apokr. Ap.-gesch. ii. 1 •^4f) ventures to trace back also the
alleged worship of Simon and Helena by 'almost all the
Samaritans' to misunderstanding of certain sacred pillars or
massebahs (see MASbEBAH), to wit those of Hercules-Melkart,
the ' k i n g of the c i t y ' of Tyre and the Tyrian moon-goddess
Selene-Astarte, whose impure worship is alluded to in the
reference to the house of evil fame (according to Iren. Hsr.
i. It) [23] 2 and according to the quotation of Justin, Apol. i. 263
in Eus, HE ii. 184, it was in Tyre). In the pseudo-Clementine
Recognitions Helena is actually called Luna, that is to say, Selene
(SeA)9r>]), and according to the I-Io7nities (2 2'^) she was among the
companions of John the Baptist (of whom Simon was the first) the
only woman — thus only ' half m a n ' (rip.L{rv ac6p6s), to indicate
that these 30 companions really represent thenumber of days ii\
a lunar month, which are not 30 complete days but onlj' 29^.

(c) What we read about the ' first god ' (Trpwroj Bebs)
and his ' first thought' (wpuT-q ^woia) is taken from the
Gnostic system which is attributed to Simon. W'e may
suppose Justin to have given full information as to this
in the work cited by himself In .Apol.i. 26 3, but now lost,
entitled uvvTayfxa Kara iraautv alpicxeiov, which was
used by later heresiologists from Irennsus [Hcer. 116 [23])
and the author of the Philosophumena (67-20) downwards. Harnack {Lehrb. d. DC/-'' 1206-208) finds in Simon
a new ' universal religion of the suprenie God,' Lipsius
nothing more than the ordinary Gnosis which had
become widely diffused in Syria from about the time
of Trajan, and is known to us mainly through the
Ophites, with this difference alone that here Simon
takes the place of Jesus as the Redeemer. According
to Kreyenblihl [Evang. d. Wahrheit, 1, 1900, pp.
174-264) Simon was not a founder of a religion, but the
first genuine philosopher of religion, to whom belongs
the undying merit of having been the first to formulate
and scientifically to elaborate the fundamental principle
of all Christian philosophy, namely, an ' anthropological pantheism' or an ' absolute and universal
theanthropologism' (240).
In the ' G r e a t Announcement' (aTroc^atrty peyakr\), attributed
to Simon, which is first mentioned in the Philosophujnefia
and
copiously extracted from, Kreyenbuhl discerns, not, like all other
critics, the work of a later Simonian, but a genuine production
of Simon himself. For our present purpose it is not necessary
to discuss this question or to set forth the Simoniani system, for
which tbe reader may consult Lipsius (.5Z. 5 3i6_/I)and Hilgenfeld
(Ketzergcsch., 1884, pp. 163-186).

((/) Suffice it to observe here that all the church
fathers from Irenaeus onw'ards make Simon the prime
author of all heresies, and inform us that he was
regarded not merely as a leader of a sect, but also as a
manifestation of the supreme Deity, as Messiah, also
by the name of ' t h e Standing C3ne' (6 ecrrtis), or,
more precisely, according to the ' Great Announcement'
[Philos. fig 13) as 6 etrruis, (rrds, o'Txja'bfxevos—i.e., the
permanently Abiding. Cp further, § Ji e.f.
[a) This interpretation of the expression ' t h e
Standing O n e ' is confirmed also by the pseudo3. Pseudo-Clem.
Homm. and
Recogg.: (a) ou
the Gnostic
Simon

^^^T"^^"^^'''"^'^''^•' <-""= ^^ ^^
^J^^-^^f^o^ ^^'^ ' ^ intimatmg that he
^^^^^ ^^'''^^^ "^^"^ ^ ^ " ^ Eeeogni^^.^«-^'-7 • ' negat posse se aliquando
dissolvi, asserens carnem suam ita
divinitatis suas virtute compactam ut
possit in Peternum durare'). According to Eecogn. 1 72,
Simon further designated himself as ' virtutem summam
excels! Dei qui sit supra conditorem mundi.' Cp § i^d.
(b) We- thus find in Simon's case also apphcation of the
Gnostic distinction beiween the supreme Deity and his
subordinate, the creator of the world or demiurge. The
supreme Deity is incomprehensible and unknown to all
[Recogn. 237 f . ) .
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H e sent forth the creative iK-ltv to make the world ; having
done so, the latter declared hunself to be .jJod, and demanded
observance of the Mosaic law. To Simon, also, is attributed
the doctrine that the souls of men proceed from the supreme
God (who at the same time is called T h e Good), but that they
have been let down into captivity within the world. The body
is their prison (2 S7f).
This enables us to understand what is
meant when we are told that Simon denied the resurrection of
the dead (tIo7n. 222). It can be explained from 2 Tim. 2 18,
according to which the false teachers, who are simply Gnostics,
declared that the resurrection was past already. By the resurrection they understood the soul's arrival at knowledge of its
heavenly origin, and its superiority to the body which is its
prison. Therefore, in their view, for all Gnostics the resurrection has already come about, and they consistently denied
any future resurrection of the body.

(c) These data may be sufificient to show that it is a
form of Gnosticism that the pseudo-Clementine Ho7nilies
and Recognitions are combating in the person of Suuon.
If they contained nothing more they would accordingly
be seen to have arisen, at the earliest, sometime in the
second century.
Other indications wbich do not need to be discussed here lead
us to the beginning of the third century (so Lipsius, ii. 137, n. 2 ;
Harnack, Lehrb. d. DGi'^), 1 266: beginning or middle of third
century, according to TLZ, 1902, p. 570, even as late as the 4th
cent., before E.us.[HE iii. 3S 5]—this after Chapman [below, § 15I
had disputed their employment by Origen), and to infer a Catholic
redaction of both writings (so Harnack, I.e.), or at least of the
Recognitions (so Lipsius, I.e.). T h e story as to the members of
Clement's family who became separated as non-Christians, and
after their '.'inversion find one another and recognise (whence
tbe name ' Recognitiones,' ai'ayi'(upiiTju.oi) one another, both in a
bodily and in a higher sense, has a purely edificatory purpose.
Apart from the final redaction (see above) the proper standpoint
of the authors—a Gnostical Jew ish Christianity—does not point
back to the oldest times, and can hardly have eaercised much
influence. Thus, from what has been said up to this point, it
might well appear that these writings ' contribute nothing
towards a knowledge of the origin of the Catholic church and
doctrine.' This is, in fact, the opinion of Harnack (Lehrb. d.
Dog7n.-Gesch.i-), 1 20H), and in his view, indeed, ' i t may be regarded as certain.'
T h e p s e u d o - C l e m e n t i n e Homilies
and
Recognitions,

however, contain yet another element of the very
a. (h\ C\
greatest importance. In them Simon
G_ D 1 displays features which are unquesb i m o n - F a u i . tio^^bV derived from Paul, and
plainly show him to be t caricature of that apostle
drawn by an unfriendly hand, (a) The principal passage
is Horn. 1719.
H e r e Peter says to Simon: ' If, then, our Jesus, manifesting himself in a vision, made himself known to thee also, and conversed
witb thee, in doing so it was as one who is wroth with an
adversary, and therefore speaks by visions and dreams [Nu.
12 6-B], or, it may be, even by revelations which [yet] were
external. But can any one be qualified for the teaching office
through a vision? And if thou wilt say, * It is possible,' then
(I ask) ' Why did our teacher fur a whole year continually
converse \\\\.\i those who were awake? And, further, how are
we to believe tby word that he e\'en appeared to thee? How
can he have appeared to thee, when thy manner of thinking
is wholly contrary to his doctrine? But if thou hast for even
so much as a single hour been made blessed and instructed for
the apostleship by a manifestation of him, then pray declare his
doctrine, set forth bis words, love his apostles, and strive not
against me who companied with him. For indeed thou hast
come forward as adversary aL,'ainst me who am a firm rock, the
foundation of the church [iMt. I618].
If thou wert nut an
adversary (dvTiKeipevog) th<m wouldest not slander me and
revile my preaching, in orderthat I, when I utter that which I have
heard from the Lord face to face, may find no credence, plainly
as if I were a condemned and reprobate person [read Kai f/xoO
dSoKLpov oi-To?; cp I Cor. 9 27]. But if thou sayest that I am
condemned (el KaTeyvtaap^evov pe keyeis), in doing so thou
inveighest against God wbo revealed Christ to me, and
inveighest against him who on account of this revelation did
call me blessed [Mt. 16 17],' and so forth.

\\''hat Gnostic ever personally withstood Peter?
.According to the incontrovertible statement of Hegesippus [ap. Eus. HE iii. 3 2 7 / . ) , Gnosticism arose from
the times of Trajan after that the sacred choir of the
apostles had deceased. For what Gnostic had it ever
been possible to be, like Peter, a. personal disciple of
Jesus during his lifetime upon earth? What Gnostic
ever gave himself out to be an apostle? What Gnostic
ever claimed to have been qualified for the apostolate
by 1 definite vision which he described ? And who
ever except Paul (Gal. 2 i i ) spoke of Peter as 'condemned' (KaTeyvcocfJ^vos)? Thus, it was at Antioch
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that ' Simon' assailed Peter and spoke evil of his
preaching, and it was his vision on the way to Damascus
(for Paul, according to i Cor. 9 i Gal. l i 12, the basis of
his claim to ilic apostolate) that is here intended to
be reduced ad absurdum by a dialectic that really has
much to say for itself. Already in chaps. 14 and 16 it is
urged that such a vision could have been produced by
an evil demon, just as well as by Jesus.
(b) Nor is this all.
The words of Peter in his
Epistle to James prefixed to the Homilies (chap. 2)
relate also to the same incident in Antioch : ' Some of
the Gentiles have rejected my doctrine which is in
accordance with the law [of Moses], while imputing to
me a certain lawless and nonsensical doctrine (dvo/j.6u
Tiva Kal (pXvap(^5T] BidaaKaXlav) of the hostile man.
And indeed while I was in my journeyings some took
in hand by manifold interpretations to wrest my words
unto the dissolution of the law, as if I myself also were
of such a mind but did not openly proclaim i t ' (cp the
charge of hypocrisy, Gal. 2 i 2 / . ) .
Xay, more, in Horn.
20ig = Rtri>g. IO61, it is related that Faustus, father of
Clement, to whom Simon has by witchcraft gi\en his own
outward semblance, is in Antioch constrained by order
of Simon publicly to proclaim his repentance in the
following words : —
' I, Simon, declare this to you, confessing that I have unjustly
slandered Peter. For he is no false teacher, no murderer, no
sorcerer, nor any other of those wicked things which I in my
wrath formerly accused him of. I, myself, who have been
the author of your hatred against him, beg of you to cease from
your hatred of him ; for he is a true apostle of the true prophet
sent by God for the saK'ation of the world. . . . And now I will
tell you why it is that I have made this confession. Last night
angels of (_iod severely scourged me, the godless one, as being
an enemy (e\9po<;) to the herald of the truth. I beseech you,
therefore, if ever I again should come forward and venture to
speak against Peter, do not listen to me. For I confess to you :
I am a magician, I a m a false teacher, I am a sorcerer. Perbaps it is pussible by repentance to wipe out my past sins.'
If the father of Clement did not occur in an older form of the
book, we may conjecture that this confession was originally
there put directly into the mouth of Simon. W h a t is said about
his chastisement is a malicious allusion to the declaration of
Paul in 2 Cor. 12 7, as to the cause of his malady, that an angel
of Satan (ayyekog Sarai-a.) had been sent to buffet him. I t is
important to observe that in Recog. we have the sing. : ' an
angel,' not the pl. ' angels' as in Hom.
(c) Ifwe have here n. well-ascertained case in which
an utterance of Paul regarding himself is spitefully
twisted to his discredit, soon also we find more of the
same kind elsewhere.
In the course of his vindication of himself Paul had, with
great reserve, declared that he had once been carried up into
the third heaven (2 Cor. 12 lyC). This is made ridiculous in
Rec. ^65 : si putas facilem menti tuae accessum esse super ccelos
et considerare te posse quss illic sunt atque immenste illius lucis
scientiam capere, puto ei qui ilia potest comprehendere facilius
|sse ut sensum suum qui illuc novit ascendere in alicujus
niDstrum, qui adsistimus, cor et pectus injiciat et dicat quas in
eo cogitationes gerat.l T h e doctrine of Paul that to eat meat
offered to idols is not forbidden (see more fully under COUNCIL,
§ II, col. g24f.) is distorted into the story that Simon in the
market-place entertained the people of Tyre with the fiesh of a
sacrificial ox and with much wine, thus bringing them under the
power o f t h e evil demons (Hom. 7 3; cp 44). This distortion
is all the more worthy of attention, because the author, in
connection with it, gives admonitions in the very words of P a u l
to abstain from (or not to be partakers oQ the table of devils'
(TpaTre^Tjg SaLpovoiv

diTex^T9aL,

o r py] p.eTakap^a.veLv,

748;

cp

I Cor. 102oy^). In view of the miracles which Paul himself
claims in 2 Cor. 12 12 Rom. 15 19, it is easy to understand that
he came to be spoken of as a magician. In tbe enumeration of
the maaical powers of which ' Simon ' makes his boast in Recog.
2ci, the ' when bound I can loose myself . . . when confined in
prison I can make the barriers open of their own accord' (* vinctus
memetipsum solvam . . . in carcere colligatus claustra sponte
patefieri faciam ') specially recalls Paul's liberation from prison
at Philippi (Acts 16 23-26). Even if this liberation is unhistorical
(ACTS, § 2), it found belief after it had been related, and it can
have been related a considerable time before the date at which
Acts was written. Once more, let us take another word that is
used, not indeed by Paul himself, but with reference to bim by
^ ' I f you think that there is easy access for your mind above
the heavens, and that you are able to conceive the things that
are there, and to apprehend knowledge of that immense Hght, I
think that for him who can comprehend these things it were
easier to throw his sense wbich knows how to ascend thither
into the heart and breast of some one of us who stand by, and
to tell what thoughts he is cherishing in his breast.'
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a follower. In A c t s O i s he is called a chosen vessel of the
L o r d ; in Recog. 3 4g, Simon is called a vas electionis of the
devil.•!

(d) In this violent polemic it is not surprising to find
thrown back at Simon—i.f., Paul—the charges which
Paul had himself levelled at his opponents.
, .\'^ 2 *^"''' ^1 ^3 Paul calls the Judaising emissaries at Corinth
false apostles (i/zevfiaTroo-ToAoi); in Horn. 16 21 Peter says that
Jesu.s foretold false apostles (\f7evSaTr6a-Tokoi), false prophets, the
forming of sects and lists for supremacy, all which seem to him
to have taken their beginning with Simon the blasphemer of
(.ud. In 2 Cor. 1114 Paul proceeds: ' A n d no marvel; for
even Satan fashioneth himself into an angel of l i g h t ' ; in Recog.
2 18, Simon is called the 'malignus transformans se in splendorem lucis.' According to Hom. 2 33 wickedness ((ca/cta) sent
forth Its comrade in arms, Simon, like a serpent (w9 6(]!)iv; cp
2 Cur. 11 3), according to Hom. 11 35, as one who preaches under
a pretence of truth in_ the name of the Lord and sows false
doctrines (TrAaiTj), and it was with reference to him that Jesus
(Mt. 715) foretold the coming of ravening wolves in sheep's
clothing. Here, also, may be recalled a saying which docs not
come from Paul him.self, but from the author of Acts, This
writer puts into Paul's mouth (20 29) the prophecy that after
his departure grievous wolves shall make their appearance in
Ephesus, not sparing the flock. It Is very probable that reference is intended here to the Jewish-Christian school of thought,
which was prevalent in Ephesus under John in the last third
of the first century. Paul himself had already in i Cor 16 9
spoken of the ' m a n y adversaries' (avTiKeCpevoi TTokkoC) in
Ephesus. This expression, also, is taken up and turned against
himself in the passage already cited under a, above.
(e) More especially we find recurring in the pseudoClementine Ho7nilies and Recognitions three designations
which are already referred to in the epistles of Paul as
having been made use of against him.
When in 2 Cor. 68 Paul says of himself, ' a s deceivers and
[yet] t r u e ' (ws Trkavoi Koii dk-t\Qel<i), the censure implied in the
word TrAavos is just as little purely imaginary as is that contained
in Gg : tos dyvoovp-evoi, ws iraiSevoikevoi ('unknown,' 'chastened '),
etc., or that repudiated in 45 ( we preach not ourselves'), or
that hinted at in 3 i ( ' a r e we beginning again to commend ourselves?'), cp 5 12, All these charges had actually been made,
otherwise Paul would not have needed to repel them (§ 9 e).
The word most fitted to stick as a term of reproach was the
deceiver' (6 irkavoi), and in point of fact it does reappear in
Hom. 2 17, which represents Jesus as having foretold that 'first
must come a false gospel by the instrumentality of a certain
deceiver' [the gospel of freedom from the law] (Trpwroi/ ^evSes
Sel ekOelv evayyekiov VTTO irkdvov xtvos). Cp the Trkavrj in the
quotation (11 35) cited under d, as also the miracles which Simon
works (2 33), ' to astonish and deceive' (Trpos KaTairkri^iv Kal
diraTTiv), ox (V4), the expression 'deceived before by Simon*
(VTTO TOV . . . St'ju.wi'os TrpoaTraTTjflei/Tes), or the deceptiofies of
Simon (Recog. 3 65), his ' slanders ' (5toj8oAat: Hom. 3 59).
Notice further that, according to Gal. 110, it was made a
reproach against Paul that he sought by his doctrine to please
men ; this comes up again in the words of Peter in Ho7n. 18 10:
' Since ye have thus spoken to please the multitudes who are
present' (cTretSTj dpea-KovTms rots TrapoOo'i.i' oxAots ouTtos €(|)i7s).
Above all, however, it is of the constant designation
of Simon as ' enemy' (d ix^P^^ dvdpojTxos, or simply as
d ex^p(5s. inimicus, see, e.g.. above, b) in both writings,
that we are able to infer from Gal. 4x6 with a high
degree of probability that it had already been applied
by his Galatian adversaries to Paul.
It is difficult to
see how Paul could have felt any occasion to ask the
Galatians whether he had been the enemy of the
Galatians by his preaching of the true gospel, that is of
the gospel freed from the law (this is what is intended
by dX7}devo3v V/MV : 4i6) if he had not been spoken of
to the Galatians as being their * enemy.' Here should
be added Mt. 1828 (see below, § 6c).
(/) This ' homo quidam inimicus' according to
Recog. I 7 0 / . raises a tumult against James the episcot This very drastic kind of polemic is exemplified in the N T
also. T h e Gnostics who are controverted in _the Epistle_ of
J U D E (g.v., § 2), in common with all Gnostics, divided mankind
into the two categories of ' psychic * and ' p n e u m a t i c ' ; they held
themselves to be pneumatic. This the author turns round the
other way in v. 19 : 'these are they who make a division [i.e.,
between psychic and pneumatic ; not, as in AV, ' who separate
themselves,' or, as in R V , ' who make separations'], sensual, not
having the spirit.' There is a still closer parallel to this suhsdtution o f t h e devil for God in Rev. 2 24. It is hardly to be
supposed that the followers of Jezebel made it their boast
that they ' know the deep things of Satan ' ; we may be perfectly
certain that their boast was that they knew the deep things of God.
All the more sharply sarcastic is the form of the phrase : ' Know
. . . the deep things of Satan, as they say.' But it is Paul who
is the author of the claim to possess the spirit that searcheth all
things, yea, the deep things of God (i Cor. 2 10-12). Cp § 6 (^.
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pornm princeps at Jerusalem, snatches a firebrand from
the altar and with this begins a general Jewish massacre
of Christians ; he throws James down headlong from
the top of the steps, so that he lies as one dead. After
three days the Christians who have fled to Jericho learn
that the hostile man has recei\ed from Caiaphas the
high priest the commission to persecute all Christians,
and armed with written missives (' epistolas ') from him is
about to go to Damascus in order to begin the persecution there, believing tllatPeter has betaken himself thither^
(cp ActsSj 9 i / 224f 209-12 Gal. 1 13 i Cor. \bg).
(g) \\\-<in the style of Paul is plainly imitated in a
mocking way. In the recantation [Hom. 20 19) of
Simon mentioned above (b) we have his deopLat v/xCjv
[' I beseech you' • Gal. 412), abTbs iyio [' I myself •
2 Cor.lOi), elbivai vp.ds diXu) ('I would have you
know' • I Cor. 113), TxapaKoXui oi'v ( ' I beseech theref o r e ' : Rom. 121 I Cor. 4x6; cp E p h . 4 i r Tim. 2 i ) ;
elsewhere T'L ydp, TL odv, etc.
Si) also with the apocryphal Acts of Peter and Acts

here it is only the circumcision of the heart that Paul
stands up for. Thus in our present passage it is not
at all the Catholic Peter, but the original genuinely
Jew'ish-Christian Peter with whom we have to do, and
this is our evidence that his opponent was not originally a Gnostic, but simply an opponent of the Judaising
of Christianity, in other words, no other than Paul.
(d) T o Paul also applies the further accusation in
the same passage, that ' S i m o n ' found it necessary to
give himself out falsely to be ^ Jew and to put on the
semblance of strict observance of Ihe law in order to
deceive the people whom otherwise he would not have
been able to win over to his erroneous doctrine (see
SIMON P E T E R , § 34'?). This clearly points back to
I Cor. 920 : ' to them that are under the law (I became)
as under the law, not being myself under the law, that
I might gain them that are under the law.' We
recognise also, however, the charge which, according to
Gal. 5 II 110, was made against Paul by his Judaistic
opponents, that outside of Galatia he still continued to
preach circumcision, for every\\here he shapes his
doctrine so as to please men (see GALATIANS, § 13,
middle).
(e) With this accords (even if not conclusive as
evidence) the fiivour which Simon finds with Nero.
After Nero had proved himself the most dreadful enemy
which Christianity had, it must h-.we suggested itself
very readily to the adversaries of Paul to lay it to Paul's
discredit that he had so expressly enjoined obedience to
Nero (Rom. 181-7) and that Paul's captivity had been
so mild (Acts 2 8 3 0 / ) . As a. result of his submissiveness such a partiality of the emperor as we find him expressing for Simon in the Catholic and also in the preCatholic Acta (SIMON P E T E R , §33/^) seemed natural.
Cp below, % \2b.
(f) Lipsius (ii. \3t3f.) has even conjectured that the
story of the seeming beheading of Simon (§ 34 c) has at
its root malicious misrepresentation of the beheading of
Paul.

of

Peter and

Paul (as to which see SIMON

32-34).

PETER,

Whilst in the apocryphal

5. Apocryphal ]correspondence of Paul with the
Acts.
Corinthians which belongs to the Acta
Pauli

(see

SIMON

PETER,

§ 39 e,

n.)

the

doctrine

attributed to Simon is Gnostic, in the Apocrypha just
mentioned Simon appears less as a gnostic than as a
wonder-worker ; but that by him the apostle Paul was
originally meant is manifest here also.
(12) T h e question of Paul to Simon : ' Why didst
thou deliver up circumcised nn^n and compel them to be
condemned and put to d e a t h ? ' [Std ri au Txepirerfii)fxivovs Txapidu}Kas Kal i}vdyKacras avTovs KaraKptdivTas
dTxoKTavOrjvai ; see S[M.)N P E T E R , § 34 e) is decisive.

There is no Gnostic who could have had either such
power or such inclination. The words can refer only
to what Paul cfid according to Gal. 1 13 i Cor. 109
Acts83 ^ t i / . 224f. 2G9-12. In this way what follows
gains in cogency, the original reference to Paul being
not so absolutely palpable without this key.
(b) In the (pre-Catholic) Acta Petri Simon is spoken
of as 'inimicus,' 'condemned' (§ 4 a, e, and SIMON
P E T E R , §33-^), and even the*jreek word xxXdvos (§4^)
has found its way into the Latin text ; according to the
Actus Petri cum Simone (4 12, in Acta Apocr. i. p. 49, I.
13 and p. 60, I. 4) not only is Paul called (' magus ' or)
'planus,' but Simon also is described as 'planus (et
deceptor).' In the (Cathohc) Acta Petri et Pauli (43)
Nero makes it clear that Simon persecutes Peter and
Paul out of envy, and is a 'manifest enemy' (7rp657/Xos
^Xi9p6s) of both and of their Master.
(c) In the disputation on circumcision touched on
above [a ; cp SIMON P E T E R , §§ 34 e. 39 c), Simon warns

the Emperor agamst believing Peter and Paul, as they
are circumcised and therefore worthless persons. Paul
makes answer : before we knew the truth we had the
circumcision of the flesh; since then, only the circumcision of the heart. Peter a d d s : if circumcision is
something bad, why art thou circumcised, Simon? It
will be manifest at once that only the words of Peter,
not those of Paul, are any effective reply to the reproach
of Simon. If with Lipsius (II. 1 360) we remove those
of Paul as being a. later addition (cp SiMOx P E T E R ,
§ 35 ^). then the pure antithesis between Simon as the
opponent and Peter as the defender of circumcision
comes to light. This, however, is directly contrary to
the whole representation of Peter elsewhere in these
Acts ; for here he figures as the one who is doing away

In order that Paul might not have the glory of martyrdom
his traducers had it that he had not been beheaded, but bj- a
trick had brought it about that a ram was decapitated in his stead.
T o this was then added the further touch that he presented himself to the emperor as one who had risen from the dead, in order
thereby to secure acknowledgment of his divinity, and of the
truth of the promise he had previously made, of a return from
death after three days. This promise is met with also in quite
another form in the Philosophumena,
620, where Simon suffers
himself to be buried by his disciples, and prop^sts to rise again
after three days, but does not revive (see SIMON P E T E R , § 32 a,
n. i). Evidently the theme has gone through several variations.
In accord with it is what we read in the Catholic Acta, that Nero
causes the body of Simon, who has fallen down from the clouds,
to be watched for three days so as to know whether he will rise
or not (see Siiviox P E T E R , § 34^). With Simon's promise
Lipsiusconfrontsthestatement of the Actsof Paul (—' Martyrium
Pauli,' 4, 6 = Pseudo-Linu^, 'Passio Pauli,'8, 18, in Acta Apost.
Apocr. 1112-11632 42) that i t w a s P a u ! who foretold to Nero
his return after his beheading and who also fulfilled this prediction.

(g) Lastly, mention must be made of the attempt of
Simon to fly to heaven (see SiMON P E T E R , § 33 [ / ] .
§ 34 [/])• The supposition lies close at hand that
here too we have a malicious perversion of the saying
of Paul that he had been caught up to the third heaven
(2 Cor. 122) and that precisely the story of his fall and
of his death was connected with this because the appeal
to this rapture into heaven was regarded as a flagitious
piece of self-glorification, and, should the conjecture of
Lipsius just mentioned prove correct, the beheading of
Paul was not regarded as being the true end of his life.

_^ t H e is not here expressly called Simon.
Should this be
intentional, this passage would then have to be relegated to § 6
a s being direct polemic against Paul.

At the_same time it must be observed that Simon's flying is
reported in two forms. Alongside ofthe statement, just recorded
above, that his desire was to reach heaven by it, we find another
much .simpler one that his intention was simply, by a brief flight,
to give proof of his magical powers, and thereby secure public
attention (SIMON P E T E R , §§ 33a, 34c). For this we have an
authenticated parallel. Suetonius (jV^r^, 12) relates that a flying
professor who bad undertaken to play the part of Icarus in a representation of mythological scenes organised by Nero, in the
circus on the Campus Martius (that is to say, exactly on the
scene ofthe alleged attempt of Simon), at his first attempt fell
to the ground close beside Nero, who was bespattered with his
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with the law (SIMOX P E T E R , §§ 34 a, 39 c).

In so far,

however, as Peter defends circumcision the effect is to
take away his complete agreement with Paul (the
accentuation of which is nevertheless one of the main
objects of the b o o k ; see SIMON P E T E R , § 35 d),

for

SIMON MAGUS
blood. If it was this or some similar occurrence that suggested
the ascription to Simon of the attempt at llight, the st;itement
that Simon's intention was to fly to hLa\c[i is a further development. The possibility remains that the story \\\is manufactured
with 2 Cor.1'2 2 in view ; yet wc cannot be confident of ibis. I n
the pseudo-Clementine Ilonmu-s we find merely that Simon flies
occasionally ("2 32), and in the Recognitions (2g) this takes the
special form th.it Simon promises: ' s i me de monte cvculso
praecipitem, tanquam subvectus ad terras illsesus delVrar.'
What seems to lie at the basis of tbis is the promise of Satan
to Jesus in the temptation on the plnniiclc of the temple ( M t .
45y; = Lk. 49-11). T h e evidential value of the arguments adduced at the beginning of this section, however, is not imp.iin-d
by the ambiguous character o f t h e inLlications last adduced.
How small is the right of any one to set aside any
such polemic against Paul as buing from the outset
impossible is shown bv the fact that
6. Analogous ^^ ^^^.^^ Christian literature the same
^-° J. Tl 1 thing is found also without intervention
against Paul. ^^ j , ^ ^ ^^^,^^^ ^^ ^,^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^^.^^^
occasionally with express mention of the name of Paul.
(.7) Epiphanius [Haer. "if} it, end) tells us that in
Ebionitic Acts of the Apostles was found, regarding the
apostle Paul, the stateirient that he was the son of 1
Greek mother and a Greek father belonging to Tarsus,
that he had spent some time in Jerusalem and there
desired the daughter of the high priest in marriage, on
which account he became a proselyte and accepted
circumcision; but, having after all failed in his suit, in
his wrath he wrote against circumcision, the Sabbath,
and the law.
(b) In Rev. 214 20 it is said of the followers of Balaam
and Jezebel that they eat things sacrificed to idols a n d
commit fornication.
T h e two classes of persons are
thus identical in spite of their different names.
Nor
are the Nicolaitans [cp N I C D L A I T A N S ] distinct from
them, for we read \2 15) : ' so also hast thou them that
hold the teaching of the Nicolaitans in like m a n n e r '
(oih-ws ex^ts Kai ffv (not: tru Kal) Kparovvras TTJV 5L8axx)V
TWV yiKoXaiTCoV

OpLoluJS).

That is to say, I n that thou (the church of Pergamos) hast the
Balaamites, thou hast also [in the same persons] those that hold
the teaching of the Nicolaitans in like manner as the Church of
Ephesus has (26). N o w the Nicolaitans at Ephesus are in 22
said to be apostles who have been found to be false ; and of tbe
adherents of Jezebel we are told in 2 24 that they profess to have
known the depths of Satan. All these accusations fit P a u l ; the
last of them must be understood in the manner indicated above
(§ 4 c, n.)- T o eat meat offered to idols and to commit fornication had been indeed sanctioned by Paul if we take ' fornication'
in the sense that h a s been indicated under COUNCIL, § 11, col.
92:. A.S he had already called his opponents false apostles
(; Cor. 1113) it is not surprising i f w e find them hurling back
this reproach at himself and his followers (cp § 4(/). T h e later
the date to which theepistles in Rev. 2f. are assigned (see J O H N ,
SON OF Z E B E D E E , § 11) the more easily possible dots it become
that in them it is no longer Paul himself, but a later school that
is being controverted, a school which made perhaps a more
thoroughgoing use in practice of this doctrine of freedom from
the law than he himself made, or wbich even abused that
principle; but neithef is it possible to show from the text itself
that it cannot by a n y means have been directed even against
Paul. On 13 11-17, see § 7b.
(c) Even in the First gospel, in all probability, it is
Paul who is alluded to alike as the ' enemy' [ix&P^^
dvdpuTxos), of Mt. l')28, and as the ' h.^ast ' (Adxtcros)
in the kingdom of heaven ; see G(J.SPI-:LS, §g 112^:, 128 c.
Cp above, § 4 ^, end.
(d) As for the canonical book of Acts, the polemic
against Paul which underlies 89-24 and*2422-26, and
which is artificially turned aside by the composer, will
come under our consideration later (§§ isf,
12 b',
cp also rj.VRjESUS).
Kreyenbuhl (214-216 ; § 15 below),
it may be added, sees also in Acts II8-20 and 1 9 i i - i g
a similar proceeding on the composer's part.
In Lystra Paul was only stoned ; the divine worship which he
is represented as having received, rests only on the detraction
of his Judaising adversaries, who thereby, as elsewhere in
the person of Simon, wished to represent him as a man
who owed his success with the Gentiles—these, according to
Kreyenbuhl, are figured in the lame man blind from his birth—
to magical arts. T h e magical efficacy assigned to the handkerchiefs and aprons touched by him (19 12) is held in like manner
to be an invention due to a similarly hostile intention. In the
Nicolaus, also, of Clement of Alexandria (Strom, iii. 4 2^, p .
522, ed. Potter), who, when he had been rebuked by the apostles
for jealousy, offered his beautiful wife to any one who chose to
4545

SIMON MAQUS
marry her, Kreyenbuhl also ( 1 9 0 / ) finds Paul who gave up the
' c h a s t e virgin,' the primitive church, to the Gentik-s, and thus
to fornication. Such conjectures hardly rise to the level of
probability, even although the difficulties suggested by stories
ol this kind when literally taken remain worthy of attention.
[e) Smiilarly it is necessary to receive with caution
the view of Preuschen [ZNTW,
1901, pp, 169 [186]201), t h a t t h e form of Paul underlies the delineation of
the Antichrist in the Christian Apocalypse of Elias,^
although the coincidences, especially also with the
Aet.I Pauli, are some of them really striking.
Preuschen himself says that a searching investigation as to
the history of the origin uf this Apocalypse is sdll needed. According to Schurer ( I ' L Z , 1899, pp. 4-8), it l^ later than Clement
of Alexandria. If thi.s be so, the feauircs uf the picture of Paul
cannot h;ive been transferred to the Antichrist for the first time
when i'aul's high place had become undisjiuted ; that must h a \ e
occurred much earlier, when the hatred against Paul W;LS siill
alive and did not slirink even from such a distortion of his
jiii ture as this. In the transference of these features to the
.Apocalypse of Ellas now before us, misunderstandings, huuever,
can easily have crept in. This admonishes to great caution.
Moreover, Preuschen's work is not yet completed.
At the same time, however, Preuschen's view regard7 Simon a s ^^^ ^^^ Apocalypse of Elias leads to the
Antichrist in ^ . ^ ^ ' ' ' ° ^ whether perhaps the figure of
Apocalypses ^^'^^^
^^y ^ ° ^ ^^^° underlie the picture
•^
•'^
' of the Antichrist in apocalyptic writings.
(a) Preuschen [l.c. J^73-i76) answers this question in
the affirmative so far as Sibyll. 3 63-74 2165-170 are concerned.
That in 863 the expression 'afterwards shall
Beliar come forth from the Sebastenes' (iK 5^ ^ejSao-Tijvi^v
•i]^€L BeXtap pLeTSixtadev), ^ejSacrTrjvoi has never as yet
been satisfactorily explained is true.
Se^do-Tos is the Greek rendering of Augustus, a name of
honour which Octavian first received in 27 B.C. Should SejSatrTTivoC, however, mean, not people of Augustus, but people of
Samaria, neither is this designation possil)le at an earlier date
than 27 B.C., for it was not till then that Samaria received the
name Sebaste. In order to be able to maintain the very tempting interpretation which refers the widow ruling the world in
3 75-80 to Cleopatra, and the triumvirate clearly indicated in
3 51 f. to Antony, Octavian, and Lepidus, and thus fixes the
date of the whole piece 3 36-92 as falling somewhere between 40
and 30 B.C., scholars have found it necessarj' to take the expression Se^ao-TTjcoL as proleptically possible even before tbe
official bestowal of his name of honour upon Augustus, or to
regard the verse in which it occurs as an interpolation. Preuschen
understands the world-ruling woman (v. 75) of Rome (that in z>.
77 she is called a widow, and that in vz'. 47 52 Rome is designated
b y its own proper name he does not take into consideration) and
then interprets the Beliar who is to arise from among the
Samaritans as referring to Simon the Magician. I t is correct to
say that the rather vague delineation here and in lin 5-170
presents no obstacle to stand in the way of this identification ;
but the identification is not yet thereby established.
In fact, it appears even to be directly excluded if v. 69 is
correctly interpreted : Beliar is to seduce many men, namely
' a s well faithful and elect, Hebrews as also lawless ones, and
other men who never at all heard of God ' (TTIO-TOUS T'fKkeKTOvs
6' 'E^paiovs dv6iJ.ovs re Kal akkovs ai'e'pas o'lTires ouTrofl' ikios
9eov eto-^KOutrav). Jiilicher, who was the first to interpret Beliar
as referring to Simon Magus (T'X-^T, i8g6, 379), finds mankind
here divided into three classes : (i) Christians (Trta-Touye/fAeKTOTJs).
(2) Jews {'E^paCovs di'opov;), and (3) Gentiles (dkkovs dvipas,
etc.). In that case, however, the third TC ought to bave come
after 'E^paCovs, not after avofjLovs. Grammatically possible
would be another threefold division : (i) TTLO-TOVS, {'.:) eKk^KToiis
'E^patous. (3) dv6iJ.ovs Kal akkovs avepas, etc. Only, in that case
the TtKTToi would certainly not mean Christians; otherwise the
'E)3patot wonld not be called eKkeKroi. If the passage is due to
a Christian, as Jidicher supposes, then the onlj- right construction is that wbich takes a.v6pov<; as a predicate of 'E^patous,^
as above. Mui cover, in the third class just supposed the Kat
would have a disturl.iing effect.
If the re after avopovs could
mean ' and,' then it would be permissible to render Kai by ' also ' :
' and also other godless men.' The T£, ho\ve\er, after di/6ju.oy5 must
mean ' a s also' since that after Trto-rous means ' a s well^' ; consequently «ai can only mean ' a n d . ' T h e only une.vceptionable
translation is accordingly the following : ' -As well faithful and
elect Hebrews as also lawless ones, and other men,' etc. As
these ' other men ' are the Gentiles, only Jews can be meant by
the 'lawless ones.' If on tbis rendering one were to seek for
Christians also, they must be indicated by the ' faidiful and
elect Hebrews,' in other words must be exclusively Jewish

1 German translation from the Coptic by Steindorff in TU
IV 3, 1899; as Apocalypse of Sophonias already published by
Stern in Z.f. dgypt. Sprache, 1S86, pp. 115-135, and in french
by Bouriant, Mii)ioires de la 7}nssion archeologigue yu Cai re,
i. 2 260-279 (1885) ; not to be confounded with the Jewish Apocalypse of Elias cited by the Church Fathers ; see Schurer, GJl '^^)
2673-676, ET ii. 3 129-132.
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Christians, which will hardly be supposed by any one. Rather
does the author divide the Jews into the two classes of the
'faithful and elect' and the 'lawless,' placing the Gentiles
alongside of them. In that case, however, the passage is not
tbe work of a Christian, and therefore it does not relate to Simon
Magus ; for it was only among Christians and not at all among
J e w s that Simon Magus passed for a person so objectionable
and at the same time so important that he could be identified
wilh the devil.
Nor yet even among Christians was any such estimate put
up' ^n him at so early a date as in the apostolic age ; he acquired
it l.\- the enhanced importance which came to be attached to
him through the romance of which he was the hero. Thus if
Simon should be meant we should have to reject as too early
the dating of Preuschen, who understands by the three men
who destroy Rome (v. 51 yC) Galba, Otho, and Vitellius (68 and
69 A.D.) and by the fire from heaven (7;. S3f) the eruption of
Vesuvius in 79 A.U. Moreover the second dating cancels the
first; for that Galba, Otho, and Vitellius had destroyed Rome
could no longer be believed after 69 A . D . Geffcken
(TU2'.ii
P- 15). who agrees with Julicher as regards Simon Magus,
judiciously leaves the date undetermined. Yet it is altogether
wrong to take TJZ'. 36-93 or even only z/v. 46-92 as a unity. In
the passage before us the destruction of the world by fire is
predicted as something new no less than three times (53-61,
71-74, 84-87); and moreover the destruction of Rome by the
three men just referred to follows upon the reign of the Messiah
over all the earth (46-52), whilst of course it must have preceded
it, and the reign of the widow over the world follows upon the
destruction of the world together with Beliar and his followers
by fire (71-77), and also upon the destruction of Rome b y the
three men already related in v. %if, which would be equally
inappropriate whether tbe widnw be taken as meaning the
widow Cleopatra or Rome. Thus only w. 63-74 come into
account as a unity for our present discussion.

Meanwhile, the three figures that have come before us
in the literature we have hitherto been surve^'ing are :
( i ) the Samaritan magician as Acts, on the first impression, seems to present him ; (2) the Gnostic, founder
of the Gnostic sect of the Simonians ; (3) the distorted
image of the apostle Paul.
(b) It is indispensably necessary that we should
distinguish these three forms as sharply as possible, and
especially necessary in cases where they may have come
to be nnxed up in one and the same writing. In this
sense, we have already treated separately the Gnostic
and the perverted image of Paul as they are found in
the pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitio7is
(§ sf-)^'^ tbese writings Simon appears as a magician
also ; but if thereby the magician \\ho, according to
Acts, made his appearance in the very first years of
Christianity, is to be understood, then the Gnostic
system ascribed to him does not at all fit, for it is of
much later date.

[b) Simon the Magician has been detected in the
'other beast' of Rev. 1311-17 (which in 1613 1920 2010
is called the ' false prophet') in recent years bv Spitta
[Offenb. d. Joh., 1889, pp. 380-385) and'Erbes "(C^^^.^.
Joh., 1891, pp. 25-27). This identification may in some
measure suit the wonderful works which are attributed
to this beast in 1313-15(7. But it no way suits the regard
for the worship of the Emperor in w. 12 15^, and the
exclusion of those who have not the mark of the beast
on hand or forehead from the buying and selling, unless
we choose to suppose that the figure of Simon furnished
merely the outlines for this second beast which were
filled in by the author with essentially new features.
Still less have ^'olkma^ (Co7mn. z. Offenb. Joh., 1862, pp. 19721V), Blom (Th.T, 1884, pp. 175-181) and Kappeler (Theol.
Ztsihr. aus der Schweiz, 1S93, pp. 40-62, 65-69) succeeded,
without resort to the greatest leni^ths of allegorical Interpretation,
in finding the apostle Faul in the second beast; on any literal
e\ei;;esis, not even the miracles which cause no difficulty when
referred to Simon can, by any possibility, be assigned to Paul.

[c) In so far, however, as, after the example of
Gunkel [Schdpf u. Chaos, 1895) and Bousset [Antichrist, 1S95), ^he line taken is that of seeking in the
leading apocalyptic forms merely renewals of older
figures, whether of mythological or of literary origin,
which assumed once for all a normative character that
underwent only slight modifications when apphed to
new circumstances and conditions, it may certainly
be worth while to inquire whether Paul, or Simon, or
the features in the figure of Simon which have been derived from Paul, have contributed elements to the shaping
of these renewed apocalyptic figures. Preuschen's aim
is nothing less than to show that it was by the introduction of the form of Paul that the figure of Antichrist,
originally thought of as a ruler, assumed the character
of a false teacher, so that both types of Antichrist
thenceforward existed alongside of each other.
After the survey just made of the appearances of
Simon in the literature of early Christianity, our next
8 Four fonns ^^^^ "^"^"^ ^^ *° ascertain what results,
Of Simon dis- 'i ^"y,' ^^" ^^ ^l^^"^^^- i^) ^" ^^e
tinguished. nrst place, it has become evident that
we have to do with three distinct
magnitudes which meet us, now here now there, under
the form of Smiun. To these must be added as a
fourth a Jewish magician of Cyprus, Simon, a guard of
the procurator Felix, who emplo\ed him to draw away
Drusilla from her husband, Azizus king of Emesa, and
procure her in marriage for himself (Jos. Ant. xx. 7 2, §
1 4 1 / ) . T o him we shall return afterwards (§ i2bce).
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Now, magicians have existed in all ages, and thus it were
easily conceivable that the author of the Gnostic system in
question,'in the second century, was really also at the same time
a magician. As against this suggestion, however, two considerations must be borne in mind ; not only that Gnosis and magical
arts are united in the fancy of the Church fathers (who attributed
to their adversaries, without discrimination, all kinds of evil
things) more easily than they are in reality, but also that, on
this view, we lose all connection with the Samaritan Simon of
the earliest Christian times, a connection which is nevertheless
presupposed In so far as Simon is opposed by Peter. If, in view
of this, we decline to give up the connection, we must nevertheless recognise that in the pseudo-Clementines all the three forms
of Simon are mixed up with one another so as to form a completely impossible figure. T b e case is similar in the apocryphal
Acts ; only, tbere the Gnostic features in the person of Simon
are not very prominent. On Acts 8 9-24 see § 14.

[c) If, then, we desire to get at the truth of the
matter, it is an exceedingly perilous thing to be too
readily prepared to find a harmonious picture, instead
of various features derived from distinct sources. Thus,
the argument is very widely current that, inasmuch as in
the Simon of the pseudo-Clementine Homilies and
Recognitions a Gnostic tendency is being controverted,
he cannot, at the same time, have any Pauline features;
in fact, the myth has even come into being that Lipsius
too, in conceding the Anti-Gnostic character of these
writings, has also given up their Anti-Pauline character.
Similarly, it is often supposed that nothing more is required than the postulate of the actual existence of ?
Samaritan magician of the name of Simon, in order to
make it possible to set aside all supposed reference to
Paul in the narrative of Acts 8 : or, where a little more
caution is exercised, it is supposed that the same result
can be reached by the observation that the figure of
Simon there exhibits Gnostic characteristics.
If once we are prepared to keep these different
characteristics strictly separate, and at
9. The Antithe same time to recognise their
Pauline
polemic'Dlder P^^^^^'^^ together (should they happen
thn th
'•° ^^ present together) in one and the
.„.- „
i.- same writing, the next question for us
Anti-G-nostic.
.. 1
1. i_ ^u A . n r
comes to be whether the Anti-Paulme
polemic is older than the Anti-Gnosdc.
(a) One might suppose that the answer could not be
doubtful, seeing that Paul himself was before Gnosticism.
The consequehces, however, which have been deduced
by the Tubingen school from this \ie\Y of the case cause
many to shrink from accepting this result, however
obvious.
These critics are utterly averse to making the admission that
any such intense hatred could really ever have been directed
against Paul, as would follow from the malignant and per\'erse
representation of him Implied in the Ho?nilies, and Recognitions,
and in the apocryphal Acts, should it be the fact that the
passages in question date from the earliest Christian times.
T h e ideal of Acts, that the multitude of them that believed (as
also the apostles) were of one heart and soul (4 32) dominates
the current conception of that period much too strongly to make
it possible for many to recognise as historical any conflict of so
profound and far-reaching a character as that revealed in these
writings.

(b) Only, what is it that is done in order to avoid the
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unwelcome admission of its historical character? Any
attempt to explain away the hatred which these writings
breathe against the Simon with whom they deal,
promises little success. Thus, of necessil\', one is
driven to the assertion that the Anti-Gnostic interest is
in these authors the original one and the Anti-Pauline
features are merely later introductions, much in the
same way as an ai'tist, in order to give greater life to
his picture, will introduce into it here and there a few
additional touches, but without altering the nature of
the work as a whole.
(e) This assumption, however, of the posteriority of
the Anti-Pauline polemic in these writings is completelv
untenable.
How should the writers have come to
make precisely Paul their target ? If there had b^un a
conflict between him and another school of primitive
Christianity from which these writers weru not perhaps
far removed, the conflict was nevertheless buried at the
death of Paul.

From his lefusal of financial support for himself, the inference
was drawn that plainly he was conscious of not being .-i real
apostle, otherwise he would have made use of the privilege of
those who wtrc (i Cor. ',' 15 2 Cor. 11 I'j). T o this it was added,
further, that he applied to his own uses the collections which he
caused to be m.-ide for the poor in Jerusalem (2 Cor. 12 16-18 7 2,
end). Finally, 'chastened (iracSnoptvoi) in 2 Cor. (i 9 can only
be understood as meaning that his malady had been interpreted
as a divine punishment for his opposition to the Christianity of
the original apostles.

It is coming to be more and more generally recognised that
the real Paulinism hardly survived the lifetime of its author (so
Harnack himself, Lehrb. d. DG1{~) 46, n. i, ^2f 7Bf., 116, etc.).
Whilst the most general of all its results—the admission of the
Gentiles to Christianity without observance of the law—was
accepted in its own interests by the Church now beginning to be
Catholic, every other special Interest which Paul had promoted,
and even his services in connection with the carrying out of the
universalism which now was taken as a thing of course, passed
into oblivion. Already the book of Acts represents Peter as the
real originator of this, and Paul as but his follower in it ( A C T S ,
§ 4). Simultaneously, however, this book and the whole of that
literature and period ga^•e to Paul more and more a place of
honour beside Peter (see M I N I S T R Y , § 36), and his writings
during the second centurj' gained more and more o f a canonical
position.

Thus, partly forgotten so far as his conflict with the
attitude of the original apostles is concerned, and partly
highly honoured as an apostle of bygone days ; how
should Paul ever come to be in the second, or, so far as
the pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions are
concerned, e\en in the third or fourth century, the
object of so fanatical «. hatred? It is a psychological
impossibility. Add to this that the writers, by the
introduction of Pauline features, would have been making
unrecognisable the picture of that which they wished to
combat (§ \oa).
\d) Harnack has felt this, and drawn the consequence
which is the only possible one ; ' perhaps the Pauline
features of the [pseudo-Clementine] magician altogether
are an appearance merely' (Leh7'b. d. Dogm. -gesch.
l'-'26g). In the light of our preceding investigations,
the boldness of this proposition will be apparent.
How could such a judgment be possible, or tbat of Headlam
(t'lhSt.,
igoif,
pp. 53^:): ' W i t h the possible exception of
one passage, there is not the slightest sign of anti-Paulinism,
and nowhere is there any opposition to St. P a u l ' ?
Is it,
perchance, due to the fact that Headlam has his eye only on
the real Paulinism and finds that the polemic of the pseudoClementines and apociyphal Acts does not touch that, and then
omits to ask whether the authors perhaps precisely by their
malicious distortion of the image of Paul deliberately zvishcd to
harm him more than would have been possible by means of a n y
honourable polemic?

(e)fYhe examples of polemic against Paul without
the mask of Simon, already adduced in § 6, must have
shown how deep the antipathy to Paul went, and how
widespread it was even where we have not to do with
writings which clothe themselves in the form of ..t
romance. The epistles of Paul himself, however, contain still more traces of this.
In %% 4e $d, we have already touched on what admits of
heini; inferred from Gal. 511 (still preaching circumcision),
110 (-,eek to please men), 416 (e^^pos), 2 Cor. i'> 8 (ivkavos).
Paul's self-commendation in 2Cor. 3 i biif,
his preaching of
himself (4 5), and his claim to have been taken up into the third
heaven and Into Paradise (12 2-4), needed only to be exaggerated
a little and the charge of self-deification was ready. T o these
have to be added, further, the charges wbich Paul would not be
found repudiating so emphatically if they had never been made
against him : such as tbat be walks in carnal wisdom (2 Cor. 112),
writes other things than appear (1 13), says Yea and N a y in
the same breath (117), corrupts the word of God {2 17), seeks
to be lord of the faith (1 24), uses his power for tbe destruction
of the churches (10 8 13 10), when present is weak but comes
forward in his letters with the greatest claims (10 gf. i).

4549

(/) .\lI these charges and reproaches, however, proceed,
in the last rcsurt at least, from the Jud.aizers who came
to Corinth or to Galatia and sought 10 turn against
Paul the churches which he had founded — in other
words, from the representatives of that school which
speal<s in the pseudo-Clementine w ritmgs and apocryphal
Acts or at least in their soi;rccs. If one desires not to
he unjust to them, one will even have to concede that
I'aul had provoked tlicin to the utmost hy his persistent
advocacy of his own views, by his unsparing attack c\eri
upon Peter at Antioch ((ial, /! 11-21), by his blunt judgment upon things which they regarded as sacred, b j
the anathema he pronounced upon their gospel (Gal.
1 8 / ) , by his biting sarcasm (Gal. 612), and by his
sweeping condemnatidii of c\erything about them
[2 Cor. 1113-15). W e are only too readily inclined to
take sides w ith Paul and to find in his case certaia
things to be perfectly correct, which in his adversaries
we would either condemn without qualification, or even
declare to be historically impossible.
Whether, for
e.xample, Paul says that his opponents are servants
of Satan (1115), or whether the pseudo-Clementine
Recognitions say that Paul is a chosen instrument of
Satan (3 49) comes to very much the same thing ; and,
\'iewed from their standpoint, Paul must really ha\e
seemed to them quite as much the enemy of the truth
as they to him—for after all he was doing away with
the law concerning which they could quite honestly
feel convinced that it had been laid down by God as
of perpetual obligation (see COUNCIL, § 3, begin.).
Instead of denying the manifestly-patent fact that the
opposing schools, within the borders of primitive
Christianity, carried on their controversies with the
utmost violence, we ought rather to be unfeignedly
glad that the Christian religion possessed within itself
sufficient vitality to enable it to survive so severe a
crisis.
(g) There is accordingly but one presupposition
only, by means of w hich it will be really possible to
hold the anti-Pauline features in the pseudo-Clementines
to be more recent than the anti-Gnostic, namely the
assumption that the principal Pauline epistles are
more recent than the Gnosticism, which the pseudoClementines combat.
So Loman (Th. T, 1883,
pp. 25-47), Meyboom (ib. 1891, 1-46), and Steck
[Galaterbrief, 325-335 [1888]).
It makes httle difference here, whether on this view the two things are
also regarded as contemporaneous. Marcion passes
for the chief representative of the gnosis which is
controverted. W e note further that Meyboom finds
the polemic in the Homilies the fresher, and derived
more from direct observation of the two views he opposes,
Marcionitism and the Antinomism set forth by the
•canonical P a u l ' ; that of the Recognitions he finds
more colourless and confused.
Against the
denial of the genuineness of the principal Pauline
epistles altogether, see G.\LATI.\NS, §§ 1-9.
If then it is impossible to deny the existence of the
Anti-Pauhne polemic or to maintain that it is later than
the .Anti-Ciiiostic, the next question
10. Anti-Pauline
nes to be as to how it came to
and Anti-Gnostic be connected, and even combined
polemic how ^jjj^ ^,^^ Anti-Gnosdc in such a
connected.
Planner as we see, especially in the
Homilies and Recognitions.
[a) Harnack, in so far
as he does not explain the Anti-Pauline element as only
seeming (above, § c)d), says upon this point [loe. cit.)
that the pseudo-Clementines ' before aught else con4550
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troverted Simon Magus and his foUowers
., but
also the apostle Paul, and seem to have transferred
Simonian features to Paul, and Pauline features to
Simon.' The question still remains, however. W h y
they did so ? If they depicted Simon or Paul otherwise
than each of them in reality was, they only obscm-ed the
picture of each, whilst in the polemic that was being
waged, it must nevertheless have always been a matter
of primary importance to depict the adversary in such
a way that every one could clearly recognise him. T h e
literary skill of the authors must accordingly, on the
assumption of Harnack here presupposed, that they
wrote their works as we now have them vrithout making
use of any sources, be ranked very low ; in reality,
however, it is admittedly very considerable.
By the
judgment we have quoted, accordingly, Harnack has
merely raised another problem, not solved the one in
hand.
(b) Harnack proceeds (loc. cit-), ' Yet it remains also
possible that the PauUne features, borne by the magician,
came first into existence in the process of redaction, in
so far as in the course of this the whole polemic against
Paul was deleted, but certain portions of it were woven
into the polemic against Simon.'
The assumption
underlying these words is of the utmost importance.
W e see Harnack here reckoning, as he had not yet
done in the preceding sentence, with Uterary antecedents
of the pseudo-Clementine writings.
This is in point of fact indispensable, if only for the reason that

tinued to be active, and that what this hatred had found
to be worthy of detestation in Paul, was involuntarily
imputed, without any basis of fact, to other persons also
simply fi'om the need it felt to give itself air. This is
only a proof of the original strength and bitterness of
the hostiUty in question against the apostle. In him
his enemies saw the embodiment of ah that was detestable, nay devilish. If now, in course of time, there
arose other teachers whose position resembled his, yet
was not identical with it, the inclination was only too
natural, in those who disapproved, to fix their attention
only on the points of agreement, and to carry over,
without alteration, to the newcomers the sentence of
condemnation that had long ago been pronounced upclh
Paul, and all the words of censure in which it had
been conveyed—'enemy,' ' false teacher,' ' devil's tool,'
'magician,' ' deifier of self,' and the like.
Without
the existence of a deeply-rooted hatred against Paul
that continued to be active down to i later time, all
this would not have been possible ; but as soon as its
existence is recognised, the mingling of the attributes
of distinct persons is no longer unintelligible. In like
manner also in that case one is in a position to understand that people of this fanatical sort, when unquestionably new characteristics emerged, did not allow
themselves to be led by this to recognise that a new
thing had appeared, that was not to be identified with
the old, but simply regarded the new characteristics in
question as a fresh development of the long familiar
and detestable characteristics of the original adversary.

we find the Homilies for considerable stretches dealing with the
same matters as the Recognitions,
and then again diverging
widely from them and also changing the order of the occurrences
which both relate in common. Further, in Recogg. Z-j^f. it is
said that Clement, at the instance of Peter,' wrote down and
sent to James in ten books (the so-called Kijpvyp^ara of Peter)
the discourses held by Peter in his disputation with Simon in
Csesarea, and in the same place is given a list of the contents of
this writing which shows that it dealt with things which occur
also in the pseudo-Clementines of to-day.
T o this _must_ be
added the family romance, and other matter which again points
to a separate origin (above, g 3 c).

(d) One new characteristic of the kind just referred
to, undoubtedly, was the divine worship implied in the
erection of a statue in Rome (above, § 2 a). Even the
most fertile imagination could hardly have constructed
this out of the image of Paul.
Lipsius, therefore (ii. 140^^), is probably right when he
supposes this assertion about Simon to owe its origin ^ to the
stupid misunderstanding of Justin, and to have found its way
into the Recognitions only after Justin's statement had become
current.
Here it is even put in the mouth of Simon as a
p r o p h e c y : 'adorabor ut deus, publice divinis donabor honoribus,
Ita ut simulacrum mihi statuentes tanquam deum colant et
a d o r e n t ' (2 9 ; cp 3 63 where Rome is expressly named as the
place). I t is, however, as great a misunderstanding of the
meaning of Lipsius as that already (§ 8 c) noted when Erbes
(Z.f
Kirchengesch,
22, 1901, i^/l) reports it in the following
t e r m s : ' that the Clementine story of Peter's conflicts with
Simon in Rome can only have arisen on the foundation of
the statement of Justin.' Lipsius does not say this of these
conflicts in general, but expressly only of ' the Gnostic figure of
Simon.' From the view which Erbes adopts, he draws the conclusion that ' we have no need at all to go into the question
as to the sources and the strata of that [pseudo-Clementine]
literature, and are now already in a position to afifirm that the
legend which brings Peter in conjunction with Simon Magus to
Rome, cannot have arisen until after 147 A.D. [/.c., after Justin].'

And yet it is precisely this question as to possible
sources of this literature that we may not propound
if Harnack's dictum is to hold good that these writings
cannot be called into requisition in any investigation
regarding primitive Christianity, because they did not
come into existence at all until the third or fourth century.
Granted that their present form is not older than the
third or fourth century, nevertheless their sources
certainly are older, and it is the bounden duty ot the
historian to look into them. Harnack withdraws himself from the task, although he has himself recognised
its existence in t'ne sentence we have quoted. • Finally,
immediately afterwards he goes on to say as quoted
above (§ gd), ' the Pauline features of the magician are
perhaps only apparent.' The student who finds himself disinclined to follow this path out of the difficulty
which Harnack himself treads so hesitatingly, has no
longer to face the question whether one is to ' believe'
in a primeval Simon-romance (so Harnack ; see SIMON
P E T E R , § 31 «), but whether one is prepared in discharge of the duty of a historian*to probe the matter to
the bottom.
(c) That Harnack's hint of the result to which this
would lead (above, b, begin.) is a happy one cannot
be said.
How are we to conceive to ourselves even
so much as the initial juxtaposition of an anti-Simonian
and an anti-Pauline polemic, which Harnack even
presupposes at a certain stage of his h3rpothesis
where he does not yet take account of a fusion of
different sources ? But why afterwards was the antiPauline polemic deleted ? How came it about that nevertheless certain portions of the polemic against Paul got
themselves woven into that against Simon ? From mere
confusion ? No doubt some transference of traits that
suit Paul to Simon has occurred ; but this can be
explained with any psychological probability only by
supposing that the hatred against Paul in those circles,
within which these writings took their rise, still con-

Wliat Lipsius holds, and at the same time what we
too, it would seem, ought to hold, is the exact opposite
of this. If, through an error of Justin with reference
to a certain Gnostic, a statement arose which subsequently came to be incorporated in the pseudoClementines, we have all the more pressing occasion
for inquiring what was the form which these writings
exhibited, and what the picture of Simon which tbey
presented, before the introduction of such Gnostic
features.
(e) Lipsius, it is true, since 1876 [JPT 6 3 6 / . ,
Apokr. Af. -gesch. ii. 138 / 363) has abandoned his
earlier attempt to reconstruct, as .. single writing, a
purely Anti-Pauline, pre-Gnostic source which should
embrace the whole of the existing Anti-Pauline material
that we now find dispersed in the pseudo-Clementines
and the apocryphal Acta—not,
however, because it
had been shown to be wrong, but simply because it
could not be proved to be right.
All ' the more
decidedly, however, does he maintain that this whole
Anti-Pauline polemic existed in an oral form before the
introduction of the Gnostic features. This is in fact
the least that we must suppose, unless all the facts
which we have pointed out regarding the polemic
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against Paul are to be simply denied. Nor should a
renewed attempt to find in the Clementines a written
source of this kind be simply banned as impossible.
Attention must, however, be called also to the tact that
the position held by Lipsius has ouly in appearance
been made worse by the new turn he has given to it,
and in reality has been improved.

if it is a Gnostic Simon that is controverted in the
Homilies and Recognitions, it was Paul who supplied
the basis for this Gnostic figure (above, § 9 / ) ; and it
is ouly with the ongmal oneness of the anti-Pauline
elements in the Homilies and Reiognitiojis on the one
hand and in the Apocryphal Acts on the other that we
have here to do.
(c) Nor yet are direct indications wholly wanting in
the Ho7nilies and Recognitions that the conflicts niust
be continued in Rome also.

It can appear to be more questionable if it is unable to find
support on any written source capable of being separated out from
the writings before us, and if tliu possibility has to be reckoned
with that the .Vnti-Pauline legend existed for long only in an
oral form, and vvas reduced to writing; only after the Gnostic
features had been combined with it. Nor is this really difficult
to suppose. T h e mixture of features, and tlie dilTiculty felt in
keepmg them clearly separate, become easil>' intelligible on the
assumption that the writing was done at a late date ; but the
certainty of the e.vistence o f a mass of matter that was ui-igin;illy
purely Anti-Pauline is not desti\.ne(.l by the al>sence tif any luiok
in which this had been committed to writing.
Tlie hatred
against Paul which still linds expression through the present
fonns ofthe writing which have been so much worked over, was
strong enough to secure that every one, even without their
being committed to writing, should know perfectly well what
was the nature ofthe charges brought against Paul.
T h e p o s u i v e a d ^ a n t a l ; e offered b y t h e n e w f o r m of
the h y p o t h e s i s of L i p s i u s is a c h r o n o l o g i c a l o n e .
On

the supposition of a written source, difficulties can be
raised bv the question as to \\ hether it is really older
than the period of Gnosticism (from about loo A . D . ) ,
from which the non-Pauline features of the legend are
derived. In presence of a legend that existed orally
only, this difficult}^ disappears; for such a legend
naturally must ha\'e existed since the days of Paul, in
whose own letters we have already been able to point
out so many of the features which it presents (§ ge).
If originally it was Paul who was attacked under the
guise of Simon alike in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies
-. . . , and Recognitions and in the Apocryphal
^ - Acts (above, S 4. /!), the question in0116I16SS of

.. -J
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evitably arises whether this happened
,
. .
m the two groups oi writmes mdepenelements m . ^,
u *-u v. ,u
i,
p „,
, dently, or whether both groups have a
."
1 ,
common origin.
"
*
*
(a) T h e first view is favoured by the
circumstance that the pseudo-Clementine Homilies and
Recognitions deal exclusively with encounters in Palestine
and Syria, the Apocryphal Acts only with encounters in
Rome.
In many instances scholars have contented
themselves with establishing this fact and then holding
the question as at once settled.
(b) The idea, however, which underhes this whole
polemic against ' Simon * is most distinctly against this,
the idea, namely, that Peter has to follow Simon into
every place where the latter has spread his erroneous
teaching.
That this is Peter's task Is everywhere taken for granted as a
thing of course. Take, for example, Hom. 14 12, where we find
Peter saying that Simon is in Antioch (with Annubion); ' when,
then, we get there and come upon them, the disputation can
take p l a c e ' ; out of a large number of otber passages we m a y
point also to 2 17 where Peter speaks of himself as having come in
upon Simon ' a s light upon darkness, as knowledge upon ignorance, as healing upon disease' (cTreA^cbi/ to? CTKOTW 6a)s, w? ayvoit^
yvda-Lg, on; voat^ lacrts). According to 4 6 none but Peter can
cope with Simon, and his companions complain that he has .'ient
them on this occasion before him. In Recog.36^ Peter s a y s :
'Since Simon has gone forth to preoccupy the ears of the
Gentiles who are called to salvation, it is necessary that I also
follow upon his track so that whatever disputation he raises
may Ije corrected by u s ' (Quia Simon egressus est aures gentilium
qui ad salutem vocati sunt praevenire, necesse est et me vestigia
ejus insequi, ut si quid forte a b illo disputatum fuerit, corrigatur
a nobis), and in 3 ''A we read that ' Simon has set out, wishing
to anticipate our j o u r n e y ; him we should have followed step by
step, that wheresoever he tries to subvert any there he might
forthwith be confuted by u s ' (Simon preecedere volens iter
nostrum profectus est, quem oportuerat e vestigio insequi, nt
sicubl aliquos subvertere tentaret, continue confutaretur a nobis).

In view of such passages as these it is not conceivable
that the plan of the Homilies and Recognitions became
limited to conflicts between ' Simon' and Peter in the
East, as soon as it was known to the author that Simon
had come also to Rome. But this was in point of fact
actually known to the author, unless one is prepared to
deny that the apostle Paul is meant by ' Simon.' Even
4SS3

I h u s in Rec.'Ab3f we read of Simon's going from Cjcsaiea to
Rome saying that 'there he would please tlie people so much
that he should be reckoned a god and receive divine honours'
(dicensse Romam pelere ; ibi enim in tantum placitnrum ut deus
putetur et divinis donetur honoribus); see above, t 2 ^ . With
this it agrees that Peter makes the request of Clement who is
brought to him by liarnabas: 'travel with us, partiuipating in
the words of truth which I am going to speak from city to city,
as lar as Kume itself' (aui/ofieuo-oi' •r]p.tv peTakap-^dvinv rioi' T755
dkrideCaq koyiiiv, uiv Kara, -rrokiv vrotetcrSat p.ekku} p-expi '-Puj/.'fjs
avrrjs : Honi.1 16 = Recog. 1 13-. iter age nobiscum et audi sermonem veritatis quem habltun sumus per loca singula, usquequo
ad ipsam nobis perveniendum sit urbem Romam ; cp 1 74 ; usquequo deo favente perveniatur ad ipsam quo iter nostrum dirlgendum credlmus urbem Romam). So al.so in the Epistle of
Clementto James prefixed to xh& Homilies (ch. 1) Peter is spoken
of as being he ' w h o as being fittest of all was commanded to
enlighten the darker part of the world, namely the West, and
was enabled to set It r i g h t ' (6 T-Y\S Suo-eoi? TO cTKoreii'dTepoi' TOO
Koa-p-ov p.epos (i)S TTa-fTtav LKavdJTepos ^tDTiaai Kekeva-9el<; Kal KaT
op9ioa-aL Svvy)6eL<s), and as having died in Rome.

The \alue of these passages as evidence becomes
greater in proportion to the fulness of their agreement
with the fundamental idea set forth above, under b.
All the more significant, therefore, is the simple ignoring of them by Harnack and Clemen who do not accept
this idea, and all the bolder the view of Chase (Hastings,
-D^ 3775<5) that they ' are so incidental in character that
they Tnay well be the interpolation of a later editor, the
writer, for example, who composed fhe Epistle ofClejnent
to James, prefixed to the Homilies.'
(d) Of ec|ual importance is the fact that the Apocryphal Acts which deal only with confiicts in Rome
contain references back to earlier conflicts of Simon
with Peter (and Paul) in the East.
For the pre-Catholic Acts, 17, 23, see SIIMON P E T E R , § 33 c, d,
and for the Catholic Acts see chap. 17, where Simon says of
Peter and Paul : ' They have turned aside all Judsea from believing in me ' (BiefTTpe^av okfjv TTJV 'lov&aiav TOV /J.TJ irLO'TeveLv
/J.01), to which Peter makes answer, ' Thou hast been able to impose upon all, but upon me never ; and those also who have been
deceived, God has through me recalled from their error' (Tratrt
6t' eTrifleuetos r)Svv^9r}?, ep.ol S' ouSeVoTe ' Kal avToix; Se TOUS
e^aTTaTq9evTas St' ep.ov 6 5ebs £K TTJS IBCas nkdvTjs aveKakeaaTo).
Simon again holds precisely similar language in chap. 28 where
he mentions all Palestine and Caisarea as well as Judsea (according to the Recognitions
it was in Csesarea that the last
great disputation between Simon and Peter occurred), With
this it agrees that in the pre-Catholic Acts (ch. 5), In exact
parallelism with the pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, Peter receives from Christ in a vision the following
instruction: ' q u e m tu ejeclsti de Judaea approbatum magum
Simonem, itenim prseoccupavit vos Roma: . . . crastlna die
proficiscere,' whereupon Peter says to his Christian brethren
' necesse est me ascendere Romee [for Romam]^ad e.xpugnandum
hostem et inimicum domini et fratrum nostrum' [for 'nostrorum']
(cp S I M O N P E T E R , §§ 34c,

33b).

Thus the pseudo-Clementines and the Apocryphal
Acts alike make it plain that both of them have the
underlying idea of a controverting of Simon by Peter
in the k'-ast as well as in Rome, even although onl}' the
one half is developed in the one group of writings and
the other half in the other.
(e) The attempt has been made to meet this by pointing out that church fathers mention the presence of
Simon in Rome while at the same time not speaking of
controversies between him and Peter. This is indeed
true of Justin, who knows nothing of any presence of
Peter in Rome at all (above, § 2 ; SIMON P E T E K , § 30^),

as also of Irenaeus (1 r6 [23];

about 185 . . . D . ) and

Tertullian (Apol 1 3 ; cp De anima, 34, ST> about
200 A.^.) who elsewhere do speak of the appearance
of Peter in Rome (see SIMON P E T E R , §§ 25 b, 26 a, and,

conversely, the mention of Peter and Paul without
Simon, § 41 c). Only, this argument from silence
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cannot prove that Simon really did make an appearance in Rome without any conflict with Peter.

Homilies and Recognitions and in the Apocryphal Acts
was interpreted as having its basis in the historical Paul
and no other historical person whatsoever by the
Tubingen school, followed by Noldeke (in Lipsius,
Erganzungsheft, 3 2 / . ) and Ludemann (below, § 15), as
also at an earlier date by Lipsius.

In the writings of the church fathers the first mention of
this conflict occurs in the Philosophufnena,
about 235 A . D .
(see SIMON P E T E R , § 39 d). Amongst the sources of this work,
however, must unquestionably be reckoned the trvvxayp-a Trpbs
oLTracrac ray aipeVeis of Hippolytus, written about 200 A.D.,
even if Hippolytus may not be held to have been the author of
the Philosophumena
itself; and Lipsius has made it probable
(JPT, 1876, p. 607) that this (Tui'Ta-ynia of Hippolytus, now no
longer extant, already contained the conflict between Peter and
Simon. If this be so, it can no longer be asserted that the
tradition of the conflict is later than the opposite tradition ot
Tertullian and Irenseus. Moreover, it cannot be maintained
that these two authors had any urgent occasion, in the particular
connections in which they were writing, to mention this conflict
if they had known it.

( / ) In the case of Justin such an occasion undeniably did exist; and, moreover, Justin as being
the earlier (about 152 A . D . ) is also the most important
witness. He, however, as already pointed out, knows
nothing of Peter's presence in Rome. Thus what he
says about Simon admits of explanation without any
difificulty, even if a tradition was already in exisience
before his time to the effect that Simon had been
controverted by Peter in Rome. One part of this
tradition—that about Simon's presence in Rome—he
found himself able to accept (in fact he held it to be
confirmed by the statue, which he brought into connection with Simon ; see above, § 2a), the other—that
about Peter's presence in Rome—he was unable to
accept. W h y he could not, is a matter of indifference ;
what is certain is that one who, as Justin does, regards
all the twelve original apostles as having engaged in
missions to the Gentiles, and is completely silent about
Paul (MINISTRY, § 36^2) would have had no difficulty

in accepting the presence of Peter in Rome, if he was
in possession of credible information to this effect. Orie
must refiect that the circles from which the traditions
relating to the controverting of ' Simon' by Peter
emanated enjoyed small repute in the church, and
certainly no mistake will have been committed if we
suppose that it was Justin's knowledge of the Roman
tradition, which he acquired on the spot, that prevented him from believing in the presence of Peter
there (cp SIMON P E T E R , § 40 rf).

(g) As soon as the later hypothesis of Lipsius, which
as we have seen (above, § lOf) has most to recommend
it, is adopted—viz., that the entire anti-Pauline polemic
existed, in the first instance, in oral tradition—we are
all the less in a position to doubt that from the beginning
it formed a unity ; and sayings of church-fathers about
a presence of Simon in Rome without any conflict«vith
Peter cannot, on the other hand, be regarded as proving
anything, if only because they are all of them much
later, since the oral tradition just referred to must have
come into existence during and shortly after the lifetime
of Paul.
[h) Nor can the fact that in the Homilies and
Recognitions only the eastern conflicts are dealt with,
and in the Apocryphal Acts only the Roman be held as
having force against this conclusion, even if we are not
able to explain it.

On this interpretation the explanation of the name Simon is
that Paul, whose real name of course could not be mentioned,
was the opponent of Simon Peter and thus was the false Simon ;
he was called a Samaritan, it was held, because he was a Jew,
and yet also no J e w since he rejected the law of Moses. On all
other features see above, §§ 4-7, g-ii.

(b) Krenkel (below, § 15), to explain the caricature
of Paul, calls in the Cyprian magician Simon, who
stood high in favour with Felix because of his services
in helping him to win Drusilla (above, § 8a).
As Paul also was well treated by Felix when in prison at
Caesarea (Acts 24 22-26), it was a comparatively easy thing for
Jewish-Christian slander to assert that he really was identical
with the Cyprian Simon, and that, using this name, in order the
more easily to gain followers he gave himself out to be the apostle
Simon Peter. This last conjecture is altogether improbable;
but the first also goes somewhat far, although it seems to have
some support in Paul's preaching before Felix and Drusilla * of
righteousness and temperance and the judgment to c o m e ' (Acts
24 25 ; see BARJESUS, § 4 ^ ) . Cp above, § 5*.

(c) Kreyenblihl (205-214 ; see below, § 1$) goes still
farther.
The accusation against Paul of having brought Drusilla to
Felix, he attributes not to the Jewish Christians, but to the
Jews who accused him before Fehx. According to Kreyenbuhl,
a Cy|)rian Simon never existed; what Josephus relates regarding
him IS simply this slander which was current against Paul, having
been brought iigainst him under the name of Simon which was
given to him. But the question arises : H o w came non-Christian
Jews to give to Paul the name of Simon? Kreyenbuhl's explanation of how it was that at the same time they designated
him as a Cyprian by birth, is that Barjesus or Elymas (Acts
136-12) was originaUy the apostle Paul (see BARJESUS, § 4^).
Both names are, according to Kreyenbuhl, nicknames which
were given him by Jews (not Christian Jews), because he was
received in a friendly way in Cyprus by Sergius Paulus, and
there fully declared his apostasy from Judaism by changing his
name. Elymas means 'magician,' literally ' m a n of E l a m '
(HARJESUS, § li), the classical land of m a g i c ; Barjesus means
follower of Jesus.'
Such hypotheses are exceedingly precarious. T h e historicity of the Cyprian Simon, attested as it is
by Josephus, must not be questioned ; but It is not to the Paul
of the Simon-romance, as Krenkel thinks (above, b), but only
to the Paul who is presented under the name of Barjesus that
features have been transferred from him (BARJESUS, § 4, h, c).
Should it so happen that his name was not Simon, but Atomus
('ATO//.OS), as Niese reads with the Milan codex and the epitome
of Josephus, then one would be tempted to bring this into
combination with the EToi/j,as, which is D's reading for Elymas
in Acts 13 8 (so Harris, Exp. 1902 a, pp. 180-195 ; cp BARJESUS,
§ 1 , 3 a).

historical ?
< ' [a)
^ ^ 7 'Of
' f "^r
'° %"'°" •
the T^^'l^
four Simon-ngures
distinguished above (§ 8), the caricature of Paul in the

(d) Lipsius, in his latest treatment of the subject
[Apokr. Ap.-Gesck. ii. 149-56), has recognised a Samaritan
ybxjs named Simon as historical. By doing so, he holds,
we make it easier to understand the bestowal of the name
of Simon upon Paul, and Justin's statement that Gitta
was the birthplace of Simon, as well as the fact that
Simon passes not only for the father of all heresies, but
also as the revelation of the supreme God, and thus as a
kind of Messiah (above, %2d).
If Paul was the only
basis for the figure of Simon, then only the first of these
two predicates, not the second also, would have been
attached to it. Lipsius adds, as a possibihty, that this
Samaritan Simon may be identical with the Cyprian
Simon of Josephus.
(e) Harnack, in his turn, also maintains the historicity
of the Samaritan Simon ; not, however, as explaining
the caricature of Paul (above, § 4 / ) , but because the
Gnostic sect of the Simonians must have had a founder.
Lipsius ( 5 1 / ) adduces this reason for believing in the
historicity of Simon only with the reservation that it is
not necessary to bring the Simonians into direct historical
connection with Simon ; they seem to have marked him
out as the representative of their ideas only by an afterthought. Kreyenblihl (199-201), i n h k e m a n n e r , postulates a founder for the Simonian sect, but places him at
the beginning of the second century, since the Gnostic
contents of his 'A7r60acrts MeydX?;, which he accepts as
genuine (above, %2c), do not fit in with the first century,
and Justin himself says that Simon was a pupil of
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At the same time, we may certainly conjecture that the residence and the geographical horizon of the various authors had
a determining influence on the selection ofthe places which they
made the scenes qf their romance. Otherwise, the Homilies and
Recognitions would certainly not have confined themselves to
Palestine and Syria, but would have included Asia Minor and
even Macedonia and Greece as well, where also Paul had exercised his missionary activities. Moreover, neither the HoTnilies
and Recog7iitions, nor yet the Apocryphal AcLs (though this
does not hold true of them in the same degree) exhibit
unity of conception in their present form. W e cannot tell
whether older forms of them would not give us a clearer insight
into the original oneness of this whole body of literature.

Having now examined the Simon-romance in all its
12 What Simon ^^"^'*^*^^^'0"s, our next question must
Vor Simons^
^^ ' ^'^^^ element of historical truth
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Menander, and pupils of Menander ' are alive even
now' [vvv', Apol.i.2Q4], that is to say, about 152 A . D .
Justin, it is true, says in the same chapter, and often,
that Simon came to Rome under the emperor Claudius
or, it may be (as Kreyenbuhl thinks), under (Claudius)
Nero

(see SIMON

PETEK,

§ 37 C/) ;

but

Kreyenbuhl

supposes him to draw this from another source without
regard to chronolog}'. In truth, the Suiion of Acts
shows verv little if any of the attributes of '^. (.luobtic
leader of a sect, and we must be on our guard against
holding him for such, on the ground, merely, that
tradition names no other. If we assume a Gnostic
Simon of Gitta at the beginning of the second century,
then we do not need, as Kre)cnbuhl at the same
time does, to deny the historicity of the Samaritan
magician named Simon in the first century—a historicity
which the reasons adduced by Lipsius make very probable. If, further, we hesitate about identif) ing the
Samaritan with the Cyprian Simon—an identification
which has nothing in its favour except that the name
and the qualitv of magician is the same in both cases—
we find ourselves in the end accepting three persons
named Simon. The point, how ever, is difficult to decide.
[f) It is certain, however, from all our premises, that
not only Peter, but also the Samaritan Siniou of the
apostolic age, never appeared in Rome.
It is told of
Simon merely because by his figure Paul is intended.
The only writer who represents Simon as appearing in
Rome without Peter—Justin—in view of his fiction
about the statue of Simon is not entitled to credence,
especially as his statement also, and not merely that of
a simultaneous appearance of Simon always with Peter,
is quite easily intelligible if it be taken as resting on the
romance of Simon = Paul (§ 11 e, _/").
Whether a
Gnostic of the second century named Simon appeared
in Rome remains an open question ; but it is not of
decisive importance for our present investigation.
The acceptance of " Samaritan Simon in the first
century does not, however, by any means, ipso facto,
. . Q
carry with it the acknowledgement of
e?j"^"*; the credibility of Acts 89-24. T h e
Simon = Paul, r
-, •
^•
features enumerated m a precedmg
section (§ TC, d), which are by no means appropriate
to a magician, find a satisfactory explanation only when
it is recognised that the apostle Paul underlies this figure
also, (a) Only Paul, not a magician, could have had
the wish to be able to impart the gift of the Holy Spirit,
and thereby attain equality of rank with the original
apostles ; and Simon's so rapid conversion to Christianity
can apply only to Paul, the narrative already presupposing him to be a Christian and interesting itself
solely in his desire to be able lo impart the gift of the
Spirit. In the same direction point also the words of
Peter (821): ' thou hast neither part nor lot (/trXijpos) in
the matter' ; for KXijpos (KV 'portion,' RV^s- ' l o t ' )
is in 117 (cp 1 25) used of the apostolate, the attainment
of which by ^ magician is barred from the outset.
[b) Equality of rank with the original apostles was
refused to Paul also by their party ( i Cor. 92 : ' if to
others I am not an apostle,' etc.), for which reason the
apostle himself claims it with the emphasis which we
see ( 9 i l i 2 C o r . l i Gal. 11 Rom. 11-6). Now, it is
not difficult to discern in Peter's other expressions also
in Acts 8 21-23, traces of the polemic which was being
carried on against Paul,

bond.' Paul must have seemed like 'bitter g a l l ' on account of
his opposition to Peter in Antioch, and an ' iniquitous restiaint'
in_ so far as he endeavoured to prevent Peter from again
withdrawing from table-fellowship with the Gentile Christians.
Lastly, Simon's repentance (8 24) has its parallels (i.e., according
to § Q, its foundation) in the Ho7nilies and Recognitions (above,

g 4 ^')[c) But, did Paul really offer the original apostles
money in order to obtain from them a recognition of his
equality with them? Certainly not. But it was merely
the finishing touch to the discovery of the Simon
romance when Volkmar (Tiib. Theol. jahrbb. 1856, pp.
279-286) perceived that Paul, according to JewishChristian scandal, was held to h a \ e done so when he
carried the great collection to Jerusalem on the occasion of his last journey thither (1 Cor. 161-4 2 Cor. 8 / .
Rom. 1525-28).
On this presupposition, let us now ask what judgment we ought to form as to the literary activity ofthe
- . rp ,
author of Acts.
(«) If the Samaritan
.C'A J. Cl
Simon was not a historical person, the
of Acts 89-24. author
^,
r
A
^
•
. 1 him
u- m
• order
1 to
.
of Acts mvented
say that not Paul but a Samaritan magician was the
Simon with regard to whom Jewish-Christian stories
told that he had wished to purchase equality with the
apostles with money, and had been repulsed by Peter.
If, on the other hand, u. Samaritan Simon really did
exist, then also the author of Acts can ne\ ertheless have
made use of him simply as a means for attaining the
same purpose. In this event, the representation that
the affair had happened before Paul's conversion, must
be regarded as specially effective.
(b) In order not to be compelled to attribute this to
the author of Acts, Lipsius in his latest treatment
(Apokr. Ap.-Gesch. ii, I 5 1 / . ) assumed not only that the
Samaritan Simon had actually existed, but also that he
had an encounter with Peter.
At the same time, inasmuch as what Is said in Acts 8 14-17 as
to the prerogative of Peter and John in regard to the imparting
of the Holy Spirit is quite unhistorical (JNIINISI RV, § 34 c),
Lipsius can uphold his view only on the assumption that the
encounter between Peter and Simon had another occasion.
When this hypothesis is entertained, however, not only has a
region of pure conjecture to be entered upon, but the tendency
of the author of Acts remains just as. it was before—a tendency
to say something unhistorical about Simon in order to blunt the
point ofthe Judaistic allegation that it applied to Paul.

(c) Lipsius further propounds it as a possibility that
this substitution for Paul of the Samaritan Simon
already lay before the author in one of the sources of
Acts. This source, accordingly, it was which followed
the tendency to divert from Paul the charge of bribery ;
the author of Acts, however, failed to perceive this
tendency, but relates the story as referring to the
Samaritan Simon in all good faith in its trustworthiness.
(d) By way of support of some such expedient, it had
already been urged before Lipsius that the magician
does not wear Pauline features ; or at least not exclusively Pauline features, but also Gnostic ones.
In this connection, however, 8 9 cannot be urged : ' giving out
that himself was some great one ' ; for by this expression he Is
more nearly brought on a level with Theudas (•'> 36). Even the
fact of his being called ' the power of God that is called G r e a t '
(8 10) admits of being carried back to Paul. Paul, indeed, not
only calls his gospel a power of God (Rom. 116 i Cor. 11824),
but also claims himself to possess the power of God (2 Cor.
47 67 129 134 I Cor. 5 4). Yet it remains possible that the
expression in Acts 8 10 is a Gnostic one, especially In view of
the word Kakovpii-q. W e have no more reason for omitting
this with H L P sah than we have for deleting TOV 9eov, after
Blass (St. Kr. 1896, p. 462), on the sole ground of the Latin
translation of Perpignan (ACTS, col. 50, n. 2). On the other
hand, neither also is there any occasion for taking p-eydk-r] as the
Aramaic participle Pael (N'->JO '^r ''?J?D = ' t h e revealer': so
Klostermann, Probleme im .\pe>steltcxt, 1883, pp. i5-2i)- In
tbe pseudo-Clementine Iloinilies (222) we read In the description of the Gnostic predicates of Simon; ' h e wishes to be
accounted a certain supreme power, higher even than the god
who created the world'(^e'Aet vopiC,e<T9ai (tviiiTdT-f\ TIS elvai Svvapis
Kal avTOV TOV TOV Koapov KTitjavTOS 9eov [avinTepa is perhaps to
he supplied]; Recog. 2 7 ; excelsam virtutem quse supra creatorem

' T h y heart is not right before G o d ' fr'. 21) has a close
similarity to the exj^ressKm used In 1310 in addressing Barjesus (i.e., Paul) : ' wilt thou not cease to pervert the right
ways of the Lord ?' At the same time, however, the phraseology
recalls also Onl. 2 14 : ' t h e y walked not uprightly (OUK hpBoTToSoucrtv) aci:'..rdinq:; to the truth of the gospel.'
So Paul
expresses hiinself in Antioch against Peter and his fellows.
Thus we perceive that Acts 89-24 is the counterpart to the
setting down of Peter by Paul at Antioch, and we are able to
understand 823. For this verse does not mean, as I n A V R V ,
deum s i t ; cp § 3a, and SIMON P E T E R , § 33a).
' thou art In the gall of bitterness and in the bond of Iniquity.'
(e) Vet, even if the author of Acts has already taken
' I n the bond ' might be intelligible, but ' In the gall' not. Thus
e\% x^^^v . . . opCy (re ovTa Is the same familiar Hebraism as we up a Gnostic feature into his presentation of Simon, the
find in Mt. 19 5 : ' I see that thou art bitter gall and an iniquitous
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fact remains that he was aware of, and wished to
obviate, the reproach that Paul had wished to purchase
for himself equality with the original apostles by means
of his great collection. Otherwise, he would not have
passed the collection over in such complete silence in
chap. 21, where we should have expected its delivery to
be recorded, whilst yet he has preserved in 20 4 from
the 'we-source' (according to a highly probable con-

facts, in order to take away all foundation from evil
rumours about Paul which were based on the facts ; the
most that one can do is to absolve him from the charge
o^having deliberately invented statements of fact, if we
assume that he actually knew of the existence of the
Samaritan Simon which we must recognise as a fact,
and in good failh beUeved that it must have been this
Simon who made the attempt to bi'ibe, and that Peter
must have withstood him. This view admits of being
understood as a result of his general assumption that
the party of the original apostles cannot possibly have
stood in .1 relation of such hostility to Paul (cp the

jecture) the list of those who brought it ( G A L A T I A ,

§ 22). Not till 2417 has been reached does the author
allude to it at all, but here in such a manner that it
becomes something quite different—viz., ' alms for my
nation,' not for the Christians in Palestine only. For
the main purpose of the book—the representation of the
harmony subsisting between Paul and the original
apostles (ACTS, § 3, end)—the mention of the collection

would have been serviceable in the highest degree.
This may be the reason why ^ collection brought by
Paul to the Christians in Jerusalem is actually mentioned,
though at a time at which it is historically impossible
( I I 2 9 / 1225; cp COUNCIL, § i a ) .

similar judgment expressed under BARJESUS, § 4^:).

It still, however, remains impossible to deny that the
author has been led by tendency to be silent as to the
real history of the collection, just as he has been led to
be silent about the dispute between Peter and Paul at
Antioch, and about Titus (see C O U N C I L , §§ 3 end, 7

end), or that he relates matters for which he had no
historical warrant.

All these circum-

stances speak for tendency too clearly to allow us to
shut our eyes to the presence of the same thing in 89-24.
(f) T h e decision which must be pronounced, that
tendency is at work here, is not weakened, but
strengthened, by separating out a source which was
not (as with Lipsius ; above, c) already a tendencydocument, but rather as absolutely historical as possible
(above, § i, b-d); for the user of this source has all the
more assuredly, in that case, purposely introduced by
his interpolations the tendency which the present
narrative as a whole exhibits.
(g) What we are able to absolve him from, then, is
certainly in no case (whether he used sources or not)
the deliberate intention of representing the great collection in another hght than that which agreed with actual

Baur, Tiib. Ztschr. f. Theol., 1831, d, 114-136; Simson, Z.f,
hist. Theoi. 1841, c, 15-79 ! Hilgenfeld, ZWT, 1868, 357-336 ;
Ketzcrgesch., 1884,163-186, 453-461; Lipsms,
1 5 , L i t e r a t u r e . Qttellen d. rSm. Petrussage,
1872, 13-46;
Simon M a g u s ' in BL, 5, 1875, 301-321;
Apokr. Ap.'Gesch. ii. 1, 1887, 28-69 et passim (se& ErgdtizungsIieft, 2 3 8 ^ ) ; Ludemann, Prot. KZ, 1887, 953-961 (on Lipsius);
Harnack, ' Simon M a g u s ' in EB{^ ', Lehrb. d. Dogmengesch.^), 204-209, 264-270 ; Dieterlen, L'apdtre Paul et Si7non
te tnagicien, N a n c y , 1878; YJx^x^eli, Josephus u. Lttcas, 1894,
178-190 ; Kreyenbuhl, EvaTig. d. Wahrheit, 1, 1900, 174-284.
On the pseudo - Clementme writings see Schliemann, Die
Clefnentinen,
1S44; Hilgenfeld, Die ciei7tent. Recogn.
u.
Hotnilien, 184B ; Uhlhorn, Die HO-THH. U. Recogn. des Cletne7is
Rot7t., 1854; Langen, Die Cle7ttensromane, 1890; Hort, Notes
Introductory
to the Study ofthe Cle77i. Recog., 1903 ; Bigg, in
Stud. Bib. 2, 1890, 157-193 ; Headlam, JThSi,
1901 f , 41-58 ;
Chapman, ibid. 436-441; a n d (in agreement with him) Harnack^
TLZ, 1902, 570.
p. w , S.
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Simon, or Symeon (cyMetON \ so ® for fH/pE'; see
SIMEON, § 8). was the original and proper name of the

1 Name ' " ' ' " ' ^ ' ^ disciple of Jesus who was destined
to be for ever known throughout all
Christendom by the surname of Peter.
(a) T h e name Simon is a cla-ssical one which occurs (for
example) in Aristophanes, Lysias, and Demosthene.s.
Ever
since the Jews began the practice of assuming Greek or Greeksounding names, alongside of their proper Hebrew ones, to be
employed in intercourse with the outside world (cp BARNABAS
S I, end, and N A M E S , § 86), Simon was regarded as an appropriate equivalent for Symeon, all the more because in the .•selection
of such equivalents similarity of sound was considered an important element,
(b) T h e form Simon (%ipiv>v) is that almost
invariably met with in the O T Apocrypha (3 Ezra [i E s d ] 9 32
Ecclus. m I ; also in i, 2 and 4 M a c c ) . Only once is the well,
known Maccabffian leader called tvp-tav (i Macc. 265); so too
4SS9

(

Transfiguration, Stater (§ 8_/C).
Other doubtful elements f§ lo).
Minor notices with historical kernel)
J a i r u s ' daughter (§ 12).
Call, draught of fishes (§ 1 3 / . ) .
Denial, confession (§ 1 5 / ) .
Designation as Satan (§ 17).

only once his great grandfather (2 i), and the son of the patriarch
Jacob thrice (4 Macc. 2 19 J u d i t h 615 92). F o r the last-named
Josephus invariably writes Symeon (or S e m e o n : ^vpceciiv,
var. SeM-ewi/), for all other persons he h a s Simon (XCp.cav),
except in two cases (Ant. x n . 6 1 , § 265—for the ancestor of
the Maccabees—and in BJ iv. 3 9 , § 159, where in each case
^vp.ecitv is found). Soon after the apostolic a g e it even came
about that the Greek form was taken to underlie the H e b r e w
and ^1D*p was written instead of j'lyDiy (cp N A M E S , § 86,
end).
(c) I n the N T Simon (^ipcv) is the current form.
Symeon (Suf£€uf), in fact (if we leave out of account t h e
patriarch, mentioned in R e v . 7 7, the ancestor of Jesus in
Lk. 330, the aged prophet of Lk. 225 31, and the prophet
and teacher of Antioch in Syria who bore the surname of Niger,
Acts 131> occurs but twice ; and in both instances—in 2 Pet. 1 1
as well as in Acts 16 14—is used with the obvious intention of
giving special solemnity to the designation of the apostle. I n
Acts 15 this is all the more unmistakable because Peter is t h e
4560

SIMON PBTER
name used throughout the rest of the book, exxept in presence
of Cornelius or in the mouth of his messen!j,crs, when the style
always is 'Simon wliose surname is P e t e r ' (IU5 1832 11 i ;)• It
hardly needs to be said that we cannot assume the author uf
Act.'- 10 be here following a literally exact report ; we sue ratlier
how u-s a liteiary artist he is taking account uf ih<j situation he
is describing, biniilaily it is pl.unly with consLions intention
that in the third liuspcl he uses the name SiniLm (1 33^1 3-10)
down to the point at which in coimeciion wiih the chcace of the
apostles (tj 14) he mentions ilie givniLC of the naniu J'ctcr. Only
in 5 8 does he let fall the doulilc desiLin.aiiiri 'Simon I V I L I ' ; we
may perhaps hazard the Lunjecture that tlie addition <>( ' l'e lur'
is due merely to the carelessness o f a copyist (it is ULintm.i; in i ' ,
in 2 MSS [13 and 69] of the Ferrar group and in the old I,.it,
codd. a, b, e). Throughout the whole ofthe rest of the gospel
'Simon' recurs only in the mouth of Je.sus ("^-31) and of the
disciples (Jl 34). In the only other pas-aue w here lesus
addresses the apostle (--34) we find ' I ' e i e r ' (Ilerpe).
This,
howe'.er, is probably introduced for the s.ike of the contrast ;
Jesus in effect says that Peter will be so far from showing liimself a rock that he will aetiialK" deny his niaslei. In the two
pas^ages in At^ts where i'eter is addressed (l'-'i3 I I 7 ; in the
\isioii at Joppa) We also lind ' P e t e r ' (lUrpi). It would be
dilTicult lo suggest any special reason for this here ; the author
will dimply he following his pievailing custom.
{ll) In Mk. also we find the same principles operative in
determining the einplojment of the name Suuon. L>own to the
choice of the aposties (3 i'.)\ve invariably Ilnd ' Simon ' (1 ui 2gf.
36), but afler that only once, in the single instance in which the
apostle is addressed by Jesus (14 37"). Mt. departs from this
only in so far as he adds the surname Peter to the name of Simon
not only when he records the choosing of the apostles (10 2) but
also at the point where he first has occasion to name its bearer
at all (11-^), and thus as early as 8 14 he is able to use the simple
designation ' Peter.' In the places wliere the apostle is addressed
by Jesus l\lt. also never uses ' Peter,' but always 'Simon ' (17 -'5),
or with special solemnity, ' Simon son of J o n a s ' (1617).!
(e) Similarly, it is in accord with the solemnity of the moment
at which Peter confesses Jesus as the ^Messiah that we find Mt.
using here (IC 16), though nowhere else, the combination ' Simon
Peter.' In Mk. it does not occur at all, in Lk. only in 5 8 (see
above, c); in 2 Pet. 1 i it is found in 13, the Ferrar M S S 13
and 69, and other cursives, but Symeon Peter CS-vpLeuiv neVpo?)
is certainly to be preferred, as the form Symeon is rare and
thus cannot easily have been introduced into the text by copyist's
error merely.
(f) On the other hand this combination ' Simon Peter,' which
as we have seen is so rare elsewhere, is the usual designation in
the Fourth'lospel. ' P e t e r ' alone is comparatively infrequent
and occurs only where ' Simon Peter ' has immediately preceded
(1 44 13 8 37 18 11 16-18 26 f. 20 3f. 217 a 17 20 f), in other words
only in order to avoid a quite excessive stiffness; yet even in
such cases there are several instances in which the more formal
' pinion Peter ' immediately recurs (189 206 21 7 b). J n . agrees
with M.t. in using ' Simon [son] of J o h n ' (1 42 2115-17) in the two
instances where he represents the apostle as directly addressed
by Jesus, with Mk. and Lk. in using ' S i m o n ' without addition
when the bearer of the name is first mentioned (141).
(g) The Aramaic name Kepha (NS'S ; in A T only in pl. D*D3
p TTerpai, Jer. 429 J o b 306) is used only by Paul, who employs
its Graecised form KT7»/>as ( E V Cephas). Or rather, outside of
the Pauline writings it occurs but once ; namely in J n . 142 where
Jesus gives it as a surname to Simon, with the addition, however,
'which is by interpretation Peter.' Since the name Simon serves
perfectly well a.s a Greek equivalent for Symeon we can all the
more readily believe that Peter (and Cephas) was not a name
assumed by the bearer himself, that it was bestowed upon him
bv Jesus. Moreover, Peter was not at all a current name at
that time. In Josephus it occurs once (Ant. xviii. 6 3 , § 156)
according to the testimony of the Epitome which in many
instances has alone preserved the true t e x t ; all the MSS, however, read Protus (UpwTos) which also was a proper name.
According to Pape-Benseler (WSrterb. d. griech.
FJifcnnniiien),
apart from Christian circles Peter would .leem to have been first
brought into currency through Roman influence.
[h) From what has been said it will be evident that
with XT writers the honorific name of the apostle was
the only one in general currency, and that they used
his proper name Simon (or Symeon) only when there
were literary reasons for doing so. This holds good
also for the author (not hitherto referred to) of i Pet.
who calls himself (11) Il^rpos. From the epistles of Paul
We can gather that the Aramaic form of this honorific
name was known even in Galatia (Gal. 118 2g n 14) nnd
in Corinth ( i Cor. I12 822 9$ Ifis).
And in fact this is
not to be accounted for by some such reason as a mere
personal habit of Paul's to call him so ; rather must we
infer from i Cor. 112 that Peter's own followers had
brought his name in its Aramaic form to Corinth ; for
we may be sure that Paul when he attributes the words
^ On the form of the name of Simon's father see J O H N , SON
OF ZEBEDEE, § i, middle.
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' I [ a m ] of C e p h a s ' t o t h e P e t r i n e p a r t y a t C o r i n t h is
r e n d e r i n g their l a n g u a g e with literal fidelity. V e t li<nii
P a u l ' s twioc s a y i n g ' P e t e r ' (Gal. 2 7 / ) w e n m s t n o t
c o n c l u d e t h a t t h e verses 111 w h i c h t h e n a m e o c c u r s a r e
f r o m aiMiLhcr h a n d ; for a l o n g w i t h t h e A r a m a i c n;iine
w e nia_\ bu s u r e t h a t t h e G i h i t i a n s , precisely b e c a u s e it
w a s a n honorific n a m e , n o t a p r o p e r n a m e in t h e stricter
s e n s e of t h e w o r d , w o u l d bi; a[)pri.so(l, w h e t h e r b y P a u l
o r by s u n i c o t h e r , of its m e a n i n g a l s o .
A.
I.

PALESTINIAN

A c c o K D i N G Tt) P A U L

P1:RI0D.
AND ACTS.

I I t h e q u e s t i o n is a s k e d w h i i h e r we m i o h t t o t u r n for
o u r m o s t s e c u r e d a t a for t h e life of P e t e r , t h e a n s w e r
nui.st b e : n e i t h e r l o t h e (.iospels n o r
2. P a u l i n e
to Acta where there is so much that is
open to criticnl deduction, but to the
epistles of Paul.
As to the genuineness of these see GALATIAN.^;, g§ 1-9; and
on J Cur. ITJ r-II, in pai licular, see Ki-srK'KECTION-NA)';KA'(i\'i s,
§ § 1 0 / ^ As iL-.iriis I ;al. 2 11-13 it m a y b e added that A'lilter,
although holding (iaiatians to be entirely spurious, .sees in the^e
three veise^ a real historical recoial wliich was known tn i)ie
author of Aets and by him so made use of f o r l O i - l l i 8 as to
make it appear that not Paul, but precisely Peter, was the first
to make a starul for table-fellowshipbetween Jewish and Gentile
C liristians (Koinpos. d.paulin. Hauptbriefe, 1890, pp. 149-154).
T h e following are the facts we learn from these
epistles.
(a) Peter was the first to witness an appearance of
the risen Jesus ( i Cor. 155).
As to the fundamental
importance of this event, see RESUKKJ-XTJON, § 37.
(b) Paul, three years after his conversion, found
Peter in Jerusalem along with James the brother of
Jesus in a prominent position (Gal. 1 i S / . ) ; fourteen years
later he again found him along with James the brother
of Jesus and John the son of Zebedee occupying the
position of leaders of the church who had received from
their supporters the honorific title of ' t h e pillars' [oi
CTvXoi. \ G a l . 2 i - i o ; see C O L N C I L , § 6).
(c) On the occasion just mentioned, that of the
' council of Jerusalem,' Peter with James and John ^\as,
at the outset, by no means on I^aul's side, and in the
course of the discussions which took place suffered himself to be brought to concede Paul's contention that
heathen ought to be admitted to Christian privileges
without circumcision, not on grounds of principle but
only in view of the established fact of Paul's missionary
success, a fact in which he was constrained to recognise
the hand of God (Gal. 27-9; COUNCIL, §§4, 8).
(d) T h e fellowship [Kotvi^via) with Paul and Barnabas
which, along wilh James and John, he then ratified by
joining hands (Gal. 29) was a restricted one.
It was
based upon the arrangement that the mission to the
Gentiles should be undertaken by Paul and Barnabas
whilst the original apostles restricted themselves to the
Jewish field—a restriction which they took in a strictly
ethnographical sense, their purpose being to proclaim
tliu gospel thenceforward to circumcised persons onl)'.
not also to Gentiles living in the midst of a Jewish
population, and thus to be in a position in which they
cnuld go on observing the law of Moses which forbade
defilement
by intercourse with the uncircumcised
(COL-NCII., § 9 ) .
(e) Peter took up a somewhat less rigid attitude when
after a certain interval he came to Antioch and particip.ited in the common meals of the mixed community of
Tewish and Gentile Christians there.
All the more
harmful was the effect when after the arrival of some
followers (or, it may be, direct emissaries) of James he
withdrew from this participation, and by his example,
at least, if not by express utterances, led the- other
Jewish Christians, and even Barnabns, to take the same
step (Gal. 2ii-2i).
T h e charge of hypocrisy which
Paul brought against him on this account must in all
probability be regarded as unjust and be modified to
one of inconsistency.
T h e freedom in relation to the
Mosaic law which he asserted by his behaviour on his first
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cnnimg to Antioch will have been the result merely of a
genial temper callfd forth by the pleasant conditions of
that particular community, not the result of any firmly
established conviction. Peter was not so strictly legal
as James, but essentially he was still unemancipated
from the fetters of the law (see COUNCIL, § 3).
( / ) That Peter suffered himself to be convinced by
Paul's argumentation (Gal. 214-21) must not be supposed ;
for the incident in Antioch was followed by the systematic invasion of the PauUne communities by Jewish
emissaries, with which we are made acquainted in
Galatians and Corinthians, Had Peter recognised that
Paul had right on his side he needed only to assert his
authority and to call to mind the arrangement indicated
in Gal. "Zg and all attempts to undermine the influence of
Paul in the communities he had founded and to win
them back to Judaism would have ceased. The leaders
of the primitive church, and among these Peter so long
as he was in Palestine, must be held responsible for a
share in this action against Paul by the withholding of
their veto at least, if not e\en by overt action—such as,
for example, perhaps the issue of recommendatory
letters (2Ci"or. 3i)= See COUNCIL, § 3.
(g) It will be convenient to take up at this point also
the last notices of Peter that are found in Paul, even
though these should possibly lie outside the period of
Peter's activity in Palestine. In Corinth there was,
according to t Cnr. 112 822, a Cephas-party.
That
Peter himself was ever in Corinth is utterly improbable.

considered, was wholly indifferent—viz., as to whether
John M.irk should or should not be taken as a companion
on the second missionary journey (.lets 1036-40). Such
a notice is very well adapted, it is obvious, to counteract any representation of the real state of the case that
might have been derived from (let us say) the Epistle to
the Galatians or from oral tradition, by its substitution
of another which deprives the affair of any considerable
importance. Furthermore, of any missionary journey of
Peter one learns nothing more than the little that is said
in Acts 9 32 43 ; for, in spite of 8 251? (' they . . . preached
the gospel to many villages ofthe Samaritans'), 814-25
is to be taken less as a missionary journey than as a
tour of inspection (see below, § 4/'). In 1217 we are
told merely that after his deliverance from prison Peter
went from Jerusalem to another place.
\\'hither he
went or what he did there we are not informed. In
15 7 we find him again in Jerusalem as if this were a
matter of course. T h e author of the book has not
deemed it necessary in speaking of a person of Peter's
importance to give any connected account of his activity.
(b) The account of the council in Jerusalem in .Acts is
in glaring contradiction with what we read in Paul.

N o one earlier than Dionysius of Corinth (about 170 A.D. ; ap.
E u s . HK \i.2bQ\ see below, S 2 5 a ) knows anything of Peter's
ever liavin^^ been at Corinth. Cp, as against this assumption,
only such a pas-^age as i Cor. 4 15. But, further, if Peter had
followed Paul in Corinth, Paul who names him with respect in
I Cor. 9 5 155, and in ^4f. refrains from naming him also out
of respect (' when one saith, I am of Paul, and another, I am
of.Vpollos; are ye not m e n ? ' ) would not have expressed himself so sharply as he does in 3 10-15 with regard to all those who
had come after him there.

Nevertheless the rise of a Cephas-party in Corinth is
readily explicable. Real disciples of Peter came to
Corinth and the followers whom they gained in the
community there took up from them their watchword :
' I am of Cephas.' Now, there was also at Corinth, as
we know^ besides this party the Christ-party which was
strictly Judaistic (see CORINTHIANS, § 16). Inasmuch
as the Cephas-party remained apart from it, we see
here also another evidence that within Jewish Christendom Peter represented the milder school. In 2 Cor.
it is only of the Christ-party that we continue to hear
(IO7), no longer of that of (Jephas.
(h) Finally, we learn incidentally that in his missionary journeys, which in accordance with Gal. 29 we are
to think of as being made in regions having a Jewish
population, Peter was accompanied by his wife, and for
her as well as for himself asked and received sustenance
from the communities in which he laboured ( i Cor.
94/).
In the accounts in Acts relating to these same events
there is practically no agreement with what we learn
3 Parallels ''^°"' ^ ^ " ' e-'^cept on the quite general
';_ j»j.„
statement that Peter at the time of the
in Acts.
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council held along with James a prominent
position in the church at Jerusalem. AH else is absent,
or otherwise reported.
(a) .As regards the silence of .Acts, no one will find it
surprising that no express mention is made of the outstanding importance of Peter at Paul's first visit to
Jerusalem ; the thing is presupposed (but cp c). It is
all the more remarkable, however, that the book has not
a word to say about the dispute of the two apostles at
Antioch, about the Cephas-party in Corinth, or about
tlie Judaistic invasion of the Pauline communities and
the part taken by the original apostles in this ; and
th.at in fact it substitutes for the first-mentioned dispute
another which arose between Paul and one of those
engaged in the confiict, only in this case not Peter
b.U Barnabas, and on .. question which, dogmatically
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In place of the arrangement with Peter, James, and John
for .^ division of the missionary field we have a decree of the
primitive Church which is directly excluded by Gal. 26 as well
as by T Cor. 8 IO14-II1 (712-14) ^n^ finds its only historical
foundation in a custom of the second century, not at all of the
first (see CDUNCIL. g ^of).
In particular, Peter comes forward
at the verj' beginning of the discussions with a discourse the
dogmatic portion of which (15g/'.ii) would be appropriate only
in the mouth of Paul ; had Peter actually spoken it he would
have deserved in the fullest degree the reproach of hypocrisy for
his reversion to the Mosaic law at Antioch. T h e event, however, on which Peter relies in the narrative part ofhis discourse
(l.j 7-9a), had it been really historical, would have made the
council an impossibility from the first ; for if a Gentile in the
full sense of the word, as Cornelius is represented to have been
in IO28 113, had been received by Peler into the Christian community, and if the primitive church, by reason of the divine
command followed by Peter in doing so, had given its approval
(11 5-18), the question would already have been settled and
could not agam be raised, or if it had been raised must have
been answered by a simple reference to this fact without recourse
being needed to a n y council (see C O R N E L I U S , § ^f, 5).
(c) Finally, even what has been spoken of under (a) as not open
to antecedent objection—the absence of mention of Peter on
the occasion of the first visit to Jerusalem—rests upon false
information; for in Acts 926-30 Paul is represented not, as in
Gal. 1 i&f- 22, as having visited Peter and James only, but as
having conversed in full publicity with the entire Chrislian
community of Jerusalem.

Thus, in so far as we are able to control Acts by
the Epistles of Paul, Acts is seen to have little claim
to our confidence in anything it has to say about Peter.
Wu can hardly expect to be able to repose more confidence in it in those portions where it is our sole
informant.
The opinion is widely held that the trustworthiness of
Acts as regards Peter has been strengthened when it has
4 Other data ''^'^" pointed out that the first half of
;« A„4.„
Acts has an older source behind it.
in Acts.
TU .
u
,
• ,
i h a t we have to reckon with one or
more sources becomes particularly plain in the discourses
of Peter (see ACTS, § 14), in the pentecost narrative
( S P I R I T U A L G I F T S , § 10), and in that relating to
primitive communism (CCMMUXITY O F GOODS, §§ 1-4).

It can only be regarded, however, as indicative of the
extreme recklessness with which many theologians deal
with such questions if we find them taking for granted
that, once the existence of a source has been made out,
the trustworthiness of its contents has also been forthwith established. If Acts was composed about 100-130
A. D. its sources may easily have been late enough to be
legendary in character, and even should many parts—
the discourses, let us say—be found worthy of credence,
this would not necessarily by any means apply, therefore, to all the other contents as well. The ternptation
to idealise the primitive Church was only too easy, and,
moreover the general drift or tendency of the fintil composer has also to be taken into account as a very important factor (see ACTS, §§ 3-6).
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(ll) As for the conversion of Cornelius, it is only
necessary to recall what has been said already (above,
§ 3 ^ ) that, regarded as .^ Gentile conversion, it is an
impossibility unless we are to take it as having happened
at a date subsequent to the Council of Jerusalem—a
supposition, however, which is also impossible (see

just at this point rendered ciuestionable by the circumstance that within the compass of a few verses he sets
forth two wholly irreconcilable views on the subject of
community of goods in the primitive church (see CoM-

CORNELIUS, § 2).
The only possible way of saving some historical kernel for the
story would be by regarding Cornelius as a Jewish proselyte
who .had already betn circumcised. N o such thing, howe\LT,
ii. anywhere said in-Vets (not even ill 10 2 22 25) and the idea is
diametrically opposed to the representation as a whole (see
CouN'iiLius, § 3). T h e narrative is a conspicuous illustriition of
the extent to which the author could be led away from hisioiical
truth by his tendency or rooted inclination ti_> regard IVicr, nut
Paul, as the ori^^inator of every proL;n.-ssive inu\'ement in
Christianity, and particularh' of the mission to the Gentiles.
Thus it is not at all necessary for us to dwell upon the specialdifficulties that attach to the closely corresponding visions of
Cornehus and Peter ('.' 3-10) as integral parts of the far-reaching
parallelism between I'cier and Paul which is to be obs'jr\ed in
Acts (see ACTS, § 4, end).

[b) That I'eter and John should have visited Samaria
after PhiUp's missionary labours there (814-25) is very
conceivable. T h e main thing reported ni this connection, however—namely, that it was by means of the
laying-on of hands of the two original apostles that the
Saniaritans who had already been baptised received the
Holy Ghost—cannot be regarded as historical (ACTS, § 10,
end; MINISTRY, § 34^). T h e statement rests upon a

strongly hierarchical idea which, moreover, in \'irtue of
the parallelism just alluded to. is extended to Paul also
(196), and marks out this journey of Peter and John
as one of episcopal inspection. On the unhistorical
character of S13-24 see SIMON M A G U S , §§ i , 1 3 / .

[c) The miracles of Peter—the healing of the man
lame from his birth (3i-ii), of . ^ n e a s in I^ydda who
had been lame for eight years (932-35), the raising of
Tabitha at Joppa (9 36-42), and the many works of healing
performed by the apostles which led to the belief that
they could be effected even by Peter's shadow (5i2 15/.)
—are all primarily to be viewed in the light of the
parallelism with Paul. Since the author of Acts had
at his command a larger supply of materials relating to
Paul than of materials relating to Peter, with the result
that he left out much in order to avoid making Paul
appear greater than Peter (see ACTS, § 4, end), it is

natural to conjecture that he would be eager to lay hold
of any item regarding Peter which came to his hand
without subjecting it to any too severe a scrutiny.
The case of /Eneas moreover plainly shows how little the
author of Acts felt it necessary to form to himself any concrete
image of what he was relating. T h e course of events cannot in
reahty be conceived as occurring in the manner described : Peter
came, looked upon the sick man, and without further preliminary
said, 'Jesus Christ heals t h e e ; arise' and so forth. In this
form, devoid of any indication of a previous conversation with
the suffereror any enquiry as to his spiritual condition, the story
cannot possibly have come from the mouth of an eye-witness ;
it comes to us in the form of the most meagre extract, wliere the
interest is merely in the bare fact of the miracle without any
regard to attendant circumstances or to any psychological
features. If, however, the story as we now have it does not
come from an eye-witness its historicity also becomes questionable even if it be difficult to suppose that the name i ^ n e a s is
wholly imaginary'. T h e healing of the lame man in the temple
i'^ acconiplished with almost equal abruptness. In the case of
the raising of Tabitha it is worth observing hciw widely it differs
from its counterpart, tbe raising of Eutychus (20 7-12). Eutychus
comes to life again not long after his accident and Paul expres.sly
says: 'his life is in him.' But here Peter must first be
summoned from Lydda to Joppa. As regards the wholesale
miracles of healing in 5 12 isy^, finally, apart from their astonishing range it has to be observed that the text in this place is wholly
devoid of connection (see ACTS, § n ) . Cp further.y^ below.

[d) The sudden death of Ananias and Sapphira
(5i-ii) comes under a different category in so far as it
is capable of being explained, if one so choose, wiihout
postulating any miracle. T h e naturalistic explanation,
however, will make it all the more probable that in the
course of transmission or at the time when it was fixed
in writing the occurrence acquired a more dramatic
character than originally and actually it possessed. It
can hardly be doubted that the composer of Acts regards
it as a miracle ; but the credibility of his narrative is
146
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((') A\'ith resjjcct to the three imprisonments of Peter
(in 43 5 18 along with the other apostles, in I23-5 without them) and his two miraculous deliverances (510
1-6-17), the conjecture has long been current that al!
the accounts rei,ite to but one occurrence which graduall)
came to be told in different ways.
By separation of sources also it has in some quarters been
deemed possible to show that in the source of chaps. .J and ii
there was no word of an imprisonment of the apostles (so, for
example, I^ern. Weiss). In igf
the lame man who has been
healed stands by the side of the apostles before the synedrium.
This is conceivable only if he had been cited as a witness before
that court or had been arrested along with the apostles. N either
of these things however is said ; in fact, both are excluded, for
in V, 14 the members of the court take knowledge of bis presence
as something new. What is apparentl; suggested is much rather
that the members of the court, immediately after tbe healing had
been wrought, betook themselves to the apostles in the temple
and that their dealings with them took place here. To escape
this Spitta finds himself compelled to regard the mention of the
man who iias been healed, in 4 i o (end) and in 414, as an
addition to his source made by the composer himself—certainly
not an easy assumption. In 628 we should surely have expected
to read that the high priest had taken the accused to account not
only for their preaching of Jesus but also for their escape from
prison, if the source from which 5 28 is taken had also contained
618/

In chap. 12 on the other hand the picture is very
vivid and it would be difficult to believe that, for
example, the name Rhoda is a mere invention. In
this case in point of fact there is no need to deny the
imprisonment and the liberation, or even that the
liberation appeared very wonderful alike to Peter and
to all the other persons mentioned ; and t'et it admits
of a very intelligible explanation if with Hausrath we
suppose that the angel who brought Peter forth from
the prison will have been the death-angel of Herod
Agrippa (NTliche Zeitgesch.i-^K 2351 / ) . \\'ith the
death of a ruler the prison doors often opened for those
w hom he perchance had locked up more out of caprice
than in any supposed interests of justice,
( / ) There is yet another consideration which tells
against the historicity of the two imprisonments of the
apostles and the miracles wrought by them in Jerusalem.
If they had come forward at so early a date into publicity
so marked as to call for the intervention of the synedrium,
that body would hardly have rested satisfied with merely
enjoining them not to preach Christ (418 21) or with
scourging them (640).
T h e danger which Jesus by his recent ministry had brought
upon the ancestral religion was still fresh in m e n s ^memories.
On the re-emergence of the same danger the synedrium would
assuredly have interposed with the utmost vigour and the jjersecution of the Christians tirst mentioned in Acts as occurring
after the death of Stephen (S i 3) would certainly have broken
out much sooner and threatened the well-being and even the
existence of tbe cburch just in proportion to its immaturity
and want of consolidation.
In all probability the Christians
found themselves constrained to remain entirely in concealment
for a considerable time. Tbat the original apostles whose homes
were in Galilee should have removed to Jerusalem at so early a
date as is represented in Acts is, moreover, quite unlikely (see
MmiKTKV, § 21 d)- It was only what was quite natural if the
sijniitrinei.us impulse to present the primitive church in the
most fa\'ourable light led to the view that the original apostles,
and abo\ e all Peter, had faced the civil power undismayed and
plainly declared that they were determined to disregard the
prohibition to preach Jesus, and that they must obey God rather
than man ( 4 j q / 629). It was forgotten that such conduct
would certainly have led to their destruction. As to the untrustworthiness of 0 3 6 / see, further, T H E U D A S , §§ 1-3.

(g) T h e portion of Acts relating tn Peter which seems
to possess the largest claim to be regarded as trustworthy
is that which records his speeches (with exception of
157-11, on which see above, § 3^). It must not, however, for a moment be imagined that they are verbally
or even throughout in substance accurate, ^^'hat we
read in 116-22, and the coincidences of the other addresses
of Peter w ith those of Paul, show in the clearest possible
way that they all are compositions of the author of Acts
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(see ACTS, § 14). Observe, moreover, that a main
point in their contents, the proof of the resurrection of
Jesus drawn from Ps. I610 (Acts 227), is possible only
when & (not MT) is followed, and would thus have been
impossible in the mouth of Peter (see RESURRECTIONN A R R A T I V E S , § 36 ir). If these discourses assigned to
Peter agree, in their Christology especially, with what
seems to us to be in harmony with the oldest pre-Pauline
view, this does not admit of explanation as due simply
to the employment of a source of this character. The
most important factor is rather that the author of Acts
must himself personally have been attached to such CL
view. As he puts it into the mouth of Paul also, it becomes possible indeed, but by no means provable, that
he drew it from an old and trustworthy source when he
was making the speeches of Peter.
(h) Thus it appears that on the whole Acts adds
extraordinarily little of a trustworthy character to what
we already know about Peter from the Pauline Epistles.
Relatively speaking the most assured of its additions
would seem to be the fact of his imprisonment and
liberation about the time of the death of Herod Agrippa
(44 A.D.), but without the supernatural features in the
narrative. The other remaining facts which are not
open to question, as for example his stay for a time at
Joppa in the house of Simon the tanner (943 106), are
of but trifling importance. As regards Ananias and
Sapphira, .^Eneas, Tabitha, Cornehus, it may perhaps
be safe to suppose that Peter had relations with these
persons of such sort as supplied some basis for what
we read about them in Acts ; but what these relations
precisely were remains obscure. Nor are we any better
off when we are told that he often came forward as
speaker for all the original apostles, for we cannot
regard as trustworthy records the reports of the speeches
attributed to him in Acts.

Mt. about Peter (1617-19) was omitted by Lk. and Mk.
because they both were—Mk. in a less degree than Lk.,
it is true — Paulinists.
In reality, however, such a
|upposition must be rejected—not only for Mk. inasmuch as Mk. was not acquainted with the gospel of
Mt., but also for Lk. inasmuch as the section in Mt.
is exceedingly probably a quite late interpolation (see

II.

ACCORDING TO T H E SYNOPTISTS.

Turning now to the earlier period of the life of Peter
there arises—
[a) First, the question of the credibility of what we
read in the synoptists in regard to this. That the books
„
...
were not written without definite ' ten' ^ ^
dencies' may be taken as proved (see
a s sources GOSPELS, §§ 108-114).
Moreover,
for Ufe.
such tendencies could come into play
with peculiar readiness where the judgment as to Peter
was involved. To a Jewish Christian he must have
seemed the leading figure of all Christendom, whereas
to a Paulinist he must just as inevitably have seemed
the opponent of the true apostle, an unreasonable
obstructionist, a narrow-minded resister of the real will
of God which required the mission to the Gentiles. Now
where tendencies infiuence the production of gospels their
natural effect is that judgments which the author personally holds about a given person or thing are put into
the mouth of Jesus himself in the naive persuasion that
he could not have held any other view than that which
the writer held to be true at the time of writing. If the
student is unwilling to go so far as to suppose that whole
narratives have been freely invented with no other basis
than a desire to exalt or to depreciate Peter, it still
remains easy to believe that an author whose disposition
towards Peter was friendly would be ready to omit or
tone down incidents which told against that apostle,
whilst another whose inchnation was less favourable
would suppress or weaken things which told the other
way.
(b) In its search for such tendencies, however,
criticism has often gone very far astray.
To begin
with, because the representatives of tendency-criticism
have for the most part entirely dispensed with any
inquiry as to sources of the synoptics, or any attempt
to distinguish earlier from later portions in them. From
the standpoint of pure tendency-criticism it is very
tempting to suppose that the most honorific passage in
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[c) Nor is this all ; the gospels frequently present us
with the opposite of what we should have expected from
the point of view of the tendency-critics. •
It is tempting to suppose that it was out of reverence for
Peter that Mt. (17 4f.) suppressed what M k . (9 6) and Lk. (9 33)
report, that Peter at the transfiguration knew not (Mk.) what
to say or (Lk.) what he was s a y i n g ; but where the same touch
recurs in Mk. (14 40) we find that it is suppressed not only by
Mt. but also by Lk.
Tempting, again, is it to suppose
that it is a result of tendency t h a t Lk. (8 51-53) says, not of the
multitude in the house of Jairus, as M k . (538-40) and Mt.
(9 23 f) do, but of Peter with J a m e s and J o h n and the damsel's
parents that they laughed Jesus to scorn when he said the
damsel was not dead but sleeping (cp below, § 12 a).
Yet
where, according to Mk. (833) and Mt. (16 23), Jesus calls Peter
Satan it is Lk. (9 22) who omits the whole jjassage.
Once
more, it is tempting to suppose that a leading place among the
disciples is being given to Peter when according to Mt. 17 24.
the collectors of the temple tax approach him with their enquiry
why his master does not pay it, or when according to Mt.
(1821) he addresses a question to Jesus whilst according to Lk.
(174)—the incident does not appear at all in Mk.—Jesus gives
the answer unasked. But, on the other side, we find Lk. (1241)
assigning to Peter an interpolated question which is wholly
wanting in Mt. (2^44 f.) ; a saying which M k . (5 31) assigns to
the disciples in general—the passage does not occur at all in
Mt.—is by Lk. (845) assigned to Peter alone ( ' M a s t e r , the
multitudes press thee and crush t h e e ' ) ; and where Mt. (15 15)
does the same, attributing to Peter and not, as Mk. (717), to
the disciples the request for an explanation of a parable-^Lk.
omits the incident—the answer is recorded in terms not highly
complimentary to the speaker : ' Are ye also even yet without
understanding?'
What, in fine, are we to say to such
facts as these—that only Lk. (2231 f.) has the saying, the
latter half of which is exhibited along with Mt. 1618 f. in
letters of gold in the basilica of St. Peter in Rome, and that it
is only Mt. (14 28-31) who reports Peter's little faith when h e
endeavoured to walk on the water? Baur's only resource here
(Krit. Untersuch. iiber die kanon. Evangg., 1847, p. 471) was to
regard the event as involving a great personal distinction conferred upon Peter by Jesus, for which reason it was omitted by
Lk. A S against this we have only to call to mind how high is
the position accorded to Peter by the last-named writer in Acts
(see A C T S , § 4).

[d) From what has been said it will be seen that it
will not be safe to look for tendency in any remaining
differences that may be detected in the accounts of
Peter given by the synoptists.
In Mt. (10 2) Peter is designated in the list of the names of
the twelve as ' first' (fl-paJTo?), in Mk. (316) and in L k . (6 14) this
numeration is absent. In the story of the transfiguration it is
only Lk. (932) who records that Peter and J o h n and James
were hea\'y with sleep. According to Mt. 2617 f. Jesus sends
forward ' the disciples' to make the passover preparations ; in
Mk. (14 13) he sends two only, in Lk. (228) these are said to
have been Peter and John. In Gethsemane according to Mk.
1433 and Mt. 2637 Jesus takes Peter, James, and John to keep
watch along with him, in Lk. (22 40) this feature is absent. T h e
question as to the date of the destruction of Jerusalem is in Mk.
(133) a t t r i b u t e d t o Peter, J a m e s , John, and Andrew, in Mt.
(24 3) to the disciples generally, in Lk. (21 5-7) to * some ' (xivis).
Cp, further, § 7 c.

[e) The trustworthiness of every statement in the
synoptists about Peter, even when not open to any
special objection, by no means necessarily follows.
Whether, for example, it was Peter or another who
propounded the question recorded in Mt. I821 or gave
the answer now to be read in Lk. 845 is for the writers
of the gospel narrative a matter of so little importance
that variations of statement could very easily arise out
of mere inattention.
Before coming to a judgment,
therefore, regarding the share of Peter in any given
occurrence, it will be necessary previously to scrutinise
the credibility of the occurrence itself, and over and
above this to remember that even when this has been
satisfactorily estabhshed, Peter's share in it does not at
once follow, unless, indeed, his part in it be the very
essence of the occurrence. In particular,-we must be
specially on our guard against the view—widely spread
though it be—that the second gospel presents in written
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form oral communications received by the evangelist from
Peter (on this hypothesis see GH.SPELS, § 148).
W'e begin with those accounts in the synoptists which
may at the outset be set aside as unhistorical.
(ci) With regard to the story, found only in Mt.
(1423-31), that Peter went to meet Jesus on the Sea of
6. Walking on f^^"'"<=; b ' i t ' h r o u g h failure of faith
.,
,°
began to smk and had to be rescued
the water.
, °j
r. ,
by Jesus, we rind even so conservative
a writer as Bern. AX'ciss [Leben JcsiA'^'', 1^209) declai'ing
that critical inveetigation imperatively demands that it
be given up as a statement of prosaic matter of
fact, whilst Beyschlag [Lebe7i Jesu, I306) expresses
ijthe opinion that the di.'ii%e of Peter that Jesus
should bid him come to him on the water is, literally
taken, simply childish, and that the miraculous
power of Jesus was not bestowed upon him in order
that he might be able to respond to e\ery childish
caprice. Both theologians are at one with the entire
critical school in regarding the narrative as having
originally been an allegorical-poetical setting forth of
an idea, and that it came to be regarded as literal fact
only by a misunderstanding on the part of the evangelist
or of the writer whom he followed.

Mt. 21 20 all the disciples together are already aware of
it, for the tree at the \\ord of Jesus w ithers away
' inmiediately' ; the incident is not found at all in Lk.
It is difficult to furm a definite judgment as to the
8 Trans ^^°^^ °^ * ^ transfiguration of Jesus in
figuration.
^^";- » %.\° = M'- 1' - 5 = Lk- 9 =8-36.
[a) i h e form in which Jesus is here
seen is, on the one hand, that of Moses when he came
down from the mountain of the law, according to K.v.
3429-35, on the other hand, that in which the exalted
Christ was conceived of, according to 2 Cor. 37-46,
where Paul cites precisely the passage just mentioned
regarding Moses, and that of the aii^^cl at the empty
tuiiib, according to Mt. 283 (cp Lk. 1^44 Mk. I65).
Looked at on this side, the scene is accordingly designed
to represent by anticipation the coming hea\enly glory
of Jesus, and at the same time, by the presence of
Moses and Elijah, to exhibit it as a fulfilment of the
OT.
Viewed in this aspect, it can make no claim to
historicity.

At'the same time, it is by no means certain that it was Peter's
denial ofhis master that was originally intended to be figured in
the stor>'. In that denial it was not his faith but his fidelity
that failed the apostle. H a d it been his faith, the underlying
presupposition of the story would be that if only Peter had
frankly confessed himself the disciple of Jesus he would have
come off wholly unharmed. As matters actually stood, however,
the worst consequences were really to be apprehended as results
of such a confession, though nevertheless it was his d u t y to
make it.

[b) We may be sure that the story of Jesus' walking
upon the water was originally a parable intended to
exhibit in a graphic way the thought that if his
disciples have faith they will be able to \salk with
safety on the troubled sea (of life) (see GOSPELS,
g 142 a). The addition relative to Peter then brings in
an illustration based on the opposite thesis ; he who
has no faith necessarily goes down unless he calls upon
the Lord and receives help from him. This view itself,
however, in which Jesus appears as the Lord of succour,
shows by its very nature that it cannot have come from
Jesus himself. H e would not have designated himself,
but, as in his genuine parables, a person by whom God
is meant, as Him from whom help comes. Thus the
later origin of the narrative, already rendered probable
by its absence from Alk., is confirmed from another
point of view. If this be so, ^^•e may perhaps go on to
suppose that the reason why Peter came to be selected
as hero of the story was because he was regarded as
head of the church, and what is related of him was intended to be taken as applying to the entire church (so
Pfieiderer, Urchristenthum, 517, (-)l582).
There are other narratives also which require no
7 Other un ^^^^^^•^^•'^ proof of their unhistorical
i t i s t o r i c a l ' ' = Y f !!;;•
.
• r, . ,
.
narratives. „ ' ' ^ ) ^^^.^ f T
.^l
; r
\
Peter visited the sepulchre of Jesus and
found it empty is doubtful even text-critically, and
when its substance is considered cannot be accepted

This would be difficult even were one inclined to concede that
the 'metamorphosis' of Jesus did not happen a s a physical reality
but was seen only by the three disciples in a vision ; difficult
still even were there a disposition to reduce the number to one,
say Peter, on the assumption that James and John were named
in error partly because m other places also they are mentioned
along with Peter on special occasions as being the disciples who
were on terms of special intimacy with the master (see below,
g§ lie, 12), partly because, according to E x . 2 4 9 , three intimate associates, Aaron, Nad.ab, and Abihu (along with seventy
of the elders of Israel) are also represented as having gone up
with Moses to the mountain of the law. Even so, tne question
would still remain as to how it was that in the midst of the
earthly life of Jesus Peter was visited by the thought which
at once assumed for him the form of a vision.
(On the
psychological antecedents of u vision cp RESURRECTIONN A R R A T I V E S , § 34 a.)

(b) The transfiguration scene, however, has yet
another main purpose. It contains the divine declaration that Jesus is the Messiah, in the words ' This
is my beloved son.'
This voice coincides almost
exactly with that heard at the baptism of Jesus (Mk.
1II = Mt. 3i7 = Lk. 822).
If, however, Jesus had
already, even at that early date, been divinely proclaimed to be the Messiah, this second fact would
necessarily rob the other of its value.
T o avoid this the following supposition has been made : just
as the divine voice at the baptism, according to the most modest,
and therefore most trustworthy of the accounts (tbat of Mk.),
was heard only by Jesus, the whole occurrence admitting of
being resolved into an inner revelation communicated to him
without external physical accompaniments, so also in the vision in
which Jesus was transfigured only Peter (or Peter along with
J a m e s and John) heard that heavenly voice. So, for example,
Ri^vilie (jesus de Nazareth,
2204-206 [1897]), \\\\o therefore
inclines to place the occurrence at a date shortly before the confession of the Messiahship of Jesus (Mk. 8 27-29 and ||s). Bacon
(Amer. Journ. of Theol., 1902, pp. 236-265) goes a step further.
H e also supposes that it is a vision of Peter that is described, not,
however, a vision which he had actually had, but one which is
attributed to him through a transformation ofthe account relating
to his confession that Jesus \\•:^.s the Mes.>;iah (Mk.S 27-31). The
transfiguration scene breaks the connection between Mk. 9 i and
9 II, and comes from a source in which were contained this
and other modifications of gospel narratives that were taken by
the evangelist to be accounts of new facts.

allusion in Mk. I67 to a fact indirectly referred to in
this, ib. § 9 ^.
[c) As the withering of the fig-tree cannot be regarded
as historical (see GOSPELS, §§ 137 b§, i^z, 142a), the
statement in Mk. (1121) that Peter called attention to
the fact on the following day also disappears.
In

[e] At the same time, there is no indication in the
tf.\t that the divine voice was directed to Peter alone (or
Peter and James and Juhn); it is indicated with at least
equal clearness that it is heard by Jesus. If, then, we
have reason for belie\ing that in the first period of his
pubhc life Jesus did not yet account himself to be the
Messiah, but only a prophet and a reformer, this will
incline us to recognise in the divine voice at the Transfiguration a reminiscence of the f.ict that he only
received his divine authorisation to come forward as
the Messiah at a particular point in the course of his
ministry. The similar saying at his baptism will rest in
that case upon an anticipation on the part of the
narrators, to whom it was inconceivable that the
designation by God of Jesus as the Messiah should
h a \ e been postponed to any later date.
On this
assumption also, it becomes reasonable to assign the
incident that lies at the basis of the transfiguration-story
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(see R E S U R R E C T I O N - N A K K - ^ T I V E S ,
GOSPELS, § 138 e, f).

§§ 2 C and

21;

(b) Along with the historicity of the statements as to
the women at the empty sepulchre must also be given
up the historical character of the notice, found only in
Mk. (I67), that they received from the angel the injunction to tell the disciples and Peter that they should
see the risen Jesus in Galilee. See GOSPELS, § 138 a, e,f,
RESURRECTION-NARRATIVES, § 21, and,

as regards an
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to a time shortly anterior to the confession of Peter ; for
so long as Jesus was not himself certain by divine
revelation of the fact of his Messiahship he could not
accept the proclamation of it by Peter.
{d) The occurrence itself admits very easily of being
regarded as having taken place in the inner consciousness of Jesus. The participation of Peter, James, and
John becomes in that case much less active. That they
were present need not be denied ; but their activity
would then be limited to this—that, after awaking from
sleep perhaps, they received a powerful impression of
the wondrous majesty with which Jesus came to meet
them after he had heard the heavenly voice.
The
terms in which this had been expressed they would not
in that case hear directly for themselves, but would
afterwards learn from the mouth of Jesus.
The
assertion in 2 P e t . I16-18 that Peter himself heard the
vuice upon the ' h o l y ' mountain does not fall to be
taken account of in the present connection, in view of
the pseudonymous character of this epistle (see P E T E R ,

instance cannot here be taken as proving the accuiiicy
of the report, for their agreement comes onl\' from
mutual borrowing. In any case, whether the word in
question was spoken by Peter or by another the circumstance is too unimportant to allow us precisely here to
place unqualified confidence in the eldest of the three
who is followed by the other two. If Jesus blamed a
questioner this very fact still added to the importance of
the latter (cp below, § 17) ; but such is not the case
here.
Moreover, the question must not be treated
apart from the answer of Jesus (' shall receive a hundredfold,' etc.). If Jesus ever gave any such promise to his
disciples, we may be certain at least that it was not in
connection with a question so self-seeking as this. If,.
however, the narrative is open to suspicion on this most
important point, it is impossible to feel confidence on
such a relatively subordinate matter as the person of the
questioner.
Other notices there are to which a historical kernel,
or even complete historicit\- cannot be denied ; on the
, , __.
one hand thev were important enoueh to
11. M i n o r
.1,
1
1
•
..
.,, impress themselves on human memories
notices w i t h
K
.u
*u i J »i
, . . . , and on the other hand they were not so
historical .
» .
* .
..
1
.
/
,
.
important as to tempt to a departure from
historical accuracy (cp the principle laid
down in GOSPELS, § 131, col. 1873, begin.), (a)
Thus there is no difficulty in believing that Jesus on a
Sabbath day healed Peter's mother-in-law and other
sick persons, but on the following day withdrew himself into solitude and was sought out by Peter and his
comrades w-ith the view of bringing him back (Mk. I2938 = Lk. 438-43 ; Mt. 814-17 has the healings only).
(b) That the name Cephas (Peter) was bestowed upon
Simon by Jesus may in view of v\ hat has been said in
§ ig be regarded as wholly credible even if the date at
which it was bestowed remains uncertain. According
to Mk. (3i6) it was at the time when the apostles were
first chosen. A more appropriate occasion but not on
that account historically established would be that of
the confession at Csesarea Philippi with which Mt. (16 r8)
connects it (see MINISTRY, § 4, end). If Mt. already
when Peter's call is recorded (418) and again at the
choosing of the apostles (IO2) says: 'Simon, who is
called Peter,' he is, of course, not to be taken as intending to indicate the time at which the name was given,
but simply as wishing to apprise his readers that this
Simon was the man whom they already knew as Peter.
Lk. (614) likewise has on the occasion ofthe choosing
of the apostles the words ' Simon, whom he also named
Peter.' By this, however, he perhaps does not mean
to convey that the name was bestowed by Jesus then,
but only that it had been bestowed by him at one time
or another.
{0} Equally natural is it to recognise faithful reminiscence in the statement that in Gethsemane Jesus took
Peter, James, and John to wateh with him, and that
nevertheless they fell asleep (Mk. 1432-42= Mt. 2636-46),
even although we cannot be certain that this last
happened three several times. This last doubt, however, is no reason for giving the preference to Lk.
(2240-46) who mentions the incident as having occurred
but once, and that in the case of all the disciples, for
as he unquestionably was acquainted with Mk. the
simplification here must be explained as due merely to
absence of interest in the details of the story.
In the case of the raising of Jairus' daughter also
(a) Xo difficulty will be felt in recognising true reminiscence in the statement that Jesus sufferrd no one but
12 Jairus' ^^^^'"' ^'^'"^^' ""^^ J°^" ^° ^° with him
daughter ^° ^^^ ^ ° " ^ ^ °^ (besides the parents of
^
• the girl) to enter the room where she lay

E P I S T L E S OF, §§ 9-12).

In the story of the stater in the fish's mouth (only
Mt. 1724-27), it has above all to be observed that the
- (-, ,
miracle is only announced, not described as
.' ^ , , having happened. All the safer, therefore,
.,
is the supposition that here we are in
moutn.
c
i_ 1- 1
rT
presence 01 a symbolical saymg or Jesus.
T h e section contains two separate thoughts, of which the one
would be q-nite sufficient without the other, (i) Properly speaking, Jesus and his disciples do not require to pay the tax, but in
order to avoid offence they do so. T h e incident contains the
presupposition tfiac Jesus is the M-;s>iah alike whether the words
attributed to Jti'^us were ai.tiially s|.iaken by him, or whether
they are e^roTleou^iy put int'.) Ius rniuith ; along with this it contains (2) also tlie (j.vhortation to submit to e.visting institutions,
and thus applies equally well alike to the temple tax which was
exacted in the time of Jesus, and to the Roman state tax which
from 70 A.D. onwards was substituted fur the temple tax In the
case of Jews (Jos. 5 / v i i . (io, § 2i3) and, particularly under
r)oinitian, was rigorously exacted trtnu Christians also (see
C H R I S T I A N , § 6, vii.,

end).

It is in connection with the second of these main
ideas that Peter comes more directly into the story ; he
is to fish for the means of paying the ta.\. As he is a
fisherman by occupation, the meaning of this symbolical
saying at once suggests itself; by the exercise of his
craft he will easily be able to earn enough to meet this
call upon him. This feature in the story may point to
the authenticity of the saying as attributed to Jesus ; but
it may also quite well have been invented, as everv one
in later times knew that Peter had been a. fisherman.
After the death of Jesus it would ha\e been less easy
to have invented that other feature—that the produce
of Peter's industry was to serve to pay the tax both fur
himself and for Jesns ; for it is not easy to make out any
allegorical application to later conditions of this earning of
a double tax. Still, it must be admitted that this pericope
is one of the most obscure in the whole gospel history.
Passing from these unquestionably unhistorical elements, we come next to a series of others which cannot
-.,,
be rejected at once, but, at the same time,
, • , , - . can just as little be regarded as certainly
a o u o n u l ^u^hentic.
T o this catetrory belong:
' (a) all those cases in which Peter is represented as having said something which in some other
gospel is attributed to the disciples at large (Mt. l o i s
Lk. S45 Mk. 1 3 3 ; see above, § 5 ; : , d) ox is omitted
altogether although the narrative to which it belongs is
retained in that gospel (Mt. 1^:21 as against Lk. 174,
and Lk. I241 as against Mt. 1.'444/ ; see § 5 f).
[b) To this class falls to be added one instance of a
subordinate action (the preparation for the passover)
which only Lk. (228) assigns to Peter (and John) ; see
§ 5 (// and also—
{c) The word which according to all three evangelists
(Mk. IO28 Mt. 1927 Lk. IS28) Peter is reported to have
uttered: ' w e have left all and followed thee.' If the
e\ angelists are in other places so little at one as to the
authorship of a given saying, agreement in this particular
4571

( M k . 537-40).
If Mt. ('.'23-25) has nothing about this, his silence is to be
connected with the fact that here in other particulars also he is
notably much briefer than either Mk. or Lk., just as he is in
three other miracle narratives ; that of the Gadarene and the
herd of swine which immediately precedes (Mk. 5 1-20= i h 8284572
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34 = Lk. S 26-39), th^f of the healing of the man sick of the palsy
(iMk.2i-i2 = Mt.9i-H = Lk. j 17-26), and that o f t h e lunatic boy
(Mk. 9 i 4 - 2 9 = M t . 1714-20), where Lk. also (i*37-+3) is so s h o r t ;
there is also the story of the imprisonment and death of John
the Baptist (Mk. 617-29^^11.14 3-1^) which Lk. has not at all.
Lk.'s divergence (>i 51-53) is presumably not so seriously intended
as it has been represented above (S 5c) in verbal strictness to be
—namely, that it was the parents and the threL' disciples who
laughed Jesus to scorn. Perhaps when he wrote the words
(?-. 52), 'and all were weeping and bewailing her," Lk. was
thinking not ofthe five per.'^ons named immediately before, but,
like Mk., of the multitude assembled within the house, and has
only failed to bring this to clear expression. In a n y c a s e he has
retained the separation of the three disciples from the rest.

(b) As the occurrence is the only accredited one in
the Gospel history which must have presented itself to
those who witnessed it as a case of raising of the dead
it is \'ery conceivable that the presence of only three
disciples should have impressed itself upon tlie memory.
Whilst the raising of the widow's son at Nain (Lk. 7 n 17) and of Lazarus (Jn. II1-44 ; cp JOII.N, Sdx OF
ZEBEDEE, ^§ 20*2, 35/', $7a) cannot be regarded as
historical, no more exception need be taken to the
raising of the daughter of Jairus than to the resuscitation of Eutychus (Acts 207-12), if only one take as
literally the words of Jesus, ' the child is not dead but
sleepeth,' as one does those of Paul, ' his fife is in him.'
According to !Mk. Jesus spoke these words before he had seen
the girl, and it is very easily conceivable that information received
from the father may have enabled him to form this j u d g m e n t ;
but it is also possible that this element in the story arises from
unconscious modification of the real fact and that it is Lk, who
is in the right here when he represents Jesus as uttering the
words in presence of the girl, even if this representation does not
rest upon the direct testimony of an eye-witness but upon alteration ofthe text of Mk.

The account of Peter's call in Mk. li6-2o = Mt. 418-22
is an excellent example of shortening and condensation
-_ Call ° ^ ^ fuller narrative by tradition. It is unthinkable that in this scene no words but
these of Jesus should have been spoken ; ' Come ye
after me and I will make you to become fishers of men.'
Peter and his comrades Andrew, James, and John must
assuredly have had previous opportunity of making the
acquaintance of Jesus and must on their side have
had some conversation with him. Xo eye-witness could
possibly give so colourless an account as that in Mk.
and Mt. The later narrators, however, had no longer
any interest in dramatic details or in the psychological
processes which resulted in the decision of the four
fishermen. The central action, the call given by Jesus,
alone engaged their attention, and for the purpose of
edification which they had in view when they circulated
it, and as an example for the converts whom they wished
to incite by it, the narrative may have seemed
beautiful and precious just in proportion to the suddenness with which the call of Jesus came to Peter and his
comrades, and the absolute promptitude of their obedience. Apart from this, however, Mk. and Mt. unquestionably present the most trustworthy account of the
undoubtedly historical call of Peter.
The story of Peter's draught (Lk. 5 i - i i ) falls to be
adduced here as a parallel although in so far as we are
14 Dranp-hf ^^^^-ncing from the less credible to the
of fishps inore credible order of narratives its
proper place m the discussion would
have been much earlier. It constitutes one of the few
examples we have in the Synoptists of a consciouslyframed allegory being put forward in the form of a
seemingly historical narrative in order to set forth a
particular idea ; this idea is in point of fact quite clear.
(a) First of all it is certain that the scene is
intended as a substitute for what we read in Mk. and
Mt. about the call of Peter and his comrades ; for Lk.
nowhere narrates this last, and on the other hand introduces its main point at the end of the passage before us
(v. 10) : ' from henceforth thou shalt catch men.'
[b) At its beginning Lk. places the scene in which Jesus
teaches the multitude standing on the shore from a boat
(53). Now. in Mk. ( 4 i / . ) and Mt. (13i-3) this is the
scene in which certain parables are delivered ; but Lk.
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avoids giving it in the parallel passage dealing with
these parables (S4). Thus we have in Lk. 5 an artificial
composition from various elements and it becomes
necessary to inquire into its purpose.
[c) Now
the function of a fisher of men is exercised by means of
teaching ; if then we find Jesus engaged in teaching at
the beginning of our pericope this indicates to us how
the draught of fishes that immediately follows ought to
bu taken ; namely, not as relating to takes of literal
fish but in the deeper sense as relating to the capture of
human souls. Thus the idea is precisely the same as
that in the parable of the net in Mt. 1847, only without
its reference to the subsequent separation of the good fish
from the bad.
[d) The narrative before us, however, admits of still more definite interpretation in detail.
Simon with his comrades has toiled in vain the whole
night through ; now, on receiving u special command
from Jesus, he makes an unexpected haul. 'Ihis has
already been rightly interpreted by the Tubingen school
as referring to the difference between the practically
fruitless mission to the Jews and the highly successful
mission to the Gentiles. In the latter, Peter received
a special Divine command and this was necessary in
order to overcome his original aversion to such an
undertaking (Acts lOg-22).
(e) The launching
forth into the deep also will admit of being interpreted as referring to missions to heathen lands
as compared with the less venturesome putting out
a little from the shore, although it is not said that
the fruitlessness of the night's toil is caused by the
proximity to the shore.
( / ) The sin of which
Peter becomes suddenly conscious (v. 8) is thus by no
means sinfulness in general—reference to this were but
little called for by the circumstances—but definitely the
sin of failure hitherto to recognise and practice the duty
of evangelising the Gentiles as befitting and in accordance with the will of God.
(g) We are now
able to perceive the significance also of the place where
Lk. has brought in the calling of Peter.
H e introduces it at a later point than Mk. and Mt.
In
particular it is preceded in Lk. by the rejection of Jesus at
Nazareth (416-30), which on a small scale foreshadows the
rejection of Jesus by the entire Jewish people (see GOSPELS,
§ logb).
It is appropriate that it should be followed by the
command of Jesus enjoining the mission to the Gentiles, and is
in harmony with the principle carried through by the same
author in Acts (see A c i s , § 4, middle), according to which Paul
preaches the gospel to the Gentiles in each city only after it has
been rejected by the Jews. In the gospel, by placing the calling
of Peter at a somewhat later period, the author has brought
about the awkwardness that Peter has to be brought into close
relations with Jesus even before his call, at the healing of his
mother-in-law (4 3Zf.)—even although his name is suppressed in
4 42, the parallel to Mk. 1 36—whilst the occasion of the draught
of fishes, in itself considered, appears to be the first meeting of
Peter with Jesus.

In this we may perhaps find a hint that Lk. saw
the significance of this pericope as referring to the mission
to the Gentiles (or perhaps even invented it ? see below, i)
and in accordance with this gave it the place it now
occupies.
(//) The naming of James and John
as those who, according to v. 10 f, follow Jesus along
with Peter is still more noteworthy, ^\•hy is it that
precisely Andrew, the brother of Peter, is absent—
Andrew whom nevertheless Mk. (I16) and Mt. (4i8)
mention in immediate juxtaposition with him? It can
hardly be by accident merely that by this omission the
names left are the names of the three who according to
Gal. 29 were the 'pillars' of the primitive church and
who at the Council of Jerusalem, though at first averse,
in the end gave their sanction to the mission to the
Gentiles ; it can hardly be mere accident, even although
there the James intended is no longer the son of Zebedee
but James the brother of Jesus.
[i) Further, be
it noticed at how late a point they are introduced.
T h e narrative so runs that almost down to its close Peter alone
figures in it along with Jesus. Helpers such as are necessary
where many nets are in use he certainly has, according to vz>.
4-6 and V. 9 (on v. 7 see below, k); but it is not thought worth
while to give their names, and they must therefore be regarded
as subordinate persons like the hired servants in Mk. 1 20. After
4574
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all have been grouped together in v. g by the phrase ' all who
harm. Akeady in Mt. 1847 we find the net employed
were with him' (ita-vTo.^ Toiit tsiiv avr^) the addition ' as also as a figure for the kingdom of heaven.
James and John ' (o^ot'wsfieicat 'laxoiPov ical 'Icodwriv) comes in
Peter's denial of Jesus is a fact as certain as his call.
strangely; but moreover, after they have been named, Jesus
Even a thorough-going Paulinist would not have ingoes on to address the words ' fear not, for henceforth thou shalt
catch men,' to Peter alone, whilst yet according to v. ii James '
y. . . vented it against him—quite apart from
and John appropriate it also.
fJ
'^® question whether in the absence of
All this would seem to indicate that the narrative
01 Jesus, ^^y tradition he would have found any
originally named Peter alone, and that the reference
credence had he done so. (a) On the other hand, it is
to James and John was only introduced into it afterpossible to question whether it happened exactly thrice,
wards.
The object of its introduction in that case
or whether the number three belongs to a later developwould have been to restore agreement with Mk. and
ment. That the scene gained in dramatic character as
Mt. by the naming of several apostles who had been
it was handed on by one narrator to another is shown
simultaneously called and yet at the same time to
by Lk. 22 60, according to which the eye of Jesus fell pn
restrict their number to that of the three 'pillars.' It
Peter after the third denial—a circumstance of which
will hardly, however, be safe to attribute any such
Mk. and Mt. know nothing {as to the cause which
intention to an interpolator ; rather must it be put to the
rendered this change possible see below, § 19^).
account of the redactor who had the plan of the whole
Doubtless, merely in order to be able to explain how the
book in his mind. If this be so, we shall have to
whole night was passed, the interval between the second
suppose that Lk. did not himself invent the story of
denial and the third is given in Lk. (2259) not as ' a
Peter's draught of fishes, but that he had met with it in
Httle while' (so Mk. I470 and Mt. 2673), but as 'about
writing or in oral tradition and that its meaning as
one hour.'
denoting that the mission to the Gentiles was the institu(b) Still more insistent is the question as to whether,
tion of Jesus himself was fully manifest to him.
and if so in what form, Jesus foretold the denial of
(k) Now at last we are in a position to form a judgPeter.
From the outset we must regard as later
ment regarding the second boat mentioned in v. 7 and
additions the words of Jesus, found only in Lk. (2231/.),
its occupants.
which foretell not only the temptation that is about to
come upon Peter, but also the ultimate stability of his
.4s they are spoken of as * fellows' (jieroxoi) of Peter and his
faith, with the added exhortation : ' Do thou, when
subordinates it might appear at first sight as if they ought to be
identified with James and John who are called ' p a r t n e r s '
once thou hast turned again, stablish thy brethren.'
(KOIVCPVOI) of Simon in 7'. 10. T h e inappropriateness, however,
Their principal theme already is that Peter is to be the first to
which has already been pointed out in the naming of James and
believe in the resurrection of Jesus (see RESURRECTION-NARRAJohn in v. 10 as additions to the ' a l l ' (irdvra^) oiv, 9 would b y
TIVES,
§ 37), and in presence of such a prediction relating; to a
no means be got over by this identification ; for the ' fellows'
more distant future the passing denial of Peter seems like an
(jptToxoc) also oiv. 7 are included in the ' a l l ' of v. 9. But as
insignificant
intermezzo. It is difficult to regard as probable
the * fellows ' (jneVoxoi) oiv. 7 exercise an independent activity
such gentleness of judgment on the part of Jesus in this so grave
and have a boat of their own, their names, had they really been
a
moment,
even
should one have no difficulty in attributing to
James and John, would certainly have been mentioned already
him such a foreknowledge of the future as is presupposed by Lk.
in V. 7 and not held over till v. 10 where no independent activity
Besides,
in
Lk.
the prophecy of the denial is placed in the
is attributed to them.
supper chamber, not as in Mk. and Mt. on the way to
Gethsemane.
Thus we must seek to ascertain their names from
(c) On the other hand, it is by no means improbable
their work. They are called in to help because Peter
that, on the last evening of his life, in conversing about
and his comrades—in whose number James and John
what lay before him, Jesus should have expressed a
are thus included—-are unequal to their task unaided.
doubt as to the constancy of his disciples, that Peter
This applies to no one but to Paul and those with
should have declared his own with emphasis, and that
him.
In actuality he was the originator of the
the doubt should thereupon have been expressed anew
mission to the Gentiles, aad not one who had merely
and perhaps in very drastic form. If Jesus actually on
been called in to assist; but we must reflect that
this occasion uttered the prediction that Peter would in
here the dominating presupposition is that it was by
an exceedingly short time deny him, we still are not
the original apostles that this mission was begun,
compelled to suppose that the prediction was meant
at the direct command of Jesus, or of God.
So
otherwise than conditionally, to some such effect as the
Acts 109^22 107, so Lk. 2447, so Mt. 2819; so, still,
following : ' should it so happen that thou fall into
Justin (Apol. i. 393 405 50i2, Dial. 42, begin.). On
grievous temptation to deny me thou wilt not have
such a view of the matter, Paul and his comrades can
constancy enough to resist it.' As for the threefold
only figure as helpers subsequently called in. The two
repetition there is much reason to apprehend that the
boats by which the fish that had been caught were
prediction of Jesus as to this was afterwards made
brought to land thus signify, not the mission to Jews
much more explicit than it had been, in view of what was
and to Gentiles respectively, but the mission of the
known
or believed to have actually happened.
original apostles and that of Paul. That of the former
(d) The same holds good of the specification of time :
was to the Jews at first but afterwards was extended to
before the cock crows (Mt. 2634 = Lk. 2234); and in an
the Gentiles also, that of Paul was to the Gentiles only.
intensified degree of that given in Mk. (1430): before
Jesus from the beginning makes use of Simon's b o a t ;
the cock crows twice. Indeed, the additional statebut this eventually proves insufficient.
(/) Whether
ment—found only in Mk. (1468 72)—of the fact that
the touch in v. 6 that the nets threatened to break be
the cock actually was heard to crow twice, is a clear
simply a graphic decoration of the situation, or whether
sign of the secondary character of our canonical Mk. as
it too have an allegorical meaning—namely, that through
compared with Mt. and Lk. (see GOSPELS, § 119 c).
the mission to the Gentiles the unity of the church both
Even the textual criticism of the passage seems to show that
before and at the Council of Jerusalem, and in the dispute
this datum is one which crept only gradually into the text ot'
between Paul and Peter at Antioch (Gal. 2ii-2i) was
Mk. In V. 68 the addition Kal aKeKTap icfnitvritrev is so weakly
attested that it is omitted by W H and does not appear even on
threatened with disruption, as, for example, is suggested
the margin ; still, there is certainly a hiatus if in v. 72 we read
by Carpenter [The First Three Gospels^\ 1S90, vi. 5 i ,
' and straightway the second time the cock c r e w ' without any
pp. 206-20S)—must remain undecided, as no such meanprevious mention made of the first time.
ing is unmistakably suggested by the words. So much
(e) Lastly, the fact of the cock's having crowed at all
as this, however, is rightly emphasised by Carpenter—
has been sometimes called in question by reason of the
that the author of Jn. 21 found this reference in our
fact that, according to the Mishna (Bdbd Kammdii),
it
passage ; for his remark in a. 11 that for all the multiwas forbidden to keep fowls in Jerusalem.
tude of fishes the net remained nevertheless unbroken is
It was expressly permitted, however, we read, to purchase
them to be killed, or to receive them as presents for the same pur.
clearly intended to be set against that of Lk., and
pose (ib. 10 9), and it is testified that on one occasion a cock was
indicates that the unity of the church had not come to
stoned in Jerusalem because it had killed a human being (a child)
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{Ediiyyi'th, 6 i ; see all the passages given in Brandt, Evang.
Gesch., 1893, 32/-). Thus, the fact of the cock crowing cannot
be shown to be unhistorical ; yet neither can it be shown wuh
certainty to be historical,
Cockcrouing (dkeKjopo^mvLa) is,
according to Mk. 13 35, the third of the four night-watches into
which the night was divided by the Romans (see D A Y , g 4).
This division into four is current in the N T (Mk. i>4S=Mt. 14 25
Acts lli-(), although the Israelites originally divided the night
into only three watcher ( J u d g . 7 19, cp Lam. Llig Kx. 1424
i S . 11 I I , and, in all probability, also Lk. 1-38). A> the sucuiut
Roman night-\\'atch which ended at midnight is called ' midnight ' (/.teo-ovuKTiof), wc must suppose that the cockcrowing
from which the third took its name originally denoted thu time
at which it came to an end, that is, about 3 A.M. T h e saying
of Jesus could thus very easily have run in this form: 'before
cockcrowing' [/.r:., before three o'clock to-morrow morning]
thou shalt ha\'e denied me,' without ;iny intention to predict that
directly after the denial a cock should literall>' crow ; and with
equal ease might the \iew have arisen througli a misunderstanding, that Jesus h.id actually foretold this detail, and that the
prediction had been fullilled.

God, a meaning which is not necessarily connected
with either 'Messiah' or ' S o n of Man.' Thus we
have here a dogn^atic development.
[c) Granted, however, that Mt. in the points just
mentioned goes beyond the original record, it does not
necessarily follow that he has also altered the situation
in an unhistorical sense 1.)' the words assigned to Jesus
in 16 17 which are not met with in Mk. or 'Lk.: 'flesh
and blood hath not revealed it unto thee but my
Father,' etc.

Amongst the most certainly assured facts of the life
of Peter must be ranked that of the confession he made
16. Confession ^ t > - - i r ^ x Phihppi (Mk 8.7-30= Mt.
atCsesarea Y^'^-'-^fr^^'^'p.'^'
.(«), Even \ \ rede
-.,.,. .
\uas Messiasifetieimmss in den hvan^^
gelien, 1901, pp. 115-124, 237-239)
does not venture positively to pronounce it unhistorical
although he also says that one need not shrink from
such a view if it seem to be required.
According to Wrede, Mk. believed that Jesus had kept his
Me-isiahship a secret from the people throughout the whole of
his life, but had communicated it to his disciples, though without
producing understanding on their part.
N o t till after the
resurrection of Jesus, according to Mk., did any real recognition of what Jesus was begin. Wrede believes that this view of
Mk. is historically false, but nevertheless considers that it
dominates the whole of his gospel, and further, that Mk. is not
conscious of the frequency with which it is traversed by his
repeated statements, according to which the Messiahship of
Jesus all the same did not remain a secret. It must be urged,
however, that the confession of Peter is little in harmony with
either the secrecy observed about the Messiahship of Jesus or
the failure ofthe disciples to understand it.

[b) Wrede endeavours, therefore, at least to lessen
the importance of the confession as much as possible in
^Ik.'s connection, pointing out that it is only in Mt.,
•which was %\Titten later than Mk., that Jesus put a high
value upon the confession. It is the fact that in Mt.
1618/", only the designation of Peter as a rock can be
regarded as historical, and this, too, without our being
able to be certain that it was given to him just then (see
§ lib;

MINISTRY, §§ 4, c,a, b).

It has further to be

observed that by the form in which the question of Jesus
is put in Mt. the scene is made uninteUigible.
Whilst, according to Mk. (and Lk.), Jesus asks ' Who do the
people say that I (jxe) a m ? ' he is represented in Mt. as having
asked ' Who do the people say that the son of man i s ? ' Mt.
himself allows us to see that this is not the right form ; for in the
form of the second question of Jesus he coincides with Mk. and
Lk. : ' but ye, who do ye say that I (p.e) am ? ' In so far as ' son
of man' is a designation of the Messiah, according to the form
of the first question in M t . , the answer—viz., ' T h o u art the
Christ,' would already have been given by Jesus i n t h e question.

Yet this form of the question presunL-ibly is due not
to unhistoricity on Mt.'s part, but to intention. Already
in Mt. IO23 1240 1341, and especially in I433 ('of a
truth thou art the Son of God '), all which passages are
wanting in Mk. and Lk., the Messiahship of Jesus has
been proclaimed. At this stage, therefore, the appropriate question in 1613 is no longer, Whom do the people
say that I a m ? but only, Whom, more exaotly, do the
people say that he who is already known as the Son of
Man is? Accordingly, in Mt., the answer of Peter
does not run simply as in Mk. (' Thou art the Christ,'
<Tb e? 6 XpiaTos ; similarly in Lk. ' the Christ of God,'
T6I' Xpio-rbv TOV Qeov), but there is added, as the most
important of all, the addition : ' t h e son of the living
God' (6 vlbs TOO Ofou TOV i^utvTos). This last title
plainly must be regarded as expressing more than ' the
Christ' (6 Xpiaxos) or than ' Son of Man,' and therefore
denotes Jesus not as, let us say, in an ethical sense a
Son of God after the manner of the O T , that is, as
one who subordinates his will to the will of God as a
son does in presence of his father, but in a metaphysical
sense as a being proceeding in a supernatural way from
4577

ICvcn should WrtiJe be correct in saying that Mk. attaches to
the t-Linlijssion uf Pt:[ur just as little importance as to the words of
the demoniacs who, on his reprcsL-ntation, more than once (124 (J 7)
applied to Jesus the same jircdjcate as Peter iipplies here, and
that on this account Jesus docs not praise Puter, but, just as in
the case ofthe demoniacs, iTier(-ly bids him be silent, this way of
looking ;it the matter would simply be in each instance only a
consL'i|Lien(.e of tlic view attributed by Wrede to Mk. that the
Messiahship of Jesus had to be kept secret.

As a historical fact, however, apart from the representation of Mk., the occurrence could in no case have
elicited such a judgment on the part of Jesus. For
even in the representation of Mk. Jesus assuredl)' does
not act upon the plan of concealing his Messiahship ;
he studiously seeks to elicit an expression of it from the
disciples. It is presupposed in this that they have not
as yet recognised him as Messiah. It is thus a moment
of the greatest possible importance when the words
' Thou art the Messiah' are for the first time spoken by
them.
(d) The injunction to tell no man is also, e^en \\ithout
the theory of Mk. spoken of above, very readily intelligible
in the mouth of the historical Jesus, inasmuch as he
cannot have been without apprehensions lest the people
should misunderstand his Messiahship, and perhaps set
their hopes on him as one who was to free them from
the yoke of Rome. Nevertheless, the scene retains its
importance as marking a turning-point in the consciousness of the disciples, and can therefore quite appropriately be spoken of as a divine revelation accorded to
Peter. In view of the importance it thus possessed, it is
also easy to believe that it should have engraved itself
upon the memory of the disciples and taken a secure
place in tradition—unless one were to rcgnrd it as pure
fiction.
Against this, however, as Wrede also has
perceived, there are various considerations, amongst
them this, that it is assigned to a definite locality in the
journey to Casarea Phihppi, which seems to point to
definite recollection. On the point that iMt. 1127 gives
no ground for doubling the actuality of Peter's confession, see J O H N , SON OF Z E B E D E E , § 2 5 ^ .

Immediately on Peter's confession follows in all the
synoptists the first prediction by Jesus of his passion,
, „ -, •
J.death, and resurrection (Mk. 8 3 1 / - =
17. Designation ^ ^ _ j g ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ 9 ^ ^ j .
J^^ .^^ '^^^_
as batan.
( 8 3 2 / ) and Mt. ( I 6 2 2 / . ) it is added
that Peter had reproved his master, but was in turn
rebuked and addressed as Satan.
Here it must be
again remarked that not only the predictions of Jesus
regarding his resurrection, but also the detailed predictions of his passion and death are open to grave doubt,
and least probable of all is it that precisely at the
moment when Peter had uttered his confession for the
first time—a moment which must have been one of tjie
most joyful in all his life—Jesus should have expressed
himself as he did (see GOSPELS, § 145 c , / ) . This is
not equivalent to saying that Jesus on no occasion in
the later period of his public life ever had or expressed
the thought that suffering and death might be in store
for him. On some such occasion may very well have
happened the scene between Peter and his master
which now stands immediately after the great confession.
The expression ' Satan' by its very strength is its own
guarantee that none of the later narrators could hnve
invented it ; in fact, the entire scene is wanting in the
evangelist to whom tendency-criticism w-ould have found
least difliculty in assigning it (see above, § 5 ^ , e).
4578

SIMON PBTER

SIMON PETER
III.

ACCORDING T O T H E F O U R T H

GOSPEL.

If we turn now to the utterances of the Fourth Gospel
18 Less ^^^^'"'^'"S Peter, we shall find that some of
. '
.
them rest upon those of the svnoptists and
,.
° " , have merely received a Johannine colouring;
but
new
o
hnt that
thnt others,
nthpr<; where
whiTP they
thpv contain
nnntoin nt>\>j
points.
matter, cannot lay claim to historicitv,
(a) T h e nearest approach to the synoptic account
(Mk. 1-126-31 and i|) is made by the Johannine in describing the prediction of Peter's denial (Jn. 1833-38); yet even
here we already see clearly the Johannine colouring.
It is not as in Mk. and Mt. the adjoining reference to the
dreaded scattering of the disciples that gives Peter the occasion
for making his promise never to leave Jesus ; it is a specifically
Johannine thought which in a quite similar manner has already
been brought forward in 7 33 f 8 21, and which, moreover, as we
so often find in the Fourth Gospel, lends itself to misunderstanding as possessing at once an obvious external meaning
and a hidden spiritual sense : ' Whither I go, ye cannot come.'
Peter, like all the interlocutors of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel,
takes it in the surface-meaning; ' L o r d , whither goest thou?
. . . Lord, why cannot I follow thee even n o w ? ' As regards
the time at which this was said, J n . agrees with L k . against
Mk. and Mt. (see above, § 15^).
(b) In the account of the arrest of Jesus a legendary
development is apparent in the Fourth Gospel in so far
as here (1810) the name of Malchus the servant of the
high priest is given ; it is not mentioned in the synoptists.
Equally legendary perhaps, but perhaps also deliberately
followed, is the other development according to which
Peter is named in the Fourth Gospel as the follower who
wielded the sword whilst the synoptists merely say : ' A
certain orie of them that stood by ' (Mk. I447), or words
to the same effect.
T o this, moreover, it h a s to be added that it is only in the
synoptists that any motive can be found for the stroke ; it is at
the momt;nt when Jesus is being seized (so Mk. and Mt.) or
about to be seized (so L k . ) in consequence of the treachery of
J u d a s . In J n . , on the other hand, the entire cohort of 500 (or
1000) men has fallen to the ground ; Jesus voluntarily surrenders
himself and all that he asks of bis captors is that his disciples may
be allowed to escape unharmed (18 4-9). Lastly, the word with
which Jusus rebukes the sword-stroke receives a Johannine form.
In Mk. it is not reported at all : L k . (2251) h.is it quite briefly :
'Suffer ye thus far.' T h u s what lies at the basis of J n . is Alt,
2'>52-54 ; but in J n . 18 n this is compressed into the question :
' The cup which the Father hath given me, shall I not drink it ? '
By this question is set aside from the outset by the Johannine
Christ a thought which the Jesus of the synoptists earnestly
cherishes for a time— that involved in the prayer that ' this cup '
might pass from him—exactly as in 12 27, where t h e w o r d s are
to be taken as a question : ' W h a t shall I say? (Shall I s a y : )
Father save me from this h o u r ? ' (cp J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E ,
§ 26 a).
Jn. has left on one side the statement of Lk. (2251)
that Jesus healed the ear of the servant of the high
priest.
Perhaps the miracle seemed to him purposeless
in such a. situation, or hardly worthy of the dignity of
the Logos.
(c) T h a t the parallel to the confession of Peter (Mk.
827-30 and Ijs) is to be found in Jn. 666-71 is almost
universally conceded.
It is indeed the only scene in
which, as in the synoptists, in answer to a question
expressly addressed to all the twelve disciples, Peter as
their spokesman makes a confession to Jesus ; moreover,
it follows soon after the miracle of the feeding of the
multitude (in Mk. and Mt. after the second miracle).
This makes the variations all the more remarkable.
T h e place is not in the neighbourhood of C a s a r e a Philippi
but (according to 6^9) at Capernaum. Peter does not designate
Jesus as the ^Messiah, nor can h e ; for this has a l r e a d y b e e n
done by .\ndrew (141), and indeed still higher predicates have
been already employed by the Baptist (1 1529-34), by Nathanael
(1 49), and by Jesus himself (o 13 16 4 26, etc.). T h e contents of
Peter's confc^siuii have thus lost, still more completely than in
Mt. (see S i6/'). that character of novelty which gives it its historical importance. T h e expression ' t h e holy one of G o d '
(6 dyios TOO ©eoO) also, employed by Peter, is new only in the
Fourth Gospel, but carries neither in the literal meaning of the
words nor by virtue of the application made of it in Mk. 1 24 =
Lk. 4 ^4, by the demoniac in the synagogue of Capernaum (cp
' t h e holy one,' 6 dyio<;, R e v . 3 7 i J n . 2 2 o ; ' .\.iron,'the holy
one of the Lord,' '\apujv TOV a-yioi' KvpCov, Ps. l(.i''i 16 ; ' the holy
and just,' 6 ciyto? Kal SiKaLOs, .Vets 3 14), a predicate transcending
those previously made use of in the Fourth Oospel. Furthermore, the words of Peter are entirely in the Johannine didactic
style : ' words of eternal life' (cp 3 34-30 0 ^53 12 4gf.) ; ' we have
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believed and k n o w ' (cp 11 2 7 1 : 3 1 J n . 4 16). Finally, we note
the absence of any word of recognition on the part ot J esus SULU
as we find in a t least Mt. 16 17.
(d) According to Jn. 144, Bethsaida is the city ot Peter
(and Andrew) ; according to Mk. I21 29 = Lk. 431 38. as
also according to Mt. 85 14, it is Capernaum.
In explanation of the discrepancy it is suggested that Peter
(and Andrew) originally belonged to Bethsaida; or recourse is
even had to the wholly inadmissible exegesis that according to the
change uf prepositions in J n . 1 44 Philip was in virtue of his then
domicile ' o f Bethsaida (in-b Bijyo-atSa) but by birth h e w a s ' out
o f Capernaum the city of Andrew and Peter (e« -nj? TrdAews
'AvSpeov Kal TleTpov). In reality it is even uncertain whether
the naming of Bethsaida has claim or only makes claim to historical accuracy. Cp P H I L I P , col. 3700, n. 2.
In the account of the denial of Peter (Jn. 1815-27)—
[a) T h e most important differences as compared with
the synoptists (Mk. 14 54 66-72 and ||s) are that Peter gains
_.
. , access to the palace of the high priest
' through the intervention of an ' other
disciple,' and that his repentance is not recorded.
U p o n both these points see § 22, begin.
Legendary
development is seen in the touch that he who gives
occasion for Peter's third denial is said to have been one
o f t h e servants of the high priest, being a kinsman of
him whose ear Peter cut off.
Furthermore, the series
of the three denials of Peter is broken, not, however, as
in Lk. (2259) between the second and the third, and not
by the simple statement that an interval of about an
hour had elapsed, but between the first and the second,
and this by the account of the whole proceedings in the
palace of Annas and of Jesus's being led away to the
palace of Caiaphas.
(1^) Spitta (Zur Gesch. u. Lit. d. U7xhriste7ithu77is,
1158-168, 1893) conjectures the original order of the
verses to have been : 12 f 19-24 14-18 25^^-27.
T h a t is to s a y ; Jesus was brought from Gethsemane to the
palace of Annas ; here Caiaphas (not Annas) investigated the
case, then Annas sent him to C a i a p h a s ; thereupon arrived first
the * other disciple' and thereafter Peter in the courtyard of
Caiaphas (not Annas) and Peter denied his master three times
in unbroken succession. When, shortly after the publication of
the work of Spitta, the ,Syr, sin. became known, it was found that
in the main it foUou'ed the same order, viz. w. 12 f. 24 T4_/C
i9-2ji T6-I3 25(''-27. T h u s here also the case is heard before
Caiaplia-.. but in his own palace, not in that of Annas ; here al.so
Peter cmues into the court of Caiaphas not of Annas ; here also
there is a threefold denial without intervening incident and
V. 2^a ('now Simon Peter was standing and warming himself)
which coincides with the close of z'. 18 falls away, but the
entrance of the ' o t h e r disciple ' into the court of Caiaphas does
not immediately precede, but happens some considerable time
before.
(c) Notwithstanding this ver}' large measure of agreement neither of these two rearrangements of the verses
can be regarded as the original.
If it was, as Spitta
thinks, Caiaphas who dealt with the case of Jesus in
the house of Annas, the expression in v. 24 that it was
Annas who sent Jesus to Caiaphas is as awkward as it
could possibly be. Syr. sin. has in point of fact avoided
this awkwardness by reporting no hearing at the house
of Annas at a l l
In this way, however, the addition in
Syr. sin. of ' the chief priest' (Tbv dpx(-€p4a) to Caiaphas
(Kaid<pav) in v. 24 becomes all the more impossible if
this verse follows immediately upon v. 13 in which
Caiaphas is named as high priest of that year.
Before
all others, however, this question will obtrude itself:
In what way, if it be not the original, could the present
order of the verses have arisen ?
Spitta's answer is that the copyist's eye wandered from v. 13
to 7'. 24 and wrote therefore its continuation (the present z'v. 1418) by mistake immediately after z;. 13. ^\'hen he had reached
V. 18, that is to say the middle of P e t e r s threefold denial, he became
aware that he had passed over the entire hearing of Jesus, along
with his removal to the palace of Caiaphas (19-24), and forthwith
introduced these verses into his te.\t immediately after v. 18.
Only after he had done this did he proceed to finish the account
of Peter's denial (25 ^-27); but with a view to this, in order to
resume the thread that had been dropped, he had first, in the
exercise of his own discretion, to repeat the close of v. 18, and
that in the somewhat modified form which we now have in 25 a.
It is indeed hard to say in what possible sense we can call a
man who goes to work thus a copyist. As ifwe did not know
from a hundred examples how it was that copyists proceeded
when they happened to have omitted anything : they placed it
on the margin and inserted merely a caret in the text' T h e
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same observation holds good, of course, if it was the order of Syr.
sin. and not that of Spitta which the ' copyist' altered into that
which we now have. All the more does it require to be borne
in mind that often the case is plainly the other way ; the author
of Syr. sin. has allowed himself the most arbitrary changes of
the text.l
I has to be added, however, that in his case it is
possible to perceive a reabi.u for the changes found in
his text; he wished to make Peter's denial a unity and
lo get rid of the repetition which he deemed irksome—
oiv. i8 end in v. 2sa.
For the converse procedure, on
the other hand, the production of our present text out
of that of Syr. sin. or that conjectured by Spitta, no
reason can be imagined ; and thus Spitta had no
choice but to have recourse to his untenable hypothesis
of a copyist who yet was no copyist nor yet a ledactor
either.
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= Alk. 1453, as also are Med' (^yayov) in Lk.23 i and 'led away'
(disr^veyKav) Mk. 15 i.
(e) In a n y c a s e Jn. was fully entitled so to understand
it and accordingly to t.ike from Lk. the transference of
Jesus from one house to another.
Only what he thinksof as being the second house to which Jesus
was bnju,i;ht Is riot the meeting-place of the synedrium ; and on
his premises he- is ililit ; for at the time when, according to Lk.
(if thi.s be his nii;ciiiin^-), the place was being used, viz. in the
iiiurning, it wiis acctssihlc, but it was not acLes.sibIe in the nightliurc, wliL-n, according to J n . Jesus was being transferred (before
cnLk<_ii.iwin'j;; see J n . 1824 27), as it was situated on the temple
lull (SLliiirci, Gyr(2) 2 162-164; F T ii. 1190-195) the gates of which
were shut at night. Thus there remains for J n , , as the second
liMUst; to WIULII Jesus could appropriately be brought, only the
jj.alace uf tlie hiyh priest. T h e house, ho\fever, to which Jesus
IS in the lirst instance brought is also called (Mk. U 5 3 and ||s)
that of the high priest. At this point, therefore, came to the
assistance of J n , the statement in Lk. 3 2 Acts 46, according to
which Annas also wa.s high priest; and that the evangelist was
(li) Although Svr. sin. and Spitta have thought the
folloyving this is apparent (altliough he nowhere designates Annas
present order of the text capable of improvement it
as high jiriest) in the fact that he calls Caiaphas ' high priest of
that y e a r ' (11 49 51 1813), In fact it has even been held that
nevertheless remains intelligible enough even without
Lk. regards Annas, whom, alike in 3 2 and in Acts 46, he places
transposition. The new element in Jn. which neither
before Caiaphas, as the real high priest in Jesus' time, and thus
Syr. sin. nor S[Mtta could or would remove is the faet
that he thinks with J n . , that Jesus was brought from Gethsemane
that Jesus before being delivered over to Pilate was
direct to the house of Annas.
taken to two separate places, to the house of Annas
Be this as it may, in any case Jn. seeks to remove
and to that of Caiaphas.
the discrepancies of the synoptists.
He follows Lk.,
According to .Mk. and Mt. he is brought only to the ' h i g h
as he understands him, in so far as he represents Jesus
priest' (Mk. 1 4 5 3 ; 2\It. 2^157 adds the name of Caiaphas) and
as having been brought from one house to another ; but
from there taken to Pilate (Mk. 15 i = Mt. 27 i / ) . Mk. and
Mk. and Mt. in so far as he represents some hearing of
Mt., however, record two sittings ofthe synedrium on the case ;
the first during the night, the second in the morning. Lk. knows
the case to have taken place during the night, only withonly the second of these (22 66-23 i ) ; in his narrative it is not
out the nocturnal meeting of the synedrium affirmed in
till morning that the synedrium meets ; in the night Jesus looks
Mk. 1453:=Mt. 2657, and then before the high priest
upon Peter after his third denial and thus he is still in the courtyard, not in the court-room, and in accordance with this reprealone—by whom Jn, understands Annas.
In all probsentation is in the course of the night only mocked and buffeted
ability therefore Jn. thinks of the meeting of the synedrium
(Lk. 2261-65), which likewise is to be pictured as taking place in
as having been in the house of Caiaphas, but without
the courtyard. On this view it remains a possibility that Lk.,
describing it.
like Mk. and Mt., thinks of the morning meeting ofthe synedrium
as being held in the same high-priestly palace into which Jesus
(f) These points once cleared up, we are in a position to
was brought from the first. T h e words (Lk. 22 66), ' they led him
understand the story of Peter's denial in Jn.
In making
away into their council' (aTr^yayoc auToc eis TO avveSptov aiiTCiv),
the denial begin directly after Jesus has been brought in
in that case mean only that they led him away (out of the courtyard) into the chamber ofthe same palace in which the synedrium
after his arrest, Jn. is simply following Lk., who in fact
meanwhile had assembled. This interpretation is favoured by
knows of no hearing of the case at all by night ; in
' their' (auTwv). Yet it is also possible that Lk. thinks of the
representing the denial as having been interrupted he
synedrium as assembling in another house—most easily in the
also is following Lk. in so far as in this gospel (Lk.
place of their solemn meetings. T h e ' led away ' (aTr^yayoi') in
22 6-j will then mean that they led Jesus into another house ; and
2259) the series of the denials is broken by an interval of
the word actually is so used in Mt. 27 2, and still earlier in 26 57
something like an hour ; in Jn., however, the interruption
is caused by the account of the first hearing which Jn.,
departing from Lk., takes from A4k. and Mt. Thus it
1 Even in the pericope before us, for example, an instance
occurs in v. 16 f
T h e portress is here called first ' the portress'
becomes perfectly intelligible, and not to be regarded as
(T,flupojpd?)simply, then afterwards ' t h e maid, the portress' (17
TTaiSCa-KT] 7) 9vpit)p6^). This is a noticeable circumstance and a copyist's error, that the statement about Peter's
standing at the fire and warming himself is repeated
finds its explanation only in this, that when she is mentioned
for the second time, it is said that she charged Peter with being
from 1818 in 18 25^ when the story of the denial is
one of the followers of Jesus. According to the synoptists this
resumed.
In precisely the same way Mk. I467 repeats
was done by a maid (TTatSlfTKt), Mk, 14 66 and I|s), and in remifrom V. 54 that Peter was warming himself, and Mt.
niscence of this J n . subsequently added this expression to his
2669 from v.^% that he was sitting in the courtyard.
'portress' (^ 9vpiap6<i). Syr. sin., however, has ' p o r t e r ' for
'portress ' in v. 16 and makes ' the maidj the portress ' (TJ iraiSi(TKi)
That Peter's arrival in the courtyard and his denial
Jf 6vpuip6s) in V. 17 into the porter's maid. As other examples of
should at all costs be narrated without interruption
arbitrary alterations which (unless where otherwise stated) are
cannot in reason be demanded ; it is not so related even
quite peculiar to Syr. sin. we may mention : (Mt. 16 13) ' What
do_ men say concerning me? zvho then is this son of man?' (on
in Mk. and Mt., and if Jn. allows the interruption to
thi.s, cp above g 161$); o r ( L k . l 6 6 ^ ) , ' a n d he [/.£•., the steward]
come in at a later point than they do, this is mainly
sat down guickly and wrote them fifty' and (167^), ^he sat
due, as has been shown, to the fact that he is here at
down i7nmediately [and] wrote them fourscore ' ; or (Jn. 8 57—
first following Lk.
with x*sah), ' t h o u art not fifty years old and hath Abraha77i
•Tff« t h e e ? ' o r Lk. 24, where as in D the last clause, 'because
The call of Peter is described in the Fourth Gospel
he was of the house and family of David,' is introduced after
p
(1 35-42) in a. manner entirely different from
?'- 5, and, moreover, altered into ' because they ivere both of the
house of David.' Syr. sin. also knows how to make important
20. Call. j.j^^^ which we find in the synoptists (see
changes in the text by simple addition. Examples are : J n . 663
above, § 13).
(it is the spirit that quickeneth the body : but ye say the body
profiteth nothing), or 12 3 (now Mary took an alabaster box o f a
[a) It occurs, not by the lake of Galilee, but in the
pound of ointment of pure good spikenard, of great price, and
neighbourhood of the Baptist, who has not yet been cast
poured it on the head of jesus wliile he sat at meat, and she
into prison (as he has in Mk. 114 Mt. 4 12 Lk. 3 1 9 / . ) , but
anointed his feet), or Lk. 23 37 (addition : and they placed also
himself points his disciples to Jesus ; those whom Jesus
on his head a crown of thorns).
Of additions arbitrarily made
for decoration or smoothing we may give such instances as
wins to his side do not appear as fishermen, but—at
(Lk. II29), ' n o sign from Iieanen shall be given unto them,' or
least the first two (1 35-40) and probably Peter also—as
(Jn. 3 6, at close), ^because God is a living spirit' [Tert. and
disciples of the Baptist.
Peter is not called first, but
codd. of Itala, etc., have simply: guia deus spiritus esf\, or
(11 39), ' Martha said \mto\I\xx\,\.oxdy why are tlicy lifting away
only after his brother Andrew and an unnamed person
the stone? Behold, he s t i n k e t h ' ; or (11 41), 'then those men
by whom is almost universally understood the beloved
Tvko were staTtding, caine near and raised,' or (20 16), ' and she
disciple ; of those who are represented in the synoptists
understood him and answered saying unto him : Rabbuli.
as then having been called, John (even if It be he th3t
And slie ran towards him that she might touch hiin' [last
clause also in i(C.a, the Ferrar codd. 13, 346, 543^ 826, 828, syr.
is intended by the companion of Andrew) remains unP'll-, syr. hkl., Vg. MSS mm, gat, armach, Cyril.
named, and his brother James is left entirely unnoticed.
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(b) It would be perfectly useless to try to identify the
two accounts. Harmonistic efforts confine themselves
to the assertion that Jn. is describing an earlier
occurrence than that recorded in the synoptists. That
in Jn. is spoken of as the 'call to friendship,'
that in the synoptists as the ' call to discipleship.'
Any such distinction, however, is quite
arbitrary.
T h e ' follow m e ' (iico'Koidci /toi) which
Jesus addresses in Jn. 143 to Philip, holds good substantially, it does not need to be said, also for those
called before Philip, for it is hard to see why we are to
regard them as entering into less intimate relations with
Jesus than he. The same verb, however (a-KoXov&eiv),
stands in Mk. 118 Mt. 4 20 22 Lk. 511, where it is the ' call
to discipleship' that is described. And even apart from
this it would be quite contrary to history that Jn. should
allow it to appear as if those disciples who had been
called only to friendship remained henceforward continually in the company of Jesus (as in point of fact he
does in 22 12 17 22 822 42 8 27 31-38, etc.), if the actual
truth had been that they had again parted from Jesus
and thereafter received from him the new call of which
the synoptists speak. Similarly it would be quite contrary to history on the part of the synoptists to represent
the calling of the four disciples as made at first sight
without previous acquaintance on their part with the
master, if the truth really were that three of tliem had
already been called to friendship by Jesus.
This unhistorical distinction between the ' call to friendship'
and the * call to discipleship' is carried to the farthest extreine
when the * call to apostleship' is added as a third stage which is
seen for the first time in Mk. 3 14-19 and ||s in the choosing of the
twelve. If we find Jesus already saying to Peter and Andrew
in Mk. 1 18 * I will make you to become fishers of men' (similarly
Mt. 4 19 Lk. 5 10), how are we to describe this if not as a call to
apostleship ? The choosing of the twelve is not to be understood
as if the four disciples who had already been chosen were now
cho-sen a second time, and that to a higher dignity, but only in
the sense that the other eight were newly chosen, the four who
had been chosen already being now enumerated along with the
others merely in order to make up a complete list of twelve.
(c) If then the accounts of Jn. on tlie one hand and
the synoptists on the other are mutually exclusive, it is
necessary to make our choice between them. T h e
precise specification of day and hour in Jn. (129 35 39 43
2 i ) might seem here to be conclusive evidence that the
Johannine account proceeds from an eyewitness ; but
this becomes plainly impossible when it is considered
how here the Baptist and the first disciples are represented as possessing a knowledge regarding the Messiahship, and indeed also regarding what goes far beyond
this, the divine nature of Jesus, such as in actual fact
they cannot have possessed at least at so early 1^ period,
unless indeed we are prepared to reject as completely
unhistorical the whole picture of the synoptists and
especially the novelty of Peter's confession at Csesarea
Philippi. T h e supernatural knowledge also regarding
Peter and Nathanael (Jn. I 4 2 4 7 / . ) which is attributed
to Jesus is quite inconsistent with the synoptic
representation.
(d) T h e unhistorical character of the Johannine
account has therefore to be conceded even although we
find ourselves unable to explain in detail in every case
how it was that Jn. came to his far-reaching divergences
from the synoptists. So much is clear—that he takes
no trouble whatever to bring himself into line with them,
but seeks to give a representation that is based purely
on ideal considerations. Just as Jesus is already in the
prologue introduced as the Logos of God, and just as
the Baptist straightway proclaims his Godhead, so also
must the disciples be brought to him from the beginning
through their recognition of this truth, and arrive at this
recognition through the agency of the Baptist, whereby
the latter brings to its most effective fulfilment his
function as forerunner of Jesus. ' H e must increase,
but I must decrease' (3 30); this is the motto of the
whole history of the call; in this also lies the reason
why the first disciples of Jesus must previously have
been disciples of John.

(e) .A. further object Jn. has in view is the relegation
of Peter to a subordinate place. Elsewhere (see § aa)
this happens only so far as the beloved disciple is concerned ; but here we see it also in operation with
reference to Andrew who elsewhere comes forward but
little in the Fourth Gospel.
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T h e cause of this feature lies perhaps in sympathy with the
story of the walk to Emmaus, with regard to which story Thoma
(Genesis d. Joh.-Eva-n^.,
406-408 [1882]) supposes that it served
J n . as model. T w o disciples come to know Jesus a s Messiah ;
the one is afterwards mentioned by name, the other not ; on their
return to Jerusalem it is found that Jesus has appeared also
to Peter. Thus the last-named takes the third place.

( / ) The tenth hour also (Jn. 139) Thoma thinks to be
derived from Lk. (2429) ; ' it is towards evening.'
»
Such combinations, however, are from the nature of the case
uncertain. What is certain is that Jn. reckons the hours of the
day in Jewish fashion {19 14) and thus means here 4 P.M. Others
consider, in view of i Jn. 2 18 (' it is the last hour '), that the
author intends to divide the whole development of the world
into twelve periods, which he allegorically calls hours, and that
what he means to say is that the entire development was already
nearing its end when Jesus appeared, whence the pressing
necessity for accepting Christianity. Or it is pointed out that
according to Philo (1 347 532-536 2183-185, ed. Mangey) ten is
the number of perfection, with which accordingly Christianity
as the age of perfection begins.
Such a way of interpreting the ' hour,' however, does
not harmonise very well with the specification of
individual days in 129 35 43 2 i. In this specification one
may have much greater confidence in discerning the progress of the narrative from one step in the revelation of
Jesus to another. In any case neither it nor the specification of the tenth hour, even if no quite satisfactory
explanation of the latter has yet been found, can be
urged as evidence that the author was an eyewitness of
what he describes.
As with the call of the disciples, so also in the case of
the footwashing, the Fourth Evangelist has not supple21 Foot '"^"'^'^ ^ synoptic narrative but has supwashinff' P'^"'^'^ ''•
°'
(a) J n . ' s silence as to the institution of
the sacrament ofthe supper would otherwise be inexplicable. EquaUy inexplicable, however, would be the silence
of the synoptists about the footwashing had this event
actually happened.
Even Lk;, to whom appeal is
made, in 2224-27 records only the thought which underlies the footwashing, not the fact. One may as well
deny the historicity of the synoptists altogether if one is
determined to maintain that they had heard nothing of
so important an action of Jesus which must have impressed itself so indelibly upon the recollection of those
who witnessed it. On the other hand the rise of the
narrative of the footwashing out of the passage just
cited from Lk. (2224-27) is very readily intelligible, and
that too even without our supposing any deliberate
fiction on the part of the evangelist (see JOHN, SON OF
Z E B E D E E , § 35 [ / ] ) . T h e transaction taken as a
whole is the highest activity of ministering love (13115
3 4 / ) ; in so far as it occurs at a meal, it stands on a
level with a love-feast (&-^6.-it-rt: Jude l a ) and thus is a
substitute for the sacramental supper which Jn., by
reason of the data on which he was working, could not
report as having been held on the last evening of the
lifetime of Jesus (see J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E , § 33).

(b) The person of Peter comes into consideration in
connection with a subordinate point only. He hesitates,
out of reverence, about suffering his feet to be washed
by Jesus, but is met with the answer ; ' if I wash thee
not thou hast no part with m e ' (138). Whereupon
Peter would have hands and head washed also, but is
told : ' he that is bathed needeth not save to wash his
feet but is clean every whit ; and ye are clean,' etc.
(1310). From v. 8 it follows t h a t ' t h e footwashing is
intended to be not a manifestation of love merely, but
also at the same time in some sort a nieans of grace ;
from V. 10 it follows that this means of grace has been
preceded by another of a completer character by which,
especially in view of the expression ' he that is bathed '
(6 \e\ov/i4vos), one can only understand baptism. T h e
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meaning would then be : H e that is baptised needs only
a partial renewal of the effect of baptism.

nection with the prediction of Peter's denial (I336-38),
22. Peter and ''^f^ ^'^*^' '^ corrected for a misthe beloved ""'^'^^^'^^"'dmg byjesus; we have found
disciple
^'"^ ^^^° shown in an unfavourable
^ '
light in so far as the sword-stroke is
attributed to him (1810), and neither his repentance
after his denial, nor any acknowledgement of Jesus after
his confession, is recorded (I827 670).
(a) It is to the beloved disciple, however, in particular,
that I'uler is subordinated; to him he owes his introdiictinn into the high priest's palace (1816}, and only
alter him (and Andrew) di..us he receive his call to the
discipleship (1.^1/.), and, further, Peter must avail himself of his aid (I324) in order to learn who the betra\er
is. If, following the figure of speech which we see in
Rev. TJi-6 13-17, it is the Christian church that is to be
understood by the mother of Jesus as she stands at the
foot of the cross (Jn. I925)—a view which is rendered
more difficult, it is true, than it would otherwise be by
the presence of uther women at the crucifixion—we
should here find evidence of a very great depreciation
of Peter, in the fact that she is committed to the charge,
not of Peter, but of the beloved disciple. So also the
conferring upon all the apostles of the power to remit
sins or to retain them (LlOas), if we are to suppose it to
ha\'e been already known to the Fourth Evangelist that
this power according to Mt. ] 619 had been conferred
upon Peter alone (on the age of this passage see

If the effect of baptism is held to be the forgiveness of sins,
the footwashing would represent a means of grace which likewise
brings a forgiveness though not so comprehensive as that of
haptism but only of particular sins committed after baptism. I t
i-^ quite impossible that by this means of grace should he meant
the sacrificial blood of Jesus. For neither does its actiiin set. in
only after baptibur nor does it admit of being ct.incL'i\'e(l of as
p.iiLuil only ; and moreover, in the circle of ideas o f t h e Fuiirtli
Go>p'.l it plays no further part (stt- J O H N , SON O F Zi£itMiii£K, §
62 e, begin.).
But also t h e tliou^^ht uf a .second repentance
following upon that sealed in bapti^n, as su^uestcd in Hermas
(Vis. ii. - 4, Mand. 4 3), is quite remote. I ' h e furgucnes.'^ of sins
that constantly needs renewal after baptism is better seen in the
.sacrament of the supper, in accordance with M t . - C ' I K ; ' u n t o
remission of sins.' S\'ith this it agreus that the eucharist is
repeated, baptism not, and that the footwashing as representing
the agape is intended to be a substitute for the euch.i.ri.-.t.

(e) There is nevertheless the objection that forgiveness
of sins does not figure in the Johannine conception of
the eucharist (^626-63) and just as little in the express
interpretation of the footwashing, which according to
13S is regarded rather as a means nf communion with
Jesus. This is the effect ofthe eucharist in like manner
accordmg to Jn., and thus we are led hy this consideration also to the conclusion that by the footwashing the
eucharist is intended. It cannot be denied, however, that
here the figure of cleansing which is involved in the idea
of \sashing has disappeared, and the picture thus loses
its vividness.
(d) It becomes all the more necessary therefore to
note that in Jn. 153 we have in all probability an
authentic interpretation of the footwashing. As in 1310
so also here we read; ' y e are clean,' only not ' b y
baptism,' or ' by the supper,' but, ' because of the word
which I have spoken unto you.'
This declaration is very like that made in 6 63. After very
^ e a t weight has been laid in 6 53-58 upon physical participation
in the sacramental meal, we find it nevertheless soon depreciated
a^.iin in favour of a purely spiritual view which thinks of
fellowship with Christ as realised solely by means of his word :
' the flesh profiteth nothing ; the words that I have spoken unto
you are spirit and are life.' Just so in 15 3 also the mere reception of the words of Jesus is given as the means of purification in
place of any sacramental act whatsoever. And this reception of
the word, according to the connection of J n . 13, consists specially
in fulfilment of the command cf love. On this view, 1310
would mean : he who has been baptised is in need of no further
sacramental acts ; all that is needed is that he should follow the
commandment of love. At the same time this does not perfectly
suit either the words or the thought. If it is to fit the words
these ought to run somewhat thus : * he that is bathed needed
not save to wash t h e feet of others '; and as for the thought—
th.tt which depreciates the value of sacramental acts—one misses
the extension of it which one would expect to baptism also.

(e) The view indicated by l.'i3 is thus better suited by
the reading of X c, several Vg. MSS Orig. and Tert.
according to which ' except the feet' [el /J-T} TOIJS 7r65as)
is wanting. In this case ' he that is bathed ' (6 XeXovpLevos) wtU no longer refer to baptism but to footwashing ;
he who has received the footwashing, that is to say who
has taken to himself the command of love, needs no
sacramental act or any other external institution but is
quite clean.
Vet this view of thepassage also is not wholly just to the tenor
ofthe words. For this one would expect some suuh text as ' he
wh'^se feet are washed needs not to wash hands or head.' And
further, c\'-n if one finds it possible to understand how the
longer reading could have arisen out of the shorter as soon as
' h e that is b a t h e d ' (6 A.eAou/j.eVo5) had come to be t.iken as
referring to baptism and the footwashing to the supper, at the
same time the converse also is conceivable — that on account of
the words '(he) is clean every w h i t ' it seemed inapjiropriate that
the washing of the feet should still l)e required, and it was
thought necessary to restore the meaning thai washing of a
•wholly clean person is no longer at all needful, by deletion o f t h e
words ' excejiit the feet' (ei pr} rows KoSas).

Ax all events, whatever may be the proper interpretation of the footwashing, it is plain that in it Peter plays
no better part than other persons in the Fourth (iospel,
as for example Thomas (I45), or Philip (148), or Judas
the Canansean {I422), or Nicodemus (84), into whose
mouth an unintelligent saying is put which is afterwards
set right by Jesus {see J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E , § 2c,c).

The same thing has already been remarked in con4585

G O S P E L S . §§ 136, 151).

(b) It is to the account of their visit to the sepulchre,
however {2O2-10), that we must specially turn, for
elucidation of the mutual relations of Peter and the
beloved disciple. On the unhistorical character of this
incident see GOSPELS, § 138, a, e,f.

Being, as it is,

unhistorical, we may all the more safely assume that
here it is intended to give expression to an idea. This
idea would be perfectly transparent if the precedence of
the one apostle over the other had been recognised
without quahfication.
In point of fact a certain
measure of precedence is assigned to each in turn.
Or rather to Peter in one respect, name!}' that he is
the first to enter the sepulchre, but to the beloved
disciple in the twofold respect that he is the first to
arrive at the sepulchre, and the first to believe in the
resurrection.
Let us begin with what is clearest. When It is said of the
beloved disciple that he believed in the resurrection of J esus (208),
it is included in this that Peter has not as yet come to do so.
Now, in view of i Cor. 1.5 5 (and Lk. 2434) it is quite impossible
to assert that any one arrived earlier than Peter at the conviction that lesus \\'as arisen—unless it had been at the empty
sepulchre ; but the account of this is, as has been shown, unhistorical. If, nevertheless, a deeper truth Is to be souglit in it,
the solution must be found in the conception of faith. Not in
tlie holding the resurrection of Jesus to be a fact, but only in a
right apprehension of the nature of the resurrection and of the
risen one, can any one 1^.1^•e taken precedence of Peter, a
precedence represented as a precedence in time, because the
truth has been clothed in the form o f a narrative o f a visit to the
grave.

And if it is to the beloved disciple—that is to say,
the ostensible author or guarantor of the Fourth
Gospel (see JOHN, SON OF ZEBEDEE, § 4id/)—that
this precedence is assigned, we also know wherein it
consists ; namely, in the spiritual view of the resurrection, according to which the risen one is identical
with the holy spirit (see RESVKRECTIOX-NARK.\TIVES,

§Ji 16 e, 29/'). Only byway of antithesis to this is it
possible to gain u. good sense for the statement that
Peter was the first to enter the grave, and the first
to observe all the clothes and their orderly arrangement. In other words, it is not to be denied to him
(see i c : n r . 155 Lk. 2434) that he was the first to
ascertain the outward tokens of the resurrection ; herein
he takes a relative precedence.
W h a t has just been said still leaves unexplained the statement that the beloved disciple was the first to reach the
sepulchre. And it would be difficult to say _what precedence
over Peter is intended to be exfjressed by this ; for when it Is
stated that he was the first who In the deeper sense ' believed,'
4586

SIMON PBTER

SIMON PETER

all has been said which could secure him a precedence over
Peter in the matter itself
It appears, therefore, that ip the
question as to who arrived first at the sepulchre, It is only a
precedence in point of time that is thought of—not, however, as
if the beloved disciple actually had taken precedence of Peter in
any matter of importance, but only in so far as he was at first
held in higher estimation in the church than Peter. T h e most
significant thing in the n.Lrr;ai\'e is certainly this, that the
beloved disciple in the beguiniiig has precedence over Peter, but
that afterwards Peter takes thi.> precedence from him, and only
in the end does the beloved disciple receive a higher valuation.

with which in J n . 2 I 7 he throws himself into the «.iter the
'impulsiveness' of P e t e r ; or from his noticing the ^MtIl n . i t ui
the tig t r e e ( M k . II21) his powers of observ.ition j or iruiii iiis
confession in Lk. us, ' I am a sinful man ' his humilHi , Jr •'••"
his hesitation about eatine unclean animals (.\cts IU 14; nis n i n e
preparedness to follow a divine leading ; or I rum nis attiun
connected with the draught of fishes in L k . 5 5 the opposite;
or from his sinking in the attempt to walk on the water his
little faith ; or from the opposite wishes he expressed at the
footwashing U n . 13 6-9) his rapid changes of mood ; or from his
conduct at the sepulchre his ' practical and impetuous character,
or more particularly from his being second in the race, yet first
to enter the sepulchre, his greater age as compared ^^•lth the
beloved disciple, and his greater boldness—it the incidents
never really happened ? What validity is there in the inference
of the liveliness of his interest from the frequency of his questions, of his self-seeking nature from his question as to the
future reward for having followed Jesus, of his recklessness
from his use of the sword in Gethsemene,_ if there can be no
certainty whether it was Peter at all who said or did the things
in question?
Or what ground is there for discerning the
rapidity of his decisions and the sanguineness of his temperament from his following Jesus without previous acquaintance,
if this inference rests not upon actual fact, but merely upon the
excessively abbreviated manner in which the matter has been
handed down to us? It is not at all impossible that many of
these characteristics really did belong to Peter ; but it is not
permissible to deduce them from the N T data just referred to.

Xow, it assuredly was not throughout the whole
church that Peter in the first period was held in less
esteem than the beloved disciple, that is to say, than
the lohn of Asia Minor. W e must reflect, however,
that in the Fourth Gospel it is not the entire church,
but only the following of the John of Asia Minor that
is speaking. For the latter it really is true that the
beloved disciple was looked on as the first witness of
Christ, the risen one ; but if it is added that Peter took
his precedence from him, this can only mean that the
estimate, according to which Peter was held to be the
most eminent of all the apostles, had gradually found
acceptance even in those circles which in the first period
had given the first place to John.
The purpose
of the passage before us, then, is to restrict this high
estimate of Peter, and to restore to John the place of preeminence.
(c) The last mention in the series of passages which
seek to settle the relation between Peter and the beloved
disciple, is found in chap. 21. Here, however, the
tendency is in the other direction.
Ailing with other circumstances this also supplies a reason
why we should attribute this chapter to a different authorship
from that of J n . 1-20 (see J O H N , S O N O F Z E B E D E E , § 40;
RESURRKCTION-NARIJATIVES, §§ s^, 9^\ 29c)- T h e history of
the external evidence shows that for several decades after its
appearance the Fourth Gospel found no recognition QoHN, §§
42-4g). In chap, 21, vv. 24 f. clearly reveal the purpose to
remove the mistrust with which it was regarded. This being
so, the remainder of the chapter deserves to be scrutinised, with
the view of finding whether it also subserves the same tendency.
In point of fact this is actually seen to be the case, as soon as
we suppose its depreciation of Peter to have been one of the
causes that militated against the general recognition of the
Gospel.

Therefore we find Peter now rehabilitated to a considerable extent. It is still the beloved disciple, it is true,
who first recognises the risen one in the figure stanrling in
the morning on the shore (217); but once he has
learned who it is, Peter is the first to hasten towards
him.
Further, it is Peter who first goes a-fishing and
who draws the net with its great take unbroken to the
shore (213 n ) . Since this net signifies missions in
general, and particularly the mission to the Gentiles,
and its remaining unbroken symbolises the confinued

(b) Even when we restrict ourselves to those accounts
which may with confidence be accepted, caution is still
necessary lest we should take more out of them than we
are entitled to do.
T h e emphatic remonstrance made by Peter against the idea
of Jesus' passion is simply an evidence of a praiseworthy love
and solicitude, such as assuredly every devoted disciple has in
his h e a r t ; the reproachful ' S.atan, thou mindest not the things
of God, but the things of men ' (Mk. 8 33) is spoken from quite
another point of view, to appreciation of which Peter could not
be expected to have at that time attained. As regards the
contrast between his promise not to be offended by what was to
befall Jesus and his denial so soon afterwards, it will be best for
us to say, Let him who is confident that in a like position he
would show himself stronger than Peter cast the first stone.
Let us refrain, too, from drawing any inference as to character
from his sleep in Gethsemane. N o r can we venture to deduce
from his confession at Caesarea Philippi an inclination to sudden
inspirations, rapid apprehension, and bold expression of new
t h o u g h t s ; for we do not know how far the confession was
prepared for by previous hints of Jesus (see J O H N , S O N O F
Z E B E D E E , § 25 b), or whether it could not have oeen uttered by
the other disciples also.

(c) We can best arrive at the kernel of Peter's
personality by contemplating the greatest fact of his
whole life,—his faith in Jesus which, in the extraordinary circumstances in which he found himself, led by
psychological laws to his vision of the risen Jesus. .\s to
this see, more especially, RESURRECTION-N.VRRATIVES,

W h a t value are we to attach to such inferences as that which
deduces from his proposal at the transfiguration to build tabernacles for Jesus, Moses, and Elijah, or from the precipitancy

§ 37.
In this one fact is concentrated the whole
result of his conviction of the imperishable value of
that which Jesus had been to him, of the gratitude
and reverence which he owed him, and of the unconditional trust which he had learned to repose in
him and in his heavenly father. It is true that the
triumphant struggle of his faith against the o\c-rpowering impression left by the death of Jesus was
helped by something that cannot be reckoned to the
character of Peter — by the vision he had, by his
illusion ; and his denial had a share in the production
of this vision. The value of his faith, however, is not
lessened by this ; for had it not possessed this supereminent strength, the vision could not by the laws of
psychology have arisen.
(d) The stage preliminary to Peter's resurrectionfaith was the confession at Caesarea Philippi. If his
obedience to Jesus' call at first bears witness merely to
the depth of the impression which the words and
person of Jesus had made upon him, and thus shows
his soul to have had the religious hunger and the
religious receptivity which found their satisfaction in
Jc5iis, the confession carries us still further. It shows
that under the influence of Jesus Peter was capable of
purifying, elevating, and spiritualising those national
and political ideas which as a Jew he, as matter of
course, had entertained regarding the ^'Iessiah, to such
an extent that he was able to discern in Jesus 'he true
Messiah. T h a t he also, in other ways, showed himself
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unity of the church (see above, § T4<.-, d, e, I), it is

hereby recognised that Peter was the o[-iginat<3r and
the most important actor in the missionary activity of
the church, including the mission to the Gentiles, and
the guardian of the unity of the church. The leading
position in the church is still more clearly assigned to
him in the words ' feed my lambs'
' tend my
sheep' (2115-17), which are a further development of
Lk. 2232, 'stablish thy brethren.' Finally, martyrdom
is predicted for him, and this as an honour ( 2 1 i 8 / . ) .
For the beloved disciple there is left a much more
modest part than he has in chaps. 1-20 ; he too, not
only Peter, may follow Jesus, if in another manner than
by death ; a longer life is allotted to him than to Peter,
and he has the advantage of bearing written testimony
to the life of Jesus (2120-24).
Let us now seek to gather together the results of the
foregoing discussions of details, and attempt to form
„„ _,
,
some estimate of the character of
23. Character „ *
f p +
Peter.
01 ir-eter.
^^^ j ^ j ^ evident, in the first place,
that we must refuse to avail ourselves of very much of
the material that is usually employed for this purpose.
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steadfast and trustworthy, is shown by the surname
Cephas which Jesus gave him ; and the leading place
among the apostles which he recencd e\'en during the
lifetime of Jesus, and maintained in a still greater
degree after his death, is evidence enough that in more
than one direction he must ha\ e been a very remarkable
personality. This does not preclude us from observing
that his pre-eminence was also associated with much
weakness. It is, nevertheless, certain that he did and
suffered far more than wc now know.
[e) Both sides, the favourable and the unfavourable,
are seen also in his relation to Paul and the mission to
the Gentiles. His original line of conduct during his
visit to Antioch proves that he was no such bigoted
upholder of the Mosaic law as were James the brother
of Jesus and the Judaists who made their way into the
churches founded by Paul in Galatia (see G.ALATIANS,
§ 13). It must therefore be noted to his credit that he
had grasped the true inwardness of the religion of Jesus
better than they.
Even if, as regards outward conduct, Jesus must, generally
speaking and apart from questions of Pharisaic strictness, be
regarded as an observer of the law of the fathers—for otherwise
the Judaising zealots for the law could not have claimed to be
called his disciples at all—in his fundamental principles he was
far beyond the position which would have made salvation in
any way dependent on conformity with that law. T h e poverty
of spirit, the purity of heart, the love to God and one's neighbour
which he required are all of them things for which no observance
of any particular precepts is necessary, and moreover he asserted
with an emphasis that increased the non-obligatory character of
many ceremonial commands (see GOSPELS, § 145^).
When
accordingly Paul preached the admission of Gentiles within the
pale of Christianity and the ending of the Mosaic law, he showed
a better understanding of the inner meaning of Jesus than the
apostles who actually a t e and drank, with him.

( / ) In some measure this understanding had reached
Peter also.
But, unfortunately, not in sufficient
measure. Thus it came to pass that he was outstripped
by Paul, and the later development of the church
depended only upon Paul not upon Peter. Indeed,
instead of following Paul, if perhaps with slower steps,
on the new path of freedom from the law, Peter allowed
himself to be held back by the power of ancient custom
of which James was the embodiment, and to be forced
into the ranks of those who were opposed to Paul. In
this connection are seen the most serious limitations of
his spiritual activities, the absence of consistency in
dealing with the new situation, and want of energy in
opening up the new path. If it had depended on Peter,
he would have preserved Christianity as a Jewish sect
and condemned it to a maimed life. The elasticity of
soul which was required for drawing and pursuing the
consequences resulting from the entrance of Christianity
into the Gentile world was certainly not easy of attainment to one in Peter's situation ; but for a true leader
it was nevertheless indispensable.
T h e conflict
with Paul into which Peter was brought by his conservative attitude also unfortunately brought with it the
result that, quite apart from the judgment we are called
upon to pronounce as to his intellectual endowments, a.
deep shadow falls upon the character of Peter—deeper
than upon that of Paul. Of Paul we know only that in
his manner of expressing himself as against his Judaistic
opponents he exercised little restraint upon himself
(2 Cor. 1113-15 Gab 512, etc) ; Peter, on the other hand,
can hardly be cleared of the charge of—even by actions,
or at the very least by failures to act—having worked
against the activity of Paul (see above, § 2 [/]).
B. L I F E O U T S I D E P A L E S T I N E ; A N D D E A T H
In the preceding sections the N T data regarding
Peter have been practically exhausted, yet a very imporrt- « . .
tant part of his life still remains to be
fi I d * ^ ^ ' ^ discussed—that relating to his activities
^'
outside the limits of Palestine, and to
his death.
Our information under these heads must
thus be drawn almost entirely from the Church fathers
and from legendary works of very doubtful trustworthi4589
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ness. T h e examination becomes much more complicated and the results much more hypothetical than
those we have hitherto had in hand.
Let us hrst take a survey of the countries in which
outside of Palestine he is represented as having laboured. ^
(a) Origen is the first who tells us that ' Peter seems
(^0LK€v) to have preached to the Jews of the dispersion
in Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia, and Asia
[i.e. the western coast of Asia Minor]' (Comm. in Gen.
tom. 3, ed. de la Rue, 224A ; ap. Euseb. HE iii.12).
The very form in which this sentence is east shows us
that the statement is not based on trustworthy independent information, but is merely deduced from
1 Pet. l i .
Nor is this all ; the deduction is a very mistaken one, for in
1 14 18 21 2 gf, 4:2 f. it_ is clearly said that the readers of the
epistle art Gentile Christians and in 1 12 with equal clearness
that it wa.s not the writer of the epistle who had brouglit the
gospel to them. Nut lill we come to 2 Pet. 1 16 is it asserted
that they had been preached to by Peter. On this showing we
should have to suppose that he had come to them at some time
after the composition of the first epistle ; for according to 2 Pet,
3 I the second epistle is addressed to the same readers as the
first. This, however, is inconsistent with the address, according
to which 2 Pet. is directed to the whole of Christendom ; and
Christendom is not here to be restricted, on account of (as it
might at first sight appear) 3 i, to the five provinces named in
1 Pet. 1 1 , which would be inconsistent with the manifest sense
of the words, but contrariwise we must believe the author of
2 Pet. to have presupposed i Pet. to have been already addressed
to the whole of Christendom. This presupposition comes before
us in the Muratorian fragment where (//. 54-59) it is asserted
that from the number of the churches to which Paul addressed
his nine letters—viz., seven—and from the number of the epistles
in the Apocalypse—also seven—we are to perceive that both
writers are addressing themselves in their letters to the entire
church. There are other reasons also for assigning 2 Pet. to the
same date as this fragment, say about 170 or 180 A.D.

(b) T h e other spheres of activity, in which Peter is
represented as having laboured along with other apostles
are equally questionable. Alongside of such traditions
there is often a simpler form in w-hich Peter is not
mentioned. Thns there readily arises the suspicion that
Peter has been given as a companion to other apostles
by legend merely.
Peter is said to have laboured with Philip in Assakia
(Phrygia), with his brother Andrew and Matthias or Matthew
in the countrjr of the Barbarians, that is to say, primarily, by
the Black Sea, so that this legend coincides with a part of that
already noticed under a. As, however, tbere is also a country of
the barbarians by the Red Sea, we find Peter as the companion
of Bartholomew in Egypt as well ; and finally what is said of
this last apostle is transferred to J u d a s Thaddeens, so that
Peter is made to be the companion of this Judas in Syria.
(c) W e a r e t o l d further t h a t from E g y p t P e t e r a l s o

made journeys to North Africa and to Britain, but in
these eases he was alone.
(d) In Syria Peter appears not only with Judas
Thaddasus, but also without any companion, particularly
in Antioch.
Indeed, according to Eusebius in his
Chronicle, or in his source (§ 26 <? ; Lipsius, ii.l25-27),
that church was founded by Peter in the second year of
Claudius, that is, in 42 A . D . This is in absolute contradiction with Acts 1119-26. Nor is there any plausible
reason for accepting the activity of Peter in Antioch to
be found in the consideration that he could easily touch
at Antioch in the course of his journeys from Jerusalem
to Asia Minor ; and just as little can we attach weight
to the circumstance that it was precisely in Antioch
that SIMON M A G U S [q.v.

§ 11 b), whom

it was one

of Peter's tasks continually to confute, made his
appearance. Thus it is tempting to conjecture that the
statement as to the appearance of Peter in Antioch rests
upon Gal. •2ii-2i. If this conjecture is correct we shall
have here an admirable example of the manner in
which in the making of ecclesiastical legend the hostile
relations of two apostles are ignored or even changed
into a relation of friendly co-operation (cp § 40 b). _
W e learn even that Peter and Paul together in Antioch
consecrated Marcianus as bishop of Syracuse,_and Pancratius as
bishop of Tauromenium in Sicdy (Lipsius, ii. 15 "if).
But it
1 For details here and in what follows we refer once for all to
Lipsius, Apokr. Apost.-Gesch. (1883-1890), and especially in the
first instance to vol. 2 i , and the Erganzungsheft,
226f
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is only late authors who assign to Peter the bishopric of Antioch
(Cod. Coislinianus, N o . 120 [ed. Grosch, J e n a , 1886] for two
years, the Liber Pontificalis [6th and 7th cent.] for seven or ten
years). Origen does not, even when he designates Ignatius
(Hom. 6 in L u c , I I I . 938 b A, ed. de la Rue) 'episcopum
Antiochiae post Petrum secundum,' for these words are to be
understood, in accordance with the expressions of ancient
authors cited below (§ 26 g), in such a sense that Peter is not to
be reckoned as included : so also Eus. HE iii. 36 2.
Euodius,
who is represented as having been appointed by Peter himself
(Const. Apost. vii. 46), passes for the first bishop of Antioch.
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even if we should prefer for ^uTeucraxTes the reading of Syncellus -.
^oiT^o-ai'Tes. At the same time, the expression e « -niv ITO-^'W
stands, in accordance with a linguistic usage which a t that date
was widely spread (see Winer,(?) § 60 4*), for tv TJ) IraKuf, tor
the participle ' h a v i n g t a u g h t ' (SiSdlavres) belongs to K ; and
thus cponricTavTK, even if it ought to be regarded as the right
reading, would not furnish the requisite completion to t h e second
member of the sentence. This being so, the suggestion becomes
natural that eij . . . Kdpii/floi' stands for iv . • - KopcvBcf, and
thus that cf>vTeviravTe^ ought to be retained—all the more because
it is in keeping with cpvreia- 'Op-oire means properly ' towards
one and the same p l a c e ' ; b u t as we m a y not bring in
cjtoc-riicTcivTes, this will not at all suit the context. H e r e also then
we must discern another instance of the same confusion as that
between ets and iv, in other words 6p.ov must be meant.
Thus
Dionysius, even if he does not expressly say that Peter and
Paul came simultaneously to Corinth and simultaneously t6
Rome, nevertheless, as regards Rome at least, states that
they taught there simultaneously: in fact * in like manner
a l s o ' (ofiotwK 6e Kat) indicates very distinctly that he assumes
them to have taught together in Corinth also.

[e) It accords with the dating of -^ Pet, (Sis) from
Babylon that Peter should be represented as having
laboured in Babylonia and Persia. Whilst many accounts
have it that he subsequently journeyed to Rome, the
Syrian historians assign to him the lands of the Euphrates
exclusively as his missionary field (Lipsius ii. 16 611-613,
ii. 2145/- 175)- C p § 43.
( / ) T h e statement which has met with widest acceptThis last assumption is quite irreconcilable with Acts
ance is that Peter laboured in Rome and suffered
18i-i8 2 0 2 y . : and even were we to suppose that
martyrdom there. As to this, see §§ 25-31, 37-41, 45.
Dionysius
thinks of Peter's visit to Corinth as having
[g) The missionary journeys of Peter through
been at a different date from that of Paul, we should
Macedonia, Greece, Sicily, and Italy are open to the
still be at hopeless variance with i Cor. 310-15 415 (see
suspicion that they have been assumed merely in order
§ 2 ^ ) . The statement of Dionysius accordingly can
to make more clear his migration from Asia Minor to
only rest on unwarranted inference from what Paul says
Rome and that for their details the journeys of Paul
regarding the Cephas party in Corinth ( i C o r . l i a
served as a pattern (Lipsius ii. 1 u ) .
3.1/.).
(h) T h e representation that Peter laboured also in
Thus it is of no avail when Harnack (ACL ii. [ = Chronol.]
Gaul and in Spain appears to have arisen out of the
1 242 f.) seeks to defend Dionj^sius by arguing that even accorddesire of the Roman church to secure for itself the
ing to Acts (8 14-17) the founding of a church becomes ' perfect'
supremacy over these countries.
Pope Innocent L
only after apostolic labours, so that Dionysius does not by the
language he uses exclude an activity of other missionaries in
(402-417) expressly denies that in Italy, Gaul, Spain,
Rome before the arrival of Peter and Paul. In the first place,
Africa and Sicily, or any of the intermediate islands,
Harnack's exegesis of the pas.sage in Acts is not exact. What
churches were anywhere founded by any one except
call be effected by the apostles alone is the bestowal of the Holy
priests who had been instituted by Peter or by his
Spirit ; that without this the founding of a church is not
* perfect' is not said, and does not at all suit the other case in
successors {-£/w/. 262, ap. Lipsius, ii. 2217307).
which the same theory is found (19 1-7). This last passage has
(i) W e thus obtain as a preliminary result that apart
nothing at all to do with the founding of a church, but only
from Rome only the claims of Antioch and Babylon or
with the spiritual gifts of speaking with * tongues' and of
prophecy. But, further, Harnack's defence of Dionysius, even
at most also of the shores of the Black Sea (Pontus)
were it valid, would apply only to what he says about ^ome,
have some measure of plausible support in tradition ;
not to what he .says about Corinth ; for, if Dionysius has
but of these that of Antioch is definitely ruled out by
followed the theory of Acts as this is expouncled by Harnack,
the data of the N T ; for not only is the founding of
in the present case at all events Paul has complied with it,
inasmuch as he brought about the gift of the Holy Spirit at
the church there by Peter impossible, but also any
once in his first ministry^ there, and thus Peter would have
lengthened stay there on his part, inasmuch as its
found no field there for his function as a founder of churches
Gentile Christian character was most marked and moreunless his arrival had been synchronous with that of Paul.
over it had been witness of his humiliation at the hands
Thus it is impossible to absolve Dionysius from the
of Paul (Gab 211-21). As for the claims of Babylon,
charge of having, in the interests of a theory as to the
see below, § 30^6, 43.
co-operation of Peter and Paul, grievously distorted the
Let us first inquire what are our earliest authorities
history of his own church in a point as to which he of
for 1 sojourn of Peter in Rome and his ultimate
all men must be presumed to have been accurately
- .
. martyrdom there, (a) T h e first whom
informed. How then are we to repose confidence in
_ • •'
. . . we can date with certainty is Dionysius,
such a ' w i t n e s s ' when he tells us about Rome?
K o m e : earnest^jgj^^p of Corinth (about 170 A . D . ) .
Perhaps his whole knowledge regarding Rome rests
witnesses.
^^^^ ^ j^^^^j. ^^ j^j^ addressed to the
upon misunderstanding of i Clem, (below, § 28), of
Church of Rome in the time of the bishopric of Soter
which he says (ap. Eus. HE iv. 2311) that it is regularly
there (about 166-174), i"^ which^ he thanks the Romans
read at Corinth in public worship.
for pecuniary help given to members of the Corinthian
(b) In Irenaeus (about 185 «. D.) the most important
church, Eusebius [HE ii. 258) has preserved the following passage : raOra /cai vfxeis did TTJS TOffa&xTjs vovSeixias passages relating to our present inquiry are the
T^V dixb ll^Tpov Kal IlaiyXov <l>VTeiav yevrjOeiaav 'Fo}/xaiii)v following. According to .&Kr. iii. l a [i] Matthew wrote
Te Kal 'K.opivdltav avveKepdixaTe. Kal ydp dfjLipaj Kal els T^V his gospel ' whilst Peter and Paul were preaching the
i}fj,€Tipav KSpivdov (pvTebffavTes TJILOLS opiolcos iSLSa^av, gospel at Rome and founding the church ' [TOO '[Urpov
Kai TOV IlctiiXouiv"Pcifi-rjeva-^-^eXi^oijAvciiv Kal BefiiXioivTiav
ofiolus5iKal
elsTijv'lTaXiavofibcreSi^d^avresifiapr^pTjaav
T V iKkXricsiav). In iii. 31 [2] he speaks of the 'very
Kard Tbv avrbv Kaipbv. ' So also by this so weighty
great, very ancient, and universally known church
admonition'-^ ye have brought together that planting
founded and constituted at Rome by the two very
made by Peter and Paul of the Romans and of the
glorious apostles Peter and Paul' (maxima et antiquissima
Corinthians. For, indeed, these two both planted us
et omnibus cognita a gloriosissimis duobus apostolis
in our Corinth, and likewise taught us ; in like manner
Petro et Paulo Romas fundata et constituta ecclesia).
also after having taught together in Italy they suffered
Here Irenaeus's interest is to prove the apostolical
martyrdom about the same time.'
succession of bishops. As it would be too laborious a
T h e meaning of these words is not perfectly clear [cp col.
task to do this for all churches he contents himself
4145]; but so much can be made out—that Dionysius means to
designate the Roman and Corinthian churches alike as foundawith the case of Rome,
tions of Peter and Paul. This is involved in * p l a n t i n g ' (i^ureia)
(c) T h e list of bishops of Rome which Irenseus
proceeds immediately afterwards to give (iii. 3 2 / )
1 As Eusebius in his Enumeration (HE iv. 289) of the epistles
of Dionysius known to him mentions only one to the Romans,
comes down to his own day (vvv) and ends with
we must suppose this to be the same as that which be had
Eleutherus (about 174-189). It may be presumed that
already made use of (ii. 25 8).
it
was not drawn up for the first time at the date of his
2 By this is doubtless intended the Epistle of the Roman
writing.
church mentioned in iv. 2311, which Dionysius is answering.
4S9I
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It caimot indeed be maintained that Hegesippus—as his words
in Eus. HE iv, ^1^3 seem to say—drew up, after his arrival in
Rome, a list of the bishops there down to Anicetus (about 154166) as Lightfoot (Apost. Lathers, i. [ = Clement of Romel 1 63^^
\^->f. 202 j ' . 327-333) would have it (see RIINI.STKY, § 58 c, n. and
Harnack, ACL ii. 11S0-184); but on the other hand accordin;.,'
to Harnack (op. cit. 184-193) and Erbes (Z. f
Kirchengesch.
222-5 [1901]) it is probable that Epiphanuis (Hier. :37 v) lor his
list of the bishops of Rome made use <.<( the same Roman
original source as Irt:n:uus, and that this, as in Epiphanius,
endeci with Anicetus, and thus perhaps was drawn up during bis
epi^cop:Ut:, or at any rate during that of his successoi", Soter.
\Vh.itc\LT its date, the form in which the Hst is newfound gives
DO certainty as to what is the most important jsoint in this connection— the question, namely, as to when it was that ihe
reference to Peter and Paul wub Hrst introduced. Irena:us bt:gins
his rendering of it thus : ' T h e blessed apostles [Peter and Paul],
then, after founding and building u p the churoh, committud the
office of the episcopate into the hands of Linus.
T o him
succeeds Anencletus, and after him, in the thirkl place from the
apostles, Clement is allotted the episcopate ' {0<:p.<ikuo<rai'Tes oSc
(cal oiKoSofiJ/crai'Tt? 01 paKaptoi aTro(rToAoL rrfv eKKkyjiriav A(rt}>
TTJI* TT]? en-taKOinis A.eiTOupyi'ai' if<i\KipL(Tav.
StaSex^JaL
Se auTbi/
WveyKkrjTOi' pera. TOVTOV Se TptVcj roTrtii aTrb Twf aTTOCTToAtiJi/ Tr]V

eTTttrKOTnjv Kkripovrai Kki)p-r}<;). T h u s we find no mention either
of Peter or of Paul as bishop of Rome. If Clement is designated
as third 'from the -ipostles' (airb Ttav aTroaroAwi') pmbably all
that is intended is to accentuate the unbrokenne^s of the succession, not to imply that if one chose to include the two apostles
in the reckoning he would be not the third but the fourth or
fifth in the series. Epiphanius, however, s a y s : ' I n Rome the
first were Peter and Paul, apostles and bishops, thereafter Linus,
thereafter Cletus, thereafter Clement,' etc. (ev 'Pti>pY} yeyovaa-i
irpuTOi IleTpos Kal TIavkos anoaTokoL Kal enta-KOTTOi. eira AtVo?,
eira KA^ro?, elra KA.^/j.7]s, K.T.A.1. Aftera short interruption, he
resumes: ' T h e series of bishops in Rome shows the following succession,—Peter and Paul, Linus and Cletus, Clement,'etc. (17 rdn'
iv 'Puiprf eTTKTKOTmjv SiaSoiffj rauTTjc evet TT]1' dKokov9iav • TleTpos
Kal Tlavko't, Ai'vos Kal KkrJTOs, Kk7}p.7]s, K.T.A.). If, however,
Epiphanius makes Peter and Paul bishops of Rome,l then
Irenjeus also, or another shortly before him, can have prefixed
their names to the whole list which at an earlier date had begun
simply with Linus. T h e list of bisbops can have been subjected
to the same supplementing process after Irenseus's time also,
before it came into the hands of Epiphanius (died 403), or after
that of Julius Africanus (about 220) or of Hippolytus (about 234),
the two last mentioned of whom also made use of it, according
to Harnack (188). A list of this kind, from the nature of the
case, was not allowed to remain long unaltered, but could easily
be 'completed ' in the course of transcription whenever a copyist
believed he had found a gap in it. Moreover, neither Irenseus
nor Epiphanius, whose editions of the list lie before us as they
wrote them, makes any statement that he is using an external
document, and feels himself under obligation to reproduce it
scrupulously. Thus for us no exact determination of its date is
necessary-; so far as Peter and Paul are concerned it does not
with certainty take us back to a date before Irenaeus.
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alia hujuscemodi absurde ac turpiter conficta' ( ' a n d
that after such long time, Peter and Paul, after the
collation of the gospel in Jerusalem and the mutual
consideration and discussion and arrangement of things
to be done, had at last in thc city, in c^ certain way,
then for the first time become known to one another ;
and certain other things of this sort, absurdly and
basely iuigncd ').
In spite of die title Pauli Prcedicatio this quotation is often
regarded as coming frum the book known by the title of
\\i\pvyp.o. lUVpou, in the belief that the title sometime.'; ran also :
Preaching uf IVter and Paul. Were this correct, we should
]ia\'e here the oldest te.stimony to the Roman sojourn of Peter,
it being presupposed that the book was used not only by
Clement of Alexandria but also as early as in ths. Apology of
Aristides (si-:i: Harris, Apology of Aristides, in TSt. 1. 1 86-99 ;
H a r n a c k , ACL

ii. I 4 7 2 / ; ; cp O L I I - C H R I S T I A N L I T E R A T U K E ,

§S I I , 36)._ But the tiuestion of the derivation of the quotation
from it is .su uncertain (it is answered negati\ely by von
l>obschLitz, fnr exampk', in TU x-i. I13-15 127-131) that we need
not pursue the matter further.
( / ) T h e apocryphal Acta Petri, which relates the
activity and death of Peter at Rome with detail, may
be mentioned at this point as being possibly a witness
of equal age, but must not be taken account of until
after it has been carefully discussed (see §§ 32-39).
yo also with the Tipd^ets Hat^Xoi; from which Origen
(to-7/i. in Jn. 2O12, ed. de la Rue, 4322, c) quotes: ' a s
was said by the Saviour, " I am going to be crucified
anew " ' (ws vxxb TOVffojTTJposelpripL^vov ' dvojdev pt.4XXo>
(TTavpovadai) (see §§ 3 3 ^ , 3 4 ^ , 39 a, c).
W e proceed now to the testimonies which come from
a somewhat later date.
(12) Tertullian supplies new data, if not indeed in
adv. Marc. (4s begin.) where he says : ' Romani
_,
quibus evangelium et Petrus et Paulus
2 D < xiiOIliQ.Il

•
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sojourn; later sangume quoque suo signatum reliquerunt,' or in Baptism, 4, where he
witnesses.
ascribes the possession of the same
salvation to those ' quos Joannes in Jordane et quos
Petrus in Tiberi tinxit,' etc., yet certainly in Pressor.
haeret. 36 : ' habes Romam . .
ubi Petrus passioni
dominicceadsequatur [by crucifixion], ubi Paulus Joannis
[the Baptist's] exitu coronatur ' [by beheading], and in
Scorpiace, 1 5 : 'orientem fidem RoniEe primus Nerocruentavit. Tunc Petrus ab altero cingitur [Jn. 2 1 1 8 / . ]
cum cruci adstringitur ; tunc Paulus civitatis Romance
((/) In Clement of Alexandria Peter's sojourn in
consequitur nativitatem cum illic martyrii renascitur
Rome is, as with Irenaeus, mentioned in connection
generositate,' ' Paul acquires the Roman citizenship by
with the writing of a gospel—in this case, however, Mk.
right of birth when he is born again in the nobility of
not Mt
martyrdom.'
From the Hypotyposes Eusebius (HE vi. 14 tf^ has preserved
(b) Gaius of Rome (under Zephyrinus, about 198apiece of information which Clement claims to have received
217) says in his writing against the Montanist Proculus
from the presbyters of the olden time (rati/ dveKa9ev irpeafiv
Teptiiv). 'After that Peter had publicly preached the word in
(ap. Eus. HE ii. 2 5 6 / . ) : ' But I am able to show the
Rome, and, filled with the spirit, had set forth the gospel (TOV
" t r o p h i e s " of the apostles.
For if you will come to
IleTpov Sr}poa'i(f ev 'Pai^jj Ki7pv'^ai/TOs rbi' koyov Kal Trvevp.aTL TO
the Vatican or to the Ostean Way, you will find the
evay-^eAtoi/ e^eiirovTos), Mark at the request of many hearers
set down these discourses in writing.' Similarly in the Adum" trophies" of those who founded this church' [iyw ^h
bratioties on i Pet. (ed. Potter, 1007): ' Marcus Petri sectator
rd rpbixaia TQV dixoarbXtov ^x^ dei^ai. idv ydp deX'r}aris
palam praedicante Petro evangelium Roma;,' etc. In the other
drxeXdeXv iirl TOV MariKavov 7) iirl TTJV 65bv TX]V 'Qarlav,
passage where Eusebius transcribes the same matter from the
Hypotyposes of Clement, though somewh;it differently (HE
evp-qaeis Ta rpoTxaia TQV TavTrjv ISpvo'ap.^vwv TT]V eV'ii. 15 if; with regard to which cp GOSCKLS, § 147, end), Rome
KX-quiav). By rpdixata we are to understand here not
is presupposed, through the connection with ii. l-^^f, to be
•places of burial,' as Eusebius does, but 'places of
the place. As the Gospel of Mark is alleged to have owed its
origin to the evangelist's reports of the discourses of Peter, it is
death.'
intelligible why Clement should not have mentioned Paul at the
Even the literal meaning of the word (' sign of victory ') admits
same time, even although he was convinced of the apostles
this meaning only ; for a nuirtvr gained his victory only at the
having been together in Rome,
place of his death, not at the place of his buna!. To understand the meaning 'sign of victoiy ' we have only to make the
(e) Pseudo-Cyprian, De Rebaptismate, 17 {Cypr. ed.
further supposition that those who honoured the martyrs were
able to show, at the place of de.ith, some object or other that
Hartel, 390), read in Pauli P?-(zdicatio as follows : ' et
marked it out for those who visited the spot, and with which
post tanta tempora Petrum et Paulum post conlationem
was associated some reminiscence, whether real or supposed, of
evangelii in Hierusalem et mutuam cogitationem et
what happened at the martyr's death. Thus in the Vatican was
altercationem et rerum agendarum dispositionem [the
shown a terebinth, on the road to Ostia a pine tree, beside which
Peter and Paul respecdvely breathed their last (Lipsius ii. 1 391).
reference is to Gal. 2 Acts 15] postremo in urbe quasi
Even apart, however, from its lexical meaning we may learn
tunc primum invicem sibi esse cognitos, et qusedam
that Tpoiraia cannot here mean graves. For the bones of the
two apostles were not deposited in the places he mentions tUl
^ For this very reason if for no other we see that Epiphanius
long after the time of Gaius ; those of Peter after 354, in the
cannot have preserved the original form of the list.
It also
Church of St. Peter, wbich was built at that date ; those of
indicates but little accuracy when he says at one time ' Linus,
Paul, according to the list of the depositio martyrum,
in the
then Cletus' (AiVos elra KA'iJTOs), at another ' Linus and Cletus '
famous chronicle of the year 354, as early as 258 A.D., by the
(AiVo? Kttl KAVJTos), for the latter form of expression denotes, as
road to Ostia (and before 354 in the basilica newly built there).
we see in ' Peter and P a u l ' (IJeVpos KOX IlauAos), contemporIn the same year, however (258 ; J u n e 29), the relics of Peter,
aneous tenure of office.
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according to the same list, were transferred in catacumbas, that
is to say, into the catacombs of the piece of ground beside the
Appian Way, half-an-hour outside of the Porta Appia, in other
words, hard by the present church of San Sebastiano, which
piece of ground was originally the only one that bore the name
ad Catacumbas,' a name which has never as yet been quite
satisfactorily explained. Here an inscription of bishop Damasus
(366-384) ran :—_
hie habitasse prlus sanctos cognoscere debes
nomina quisque^ Petri pariter Paulique requiris.
Su far as I'eter is concerned, this agrees with the fact that his
relics had been removed to the church of St. Peter before this
inscription was composed; as regards Paul the statement of
Damasus is not easily reconciled with that of the list referred
to above. Still, even if the list be correct it is certain that the
relics of P:iiil had not yet, in the time of Gaius, their restingplace by the road to C)stia, and that those of Peter should have
been removed to the catacombs would be very unlikely, if already
in Gaius's time they had their resting-place at the place of his
death, namely the Vatican. On the whole question see Lipsius
ii. 1 391-404; Erbes, Z.f. Kirchengesch.
7 (1SS5) 1-49, and, as
regards the special point, otherwise in ' Todestage der Apostel
Paulus u. P e t r u s ' in TU xix. ( = X e u e Folge, iv.), 1 (1S99)
67-133.
Ficker (Z.f Kirchengesch.
2-1, igoi, 333-342) utterly
denies that the inscription relates to the burial of Peter and
Paul. H i s opinion is that in the view of Damasus they had
during their lifetime resided at the spot where the inscription
was found (cp 'habitasse,' and ' n o m i n a ' not ' c o r p o r a ' ) . T h e
inscription, he holds, was directed against the refusal of the
Eastern ChiM-ch, from 325 A.D. onwards, to accept any decisions
from Rome, and against the argument urged in support of this
refusal that Peter and Paul came from the E a s t (the inscription
in fact says, towards the end ; Roma suos potius meruit
defendere cives). Only, as the locality where the inscription was
found was a place of burial, it is very improbable that Damasus
can have believed that Peter and Paul when alive lived here at
half-an-hour's distance from the city.
(e) In immediate continuation of the passage relating
to Peter cited above (§ 24 a), Origen proceeds : * ^^'ho
also in the end, being in Rome, was crucified head
downwards, having himself desired to suffer in this
way' (6s Kal ixxi T4X€L ev "PLU/AIJ yevSfxevos dveaKoXoTxiirdx}
Kara Ke(paX7}s, OOTOJ? avrbs d^iibaas Txadeiv).
The
Acta Petri (see § 3 3 ^ ) deals fully with the reasons why
Peter chose this particular manner of death. As regards
Paul, Origen goes on to say that he suffered martyrdom
in Rome under Nero.
(d) T h e Philosophutne7ia (dating from about 235 and
ascribed to Hippolytus), as well as other later writings,
mentions the polemic with Simon, carried on at Rome
by Peter (and Paul), with which we are acquainted
through the apocryphal Acta Petri (and Acta Petri et
Pauli).
For details see § 39 d.
(e) Of later writers we at once mention Eusebius. H e
brings together all that has been hitherto mentioned,
and will have it that Peter was bishop of Rome for
tuenty five years, namely from 42-67 A . D . He thus
places the Neronian persecution, in which ^ c o r d i n g
to him also Peter and Paul suffered martyrdom [HE
ii. '2.'i5), three years too late.
It is o f a piece with this
that he supports the theory, which he himself (HE
v. 1814) takes from the Anli-Montanist Apollonius (about
200 A.D.)—a theory which already finds expression in
the P7-cedieatio Petri (above, § 25 ^ ; ap. Clem.Al.
Strom, vi. 643, p. 762, ed. Potter ; for other supporters
of it see Harnack, ACL ii. I243)—that the apostles had
been commanded by Jesus not to go abroad from
Jerusalem till twelve years after his death.
These
twelve years Eusebius reckons as from 30 to 42 A.D. T h e
variations met with in the different translations of his
Chronicle, no longer extant in Greek, need not trouble us
here.
The only point of importance for our inquiry is
that the reckoning of twenty-five Roman years was
found, not invented, by Eusebius.
According to
Harnack [ACL ii. I116-129) he used the Chronography
of Julius Africanus, which closed with the reign of
Elagabalus (218-222 .A.D. ).
[f] Thus, according to Harnack (201, 7 0 3 / ! ) , the
'tendency legend,' that Peter sojourned in Rome for
twenty-five years, arose and ' became ofiicial' between
the time of Irenseus, who as yet knew nothing whatever
of Peter's twenty-five Roman years, and that of Julius
Africanus, that is to say in the episcopate of Victor
1 Quisque here = quicunque = whosoever.
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(about 189-19S), or in that of Zephyrinus (about 198217)[g) T h e consequence of this is that Peter becomes no
lon-er the founder merely, or joint founder, but the
bishop also of the church of Rome, and that Paul,
whom we still find even in Irentxius, etc. (g 26 a-d), at
his side and on a level with him, is eliminated.
This
consequence, however, was developed onl\- gradually.
The Roman bishop Cali.xlus (about 217-222) claimed, as
appears from Tertullian's refutation (t'udic. 21), the power to
remit or retain sins, on the ground that he was the successor of
Peter who, according to Mt. lOiay^, had been invested with
this power. So also his successors afifirmed in Cyprian's t i m e :
' Se successionem Petri tenere ' or ' per successionem cathedram
Petri h a b e r e ' ; and this is presupposed by Cyprian himself
(Epist. "017 558 59i4 713). According to the Epistle uf
Clement to James (2) that now stands prefixed to the PseudoClementine Homilies, Peter,_ in appointing Clement bishop of
Rome, hands over to him his Ka9eSpa Ttov Auywr, and confers
on him the power of binding and loosing.
T h e author
(Hippolytus?) of the ' L i t t l e L a b y r i n t h ' against the sect of
Artemon (ap. P^us. HE 5 20) in § 3 styles Victor as Tpta-KaiSeKaros diro Xlerpov ev 'PW/J.TJ evLcrKOTros—thus no longer, as
Irenseus phrases it, airb Ttoi' ctTrooToAwi'—(ie., from Peter and
P a u l ; see above, § 25 c). Yet he continues to call Victor the
thirteenth as I r e n d u s had called Eleutherus, Victor's predecessor, the twelfth ; thus he does not yet reckon Peter as the
first member of the series. Similarly, Eusebius still counts
Linus as the first bishop of Rome, and in accordance with this,
gives the succeeding bishops the same numeration as Irenaeus
does. \\'hile doing so he nevertheless adds (HE Hi. 4 s), psTo.
XieTpov, vet along with this not only (ncTa Trfv UauAov Kai IleTpou
p.apTvpCav (iii. 2), but also p-era ITauAoi/ Te Kal TleTpov (iii. 21),
airo Uerpov Kal ITavAou (Iv. 1) and, precisely as Irenjeus has it,
dwo Ttii' aTTOcTTdAwi.' (iv. 55 and v. prooem. i). For more precise
details from Eusebius see Kneller, Z. f. kathol. Theol. 1902,
p. 2 2 9 /
(h) It is in the Catalogus Liberianus
[i.e., the list
of Roman bishops brought down to Liberius, A . D ,
3 5 2 ^ ) , forming part of the famous Chronicle of 354,
that Peter is first spoken of unreservedly as first bishop
of Rome : ' post ascensumejus [Jesu] beatissimus Petrus
episcopatum suscepit' (but here from 30-55 A . D . ).
The Ascensio Jescii(r would seem to be a still older
witness than any of those we have hitherto discussed,
to the fact of Peter's martyrdom at Rome.
(a) Clemen (ZIVT,
1896, 388-415 ; 1897, 455-465)
held it possible to distinguish and isolate in 33i-(or
3 21 )-4 22 an apocalypse put into writing
27. Ascensio before the death of Nero ( 4 2 / . 13-18),
Jesaise.
which related to Nero's persecution of
the Christians; and in 4 3 ^ , which at that date he
knew only through Dillmann's Latin translation from
the Ethiopic ( ' e duodecim in manus eius tradetur'), he
found an allusion to the death of Peter in that reign.
Harnack (ACL i i . l 714-716) disputed this hypothesis, including that relating to P e t e r ; Zeller (ZWT, iSgd, p. 558-568)
accepted the latter, but like H a r n a c k put the date of composition
much later than Clemen had done, and therefore denied its
trustworthiness as regarded Peter. Clemen at a later date was
able to report (Theol. Rundschau,
1901, p . 75) that Vernon
Bartlet (Apostolic Age, 1900, p. 524) also had assigned Asc. jes,
3 13-121 to the last years of Nero, but at the same time took
the opportunity to add, without further discussion, that he himself no longer regarded that dating as probable in view ofthe
Greek text recently published by Grenfell and H u n t (A7>therst
Papyri, 1,1900, 1-22). Charles, who makes use of this Greek text
in his edition of Asc. Jes. (1900), holds that a hiatus in 4 3^ ought
to be filled by the insertion of eU and the clause interpreted as
referring to P e t e r : ' o f t h e Twelve one will be delivered into
his hands ' ([Tltfli/ SuiSeKa [ely] Tats x^P^*-^ avTOv [7r]apaSo0»j<reTat).
H a r n a c k also gives his adhesion to this (SBAW,
1900. p . 985
f), but adds that the value of the statement regarding Peter will
depend upon its date, and this he prefers to assign rather to the
first half of the third century, than to any time within the
second (ACL ii. 1574-577).
[b) Charles, however, holds that ^ j c . Jes. 313 ^-418,
' the testament of Hezekiah,' ought to be dated between
88 and 100 A . D . , not, as in A P O C A L Y P T I C (above, cob
230), between 50 and 80 A . D . According to him the
question turns upon 413 (p. 3 0 / ! ) .
Charles renders the Ethiopic version, here the only text
available f >r us, as follows : ' And many believers and saints,
ha\l^^; seen Him for whom they were h.jp'ing, who was crucified,
Jesus thc Lijrd Christ fafter that I, Isaiah, had seen H i m who
was crucified and ascended], and those also who were believers
in Him—of these few in those days will be left as H i s servants,
while they flee from desert to desert, awaiting the coming of the
T.. .1 . . . J . r-i-.„i
Leh.ivjd.'
Charles a "•-•-•
d d s : ' w e see that two classes uf the faithful
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are discriminated . . . believers who had seen Christ personally,
and believers who had not. . , . O J ' the two classes our text
declares that few will be left.' As, however, the first class cannot well have survived into t h e second century, this passage
must have been written before mo A . D . On the other hand, it
has to be remembered that this distinction of two classes could,
if really intended, hardly be called a good one. T h e second
class is spoken of as consisting simply of ' those who were
believers in Him ' ; but the first class also consists of ' believers
(and saints).' Thus jt would hardly seem to ha\-e been the
writer's intention to distinguish two classes.
(c) I n a p r i v a t e c o m m u n i c a t i o n C h a r l e s n o w p r e f e r s
to read : ' a n d m a n y b e l i e v e r s a n d s a i n t s 7oho had s e e n
Him
a n d zvho alsoVepi b e l i e v i n g in H i m , ' etc. B y
this conjectural s u b s t i t u t i o n of O'L for t h e Ure w h i c h t h e
Ethiopic t r a n s h i t i o n p r e s u p p o s e s ' a l l r e f e r e n c e t o a seconil
class d i s a p p e a r s . '
Ch.irles continues to maintain, however, t h a t t h e reference is tu J e w i s h C h r i s t i a n s w h o h a \ e
personally k n o w n J e s u s .
B u t in t h i s c a s e w e a r e
compelled t o a s k : I s t h e p e r s e c u t i o n of t h e last d a y s
really t o b e confined t o t h e s e a l o n e , a n d a r e t h e y a l o n e
to look for t h e M e s s i a h , a n d o t h e r C h r i s t i a n s n o t ?
Besides, t h e text e v e n a s r e s t o r e d b y C h a r l e s still c o n t a i n s
a very d i s t u r b i n g t a u t o l o g y , ' m a n y b e l i e v e r s a n d
saints . . . w h o a l s o k e p t b e l i e v i n g in H i m . '
Bousset (Antichrist,
1895, p . 877^) regards our passage as
more largely interpolated than Charles does. But neither is his
conjecture at all satisfying. As long as we hold by Charles'
te.-ct, Zeller's interpretation remains the most probable one, that
' seeing' means a knowledge of Christ possessed bj' all Christians
and not merely by those who were eye-witnesses of his earthly
life (cp J n . 1 4 / i Jn. 36 3 j n . 11).
On this interpretation
however all necessity disappears for dating the passage before
IOO A.D. There are s i g n s o f a later origin, such as, for
example, the distinction of bishops from presbyters ( M I N I S T R Y ,
§§ jo, 47, 54 /•, c), which as matter of fact is clear in the irpea^vTepot Kat n-oi/jte'i-es of 3 24 (and also 3 29 according to the
Ethiopic version), or the representation of the circumstances of
the resurrection of Jesus (815-17), which, at least in so far as
it names Michael (and Gabriel), goes beyond that of the gospel
of Peter even (see R E S U R R E C T I O N - N A R R A T I V E S , § 7 e).
id) F i n a l l y , it d o e s n o t s e e m t o h a v e o c c u r r e d t o a n y
one t o a s k w h e t h e r o r n o t h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t c l a u s e of
all in t h e p a s s a g e b e f o r e u s r e a l l y b e l o n g s t o t h e
original text ( 4 3 ^ : ' o f t h e T w e l v e o n e will b e d e l i v e r e d
into his h a n d s . '
C h a r l e s ( p p . Ixix-lxxiii) h a s r i g h t l y
perceived t h a t it is n o t t h e living N e r o w h o is r e g a r d e d
as Antichrist, b u t t h e d e a d o n e : i n t h e form of N e r o ,
we r e a d in 4 2 4 , Beliar ( = S a t a n ; 2 C o r . 615. a n d c p
B E L I A L ) will a p p e a r a n d will r u l e for 3^^ y e a r s ,
immediately after w h i c h will b e t h e e n d of t h e w o r l d
(45-18). O f this N e r o it c a n n o t b e i n t e n d e d t o s a y t h a t
Peler is t o fall i n t o h i s h a n d s in t h e y e a r 6 4 A . D .
E.xcept in this o n e c l a u s e — i f i n d e e d it is t o b e r e f e r r e d
to P e t e r — t h e w h o l e of t h e rest of t h e d e s c r i p t i o n i s
purely a p o c a l y p t i c ; C h r i s t i a n s will b e c o m e g o d l e s s
(321-31), Beliar will c o m e in t h e f o r m of X e r o (42) a n d
will persecute t h e p l a n t w h i c h t h e t w e l v e a p o s t l e s o f
the Beloved h a v e p l a n t e d ( G k . ' w i l l p l a n t ' : (pvTeixxova-tv,
43a ; a s t o this c l a u s e , c p b e l o w , e) ; h e will w o r k
miracles, will c a u s e h i m s e l f t o b e w o r s h i p p e d a s G o d ,
a n d will b e cast i n t o hell b y t h e L o r d ( C h r i s t ? ) , w h o
\\i\\ c o m e d o w n from t h e s e v e n t h h e a v e n (44-14). If
in t h e m i d d l e of a l l this it is s a i d of o n e of t h e t w e l v e
that h e will fall i n t o t h e h a n d s of this B e l i a r ( 4 3 ^ ) ,
the one i n t e n d e d m u s t , if t h e c l a u s e is t o fit t h e c o n t e x t ,
be o n e w h o h a s s u r v i v e d t h e d e a t h of N e r o .
The only notorious instance which the readers could have
found referred to in these purely allusive words would be that
of John with his cup of poison a n d his bath of boiling oil (see
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r a t h e r t h a n J o h n w h o is i n t e n d e d .
I n t h a t case, h o w c\-er, t h e c l a u s e m u s t b e r e g a r d e d a s a g l o s s .
I t is s o
r e g a r d e d , it will b e seen, n o t with t h e object of g e t t i n g
n d of a text t h a t is i n c o n v e n i e n t for t h e view of P e t e r ' s
life t a k e n in t h e p r e s e n t article, b u t p u r e l y for r e a s o n s
affecting i r i g h t u n d e r s t a n d i n g of Asc. Jes.
The
d e l e t i o n df t h e c l a u s e w o u l d b e n e c e s s a r y even if it
r e l a t e d n o t t o P e t e r b u t t o s o m e o t h e r of t h e a p o s t l e s
w h o h a d suffered m a r t y r d o m u n d e r N e r o .
(e) I ' h e r e a r e t w o w a y s b y which t h e e x t e n t of t h e
gloss c a n be determined.
If in the entire text the Antichi ist is thesubject, then it consists
only of the above cited words in 4.3b. If, on thc other hand,
we shuiild hnd ourselves constrained to understand the living
Nero as being the subject of v. 3 (the subject according to v. 2,
enil, is ' Who hiinself (even) this king,' ocTTt? aiiTOs 6 ^aatkevs
oi/Toy), then the immediately following expression, z>. 3a ('wilV
persecute the ])lant which the t w e h e apostles of the Beloved have
jjlanted') must also bereckoned as belonging to the interpolation ; for it is quite improbable that between two utterances
regarding Aiitichri.st there should stand one relating t o t h e living
Nero who must nevertheless be dead before Antichrist comes
forward in Nero's form.

W h y the clause should have been added b y some
a n c i e n t r e a d e r will b e c o m e \ e r y intelligible if only w e
s u p p o s e s u c h r e a d e r t o h a v e u n d e r s t o o d b y Beliar t h e
a c t u a l N e r o — a s w a s d o n e a t first b y C l e m e n in 1 8 9 6 /
It t h u s a p p e a r s t h a t Asc. Jes. c a n n o t b e a d d u c e d a s a n
e a r l i e r w i t n e s s for t h e belief of t h e m a r t y r d o m of P e t e r
u n d e r N e r o t h a n t h e d o c u m e n t s d e a l t w i t h in p r e c e d i n g
sections.
C o n t r a r i w i s e all t h e w r i t i n g s of a n older d a t e a r e
p r o f o u n d l y silent o n t h e subject of P e t e r ' s R o m a n
28 1 Clem ^°J°""^'^^ d e t a i l e d e x a m i n a t i o n of
1 C l e m , is a t this p o i n t called for, p a r t l y
o n a c c o u n t of i t s f u n d a m e n t a l i m p o r t a n c e , a n d p a r t l y
b e c a u s e it is often t a k e n in t h e o t h e r sense.
(a) After h a v i n g p o i n t e d t o t h e i n s t a n c e s in t h e
O T in w h i c h j e a l o u s y a n d e n v y a r e seen t o h a v e l e d
t o t h e m o s t direful r e s u l t s , C l e m e n t p r o c e e d s : Y. 1.
'AW
Xva
Tuv
dpxcLiijJV VTXo5eiy/j.dTO}v
Travaibfxeda, ^Xdojpiev ixxi Tods ^yyiUTa
yevo/j.4vovs
ddXx}Tds' Xd^uifxev TTJS yeveds iipiujv Ta yevva'ia
-uiroSeiyfiara.
2. Aid
^ijXov Kal <pd6vov oi fi^yictTOL Kal
SiKaibTaTOL aroXoi. ^dLdjxdrjaav Kal ^ws davdrou -fjOXxjaav.
3. AdjBiOfxev Txpb d<l>6aX/j.Qv ijpiQv Toiis dyadovs
dixoffTbXovs'
4. H^Tpov, 8s Sta i^xjXov ddtKov ovx ^^^ oi)6^ 5vo
dXXd xxXeiovas uTxrjveyKe ixdvovs, Kal OVTO) piapTvprjaas
^TxopeOdr) els rbv dcpeiXd/xevov TOTTOV TTJS 56^7}$. 5. Atd
i^^Xov Kal 'epLV TladXos v7xofj.ov7Js ^pa^e7ov
^det^ev
6.
iixTdKis deapi-d (popiaas, (pvyadevdeis,
Xidacdeis, KXjpv^
yevbfxevos ^v r e T ^ dvaToX"^ Kal kv TX\ bv(xei, rb yevvaiov TT]S TxiffTecvs auTOu KX4OS ^Xa^ev
7. diKaLoavv-qv
diSd^as 6X0V Tbv Kbfffxov, Kal ixxi Tb rippLa TTJS dvaeuis
iXdihv Kal fxapTupTjaas ixrl TU)V -qyovfj-ivcov, OOTOJS dTX7]XXdyyj TOU Kbap-ov Kal els rbv HyLov T6TXOV iixopeijOrj,
vTxopLovTis yevbfxevQs
pL^ytaTos vixoypap-ixhs.
VI. i.
Toi^rots rots dvdpd(XLv ociuis TxaXtTeuffapikvoLS avvx^dpoiadxi
TToXi) xxXridos ^KXeKTutv, o^Tives xxoXXaTs alKlais Kal
^aadvois
did f^Xos ixadovres
inx65eiypia
KAXXLCTOV
iykvovTO iv Tjfuv.
-z. A t a ^TJXOS 5(w;t^eri7ai yvvalKe^
Aavaiides
Kal AipKat,
alKla/J-axa
deivd
Kal
dvbata
Txadouaai, ixxi rbv TTJS xxhretos ^i^atov
dpbpLov Kar-qvTT}(rav Kal ^Xa(3ov yipas yevvatov al do-devels Tip aib/xart.
(5i) ' But, not to dwell on the ancient examples, let us come
to those champions who lived nearest ourselves. Let us take the
noble examples of our own generation.
(2) By reason of
jealousy and envy the greatest iind most righteous pillars were
persecuted, and contended even unto death. (3) Let us set before
J O H N , SON OK Z E B E D E E , § 8*!^). Vet it is not easy to see w h y
our eyes the good apostles; (4) Peter, who by reason of unthis atrocity should be referred precisely to Beliar coming in the
righteous jealousy endured nut one nor two but many labours,
form of Nero_. This Beliar is a purely apocalyptic form, whose
and thus having borne his testimony went to his due place of
deeds are with good reason described in quite general and
glory, (5) By reason of jealousy and strife Paul showed the
indefinite terms. As real prophecy a piediction of a n y such
detail would be not only bold but also out <.<( keeping with the reward of paiient endurance. (6) After that he had been seven
apocalyptic character of the representation of the time of the
times in bonds, had been driven into exile, had been stoned,
end; as ''aticiniujn ex e-e'cntu it is equally out of keeping ; and,
had preached in the East and in the West, he won the noble
besides, the martyrdom of John is not a historical fact but first
renown
of his faith ; (7) having taught righteousness to the
came to be believed at so late a date after the time of the
whole world and having come to the limit of the West and
emperor under whom it is alleged to have occurred (Domitian is
baving borne his testimony before the rulers, he thua departed
usually named) as to make it absolutely impossible that at t h e
time of the writer this emperor should be spoken of as the last
from the world and went unto the holy place, having become
to reign before the end of the world or that a reign of no more
a very great example of patient enduiance. (61) Unto these
than 3\ years should be assigned to him.
men of holy lives was gathered a vast multitude of elect ones
who, suffering by reason of jealousy many indignities and
Thus it b e c o m e s in fact p r o b a b l e t h a t it is P e t e r
^^"
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tortures, became a most admirable example among us. _ (2) By
reason of jealousy women being persecuted as Danaids and
Dircse, after that they had suffered cruel and unholy insults,
safely reached the goal in the race of faith and received a noble
reward, feeble though they were in body.'
(b) The word fiaprvp-^cras applied to Paul (67) will *'
be most fittingly interpreted as meaning, not ' having
suffered martyrdom' (his death is indicated rather by
the words 6,-irriWd-yTi rov Kocsfiov) but rather ' having
borne (oral) testimony' or, at most, ' having suffered
tortures.' In the case of Peter, however (64), the first
of these two renderings does not fit well:

for OIJTIO

IMpTvp-qcras seems intended to convey 'after that he
had borne testimony' by the ' labours' [irbvoi) just
mentioned. These, however, extend over his whole
life as an apostle.
That precisely his death was
occasioned by some such ' labour' and thus was a
martyrdom is not expressly said and therefore might
be disputed. Still, since Peter is here cited as an
instance of how the greatest ' pillars' ' contended even
unto death ' we refrain frora doing so.
(c) In like manner it will be well to concede that
' a m o n g u s ' (iv T]fuv) in 61 does not mean ' a m o n g us
Christians'—-which would be tolerably vague—but
• among us Romans.' The reference is to the victims of
the Neronian persecution (62) who were made use of for
the presentation of mythological pieces. Still when it is
said of the Xeronian martyrs in Rome that they were
gathered together with Peter and Paul, we are by no
means to draw it as a necessary inference that Peter
and Paul also died in Rome. T o ' was gathered'
(cTwriffpolcrffTj) in 61 what we ought rather to supply
will be ' to the due place of glory' (et's T6V 6cpec-\6fi€vov
rbirov TJjs Si^-qs) or ' to the holy place' (ch riv d-yiov
Tbirov) of 64 7.
Thus the common meeting - place
referred to is not Rome but heaven, and accordingly the
present passage says nothing as to the place of death.
(d) Neither in 5 i does the aiUhor give any reason to
suppose that he is thinking of all as having one and the
same place of death. The oneness that unites those
about to be mentioned and separates them from those
who have been mentioned already is characterised as a
oneness of time only : ' who lived nearest
our own
generation'(TotI's^77i(rTa7e^o/i^i'Ous. . . rijiyevedsijfiiov).
(e) As the writer is at Rome, by the ' limit of the
west' (Tip/jLo, TTJs Siiffeus, 07) to which Paul came it
would seem as if Spain must be meant.
The fact,
however, of a journey of Paul to Spain is, if the present
passage be left out of account, nowhere asserted before
the fourth century except in the Muratorian fragment
(11. 38, 39) and in the pre-Catholic Acta Petri (see
below, § 33 tz), and in view of the silence of tne other
witnesses is very much exposed to the suspicion of
being merely an inference from Rom. 1624 2B, where
Paul expresses the intention of extending his journey
from Rome to Spain. Eusebius (HE'-a. II2) speaks of
a mission,ary activity of Paul after the captivity spoken
of in Acts 28 3 0 / , but does not say where, and adds
that thereafter Paul *came once more to Rome and
suffered martyrdom there. In the immediately following context (223-8) he refers the ' first hearing' (irpiir-q
&To\o-yla) of T Tim. 416 to the first Roman captivity.
Here too, in view of the sUence of other witnesses,
there arises inevitably a strong suspicion that the discrimination of two captivities may have been suggested
by this passage merely, whilst nevertheless Tpibr-ij
oTroXoyia in the nature of things ought to mean merely
a first ' appearance' or ' hearing' as distinct from a
second in the course of the same captivity, since the
whole passage 49-18 is speaking of the details of a
single captivity. For this inference not Eusebius but
some one who preceded him must be held responsible ;
he himself introduces the whole story with a XA^os Ix^i
(' the story goes'). If, however, Eusebius, who elsewhere
puts forthso much that is fa Ise with the greatestassurance,
here uses so cautious an expression as this, the matter,
we may rest assured, is questionable in the highest degree.
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Harnack (A CL ii, 1 239./:) characterises the liberation of P a u l
from his first Roman captivity (and the journey to Spain) as an
'assured fact' (gesicherte Tkatsache).
His reasons are—apart
from TO reppia Ttjs Si/ceu; here—certain genuine fragments of
Paul preserved in the Pastoral Epistles (2 Tim. 115-18 4 0-21
Tit. 3 12 f . ) , for which one can find no room in the earlier life of
Paul (a very precarious hypothesis, to say the least) and also
chronological considerations according to which the first captivity
came to an end in 59 A . D . whilst the martyrdom of Paul in the
Neronian persecution (July, 64 A . D . ) is an 'ascertained fact.*
This last fact has no other secure' basis on which to rest than
Harnack's interpretation of our present passage in i Clem, and
the 'definite pieces of information' (.-iCL ii.l 710) referred to
above (§ 25 f) of which Harnack himself wrote not .so very long
ago (on I Clem. 5 4 : 1876): ' posteriore tempore auctores
martyrii Petri vel itineris Romani, quorum testimonium nullius
fere pretii est, sunt Dionysius Corinthius, Gajus Romanus, . , .
Irenseus,' etc. If these testimonies are of hardly any value witffi
reference to Peter it is difficult to see that they are entitled to
much confidence in what they say about Paul,—so far at least
as the persons of the witne.sses are concerned. T h e reckoning,
however, which is suggested alternatively for adoption under
CHRONOLOGY, §§ 64-80, according to which the first Roman
captivity ends in 59 A.D., H a r n a c k is able to maintain (238)
only at the cost of assuming that Tacitus is wrong by a year as
to the age of the imperial prince Britannicus.
Spitta (Zr^r
Gesch. u. Lix. d. U7-chrisientk,
\^ [1893] i-ro8 iii. 1 [1900])
postulates the liberation of Paul from his two-years' Roman
captivity in the interests of a very bold division of the Epistle
to the Romans into two separate epistles, the first of which was
written by Paul before, and the second (12 1-I57 16 1-20) after,
his first sojourn in Rome. Conservative theology with almost
complete unanimity postulates this liberation in the interests of
the genuineness ofthe Pastoral EpLstles. In that case, however,
the journey into Spain is only an embarrassment, as the Epistle.s
in question presuppose rather fresh journeys of the apostle in
the East (i Tim. 1 3 3 14 f 4 13 Tit. 1 5 312) : but these in turn
are excluded b y Acts 20 25 (' I know that ye all . . . shall see
my face no more'), a saying which the author, even if it had
reached him by tradition as a genuine utterance of Paul, would
certainly have altered or omitted if it had not come true.

(f) The expression ' the limit of the west' [rh Tip^a.
Txfs S^aeias) itself would necessarily denote Spain only
on the assumption that it cannot be taken otherwise
than in a purely geographical sense.
Since Paul,
however, is the subject of the sentence, the writer can
very possibly have meant a point that was for hi77i the
westward limit of his activities, in whicli case there is
no longer any necessity to hold that Spain—otherwise
so poorly attested as a field of Paul's activities—is
meant. The writer, indeed, had he been very anxious
to make it quite clear that Rome and Rome alone was
intended, could have added ' h i s ' (aiiroO) to 'limit'
[ripfxa) ; but it so happens that it is good Greek
precisely to refrain from doing so. The passage is as
every one sees highly rhetorical in character.
This being so it could surprise no one if the author, although
himself a Roman, with Paul's starting-point in mind, calls
Rome ' t h e limit of the west,' just as in Acts 1347 it is called
[ the uttermost part of the earth ' (eo-xaro*' T^S 7175), and just as
in Ps. Sal. (17 14 [12]) Pompeius sends his captive J e w s ' a s far
as the w e s t ' (ews en-l fiucju-wv) or as Ignatius (ad ROTH. 22) is
transported ' to west from ease' (els Svaiv diro avaToK-fji). In i
Clem, itself' east and west' (avaTokn Kal fivtris) are used shortly
before (56) as geographical indications of the range of Paul's
activities, but from this it by no means follows that the limit of
the w e s t ' must here be taken in an ab.solute sense and without
any reference to the apostle's point of departure. In i Clem. 67
' having taught righteousness unto the whole world' (SLKaiotrvvTqv
SiSd^as okov TOV K6<Tp.ov) only repeats what was expressed in the
preceding clause by ' h a y i n g preached in the east and in the
west' (KTjpvf yecojw.ei'os ev re rfj dva.To\^ xal iv rf} fivtrct) and
similarly the phrase immediately following this last ' won the
noble renown which was the reward of his faith ' (TO yevvdlov TTJ?
m'oT-€io^ avTOv Kkeos eka^ev) gives already a hint ofhis martyrdom
which is more fully described in the succeeding section. T h u s
it is entirely in accordance with the structure of the whole
writing if by ' h a v i n g come to the limit of the w e s t ' nothing
new is intended but only a renewed reference to the apostle's
sojourn in Rome. Another itnportant point is that none of the
church fathers has found Spain in our present passage ; otherwise Eusebius at least would not have left unnamed the place
where Paul was believed to have laboured between his first and
his second captivity, and the others would not have kept
complete silence as to his liberation from the first.

(g) If on the other hand Spain were meant it would
in that case become almost necessary to understand by
the rulers (xiyob/jLevot) before whom Paul bore his
testimony the Spanish civil authorities. There is not a
single tradition, however, in favour of Spain as the
place of Paul's martyrdom. That Rome was the place
is nowhere doubted.
The rulers (-nyo^pLevoL) can,
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according to the usage of i Clem, (see MINISTRY,
§ 47i), middle), mean any high political authority ; but
if Rome is referred to, the emperor and his advisers w ill
be meant.
(h) We now come to the most important point—
which is, that the entire passage before us is dcisij^ned
to set forth a parallel betw een Peter and Paul. 'I'hus
it becomes necessary to pay special attention to the
points in which the paruUtl is not carried out. Now,
n.t the very outset, we notice that the sufferings of
Paul in the service of the gospel are much more fully
particularised than those of Peter. ^^'L• nia}- be- certain
that the author would h a \ e been et|ually detailed in
the case of Peter had this been in his power. Is it
possible that in Rome so little that is definite should
have been known if he had actually died there? In
the case of I'cler, furlher, no parallel at all to Paul's
'coming to the limit of the west' and his 'bearing
testimony before the rulers' is otTered. Had it been
Spain thatw.is in question, we should nut have wondered
to find that the same things coukl not he said of I'Lter as
of Paul; but from what has been said in the toregoing
paragraphs of this section, it will be seen that it is with
Rome that we are dealing, and in this case it naturally
becomes a point of great importance to notice that
what is said is said of Paul alone. Yet, e\ en if ' the
limit of the west' were to be taken as meaning Spain,
we should still have to reckon with the fact that the
author of the epistle was not in «, position to say of
Peter that he had borne testimony ' before the rulers.'
Even should ' the rulers' denote, not the emperor and
his advisers but some other high authority, it is clear
that the author knew nothing of any ' witnessing'
(papTvpeiv) of Peter before such an authority. How
willingly would he not have adduced it had any such
tradition been within his reach ! For he names Peter
even before Paul
T h e phrase 'rulers,' however,
makes it still more clear than does 'limit of the west,'
th.i!: as regards Paul both must be sought in Rome.
This being so, the fact that only of Paul is it said that
he was ' a preacher in the east and in the west' (Kxjpv^
^v Tf_ ry dvaroXy Kal iv TTI 8V(T€L) acquires a new significance. In short, this writer was ignorant, not only of
any 'witnessing' (p^apTvpeiv) before the authorities (in
Rome) on Peter's part, but also of any missionary
acti\ity of his at all in the west ; yet he wTote in Rome
about 93-97 A.D. (at latest, but not probably, about
120 A.D.
See G A L A T I A N S , § 9 [but
CHRISTIAN L I T E R A T U R E , § 26]).
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(/) This conclusion, however clear in itself, is often
resisted on the ground that no other place than Rome
is ever mentioned in tradition as the scene of Peter's
martydoni, and that it would be too extraordinary if
Clement, while knowing the fact of Peter's martyrdom,
should be ignorant of the place of it. But neither
objection is conclusive.
If, let us suppose, Peter had perished while travelling in a
distant land, at some obscure place, not as the result of ordinary
process of law, but perhaps in some popular tumult, and if also
such companions as he may have had perished along with him,
then information of his death could reach liis fellow-Christians
only by report; and if, even at a later date, no Christian church
arose at the place where it occurred, no local tradition as to his
end had any chance of surviving. Let us only suppose, for
example, that Paul had died of the stoning at Lystra (Acts
1419) or of that with \\hich be was threatened at Iconium (14 5),
and either was unaccompanied or was accompanied even in
death—what should we, what could Clemi^nt—have known as
to the place o f h i s death? Yet, indeed, there is no need for
supposing such an extreme case as this. It is very conceivable
that Clement actually did know the place of Peter's death, and
yet did not name it because this was not required for his
purpnc^e. In the case of Paul he does not judge it in the least
important to name the place; all he thinks worth commemorating is that his appearance was made before the ' rulers'
(,ytyovpevoi), and in this way only indirectly do we learn the
locality. That of Peter's death he could pass over all the more
easily because he could take it for granted that his readers at
Corinth knew it just as well as himself. It must not be forgotten that his object is not to tell them anything new, but to
draw profitable exhortation for them from known facts.

(k) It is therefore quite useless to conjecture that Peter
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and Paul alone are selected out of the number of the
apostles (notwithstanding that James the son of Zebedee
might also have been mentioned: Acts 122), only
because they \\-ere specially well known in Rome.
lA'en if this were the reason, it still would be no proof
cf Peter's having ever been in R o m e : even without
this he was famous enough. What is more to the
point is that both apostles were known in Corinth—in
a general way as well known as at Rome—and over
and above this in a special manner, because the church
there had been founded by the one, whilst the other
had been chosen by a party there as its head ( i Cor.
I12

'i-J2).

(/) If Peter's death was not at Rome, then neither
was it during the Neronian persecution, which so far as
we know did not extend beyond that city. Even if it
had so extended, however, I'etcr could not be regarded
as one of its victims, according to the passage now
under discussion, for in the provinces the persecution
would naturally break out later than in Rome, whilst
Peter and Paul, according to the order followed, and
the ' gathering' [a-vvTjOpoladx}) of 6 i, preceded the great
multitude of Nero's martyrs. If they died in Rome we
should have to think of this as happening immediately
on the outbreak of the persecution. This, however, as
we have seen, does not apply to Peter ; and even in the
case of Paul we have no right to assume it, although he
did die in Rome.
T h e prevailing opinion, that if it was in 64 A.D., it was in
consequence of the Neronian persecution that Paul was condemned to death, is \-ery rash. The judicial procedure of Rome
was not so utterly arbitrary as would be implied were it true
that a prisoner who was kept day and night chained to a soldier
should be found guilty of fire-raising, or of incitation thereto.
The process against Paul followed its own course. That in the
general hostility to Christians it was hurried on is likely enough,
but hardly so rapidly tbat Paul should have preceded the great
bulk o f t h e Neronian martyrs.

At a date subsequent also to that of i Clem, we
find allusions to the martyrdom of Peter, but without
ntli
mention of the place.
(a) It is not
^ ^ * " ^ ^ ® ^ - certain, it is true, whether Jn. 1836
^^Z^^^^
belongs to this category. When Jesus
martyraom
. . •^rj^j^h^.j. i „Q t^ou canst not
w i t h place ^ ,,
, ,
,_ •
•
,
^.~ J follow me now he means his going to
unspecinea. j^g^^g^^^ as is clear from 734821 (to
both of which passages express reference is made in
1833); and that it is into heaven that Peter is to follow
him has its parallel in I724. Nevertheless, it is open
to us to understand also that the manner of the entering into heaven, that is, the manner of death, is to be
the same for Peter as for Jesus. 1837 may contain an
allusion to this when Peter says ' I will lay down my
life for thee.' It would be quite in keeping wexe we to
understand the words of Jesus as meaning : ' Thou canst
not follow me in this manner now, but later thou shalt
be able.' The question, therefore, comes to be whether
the writer already knew of the martyrdom of Peter.
On the assumption that the martyrdom is historical, it
is very probable that he did. But even if it was
legendary, the author, who wrote about i32-*i40 A.D.,
could very easily have heard about it. The question,
however, whether he thought of the death of Peter
as having happened in Rome, \\ill depend for its answer
on our determination ofthe date at which this opinion
arose. He himself gives no indication.
(b) Jn. 21, the addition of a later hand (§ 22c),
certainly speaks of the maitM-dom ; whether at Rome
or no is a question to be decided in the same manner
as in u.
(c) 2 Pet. 114 refers back to Jn. 2 1 1 8 /
Nowhere
else, so far as we know, did Jesus say to Peter that
' t h e putting off of his tabernacle cometh sViftlv,' and
in view of the late date of 2 Pet. (see § 24^;) its author's
acquaintance with Jn. 21 is very possible, as also his
acquaintance with the tradition that Peter had suffered
martyrdom in Rome.
(d) In the Muratorian fragment the passif Petri
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is referred to in /. 37, and that, according to the almost
universally accepted restoration of the text ('semota
passione Petri evidenter declarat'), as one of the events
by his silence as to whieh the writer of Aets makes
it clear that he has incorporated in his book only such
occurrences as had happened in his presence. Thus
here also the martyrdom of Peter is regarded as a known
event, and can very easily have been conceived of by
the author (who wrote between 170 and 200 A . D . ) as
having happened in Rome. Only, as he says nothing
as to this, the passage before us is not any more decisive
on the question in hand, than the other three which
have been already considered.
(e) In Rev. I820 {' rejoice over her, thou heaven, and
ye saints, and ye apostles, and ye prophets ') the apostles
seem to be thought of as in heaven, and must therefore,
according to 69-11, have been thought of as martyrs.
W e mav be certain, however, that not all the twelve
apostles became martyrs, not to speak ofthe saints and
Christian prophets of whom this would equally hold
good. The passage is thus too exaggerated to justify
us in inferring the martyrdom of Peter with certainty.
( / ) In Macarius Magnes [Apocrit. 822 ; about 400
A . D . ) the heathen with whom he is in controversy says
that Peter made a disgraceful escape from prison in
Jerusalem (Acts 125-19), and was afterwards crucified
after having been able to carry out the command of
Jesus, 'feed my lambs' (Jn. 2I15), for only a few
months. Harnack (Z/^Z, 1902, 604) will have it that
this heathen was Porphyry, the learned opponent of the
Christians in Rome [ob. A.D. 304) and that what he
says regarding the few months and the death by
crucifixion has reference to Rome (in 44 the same
opponent of Macarius mentions the beheading of Paul
in Rome, and thereafter, without speeifymg the place,
the crucifixion of Peter) and is drawn from satisfactory
Roman tradition. Carl Schmidt (below § 49), 167-T71,
observes, however, and with justice, that in Porphyry's
time Peter's twenty-five years' sojourn in Rome had long
been a recognised belief (so also Harnack himself; above,
§ 26 [ / ] ) , and on this ground supposes that Porphyry
is drawing froni the Acta Petri, according to which Peter
arrives in Rome and dies in the interval between Paul's
departure from Rome and his return ; and in fact the
divine prediction of the death of Paul in Rome (below,
§ 33 (7) is the answer to the request of his followers that
he (Paul) should not absent himself from Rome for
more than a year.
All the more important in our present investigation
are those writings which are silent upon the sojourn in
Rome, and, so far as they were written
30. Silence after 64 .\.D., also upon the martyrdom
on Koman of Peter, although some such reference
sojourn (and
gi\t have been e.vpected in them. At
martyrdom). the same time, this does not hold good of
all of them in an equal degree.
[a) 'The Epistle to the Romans excludes with the
utmost decisiveness the idea that at the time of its
composition Peter was in Rome, or even without
staving in Rome was exercising any sort of supervision over the church there. Had it been otherwise,
Paul would tiKist certainly have referred to the fact.
He is at verv great pains to indicate his right to labour
in Rome. We may not here refer to his arrangement
with the three 'pillar' apostles at the council of Jerusalem (Gal. 2Q : ' you to the Jews, we to the Gentiles ') ;
for this arrangement not only was capable of various
interpretations, but had also shown itself to be unworkable (CoUNi IL, § 9). The practice of the Judaists,
however, who forced their way into the churclnis founded
by Paul and sought to turn them against him, had led
him to formulate another principle bv which division of
labour in the mission field might be regulated—this,
namelv, that no missionarv ought to invade the field
once taken possession of by another ('not to glory in
other men's l a b o u r s ' ; 2 C o r . I O 1 5 / ) . When, how-

e\er, he excuses and justifies his intention of visiting
Rome, notwithstanding this principle, he alw ays does so,
1 5-15 1520-29, as towards the church, whilst if Peter had
been its head he ought to have done so in the first
instance as towards him.
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On the assumption that 1020-24, along with the whole, or
parts, of chap. 15 (and 111) comes from a later time, it has
sometimes been thought possible that here already the opinion
of Peter's bishopric of Rome is presupposed. T h e expression-^,
however, arc worded so generally that any such conjecture does
not admit of verification, even when the late date of the section
is assumed.

(b) The Epistle to the Philippians, which according
to 113 4 22 was very probably written in Rome, makes
no mention of Peter, True, Paul had not exactly any
urgent occasion to mention him in this particular epistle.
Nevertheless, one may hazard a conjecture that 115-18
would have been somewhat less sharply worded had
Peter been then at the head of the church in Rome
(the still sharper passage 82-6 does not come into
account here, as in all probability it is directed, not
against Jewish Christians as 115-18 is, but against nonChristian Jews, and, in fact, against Jews of this class
in Philippi).
((•) If the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians
were written during the captivity in Ccesarea, they do
not need to be referred to here. On the assumption of
their genuineness, however, it is equally possible that
they mav have been written from Rome. In that case,
however, the apostle had no more pressing occasion, so
far as his correspondents were concerned, for mentioning
Peter (on the supposition that he also was at Rome)
than he had in writing to the Philippians (the Epistle
to the Ephesians, ifwe are to maintain its'genuineness,
w e m u s t necessarily regard as a circular writing). If,
on the other hand, these epistles are not genuine but
reallv date from the period of Gnosticism between 100
and

130 (see M I N I S T R Y , § 2 5 ^ , n.), it has to be noticed

that in Col. 4 10 there is a greeting from Mark who is
held to have been the interpreter of Peter, yet none
from Peter himself. We cannot, nevertheless, securely
infer from this that the Roman sojourn of Peter was
unknown to this writer.
Not only does he not say that the epistle which he is writing
under Paul's name is meant to be taken as ha\'ing been written
from Rome (the place of composition remains obscure); the
absence of mention of Peter can also have its explanation in the
fact that the writer cared only for Paul, not for Peter, and that
he therefore introduced into his letter greetings only from such
persons as, like Mark, had been fellow-labourers with Paul
(unless, indeed, the list of greetings in 410-15 he a genuine
fia.;[iicnt of Paul, for the details of which we must not hold the
post-apostolic author of the whole epistle responsible).

The case of the Epistle to the Ephesians is similar.
It too says nothing regarding its place of composition.
In presence of the great interest it expresses in the unity
of the church, and especially in the complete fusion of
Jewish and Gentile Christians (122/! 43-6 2ri-22, etc.),
there was, in point of fact, an opportunity for allusion
to the common activities of Paul and Peter. But as it
avoids personal matters almost entirely, and designates
the apostles and N T prophets in general as the foundation of the church and as holy (22085), we cannot
venture on any far-reaching inferences from the absence
of any mention of Peter, and in particular must not
infer with confidence that the author knew nothing of
Peter's Roman sojourn.
(d) The second Epistle to Timothy is expressly dated
from the captivity in Rome (18 16 f 2g), and names Mark
along with other missionary companions of Paul (4ii),
although perhaps (just as with Colossians) in a genuine
fragment of Paul.
Some mention of Peter (if his
Roman sojourn was already known) would have been
appropriate alike in the case of the' genuineness ofthe
epistle and in that of its spuriousness, but cannot he
expected with certainty even on the latter alternative—
which is certainlythe one to be chosen (see MINISTRY, §54
[cp also TIMOTHY, ii. § 16])—since 2 Tim. unreservedly
declares itself to b e a 'Pauline' writing and an instruction
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addressed to a. disciple of the apostle, and sees the
unity of the church in its doctrine and organisation,
not in what can be said about the persons of its
founders.
(e) In Acts one of the main objects is to draw a
parallel between Peter and Paul (see .-XcTS, § 4). .\
joint activity of the two in Rome would have been the
best crown which the author could possibly have given
to this work. Indeed, even without the contemporaneous presence of Paul, the arri\al in the metropolis
of the world of Peter, who with Paul passes as the real
originator of missions to the Gentiles (IO1-II18 li'y-ii),
must have seemed equally important with that of Paul,
which is even made the subject of repeated predictions
(1921 23ir). If Peter is to be held to have come to
Rome nevertheless, this is conceivable only as ha\ing
happened after Paul's death, which the author did not
wish to refer to for political reasons (see -\c is, § 5 i.),
or on the supposition that the meeting of the two was a
hostile one, and therefore will h a \ e been passed o\er by
the author in the same silence with which he passed
over the encounter at Antioch (Gal. 2ii-2i). As for
this latter supposition, however, it is surely an odd
procedure to excogitate a possibilit3\ in order, thereby,
to support a tradition which declares precisely the
opposite of the possibilit}' supposed—namel)', a harmonious co-operation between the two apostles. If
we disregard this attempt, we must infer that in the
author's time, that is to say, somewhere between 105
(no) and 130 (see .ACTS, g i5), nothing was known of
a contemporary activity of the two apostles in Rome.
On the other hand, there remains the possibility that
Peter arrrived in Rome after the death of P a u l ; only,
neither is this vouched for by any tradition.

had personally laid their oral injunctions upon the
Koman church, since, so far as written precepts are
concerned, this could be said only of Paul, not of I'eter,
When Ignatius is addressing other churches he expresses
the same thought without mention of Peter and Paul
(ad Eph-3i,
ad J'rall.S}).
Xevcrlheless we cannot
positively affirm that the expression in the Epistle of
Ignatius to the Romans inherently, and thus even if
written at an earher dale, contains the presupposition
that Peter had once personally visited Rome. As what
he means to say is simply, ' I do not address myself to
you as one having authority,' it was very natural to
mention by way of example two famous names that did
carry authority, even if they had not personally quite
equal importance for the readers.
(h) I Pet. may here be noticed by way of appendix.
Whether it is relevant to the discussion will depend on
our interpretation of it, and this we are not yet able to
settle (cp § 42).
Babylon is in the Apocalypse ' t h e
great city' (Rev. 1810 21), ' the mother of the harlots and
of the abominations of the earth, drunken with the blood
of the saints, ruling over the kings of the earth, sitting
upon seven hills' (\7sf- 18 g)—in other words, Rome.
It is certain, however, that no such mysterious name
could have been bestowed upon the world-metropolis
before the beginning of the Neronian persecution, and
we may conjecture that it first owed its currency among
Christians to the Apocalypse itself Should i Pet., therefore, have been written before, or at the beginning of the
Neronian persecution, we may conclude either that the
writer could not possibly have intended Rome by Babylon
or at least that in referring to it by this name he could
not count upon being understood. This he could do, if
he wrote at a later date. But this possibility by no means
excludes the other, that he may have meant the literal
Babylon on the Euphrates.

[/) The Shepherd of Hernias, which was written in
Rome about 140 .V.D., makes no mention of Peter.
Xor yet, it must be added, of Paul. .\ book of so
apocalyptic a character is, in fact, not to be supposed to
concern itself with personal details from a past time.
It is worthy of note that the rock (and the doors) of
the tower which represents the church, are interpreted
as meaning the Son of God (Sim. ix. 121, in agreement
with 1 Cor. IO4 and Jn. IO79). This, however, proves
only that the author was still unacquainted with Mt.
1618—or that he has not allowed himself to be influenced by it.
(g) .\]\ the more eloquent is the silence of Justin
Martyr, who wrote in Rome about 152, as to the Roman
sojourn of Peter. He has much to say regarding the
sojourn there of Simon Magus, but nothing of Peter's
polemic against him, of which we are to hear so much
b y a n d b y (§§ 33, 34, 40 a).
(h) Papias (ap. Eus. HE iii. .3915) reports, as one of
the communications of ' the presbyter,' that Mark accompanied Peter as interpreter ; but it is very rash to assume
that in making this statement Papias had Rome in his
mind (see MARK, col. 2939, n. i). If Papias wrote late
enough he could h a \ e heard of the presence of Peter
there ; but of this he in point of fact says nothing. In
particular, the agreement of Papias \vith the statement
about Mark which Eusebius (/J/i ii. 152 ; cp GOSPELS,
§ 80^) records has to be taken merely in accordance
with the words cited in the other passage and by no
means to be extended to e\'eiything which Eusebius
introduces here with a ' they say ' (cpaaiv), and which, by
the connection with ii, 14 5/!, must in fact be interpreted
as referring to Rome (§ 25 d). Still more certainly wrong
would it be to extend the agreement of Papias also to
what follows in ii. I.'i2 after the mention of his name,
where we read ' it is said ' (cpacriv) that Peter in his First
Epistle means Rome by ' Babylon.'
(i) Ignatius writes to the Romans (43): ' I do not
enjoin you, as Peter and Paul did' (ovx ws Ulrpos Kal
HttOXos Siardo-o-o^iai vfuv)If this was in 170-180 A.D.
(see MINISTRY, § 53, b-i), we might suppose the phrase
quoted to rest on the assumption that Peter and Paul
460s

T h a t this city was at that date wholly uninhabited rests upon
a too literal understanding of Pausanias (viii. 883 [cp i. 10 3]):
oiiSev Tt ^i' et pr] T€t;^o9, nothing is left but the walls') and
Pliny (//.A'"vi. 2t» [301 122): ' a d solitudinem rediit.' Cp Lucian,
Charon, 2 3 : 'Yonder is Babylon, the city with the noble
towers, the city of vast compass ; but soon it too, like Nineveh,
will be sought for in vain.' According to Strabo (x\i. I 5 , p.
738 or 1073) the city was only 'desert for the most p a r t '
(kpr^po^ y) 7ro\Mj) ; according to Diodorus (ii.' 9 9) a small portion
was inhabited. 'To understand rightly what is meant one must
bear in mind the enormous compass (360-385 stadia, some 40 m.)
of the city according to Diodorus (ii. 7 3) and Strabo (l.e-)Under Claudius the hatred of the Babylonians compelled the
Jews in Babylon to take refuge in Seleucia ; but there also their
arrival stirred up fresh hatred and they were put to death to the
number of more than 50,000 (Jos. -int. xviii. ^sf, §§ 371-376).

Before entering upon the difficult field of the apocryphal
literature it will be convenient to sum up the results of
the preceding discussions of passages
31. Provisional in the N T and the fathers.
conclusions.
(a) A twenty-five \-ears' sojourn of
Peter in Rome is out of the question. Romans and Acts
are decisive against it (§ 30 a, e). Further, the manner
in which Peter's presence in Jerusalem as a resident is
taken for granted in Acts 15 and Gal. 2 i-io in connection
with the Council of Jerusalem, as also in Gal. 2ii-2i in
connection with his subsequent visit to Antioch, cannot
be satisfactorily explained by the favourite theory of prolonged interruptions of his Roman sojourn.
(b) As Rom., .\cts (and Phil.) show (§ 30 a, b, e), Peter
had never been at Rome at all at any date before or during
Paul's sojourn there.
(c) Peter's bishopric in Rome (§ 26g, h) is excluded
by the fact that throughout the first century and indeed
even down to the time of Hermas (about 140 A.D.), and
particularly in Rome, no such thing as monarchical
episcopacy existed at all (see MINISTRY, §§ 46 b, 47), as
also by this, that according to Gal. 29 Peter's wish was
to associate only with Jews and Jewish Christians, and
according to vv. 11-21 he was not in ., position to take
any tenable place in a mixed community. As bishop
of the mixed community in Rome he would have been
exposed to the same difficulties as in Antioch, and would
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soon have made himself as impossible in the one place
as in the other.
(d) The theory also, that along with the other original
apostles Peter remained for twelve years in Jerusalem
and thereafter set out on missionary journeys is false,
not only because it leads chronologically to a displacement of the Neronian persecution (bringing it down to
67 A. D. ; see § 26 e)—an error which would admit of
rectification by a curtailment of the twenty-five Roman
years—but also because it presupposes that the original
apostles, contrary to Gal. 29, had carried on missions to
the Gentiles. T h e twelve years, however, are themselves
open to suspicion, not merely because twelve is a sacred
number, but also because it could be easily arrived at
by computation from Acts I 2 3 17-24. Herod Agrippa I.
died in 44 A. D. ; shortly before, after his Uberation from
prison, Peter left Jerusalem. T h u s it was possible to
arrive at a sojourn of twelve years in Jerusalem for Peter
in the first instance, and then, schematically, to extend
the same determination of time to all the rest of the
original apostles.
(e) Of all the spheres of activity assigned by tradition
to Peter outside of Palestine, the only one that deserves
serious consideration along with Rome is Babylonia
(§ 24). In virtue of its large Jewish population Babylonia was very well suited to be a mission field for the
apostle, and in a certain view of the passage is also presupposed to have been so in i Pet. 513 (§§ 3 0 ^ , 42, 43).
( / ) Clement of Rome, incomparably the most important witness (§ 28), is decisively against a Roman
sojourn of Peter. All that can be deduced from him is—•
not indeed as anything; certainly attested but yet as something which need not be gainsaid—only Peter's martrydom, but outside of Rome and away from the western
world altogether. N o r are we carried any further by
the notices of his martyrdom enumerated in § 29 where
no place is specified.
(g) If Peter suffered martyrdom it by no means follows
from this mere fact, as Harnack represents the matter
(ACL ii. I710), that the martyrdom was in Rome.

the second stage of the Roman Peter-tradition, the
• tendency legend' of the twenty-five years' duration of
his sojourn, had already, according to Harnack, ' become
official' (§ 26e,f).
(m) It is not of Peter alone, but almost without exception, of Peter and Paul together, that the exponents
of the above tradition affirm a sojourn (eventually even,
in fact, an arrival together) and a martyrdom in Rome
{ § 2 5 / . ) . If Clement of Alexandria mentions only Peter,
there is a special reason for this (§ 25 d), and also in
Origen (§ 26 e) we have no reason to doubt that he
thought of Peter as having died at Rome under Nero just
as he expressly asserts that Paul did. If one daeide
in favour of Rome as the place of Peter's death (but see
above, y-A), there is no longer any direct possibility of
disproving that this event was practically contemporaneous with the death of Paul. This circumstance,
however, is of no significance ; for the presence together
of Peter a n d Paul in Rome during the period described
in Acts (and Philippians; see § 30 e, b) is practically
excluded, and thus can continue to be affirmed only
when the hypothesis of a second captivity of Paul is
called in—a hypothesis which is quite unhistorical (§ 28
e,f)See further, u n d e r / , and § 41 b.
(n) Our decision must therefore decidedly be that
Peter never was in Rome at all.
We read in Harnack (jogf.), ' it is here presupposed [that is

W e cannot even assent to Harnack's first sentence as certain,
' if the fact of the martyrdom was a t that time notorious, the
place of it was also k n o w n ' (see § 28 0 I ^nd his second sentence,
but never has a n y other church than the Roman laid claim to
the martyrdom of Peter,' loses its demonstrative force as soon
as the event is for a moment supposed to have happened at a
place where, during, say, the next hundred years, no Chrislian
church existed. T h e assumption is often made that for the
martyrdom of any apostle a Christian persecution, or at least
some formal process against the individual martyr, was requisite.
Surely it would be well to remember 2 Cor. 11 25_/r, ' once I was
stoned . . . in perils frora my countrymen, in pet^s from the
Gentiles.' At a place where an apostle h a d died in this manner
memory of the occurrence woulti naturally be less vivid and
tenacious than it would be in a place where there was a
Christian church, and could ea.sily drop into the background
and finally fall into complete oblivion when the opinion became
widely diffused that Peter h a d died in Rome. See, further,
under ( / ) , and § 40 b.

(h) Justin (about 152 A.D.) knows nothing of the
Roman sojourn of Peter (§ 30^^). This circumstance
ought also to induce caution in finding a testimony for
such a sojourn in Clement of Rome.
(i) Of the authors dealt with up to this point Dionysius of Corinth (about 170 -\-D-) is the first to assert
a Roman sojourn. Only, he does it in connection with
so much matter that is fabulous that his ' distinct statem e n t ' (so Harnack, 710) must thereby be held to lose
all credibility (§ 25 a).
T h e other statement, in all
respects parallel to the assertion of Dionysius, that Peter
founded the church of Antioch (§ 24^), is characterised
by Harnack himself ( 7 0 5 / ) as ' a gross falsification of
history.'
(i) T h e list of Roman bishops seems to have the
advant.age over Dionysius that it rests on local tradition.
Yet we have no certainty that it bore the names of Peter
and Paul at its head before the time of Irenasus (§ 25 c).
(1) N o value can be attached to the statements of
Gaius as to the places of death of Peter and Paul (§ 26 b)
because in his time, or even ten years before his time,
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to say, throughout the whole of .4 CL], a n d never once has it
been sought to prove that Peter really did come to Rome and
suffered martyrdom there. T h i s fact, so far as I a m aware, is
not disputed save by those who give credence to a certain
ancient Simon-romance, and in accordance with this afifirm that
Peter was brought to Rome by ' tendency-legend' in order to
controvert, in the world-metropolis also, Simon-Paul who had
taken his journey t h i t h e r ' (see below, § 40 a, b). This assertion
must now so far, a t a n y rate, be qualified by the fact that at
least one profane historian of repute, namel)', Soltau (below, o),
has come forward in support of the condemned thesis. Also,
the preceding discussion shows thus much at least, that our
conclusion has been arrived a t without a n y resort at all to the
Simon-romance.

It rests essentially upon a particular view of i Clem,
and Ignatius (§§ 28, 30 i) whom Harnack himself calls
' two very strong, though not absolutely secure, supports
of the martyrdom, or of the sojourn of Peter in Rome,'
upon a distrust ofthe ' testimony' of Dionysius of Corinth
and his companions which was formerly shared (see
above, § 28 e) by Harnack himself, and upon a due regard to Justin's evidence, upon which Harnack is quite
silent. Just as, according to Harnack, the ' tendencylegend ' of Peter's twenty-five years' sojourn in Rome
became official between 189 and 217 A. D., so also in
our view the fable of the simultaneous presence of Peter
and Paul in Rome a n d the martyrdom of Peter there
became official between 152 and 170 A.D.
(o) A point upon which the foregoing discussions have
shed but little light is the question as to how this result
came about, and as to whether this fable also deserves
the name of tendency-legend.
Soltau, who uses the
above sources only, points out (pp. 2 6 / . 41 = 4 9 4 / 509 ;
below, § 49) how strong was the effort on the part of
individual churches to be in a position to claim an apostle
as their founder (see J O H N , SON O F Z E B E D E E , § 6).
Now, the Jewish Christians in Rome, in their lively struggle
against the Paulinists there, had chosen Peter after his death as
their spiritual head, and thus the belief was nourished that he
had really once been in Rome at least as a martyr. Accortiing
to the theory of Acts (814-17), upheld also by Harnack, he
thereby came a t the same time to appear to he the founder of
that church.
Towards this belief another element, Soltau
thinks, may have co-operated, namely, that Mark the interpreter
of Peter lived subsequently in Rome, and thus through him the
Romans possessed the pure doctrine of Peter. Mark, however,
figures in Rome in tradition only in his quality of interpreter of
Peter. T h e historian who, like Soltau, denies a sojourn in
Rome to Peter cannot maintain it for Mark. T h a t the use of
Acts .^14-17 in this connection is illegitimate h a s been already
argued above (§ 25 a).

Soltau's other conjectures of a special kind have
also but little probability, and in the interests of his
point of view it would perhaps be better to rest
satisfied with the general contention that churches were
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eager to have apostles as their founders, and in the ease
of Rome, the world-metropohs, there was a special
reason for wishing to be able to claim the two most
prominent names of all, especially as these represented
the two main currents of doctrine and practice within
the church (see MINISTRY, § 36). T o this Erbes [Z. f
Kirchengesch. 22 [1901] 215-224) adds, besides fuller
elaborations of this fundamenlal thought, the easy misunderstanding of I Clem. 5 and of ' liabylon' in 1 Put,
5i3 (see §§ 28, 30 k ; but also g§ 39 e, 44 a). In fact even
in the absence of still more special reasons for the rise of
the fable of the Roman sojourn and martyrdom of Peter
it would be necessary to maintain its fabulous character ;
for, rightlv undei'stood, all the witnesses testify with
overpowering weight against it. The apociyphal literatui'e, however, regarding Peter, with which we have not
yet dealt, will yield perhaps more light.
(p) The points on which further light would be speciall v
welcome ai'e these; Did the behef in Peter'y Roman
soiourn and martyrdom e\]--t earlier than 170? Did it
exist, outside of Rome, even before Justin? In tine,
did it exist so early that it can already lie at the foundation of i Pet..'"IS? Is it possible to account for its
origin in spite of its erroneousness more completely than
has up to this point been done ; and, particularly, to
explain also why hitherto we have met with Peter in
Rome almost alwa)S only in association with Paul, and
why his martyrdom is reported from no other locality
than Rome (see above, 7n, g)"?
Of tlie apocryphal w ritings relating to Peter the first
^ _,,
to be considered are those which admit
.
•
>, 1 °f being grouped under the general
Apocrypnai designation of Acta Petri, in other
Acts on
,
*
r *i
• •
p , ^ words, as accounts of the missionary
..,
'
activities of Peter and of the close of
•'' his life. Of these, three groups are to
be distinguished.
[a) The first group is pronounced Gnostic by Lipsius
(ii. I84-284, and particularly 258-270), and Zahn (Gesch.
d. NTlichen Kanons, 2832-855 [1892]), but Catholic by
Harnack {ACL ii. 1549-560), Erbes (Z. f
Kirchengesch., 1901, 22163-171), and Carl Schniidt (below,
g 49), 111-151.
That they are wholly Catholic,
however, the three last-named scholars are unable
to affirm. As the settlement of the question is not
indispensable for our present purpose, let us call
them — to choose a neutral designation — the preCatholic Acta Petri. The employment of this designation must not be taken as meaning that the Acts in
question are actually of earlier date than the Catholic
ones—a question which in point of fact is doubtful (see
§^ 35"37' 39 l^)—hut only that their standpoint is less in
correspondence with the Catholic than that of the
CathoHc Acta Petri et Pauli. Another widely spread,
though not completely prevalent, name for them is IIe/)io5oi n^T/jou. A characteristic story from them—
that of a talking dog f§ 33 b)—is known to Commodian
(about 250 A.D. ; Car7n. Apol. 617-620 [623-626]).
The date is assigned concurrently by Lipsius (275) and
Zahn (841) to 160-170 i^^.D., whilst Erbes gives it as
igo, Carl Schmidt (pp. 99-109) as 200-210, i.e., shortly
hefoxe the Philosoph7ime7ia (above, § 26^^), and Harnack
places it as late as the middle of the third century.^ At
the same time, it has to he noted that, in assigning
the date he does, Lipsius means only that of the
origin of the writing that lies at the foundation of our
Acta Petri, the date of their present form being in his
^ Apart from other indications, Harnack relies upon the
argument that the end of Simon Magus is told in a different
\\'ay in the Phitosophutnena (d 20 ; about 235 A . D . ) from that in
which it is told in the Acta Petri (he caused himself to be buried
by his disciples, promising that he would rise again on the third
d a y ; but he did not rise after a l l ; cp below, § 34^, SIMON
MAGUS, § 5 [f]).
All that this ^iroves, however, is that the
author is following another tradition, not that the Acta Petri
were not yet in existence. T h e author of the Philosophume?ia
as a zealous confuter of heretics had even strong reason for mistrusthig the information of the Acta.
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opinion later: for example the Acts of the so-called
Pseudo-Linus (see below, no. 7) he places ( 1 7 2 / . )
between 400 and 450 A.D. Zahn (833) as against this
disputes the contention that the Acta at an earlier date
had a different form from their present, and Harnack
holds that there is no reason at all for assuming a
Gnostic basis for them ; it is merely an abstract possibility (559). Now, Eusebius (HE iii. 82) includes the
Aets of Peter [X\.pd\eis lUrpov) among those writings
which were never handed down in Catholic circles, and
with this agrees his general survey of the N T literature
in iii. 1^04 6, according to which the Acts of Paul (Upd^eis
UavXov) belong to the Antilegomena, in other words to
his middle class (so also iii. Ss), whilst on the other
hand the ' Acts of Andrew and John and the other
apostles' (Upd^eLs 'Avbpiov Kal 'liodvvov Kal TLOV dXXcov
dixocTToXwv)—those of Peter thus included—belong to
his last class, that of books written by heretics in the
name of apostles, and never cited by any Catholic
writer, but 'altogether strange and impious' (aroTra
TxdvTTj Kal dva-a-e^Tj). In accordance with this is the
very close relationship, if not identity of authorship
which Lipsius ( 2 6 5 / , 272f.) and Zahn ( 8 6 0 / ) , again
in agreement, find between our Acta and the Gnostic
Acts [llpd^eis), or Circuits (UeploSoi) of John and other
apostles, attributed to Leucius (Charinus).
James
[Apocr. Anecd. 2 pp. xxiv-xxviii ; in Tescts and Studies,
5 I, 1897) positively affirms the identity of the author
of the Leucian Acta Johannis with the author of the
Acta Petri, whilst Carl Schmidt, 90-99, explains the
agreement from use of the Acta Johannis by the author
of the Acta Petri.
Franko [ZNTW,
1902, 315-335)
seeks to support the Gnostic character of the original
form of the Acta Petri by means of a pronouncedly
Gnostic fragment which he translates from the Ecclesiastical Slavonic. Thus for every one who does not hold
the present form of the Acta Petri to be Gnostic, there is
very urgent occasion for finding, if possible, a Gnostic
primary form of it. So far as our present purpose is
concerned, however, we may dispense with further
detailed inquiry as to this point.
The principal writings in which those pre-Catholic Acta Petri
have been preserved for us are as follows : (i) Actus Petri cum
Simone, from Paul's departure from Rome for Spain, and the
arrival of Peter in Rome, until the death of P e t e r ; in
Latin, in a MS at Vercelli, therefore known also as Actus Petri
Vercellenses. (2) The conclusion of these Acta, namely the end
of Peter's contention vvith Simon, and the entire martyrdom of
Peter, exists in Greek in a Codex at Mount Athos. (3) The
martyrdom alone, also in Greek, is found in a Codex at Patmos.
T o the samti; family belon.L; further (4) an Ecclesiastical
Slavonic, (5) a Coptic, and (6) an Ethiopic translation. All six
have been edited (or collated) in Acta Apost. Apocr. 1,(2) ed.
Lipsius (and Bonnet), 1891, 45-103; no. 3 forthe fir.st time in
JPT, 1886, pp. 80-106175/
Of the other family, which, apart
from its divergences, is distinguished by it^ more copious style
of narration, we possess (7) the martyrdom of Peter which U
ascribed to Linus the first bishop of Rome (see above, § 25 c) (in
Acta Apost. Apocr. 1-22). Lastly there i^—closely related as
regards details of the text—(8) the Passio Apostolorum Petri
et Pauli which is incorporated with the Latin recension of
Josephus' Jewish IVar, dadng from 367-375 (or about 395 ?) A.D.,
and which also includes certain u\'ents before the martyrdom of
Peter. 1 As for the contents, everythingof a non-Catholic nature
has been so carefully removed that the text belongs rather to
the next following class. The nuitual dependence of the te.xts
just mentioned has been determined by Zahn (834-839, 845,
n. 2), followed by Harnack, otherwise than it is by Lipsius
(iog.173, 194-200); this, however, may be left out of account in
our present investigation.

(b) The Catholic Acta (see Lipsius, 284-366) are, as
already seen in Pseudo-Hegesippus (see above, a [8]),
not Acts of Peter only, but Acts of Peter and Paul.
Both contend conjointly with Simon Magus in Rome
and there suffer martyrdom.
(1) T h e Latin form, in which this writing is \\'rongly attributed
to a certain Marcellus who is named in it, dates from the
sixth century (Lips. i. 169). It begins: ' C u m ventsset Paulus
Romam.' The parallel is (2) the Greek text in a codex of the
1 This Latin recension is entitled ' Hegesippus [a distortion
ofJo.sephus]de excidio Hierosolym.' edd. Weber et Csesar, 1864.
The section forms bk. iii., chap. 2, and is to he found also in a
Marburg Universitatsprogramm (20th Aug, i860; cp Lipsius,
194-200; Schurer, GJV \(^) 73 f).
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library of St, Mark in Venice, beginning : ikOovros el<; rhv
'Pui/jiTjc TOV dyiov ilavkov.
Both are met with in juxtaposition m
Acta Apost. Apocr. 1 118-177. Ibid. 178-222 is found (3) a
longer Greek text in which, in particular, at the beginning
occurs a description of Paul's journey through Italy, beginning :
tytveTO peTo. TO e^ekdei.i/ TOC ayioc IlauAoi' airb VavSopekeTJjs
(tills name is obtained by combination of KaOfia or KkaiiSa and
MtAi7J), Acts 1^7 ID lis i). No. 2 exhibits, according to Lipsius
(28.4-^90), the rt:l;al\cjly original form, which, however, is not older
th.iii nlinut 450 A.D. (310-313). On the other hand he supposes
that there had been a CathoUc original form of this account of
Peter and Paul, which arose soon after the middle ofthe second
Century, and thus approximately at the same time with the preCatholic j\.cta Petri, and may have been known, of the Fathers
cited in §26, to at least Tertullian, Origen, and Eusebius (pp. 331358).
Erbes (Z.f. Kirchengesch. 2:^, 1901, 174-182) tries even
to make it out to be older than the pre-Catholic Acta Petri
which he assigns to about igo A.D, and would fain find traces of
its employment as early as in the Pra;dicatio Pauli in PseudoCyprian (above, § 251), whilst according to Lipsius (325-327,
337-339) it has only in isolated points preserved traditions of
older date than the pre-Catholic Acta Petri.

prefect Agrippa cau.ses one of his people to come forward and
bids Simon put him to death, but Peter to bring him to life
again. Simon whispers into the ear of the youth, who thereupon dies. Peter bids Agrippa take the hand o f t h e dead man
who again returns to life (2$f.).
Peter also raises from the dead
the son o f a widow (25, 27). but when requested by the mother
of the dead Senator Nicostratus to d o t h e like for her son,
suggests that this should be undertaken by Simon. Simon
accordingly bends over the dead man's head a n d shows the
people how he raises himself up, lifts his head and moves, and
opens his ej-es. Peter further demands, howe\er, that Simon
shall cause him to speak and walk. After Simon has been driven
away from the corpse by the prefect, it lies lifeless as before.
Peter brings Nicostratus back to life after having begged the
people not to burn Simon as they were proposing to do (28).
(f) After some days Simon promises to fly to God in presence
of all the people. Next day he actually docs flj' aloft above all
the temples and hills of the city. Peter p r a j s to Christ to make
him fall, but allow only one leg to be broken. And this is what
actually happens. Simon dies of his injury- at Terracina (32).
(g) Induced by Peter's preaching, the four concubines of the
prefect Agrippa—namely Agrippina, Nicaria (Linus: Eucharia),
Euphemia, Doris (Linus : Dionis)—break oflT their relations with
him (33 = Linus -2, where, however, Peter has previously been
thrown into prison by Nero, because the time of his heavenly
reward drew nigh). I n like manner Xantippe the wife of
Albinus, a friend of the emperor, withdraws from the society of
her husband. The two men accordingly resolve upon the ruin
of Peter (3 4 = Linus 3). Xantippe causes him to be informed of
this, and Peter agrees to flee. Outside the cit\- gate Jesus
meets him. Peter asks : Dofnifte, quo vadis ? Jesus answers:
Ro/7iam venio iterum crudfigi.
Peter changes his mind and
joyfully turns back (35 = Linus 3-6). Agrippa sentences him to
be crucified (36= Linus 8). Arrived at the cross, Peter begs to
be fastened to it with his head downwards, and, his request
having been carried out, expounds at some length the mystery
of the cross, especially that of crucifixion with head downward
( 3 7 ^ = Linus 12), and dies. Marcellus carries off the body and
buries it in his own (Marcellus's) tomb (4o = Linus 16).
(h) Nero is wroth with Agrippa for acting on his own responsibility.he himself having meditated still worse things for Peter
(according to Linus, on account of the loss of his friend Simon),
and for a time refuses to speak to him (according to Linus,
Agrippa loses his office a n d dies under the torments of the
divine judgment).
Xero's rage flames forth against the
Christians who remain ; whereupon there appears to him In
the night an angel who severely chastises hiin (according to
Linus, at the instance of Peter who likewise appears to him),
so that he ceases from his persecution of the Christians (41 =
Linus 17).

(c) T h e t h i r d m a i n g r o u p is m a d e u p of t h e f o l l o w i n g

three compilations.
(i) A Latin Pa^-^io Petri et Pauli in a M S of the Laurentian
Library at Florence, relating to the conflicts with Simon, and
the martyrdom of the two apostles, beginning with the words ' in
diebus iliis, cum introissent Rom:im beatus Petrus et P a u l u s ' : in
Ada Apost. Apocr. 1 223-234 ; (2) a ' Passion of the holy and
chief apostles Peter and Paul,' which forms a special section of
the Ecclesiastical Slavonic translation mentioned above (under
^ 4) \ (3) the ' Virtutes P e t r i ' and the ' Virtutes Pauli' in the collection of apocryphal Acts of the Apostles, wrongly attributed to
the alleged disciple of the apostles Abdias and entitled ' Historia
certaminis apostohci,' or Historia apostolica,' bks. i and 2,
printed, e.g., in Fabricius, Codex apocryphus NT, 2, begin. All
these pieces are, according to Lipsius (366-390), too recent to be
of importance for our present investigation.

Of the abundant contents of this literature only the
most important points can here be noted.
(d) According to the pre-Catholic Acta Petri, Paul journeys
at the divine command from Rome into Spain, after it has been
„
proclaimed by a voice from heaven t h a t
3 3 . C o n t e n t s 01 h e will afterwards be p u t to death in
pre-Catholic
Rome by Nero (ch. i). After some days
Acta. Petri '^^ becomes known In Rome that a wonderworker named Simon, who calls himself
the great power of God (magnam virtutem dei) is at Aricia.
On the foUowing evening he appears before the gate of Rome,
over which he has promised to fly, disappears and then appears
once more on the other side of the gate. Shortly after, he gains
so great repute that e\i;n almost all the Christians go over to
him (4).
(/') Simultaneously God lays his command on Peter, on the
expiry of the t w e h e years during which he had been ordered to
stay in Jerusalem after the death of Jesus (abo\'e, §§ 26 e, 31 d),
to journey to Rome by way of Ctesarea in order to contend with
Simon (5). Here Peter, who has been eagerly awaited by those
who have remained faithful, and is joyfully welcomed, goes to
the house of Marcellus a former disciple of Paul and present
fuUower of Simon, and by means of a dog that speaks with
human voice, causes Simon to be summoned forth ( | 3-2 a).
Marcellus comes out and acknowledges his sin, that he h a s
been devoted to Simon and has even set u p to him a statue
with the inscription, 'Simoni juveni d e o ' (g f).
T h e dog,
which Simon within t h e house h a s asked to deny his
presence, foretells to Simon tbe ini7nicus et corruptor vice
Z'eritatis the impending curse, but outside the house promises
Peter a hard struggle with Simon, and dies (12). Challenged
to a further miracle, Peter takes from a window a ' s a r d a '
(pickled sardine), throws it into a pool and makes it swim
(12 f ; something very similar is related of Jesus when he was
three years of age in the Latin Gospel of Thomas [ I 4 ; see
£:-angg. apocr. ed. Tischendorf,('-) 164^^]).
(c) Peter tells that while he was still in Jerusalem, Simon had
stayed with a rich woman in Judsea, named Eubola, and b y
means of two of his companions whom he had made invisible,
had robbed her of all her gold, and soon afterwards had offered
a portion of it, a golden Satyiiscus, to a goldsmith named
A,i;nppinus, for sale. Peter, warned beforehand in a vision,
had them arrested; Simon thereupon disappeared altogether
from Judjca (17).
(<f) A disputation between Simon and Peter in the presence
of senators, olTicers of state, and the whole people, is arranged
for in the foium. Peter begins to the effect that Simon is condemned (repreliensum: cp SiMO>f MAGUS, %4a). H e reproaches
him with concealing the fact that for his theft from Eubola
(above, c) he has been driven from Judaea. ' D i d s t thou n o t '
he continues, ' in Jeiusalem (si, ) fall at my feet and a t those of
Paul (sic) when thou beheklest tlie healings wrought by us, and
say : I beseech you accept fmrn me a price, as much as you will,
that I may be able to lay on my hands and do like deeds of
power' (z'irtutes:
cp SIMON M A G C S , § ic).
Simon makes
answer by disputing the divinity of Jesus inasmuch as one who
is bom and crucified, and has a Lord, cannot be God (23).
(e) Peter now again challenges Simon to wc>rk a miracle,
sa>'ing that he himself will then counterwork it (24). T h e
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In the case of the CathoUc Acta Petri et Pauli we
shall pass over, along with many other things, the
additions of the longer Grctk tu\t.^ Of the common
points the most important are the following.
(a) When Paul comes to Rome (from Spain, according to the
shot ter Greek text ; from Gaudomelete, according to the longer;
3 4 C o n t e n t s ^^^ ^ ^^ ^^ ' ^^ Jews beg him to vindicate his
• _ itf v
ancestral faith and to controvert Peter, who
01 LatnOllC is doing away with the whole Mosnic law
Acta Petri
(ch. i). Paul declares himself a true Jew
et Pauli
^'^^ holds by the Sabbath and the true
circumcision (below, § 39c), and promises to
bring Peter's doctrine to the test (2). T h e two have a joyful
meeting (3f.).
Next day Paul reconciles the Jewish and Gentile
Christians, who bave been ilisputing about the pre-eminence in
the Kingdom of God, by pointing to the promise to Abraham
which appUes to both (5-7). To the same effect Peter preaches
(^f), and with great results, so that the Jewish rulers of the
synagogue and the pagari priesthood stir up the people against
them and seek to bring Simon the magician into honour.
(/') In consequence of the preaching of Peter, Livia (Octavia
perhaps is meant) the wife of Nero, and Agrippina the wife of
the prefect Agnppa (in § 33 [ ^ ] she is his concubine) withdraw
themselves from the society of their husbands (10).
(c) Simon performs feats of witchcraft, also before Nero (he
flies, for example, through the a i r ) ; Peter works miracles <'i
heaUng, casting out of devils and raising of the dead (11-15).
Nero causes both, along with Paul, to be brought before him,
and hears them. As Peter appeals (16-18) to the written report
of Pilate to the emperor Claudius (sic), Nero causes it to be
read aloud (19-21). Peter asks that Simon shall read his
thought.s, but this Simon is unable to do (22-27), complaining also
that l^eter had already treated him thus in Judffia and all
Palestine and Csesarea (28). Simon reminds the emperor that
he (Simon) had caused himself to be beheaded and had risen
from the dead, thus proving himself to be Son of God. T h e
fact, however, was that in the dark place where the beheading
happened he brought it about that a ram was beheaded in his
stead ( 3 1 / ) .
(d) At two separate points in these proceedings Nero asks
Pau why he is saying nothing. On the first of these occasions
I aul simply warns the Emperor against Simon (29); on the
1 T h e account, with which it begins, of Paul's journey through
Italy (§32^ 3), extends over twenty-one chapters. Therefore the
numbering of the chapters of this text will always be higher by
twenty-one than that given in our citations here.
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second, in answer to Nero's express question, he gives information as to hi-, doctrine which consists in inculcation of all the
virtues and of monotheism (33-38). Peter conlirms all this (39)
and Paul again in turn confirms the words of Peter (41).
(f) Simon continuaUy brings forward new charges, amongst
othi^rs the charge that Peter and Paul are circumcised (40-42).
Peter propounds the counter-question, why then is Simon also
circumcised, and himself answers it to the effect that he had to
deceive the people in order to succeed with them and that he had
to give himself out to be a J e w (42 f).
Simon declarer that he
W.IS circumcised because such was at that time God's command
(44). Paul asks wliy, if, according to this, circumcision is a good
thing, Simon has .t;i\en over circumcised persons to judgment
and to death (45). \\'h';n Peter describes the Christian docti Ine
as being faith in * lod the Father in Christ along with the H o l y
Ghost, and the creator of all things, Simon declares that he
himself is this God (4S).
( / ) Simon pledges himself on the following day to fly into
heaven (4gy?and also 30^. At Simon's wish N c m fur this
purpose causes a wooden tower tu be erected on the Campus
Martius and on the following day the whole people and all the
official persons, with Peter and Paul, come together (51). Paul
says to Peter that his own task is to pray but that Peter is to
carry out all that is needful since he has heen first chosen by
the Lord to be an apostle (52). Simon promise^, when he shall
h.-i\ e tlown into heaven, to cause Nero also to be carried thither
by his angels, and begins to fly (537^). P a u ! says to Peter :
Why delayest thou? D o that which thou hast in mind (55).
Peter adjures the ani^eU of Satan who are bearing up Simon, to
let him fall. Simon falls upon the Via Sacra and breaks into
four pieces (56; the Latin and the longer Greek text add that
thereby [by his blood, is doubtless meant] he joined together
four flint stones which can still be seen to the present d a y in
proof of the triumph of the apostles).
(g) Nero causes Peter and Paul to be put in irons, and
Simon's body in the expectation of his rising again to be
carefully attended to for three days (57). H e orders Peter and
Paul to be chastised with iron rods and then to be put to death
in the ' naumachia' (or circus, in which also naval displays were
given), but finds the advice of the prefect Agrippa very reasonable, that Peter as the author of the death of Simon ought to
be crucified, but Paul as comparatively innocent to be beheaded.
In Paul's case this sentence is carried out on the road to Ostia
(53_/): Peter at his own request is crucified head downwards
(6o). From his cross he reproves the people, who are wishing
to kill Nero and relates how a few days before, in his flight
from the devices of Agrippa, he himself had been met by Jesus,
who had said he wished to be crucified in place of Peter (61).
Peter then dies (62).
(li\ Forthwith come on the scene prominent men who had
journeyed from Jerusalem on the apostles' a c c o u n t ; these along
with Marcellus, the former follower of Simon, bury the body of
Peter under the terebinth hard by the Naumachia on the
Vatican (63). These Jerusalemites foretold the soon approaching death of Nero. I n point of fact, in con.sequence of a
popular tumult, Nero had to fly into the wilderness, where he
died of hunger and cold ; his body was devoured by wild
beasts (64^).
(/) Certain pious men from the East sought to carry off tbe
relics of the m a r t y r s ; with the result that an earthquake
immediately ensued in Rome, and the inhabitants attacked the
Orientals, who at once took flight. T h e Romans deposited the
relics 3 R. m. outside the city (the Latin and longer Greek texts
add: at a place named Catacumbas on the Appian Way) and
watched over them for one year and seven months ; at the expiry
of which time they brought them to the final resting-place which
had meanwhile been in preparation (66). T h e death-day of
both apostles was J u n e 29 (67).
Many points in these interesting compositions invite
inquiry ; but we must here confine ourselves to the one
35 Cnnplii "
fundamental question, that, namely,
from tVi
^^ ^° '•^^ relative priority of the prenc4.u„T A i.
Catholic and the Catholic Acts.
Ifwe
Catnouc A c t s .
,
..i
*u
*
..
i, *u
are to settle the point as to whether
Peter ever was in Rome, it is of the utmost importance
to know which of the two assertions, that he was there
along with Paul, and that he was not, was the original
one.
(a) Now here it would be quite useless to
put the question as if it were whether the priority
belongs altogether to the pre-Catholic Acts or altogether
to the Catholic.
In a literature which exhibits so little
inward unity almost every indication of posteriority
admits of being regarded as a later interpolation, and
so can be deprived of its evidential value.
In the pre-CatholIc Act- Agrippa and Marcellus are two
leading ficjure^,, in the Catholic their appearance is t]uite
incidental; at the same time, however, in the CathoUc Acts
the machinations of Agrippa against Peter, and the fact of the
eadier attachment of Marcellus to Simon are mentioned,
although it is only in the pre-Catholic Acts that they are really
described (§§ 34 b, g. h, 33 b). Peter's flight and his meeting with
Jesus are in the Catholic Acts introduced in an awkward way
as told by Peter himself while on tbe cross ; in the pie-CathoUc

(c) T h e difference between Peter and Paul in the
manner of their death and in the place of it (also
according to Gaius, see § 261^) is noticeable, especially
as for the beheading of Paul his Roman citizenship
which could have been adduced, is not.
After Xero
has ordered (KeXevu)) the same manner of death for the
two apostles, the opposite advice of Agrippa and its
success cannot but seem strange.
It seems intended to
explain the fact that two separate places of death of the
apostles were known.
This fact raises doubts as to the
simultaneity of their deaths and thus tells against the
priority of the contents of the Catholic as compared
with the pre-Catholic Acts. Against the priority of the
whole book it cannot, however, have this effect, as this
feature can easily have been introduced later,
(d) Let us therefore fix our attention in the first
instance upon one point that is really central, namely
the tendency of the Catholic Acts.
It is quite
manifestly Petro-Pauline.
T h e appearance as if Paul
will have to come forward against the preaching of
Peter we may be sure has been deliberately produced at
the outset, in order that the complete agreement
between the two may afterwards become all the more
conspicuous.
Peter confirms all that is said by Paul,
and conversely.
The controversies between Jewish and
Gentile Christians are set to rest by both.
Both carry
on a joint polemic against Simon, and both are on this
account together condemned to death.
(e) Although, however, Paul in the doctrinal discussions is represented as completely on a level with
Peter, it cannot at all be denied that in the conflicts
with Simon the part he plays is quite subordinate.
In
these everything of importance is said and done by
Peter.
In order to have any part at all, Paul has to be
twice asked by Nero why he says nothing, and even
then he does not intervene in the action with Simon,
but merely expatiates upon his own doctrine. The few
words which are put into his mouth in the further
deaUngs with Simon cannot alter our judgment that his
figure came only at a later stage into the picture which
originally brought Peter alone face to face ^\•lth Simon.
This conclusion is confirmed in the best possible way
by what Agrippa says in arguing for a different sentence,
that Paul is relatively innocent and therefore deserves a
milder punishment, as it is also by the facts that only
eleven words, neither more nor fewer, are devoted to
the account of his beheading, and that it is nowhere
said that he was buried.
Here accordingly we have
one point at any rate in which the posteriority of the
main contents of the CathoUc Acts as compared with
the pre-Catholic is clearly discernible. Cp further SIMON
M A G U S , § 5 c.
Or are we to suppose, nevertheless, that the preCatholic Acts, on this principal point at least—that of
Peter's presence in Rome wdthout that of Paul—are the
more recent? T h e circumstance that, in their begin-
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Acts they are related by the author himself in their proper
place. But all these and similar unevennesses in the Catholic
Acts can he traced back to later interpolation.
(b) One such interpolation is plainly seen In the
episode of the men who come from Jerusalem ' on
the apostles' account' and bury Peter (§ 34/i, 2).
According to the representation as it stands at present, the
pious men from the h;.ist who wish to carry off the relics appear
to be distinct from tbese. I'iety, it must be said, shows itstlf
much less in robbing than in burying ; but on the other hand the
coming from the East sup;^ests much less the modve of burial
than that of plunder. If this be .so, not two classes of persons
from the K.isi were intended, but only one, and the story is an
indication that the body of Peter had not originally its restingplace in Rome but in the East. It Is only from the Roman
point of view that_the proposed removal is thought of as a
robbery ; in reality it is a veiled reminiscence of the ^ c t that the
apostle died In the East. But as the whole story is an appendi.x
merely^ and moreover has been distorted by redactions, it is
impossible tp build anything on it. It would seem to be meant
to explain either why for a while it was impossible to sbow any
burial-place of Peter in Rome or why it was shown not at the
spot where he died hut outside the city in the piece of ground
adCatacunibas
(see further, Erbes, Z.f. K.-G. 22 [1901], 196-200).
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ning as it has come down to us, Paul travels from
Rome to .Spain shortly before Simon, and after him
„
, .
Peter, come to Rome, and that Peter
36. ooneiusiouB ^ j ^ ^ ^^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^ p ^ ^ , ^^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^
ff°^ 1- ^F\a
which ha.s already been predicted
uatnouo Acts, ^g ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ ^^ showing that
the author deliber.ately wished to set aside the contemporaneous presence of the two in Rome as that was
reported in the Catholic Acts.
At the same time,
should one choose to take it so, it would be necessary
to be able to show some reason which could have led
him to wish this.
(a) No such reason is to be found in the dogmatic
sphere, as if Peter and Paul were not at one in their
doctrine and the author therefore did not wish to make
them come upon the scene together.
Of any incompatibility in their doctrine this author knows as
little as does the writer of the Catholic Acts ; on the
contrary, Peter is anxiously expected in Rome by Paul's
disciples (§ 33*).
(b) On the other hand there is much that is attractive,
at first sight, in the view of Erbes (Z. f. Kirchengesch.
22 [1901], 176-179) that Paul was in the pre-Catholic
Acts taken away from Rome from the same motive as
we have already (above, § 26 g) seen to be operative
in the time after Irenaeus. Peter had to be the sole
head of the church of Rome, in order to be able to
figure as the first bishop there.
If, however, the
author really had this interest at heart, we shall have
to pronounce his mode of giving effect to it to be
very unskilful; for in the account he gives Paul ic in
Rome both before and after Peter, and after an explicit
prediction suffers the death of a martyr there {§ 33 a).
(c) On the assumption of so specifically Roman an
interest as this we should further expect to find that the
pre-Catholic Acts would in other respects also betray
the same interest. But of anything of the sort there is
surprisingly little. The burial-place of Peter is here
the private tomb of Marcellus (§ 33^), not, as in the
Catholic Acts (see § 34 h), a famous site like the terebinth on the Vatican, where he is said to have died.
Further, we find nothing about any functions of Peter
which could be regarded as episcopal.
(d) It is clear, on the contrary, that the author's
interest is in his stories as such, without reference to the
scene where they were enacted.
He takes manifest
delight in the grotesque miracles of his hero, of which
only a limited selection has been given above (§ 33,
b, e, f); but these could just as well have been transferred to any other place without diminution of the
author's interest in them. Moreover the detailed parts
of his narrative are but little united by any common
idea.

( / ) Further it has to be remembered, that the
contents, in respect alike of doctrine and of presuppositions, though by some designated as Catholic,
are nevertheless by others regarded as Gnostic (§ 32 a)
and thus cannot easily be brought into connection
with the main Catholic • tendency' already alluded
to, to establish for Rome some sort of episcopal
dignity of Peter. Elements to be taken into account in
this connection are such as these: the mystery of the
cross, the docetic Christology, the background of
miracle, the use of apocryphal citations, and the like,
of but little of which were we able to take account in
§ 33. See in Lipsius, ii. 1258-270.
(a) There is a further point, in connection with which
one might be inclined to suppose that a simultaneous
. . .
presence of Paul along with Peter in
.•^ ^
Rome had been deliberately suppressed
^^ '^.
4. I'y 'he author of the pre-Catholic Acts in
according to ^^^ interests of his theory about Peter as
A^^t
* ^ ^^'^ °^ * ^ church of R o m e ; the
point, namely, that Peter is represented
as having come to Rome as early as in the second year
of Claudius, in other words, in 42 A . D .
So Ludemann, Prot. Kirchenzeitung, 1887, p. wgf.', similarly
also Harnack, A CL ii. 1705, with the difference that he mentions
no definite name (least of all the author of the pre-Catholic
Acts, which he assigns to about 250 A.D.), but only a drift of
things that began to set in about 200 A.D., and that he seems to
assume with less definiteness than Ludemann a conscious
purpose in the alteration of the history. This view is worthy
of attention, if only because by means of this dating the twentyfive years of Peter's Roman sojourn are made possible (§ 26 e),
yet also because such an artihcial separation of two persons
would find an analogy in the procedure, which in all probability the writer of the canonical book of Acts has followed in
antedating the appearance of Simon (8 9-24), and the collection
brought by Paul to Jerusalem (1127-30 12 25). See SIMON

T h e death of Peter is, strictly speaking, traced to his conversion of Agrippa's concubines and .Vlbinus's wife to sexual
abstinence ; his action against Simon is added as a motive for it
only in Pseudo-Linus (§ 33 h); indeed, the imprisonment of
Peter, related only by Pseudo-Linus, before the conversion of
those ladies is simply traced back to the consideration t h a t the
time has now drawn near in which his faith and his labours
claim their reward (§ 33^).

MAGUS, % 14 a, e.

Only, here also we must call attention, as before
(§ 36 b), to the unskilfulness with which in that case the
author of the pre-Catholic Acts has carried out this
purpose, supposing he had it. Not only, according
to him; is Paul by express prophecy to come to Rome
after Peter's death and suffer martyrdom there, but he
is represented as having also been in Rome before Peter,
in other words, before 42 A. D. (§ 33 a). What, therefore,
can be clearly made out here is not any tendency but only
gross ignorance or indifference regarding chronology ;
for before 42 A. .j. Paul had at best only entered upon
his first missionary journey, and not even the Council
of Jerusalem had yet taken place.
(b) Therefore, also, no value can be attached to the
conjecture of Erbes (above, § 36 i), that the author
betrays his knowledge of the conjoint activity of Peter
and Paul against Simon at Rome and his purpose to deny
ic, by the statement that it was in Jerusalem that the two
together encountered Simon (§ 33 d).
If Jerusalem can be a slip of memory for Samaria, equally
well can Paul be a slip of memory for John. If any such
tendency as is supposed Dy Ludemann and Erbes was operative,
it must have led not merely to the obliteration of traces of Paul's
presence in the conflict with Simon in Rome, but to the obliteration of his presence in Rome altogether, or—if this was no
longer possible, in view of the too firmly established tradition
of his death there—at least of his presence in Rome before
Peter.

(e) The author's interest really attaches itself to
Rome in two points only. The final issue of the whole
is that Xero desists from persecution of the Christians
(§ 33'^). find the controversy with Simon brings Peter to
Rome for the reason that Simon is presupposed as
active there before him. Yet even here it is hard to
discover anything which might answer to the episcopal
position of Peter in Rome.
The cessation of the
persecution is not brought about by the living Peter,
but only after his death (and only according to PseudoLinus through the appearance of Peter in Nero's
vision by night) ; the bringing of Peter to Rome is
connected with the person of Simon, and Simon is
controverted by Peter everywhere, not in Rome merely ;
he is expressly stated (§ 33c, d) to have been already
controverted by him in Judasa.

(c) As for the real origin of the fundamentally
erroneous dating of Peter's arrival in Rome in 42 A.D.,
it has, in the first instance, to be noted that we first
hear of such a date in the Chronicle of Eusebius, but
must carry this back to its source (§ 2(>e). From an
earlier period we have the datum established, that for
twelve years after the death of Jesus, in other words,
from 30 to 42 „.D., Peter remained along with the
other apostles in Jerusalem (§§ 26 e, 31 d).
About
the same time, or perhaps still earlier, Justin informs
us, but without specification of any definite year, that
Simon the Magician came to Rome in the reign of
Claudius ; this is repeated by Irenasus (i. 16[23]i), and,
indirectly, by Eusebius when (HEi\.\i6)
he says of
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Peter, without fixing the year, that ' he came to Rome
in that same reign of Claudius' in which Simon came.
According to h. 171, Peter in the reign of Claudius must
there have met Philo, who, according to ii. 188, had
already come to Rome in the reign of tlaius Caligula.
(d) On this point the most important views are as
follows :—

only fits in exceedingly ill with the Neronian persecution
to which the martyrdoms are so readily referred it
arose out of the burning of Rome in July 64—but aiso
rests upon a confusion. For 29th June is the day of the
removal of the relics of the tw^o apostles which took place
in 258 A. D. (above, t; 26 b). The confusion is found first
in the AIart/7-o/,'^i_'y of Jerome. Another connnemoration is on 22nd February. So far as Peter is concerned,
the day on which he assumed the epi.scopal office, in
Rome or in Antioch, is said u, I.e intended (cp Lipsius,
ii. 1 404-408). According to Erbes (TLI'\9i),
it is the
true anniversary of Paul's death (a rather bold assumption), whilst for Peler its historical character cannot be
at all established.
(b) It would be natural to suppose, if the same day
of the same month is given for the death of the two
apostles, that the year must, of course, be also the
same. A whole series of ecclesiastical writers fi'om
Prudentius onwards (last half of 4th cent.), however,
place the death of Paul exactly a year later than that
of Peter, others only a day later, namely on 30th June
(see Lipsius, ii. 1236-244).

Investigation would be superfluouSj if Kreyenbuhl (Ez-ang.
d. Wahrheit, 1 [1900] 200) were right in his conjectun.- that by
Claudius it was Claudius Nero who was orii^in.illy meant
(Xero was adopted by his predecessor t kiui-liu-.), l l i i s , however, is surely too beMJ. H a r n a c k (ACL i i . l 242) thinks the
definite date of 42 A . D . for the arrival of Peter in Roim:
cannot come from the date given for Simon Mat;us, since
for the latter no deiinite year was assigned; but that it
can only be derived from the tradition ui the twelve years'
sojourn in Jerusalem (30-42 A.D.).
On p. 705 he says that
the twenty-five years' sojourn in Rome ' is derived frum the
admittedly questionable Simon-Magus-Peter-Clenient tradition
M-hich brings Simon to Rome in the reitjn of Claudius. . . .
Legend brought Peter as his opponent to Rome in like manner
under Claudius, and then left him there.' If this latter \ it^w is
not in contradiction with that quoted immediately before, the
reference back to the tradition concerning Simon JMagus cannot
apply to the exact period of 42-67 A.D., and therefore neither
also to the precise year of 42 as the date of Peter's arrival, but
only to the vaguer statement that his arrival fell in the reign of
Claudius ; the precise year, as we have seen, must, according to
Harnack. be computed merely from the twelve years in Jerusalem. Lipsius (ii. l68) had merely stated this last view, adding
that with this datum for Peter the approximately similar date
of Simon ^lagus was also given. Ludemann (above, a), starting
from the view shared by him with Lipsius, that Simon's appearance in Rome was unhistorical, and that all that is said regarding
this had been derived from statements regarding Paul (see SIMON
M.y.L s. $^ 4 A. 12, end), insists that the Simon legend must have
assigned the appearance of Simon Magus in Rome, like that
of Paul, to some date under Nero, and iinds just for this reason
a ' tendency '-change in the dating under the reign of Claudius.
Only, when it is the meeting of Peter with Simon that is in
question, there come into competition, on Ludemann's presuppositions also, two conflicting dates, as soon as that of Paul,
uTiich determines that of Simon, and that of Peter do not
from the first coincide. In shaping the tradition, therefore, a
choice had to be made, and this in the present instance can
easily have fallen in favour of that of Peter, should the author
bave judged this \iew the more trustworthy.

[e) For our present main purpose, that of determining the question of priority as between the preCatholic and the Catholic Acts, it results anew from
what has been said that we are under no necessity to
ascribe with Ludemann b. ' tendency'-change of dates
to the pre-Catholic Acts, or with J i a r n a c k even to
regard the statement of Dionysius of Corinth (above,
§ 25 a) as to the (approximately) contemporaneous
arrival and martyrdom of Peter and Paul in Rome as
fitting in with history and as supported by earlier
testimony. Even from the side of the Catholic Acts
no objection can be raised against the date 42 A . D . ,
as having been assigned without ' tendency,' for Peter's
arrival in Rome.
According to the Catholic Acts
Peter is in Rome before P a u l ; for how long before
is not stated. This can be taken as an after-effect
of the statement that he was there from 42 H.D. ,
and the subsequent arrival of Paul can be explained
by means of the 'tendency,' which we shall discuss
in a later section (see § ^o b), to make him appear
in Rome along with Peter, just as the statement of
Dionysius of Corinth is capable of being understood as
a further development of the same tendency, to the
extent of making the arrival of the two (nearly) simultaneous. Justin alone constitutes a. serious objection
against Lipsius's derivation of the date 42 A. D. ; for
all that he does is to place Simon in Rome in the time
of Claudius without saying a word about his conflict
with Peter. Upon this point, however, we shall best
be able to form a judgment in another connection (see
( § § 3 9 [ / ] , 40 d).
The statements as to the day of death of Peter and
38. Day of death P ^ ' " ' . ^'=° P " ™ ' ^ J'^^' °". **=
!ionn,./i;
i_ iv, question as to the relative priority
AZSIA^S.':

r

the pre-Catholie

and

Catholi^

ji/««,x.t..i,uo. ^^^5_ i^j 29th June, which is given
at the close of the Catholic Acts for both apostles, not
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Harnack (.-iCL ii. ^7o^;_/;) leaves the last-mentioned date*(a
day later) unnoticed, and argues from the identity of the monthdate Liiat the difference of the year-date is incredible. H e therefore supposes that the death year of the one apostle was from the
fourth century onwards for some unknown reason separated
from that of the other. H e himself sees that this is a very
difficult hypothesis, and would be inclined rather to hold the
identification of the two years to be the secondary stage, ' were
it not that the legend has as a constant element the identity of
the days.' In making this remark, then, he has simply left out
of account not only the dating, whicli separates the two events
by only a single day, but also the pre-Catholic Acts altogether,
for these not only presuppose quite different years for the deaths
of Peter and of Paul, but also quite different days, since they do
not name any day at all. In order to suggest something or
other which could possibly have led to a later sejjaration of the
years originally regarded as identical, Harnack refers to ' various
sorts of legends about the death of the apostles which are
unknown to us,' and a d d s : 'Lipsius thinks of old Gnostic
nepioSoL TleTpov Kal IlauAou, but none such ever existed.'
Whether they existed we do not need to inquire here, for it is
by no means the case that Lipsius relies upon writings that can
only be hypothetically inferred ; he builds upon our preCatholic Acts, ^\•hicheven for Harnack himself exist, if not from a
date earlier than about 250 A.D., yet at all e\c'nls from more
than IOO years before Prudentius.

(1::) As soon as due heed is paid to this, it becomes
clear that the separation of the deaths of the t^vo
apostles by a year or a day is nothing but a compromise
between the church's assertion of the simultaneousness
of the two events, and the opposite tradition set down
in the pre-Catholic Acts. On Harnack's own principle,
accordingly, we must regard the coalescence of the days
as the secondary stage, and on this pBint also the preCatholic Acts have preserved the older stage as compared with the Catholic Acts.
Whoever regards the simultaneousness of the two apostles'
appearances in Rome and their conjoint conflict with Simon as
the secondary form of the tradition (^ 37 e) is all the less in a
position to doubt that this form ofthe tradition must nece^sal•^ly
have carried with it that of the coincidem e of their dcallis.
T h a t the difference of the days goes back lu non-Cailndic
sources (to which our pre-Catholic Acts are to be reckoned
according to § 36 [f\) is e.xpressly stated in the decree of Pope
Gelasius (2 2, ap. Credner, Zur Gesch. d. Kanons, 1847, pp.
i9oyC = i 9 8 X ) d.iting from the year 494, yet perhaps e\en frum
the time of I'lamasiis, 382 A.TJ.: [Paulus] qui non diverso, ut
ha;retici garriunt, sed uno tempore, uno eodenn|uc die gloriosa
morte cum Petro in urbe Roma sub Cassare Nerone agonizans
coronatus est.

Having reached this point, let us now endeavour to
sum up the provisional conclusions that seem lo
^ -.
. .
be deducible from our study of the
39. Conclusion Apocryphal Acts, in the same manner
Irom
^^ j^^g already been done in § 31
Apocrypnal ^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^r-p and Church
Acts.
fathers.
(a) In the most important
points we have seen that the contents of the preCatholic Acts are the more original as compared with
those of the Catholic ; namely, that Peter without Paul
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engaged in controversy with Simon in Rome and
suffered martyrdom. This, however, is confirmed by
the Catholic Acts also, inasmuch as we can see that in
them Paul has been introduced into the picture as the
fellow combatant of Peter against Simon only by an
after-thought (§ 35f). In \iew of this fact, one would
have to postulate the existence of some such representation as that of the pre-Catholic .-^cts as a foundation for
that of the Catholic, even if it were not actually extant.
.•\11 the less is there any reason for trying to discover in
the pre-Catholic Acts ' tendencies ' by which they would
be shown to be secondary as compared with the
Catholic Acts.

(e) It has already been stated in § 31 n as one of our
results that, so far as the evidence of the N T and the
Church Fathers goes, Peter never w as in Rome at all.
The question now emerges anew, whether our examination of the apocryphal Acts supplies any fresh material
which might help us to understand how it, ne\ertheless,
came about that tradition carried him there. T h e new
element we find in these .Acts is the importance which is
attached in them to the conflict with Simon. On this
account, Erbes (Z.f. Kirchengesch.2-2. 1901, pp. 1216, 177-179) makes the following combination :—Since
Simon was, according to Acts 89-24, confuted by Peter
in Samaria and, according to Justin (see SIMON M A G U S ,

§ 2 a), attained to divine honours in Rome, in the conviction that these could not have continued for any
time, it was assumed for Rome also that Simon was
confuted by Peter there. .As further, according to the
Epistle of the Corinthians to Paul, which together with
the (apocryphal) third Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians
belonging to it, has been shown to be a constituent part
(b) Even if we refrain from trying to frame a hypoof the .Acta Pauli,^ Simon made his appearance iu
thesis as to the relative priority of the several Acts (or
Corinth also, and led astray members of the church
their sources) regarded as literary monuments (§ 35^), the
there, on which account Stephanus (so here for Stephanas:
priority of the most important points in the contents
cp I Cor. 116 161517) and his fellow-writers beg the
of the pre-Catholic Acts is, nevertheless, a result of
speedy return of Paul, it was found fitting to represent
very great importance.
In spite of this priority it
Paul as the opponent, not here only, but also in Rome.
remains open to us to hold that the oldest forms of preSuch motives can, indeed, have been operative, and
Catholic and Catholic Acts alike arose approximately
must be added to those mentioned in § 311?.
at the same date, but in different Christian circles
(/) Nevertheless, these motives do not solve every
(§ 32(^), and both of them in the time before the rise of
question. According to Erbes, they can have become
the idea of the Roman bishopric of Peter, and thus
operative only when, through Justin, there had become
before about 189-217 .\.D. (§ 26 [ / ] ) .
This last idea is
widely spread the mistaken notion that a statue had
discountenanced, not only by the pre-Catholic Acts
been erected to Simon in Rome. T h e question whether
(§ Z^l'-f), but also quite as much by the Catholic with
the formation of a legend of this kind was possible at a
their co-ordination of Peter and Paul (§ 3512^).
still earlier date is thus wholly foreclosed. Rightly, it
(c) T h e theological views and presuppositions also
would seem, since Justin mentions only Simon in Rome,
alike of the pre-Catholic Acts (§ 36 [ / ] ) and of the
but neither Peter nor Paul as his opponents (§ 37 e,
Catholic, fit into the same period (from about 160 A.D.
end). It will be shown, however, later (§ 40 a, b) that
onwards). The essence of Christianity is in the Catholic
there are conditions which point to a much earlier date
Acts summed up in belief in one God and his son Jesus
for the origin of the legend. Their investigation is only
Christ, and in an earnest morality, and salvation is sought,
hindered by the position of Erbes.
quite as in Didaebb, 93 1 0 2 / , in recognition of the truth
(g) All that has hitherto been said still leaves unexand in the life eternal ; Peter, precisely as in the canonical
plained one matter which, nevertheless, is plainly one
book of .-Vets (see ACTS, g§ 4, 7), does away with the
Mosaic law, and Paul appears as a true Jew, with the of primary importance in the Catholic Acts : the PetroPauline interest. W h y was it so urgently necessary to
sole difference that he substitutes for the fleshly circumaccentuate the harmonious agreement of Peter and
cision the circumcision of the heart (Rom. 228/".
iiif
Paul ? \Vho was there to dispute this after the middle
against Gal. 5 2 / ! ) , etc. (§ 34 a, d, e, and more fully in
of the second century had been passed ? With this, in
Lipsius, ii. 1350-358). T h e interest also in composing
turn, is connected the further question : W h y was it so
the differences of view between Jewish and Gentile
urgently necessary to controvert Simon? W h y is it
Christians [ibid- 340-349) was no longer a liveU' one in
that we learn from the N T so little concerning him if
the later time. T h e --Icta Pauli (above, a) likewise
he had been in the East, and in Rome, even from pre
belongs to this same period.
P.auline times, so formidable an enemy of Christianity?
(d) Thus it is in itself a possible thing that many,
Are the two questions perhaps so intimately connected
even of the older of the Church fathers mentioned in
that one and the same cause rendered necessary the
§§ 2 5 / ! , 29, may have drawn upon our apocryphal
confuting of Simon, and the bringing into prominence of
.Vets: e.g., Dionysius of Corinth, Irenasus, Tertullian,
the harmony between Peter aud Paul ? For further
Gaius from the Catholic ; the Muratorian fragmentist
light upon this, we must try to find new material. Thus,
and Clement of .Alexandria, who do not name Paul
our examination of the apocryphal Acts ends not so
along with Peter, from the pre-Catholic .Acts (as for
much in solution of our main problem, as in the raising
Clem. Alex., however, cp §§ 25 d, 41 b), the Philoof new questions regarding Peter's Roman sojourn.
sophumena from both, since in a very significant way
The body of literature still remaining for our conwe find it following both traditions within the comsideration with reference to the question whether Peter
pass of a single line (620) : Simon 'journej'ing as far
40. Inference ""'^ ^^'^'^ ' " Rome, consists of the
also as Rome, fell in with the apostles, whom Peter
from ps -Clem P^^'^'^o-Clementine Homilies and Peopposed in many ways ' (fws Kai Trfs ''Pdp.Tjs e-n-cS-i)ix-r)cTa-%
Hom.a.iii Recog. '<'g"-i^i,,'is(a) We begin with
avTiitfcTe rocs aTTOirrAXois r p j s 6v -iroWh IliTpos dvnthe lollowing results derived from a
KO-TiaTT)).^ .\t the same time in no single case can one
careful examination elsewhere (see SI.MON M A G U S , §§
be sure that the fathers named had really come by their
information by reading and not by oral communication,
_ ' Carl Schmidt has obtained this result from a Coptic translaand thus it becomes impossible to fix the date of comVy^.j"?,' '''^' published. See his communication in the Neuen
position of the Acts by that of any of these Fathers.
Heidelberger Jahrbb., 1897, pp. 117-124, and Harnack's review
Let it be added that the Acta Pauli do not alter our judgment
upon the two Acta now under discussion. They tell us (in Acta
eipost. at'ocr. 1104-117) that Paul, awaited by Luke and Titus,
came (returned ?) to Rome, revived from the dead Patroclus the
cup-bearer of Nero, preached Christ to Nero himself, and was
for this sentenced by him to death ; all this without any mention
at all of Peter and Simon.

t The DidascaUa apostolorum
(6 o). the Apostolic
Constitutions {,',c)), Eusebius ( / f £ i i . 146.15 i), and others (see Lipsius,
it. 1 321, n. 5 ) r I s o mention Peter alone as the controverter of

Simon.
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01 It in TLZ, 1897, pp. 625-629. For the Corinthian correspondence, see, for example, Carriere et Berger, La
correspondence
ctpocryphe de St. Paul et des Corinthiens,
Paris, 1891 (reprint
irom Revue de Thiologie et de Philosophie, 1801 np Ti^.Teil
Cp Zahn, Gesch. d. NTlichen
Kanons2 ssj-'sirioiiioig
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3 / . , 9-11).
The Simon who is opposed in these
writings by Peter was originally the apostle Paul, \ut
in a form which has been distorted by the hostility of
the authors. Only later were Gnostic features added
to him, and thus in his figure the * mosticism of the
second century was controverted. This docs not concern us here. The fundamental idea was that Peter
must every where follow ' Simon ' (who seeks in his travels
to wm adherents for himself e\'erywhere) in order to
refute his pernicious doctrines by disputations, and to
outdo his magical arts by still greater wonders. If not
in writing, yet at all events orally, there was current a
coherent, comprehensive form of this romance in
which Peter followed * Simon ' to Rome also.
(b) The thesis which has been based on this foundation since the days of Baur is the following.
Peter
was never in Rome. It was merely the itlca of the
romance—that he had to follow ' Simon" evrrvwhere—
that led to the assertion of his having come t.) Rome
also. This was, in the end, accejilcd for a fact in
churchly circles also, and this all the r.iore readily
because it subserved churchly interests. For, since
Paul had notoriously been in Rome, it now became
possible to appeal to the activity of both these leading
apostles in the metropolis. Their mutual relation was,
of course, represented as one of the most absolute
agreement. Thus, to the assertion that Peter had
withstood Simon, it ceased to be possible to attach the
original meaning, according to which Simon stood for
Paul; Simon must figure a s a third person, and Paul
could range himself on the side of Peter. So the
Catholic Acts and the Church fathers from Dionysius
of Corinth (about 170 .->..D. ) onwards. Some of them
name only Peter as the opponent of Simon in Rome
(§ 39 <^)' just as the pre-Catholic Acts do. This stage
in the development of the legend is now definitely perceived to be the earlier.
[c) The whole development, however, is seen to
present a perversion of historical truth such as it would
be almost impossible to surpass, and which throws 1
lurid light upon the hostility to history, as well as upon
the power, of the idea of a Catholic church. For something analogous see § 24 d. Even although we are not
at this distance of time able to say with certainty how
far the churchmen who had a hand in this transformation were conscious of the falsification of history which
was being brought about by their action, the effect of
it, at all events, was that the Catholic church, while
gratefully accepting from sources so questionable as
in its view the Clementines were, the statement of the
presence of Peter contemporaneously with Paul in
Rome, at the same time changed the mutually hostile
attitude of the two apostles into a friendly one, and
gained from a very hostile and embittered exaggeration
of the real antagonism between Peter and Paul the best
foundation it could show for its claim to world-wide
dominion.
id) To many students this combination appears from
the very outset inadmissible, because they are unable
to believe in the possibility of " falsification so gross
and audacious as that of representing Peter as having
been in Rome if this was really not the fact. As
against this, however, it must be borne in mind that
the statement in question was not at first put forward as
the assertion of a fact, but merely as an incident in a.
romance the authors of which had not the remotest
notion that strict adherence to historical fact could be
reasonably demanded of them and whose only thought
was as to how they could give fullest utterance to their
hatred of Paul.

SIMON PETER
It did not seem to him to be supported by the traditions with
which he had become acquainted in Rome itself (cp §§ 3og
3^^h 37'-, 39L/L SIMON IMAGUS, § iie,f).
i • ^ &>

How this feature in the romances should on the
other hand afterwards have come to be accepted as
history is not difficult to understand, when we reflect
how admirably it subserved the idea of the Catholic
church and remember, further, that the Pauline features
of the figure of Simon had already been greatly disguised by the Gnostic touches that had been added to
them.
(e) Soltau, ulh> does n^i accept this whole combination nevertheless conc(j(ks (p. .5) tli:it ihe Simon-legend if it did not give
rise to that <>\ i'elur's Runian sojourn, at all events favoured its
spn^rid ; and HeiriiaLk (ahn% u, § 17./), who accepts Peter's Roman
sojuuiii as liisturically true, d-jrlares nc^vurtheless that the Simon
legend had the effect of rau^ing I'etcr's arrival in Rome to be
assigned along with thai nf Simun himself to about 42 A . D .
T h a t mere ideas, though liistorically unfounded, were enough
to produce a false repres<:nlation that Ptl.jr had come to Rome
is assumed by Soltau and Erbes (above, ti§ 31.-', r,,gt') in a process
of reasoning which is not nearly so siiupk or cogent a.s that by
inference from the Hojuities and Reeogiiition.s~whhAi is now
under discussion. Thus we need not slirink from it. Soltau
(p. 10) says further that the Roman sojourn of Peter is incredible
also because according to the apocryphal Acts it is full ofthe
wildest fables about the conflict with Simon. The combination
we are now contending for goes only a single step farther and
finds in these fables the foundation and not merely the adornments of the unhistorical statement that Peter had been in
Rome.

It is Ju.stin, in particular, who shows how thi.s romance came
to he regarded as actual history only by slow degrees.
Justin
took from it the datum that Simon had actually appeared in
Rome, and in fact he was able to credit it because it seemed to
him to be attested by the statue which he found in Rome.
The
other datum, that Peter also had been in Rome and come into
conflict with Simon, he did not accept—in all probability because

The only assertion calling for serious attention here
is that which claims for the tradition as to Peter's
41 No counter ^ ° " ^ ^ " sojourn that it arose independtestimony. ^"^^^ f \^" .f\"^°" .^J^"^'
,
(^)
•'
Fu'st of all, It IS pomted out that no
Chureh father affirms that Peter and Paul came to Rome
simultaneously.
W e shall not insist, in reply, that
Dionysius of Corinth (above, § 2$a) is not very far from
making this affirmation. What is more to the point is
that neither also does the Simon-legend say, or need to
say, that Peter's arrival at all places was simultaneous
with that of Simon. In fact it rather gives to Simon in
each case some space of time within which he may win
the people over to his side, and only after this has
happened does it bring Peter upon the scene (cp, for the
pre-Catholic Acts, above, § 33a, b). Moreover, as soon
as it is Peter and Paul who have to be dealt with, there
eome into consideration a variet}' of historical data
which cannot be brought together at one point of time
so easily as would be the case with incidents in a mere
romance (above, § 37^^)- Besides, for the Catholic use
that is made of this romance, it is no longer a simultaneous arrival but merely some sort of contemporaneous activity of the two apostles that is of interest. Thus
even considerable intervals between the arrivals of the
two apostles would not of themselves be any evidence
that the allegation of their having been in Rome together
does not rest upon the Simon romance.
(b) What would be more important would be the
existence of a tradition which spoke only of the presence
of Peter in Rome, without mentioning that of Paul.
Such tl tradition seems to be found in Clement of
Alexandria ; but, as has already been shown (above,
§ 25 (/), since Clement in the connection in which he
was writing had no occasion to mention Paul, it does
not follow that he was not aware of his activity contemporaneously with Peter. In the pre-Catholic Acts
(above, § 33<7) Paul sets out from Rome before Peter's
arrival there, and is represented as returning only after
the death of the lut'-r.
Here accordingly is a case
where we actually find Peter without Paul in Rome.
Xot, however, without Simon ; and this is the important thing. In one form or another Paul in Rome
is always by his side, as a foe or as a friend. There
exists no tradition regarding Peter in Rome, which
rested content wdth bringing him personally to Rome ;
every such tradition connects with his presence there
some declaration as to his relations with Paul. It is
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which the great whore—i.e., according to 17 5, Babylon—sits
this circumstance that gives so great inherent probability
(17 i) are nations, and not literal waters.
to the supposition that the allegation of his peaceful co(h) In the case of i Pet. the position of matters is
operation with Paul in Rome (which, even irrespective
that a decision as to the presence of Peter in Rome
of the pseudo-Clemen tine Hofnilies and Recognitions,
*
cannot
be gained by interpreting Babylon one way or
we have already found to be inadmissible : see § 31 n)
other, but contrariwise our interpretation of what is
arises from a transformation of the tradition as to his
intended by Babylon will be deiermined by our indeconfiict with Paul in the same place.
pendent conclusion on the other point. If now we bear
T h e transformation cannot possibly have taken place in the
in mind that in Rome itself, as late as 152 A . D . , Justin
opposite direction.
In such a case the conflict with Simon
knew nothing of Peter's having been there (above, § 30^),
would have first begun to be alleged at a date so late as would
render it impossible that Simon could be Paul, Paul having by
and thus that the Simon-romance which brought Peter
this time come to be held in general reverence. If, therefore,
to Rome was not yet at that date in church circles taken
the transformation in this direction were to be insisted on, it
for history, it becomes extremely improbable that this
would be necessary first of all to set aside everything that has
been brought forward in SIMON M A G U S (§ 4 ^ ) with a view to
romance should have been accepted in 112 A.o. by th%
showing that Simon is a caricature of Paul.'
author of x Pet. (on the date see CHRISTIAN, § 8) and
made the basis of his designation of the place of writing,
(c) Thus we are precluded also from attaching value,
although it had been in circulation in strict Jewish
as evidences for a tradition independent of the Simon
Christian circles from a time when Paul was still alive,
legend, to those passages of the Church fathers which
or at any rate shortly after his death. If this be so,
mention the contemporaneous activity of Peter and Paul
then the dating from Babylon tells us at once where
in Rome without at the same time mentioning Simon
it was that about 112 A . D . Peter's chief activity was
Magus.
supposed to have been exercised between his departure
I n those passages it is already the transformed Simon legend
from Jerusalem and his d e a t h ; and it tells us so even
which we have. I t can take the form of representing Peter and
if it should so happen that the Epistle was really after
Paul as making common cause against Simon (so the Catholic
Acts, the Philosophumena,
e t c . ; above, §§ 34, 26rf, e)', but it
all composed in Rome.
does not need to do so. Inasmuch as on this presupposition
Thus we are thrown back upon the scattered notices
Simon at once appears as a Gnostic merely, he loses for the
Church fathers all that independent interest which he possesses
referred to above (§ 24) regarding the various fields of
in the Simon romance. Moreover, in many cases the connection
AQ 12 1^ 1 • activity, apart from Rome, which
does not admit of his being mentioned. Such isassages accord•^ rT • ^^* tradition has assigned to Peter.
ingly prove still less than do the converse c^ses in which Simon
is spoken of as being in Rome without Peter (see SIMON M A G U S ,
C ^ l^-'^^'^^ (fl) Among alUhese, only Babyloniaand
-. . ,
perhaps also the Black Sea coast can
(d) The only kind of evidence that would be cona s Peter s ,
•..
J
- 1
A
1•
clusive in the matter, would be the production of a
. .
- - , be considered seriously.
Accordmg
statement relating to the presence of Peter in Rome,
mission-tieia. ^^ Lipsius (1611613) the tradition that
which could be shown to belong to a time when the
Peter laboured along with his brother Andrew on the
Simon-legend could not yet have exercised an influence
shores of the Black Sea goes as far back as to the second
on the shaping of the history. Such a statement, howcentury, i Pet., however, in its allusion to Babylon as
ever, is to be found neither in Clement of Rome (above,
a mission-field of Peter takes tis still farther back than
§ 28), nor in any of the other writers named in § 2 9 / !
any of the apocryphal Acts of the Apostles made use
At the same time, if one reflects that the Simon legend
of by Lipsius.
could have begun to exert its influence even in its oral
(b) It is specially interesting to observe that according
form (see SiMOX MAGUS, § loe), and thus during
to late redactions (for example, in Epiphanius Monachus
and shortly after the lifetime of Paul, it will be seen
in the 9th cent.) Peter takes leave of Andrew in order
that the attempt to find a testimony to the presence of
to travel westward, and that thereafter the other apostle
Peter in Rome which shall be wholly independent of it
called Simon, surnamed Zelotes or the Canaanite,
must be regarded as hopeless from the outset.
suddenly appears as Andrew's companion. ' The journey
into t h » W e s t plainly originates in the wish to bring the
Only I Pet. offers any inducements to any such
tradition of Peter's activity in Asia into connection vvith
attempt (cp above, § 30^).
(a) In fact, however,
that regarding his labours in Rome. T h e appearance
42 Babvlon ^^^^ ^^^^^^"^ cannot supply us with a
of the second Simon on the other hand, points to a
-' p_x K
decisive answer that Rome is i-xjpant by
substitution for Simon Peter. Whilst at first there was
T, * I? Babylon. Neither, indeed, it is true,
=Rome?
•^.
\Ox
no idea that any other than Simon Peter was intended,
with a secure negative answer. Stress
it was inevitable, as soon as the later idea of his dehas often been laid upon the consideration that the
parture for the West had come to be accepted, that the
order of the provinces to which it is addressed—
Simon who was named in the subsequent course of
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia (i.e. the W. coast
these tales of the apostles should be taken to be Simon
of Asia Minor) and Bithynia—is not a suitable one if
the Canaanite.
the epistle was written from Rome. But neither is it
[c) The same vacillation between the names of Peter
suitable if Babylon was the place of origin ; it is not
and the Canaanite recurs also in what is said about
arranged in such a way that the five provinces can be
Babylonia, According to the Acts of Judas Thaddasus,
brought into line on any hypothesis as to the writer's
Peter laboured with Judas in (Syria and) Mesopotamia ;
view-point. Yet neither does the mention of Babylon
according to other accounts (chiefly western), Simon,
(513) contain the slightest hint that the name is to be
the Canaanite laboured along with Judas in Babylonia,
taken in any secondary sense.
as well as in Persia, and they suffer martyrdom together
T h e case is quite different when in 4 E z r a 11—that is to say,
in Suanir in Colchis. By this last statement the tradiin an apocalypse—Babylon on the Euphrates, where Salathiel,
the father of Zerubbabel, is living in the thirtieth year after the
tion as to Babylonia and Persia is thus brought into
destruction of Jerusalem, i.e., in 557 B . C , is named with some
combination with that as to the coast lands of the Black
sort of suggestion that the statement is to be taken as a veiled
Sea (above, a). Lipsius conjectures that here also Simon
one, and that in reality, the book having been written towards
the end of the first Christian century, Rome ought to be underthe Canaanite was erroneously taken for Simon Peter
stood. In like manner the case is different from that of r Pet.,
after the triumph of the tradition that Peter had laboured
if, according to a Sibylline prophecy (5137-142 1587C [138-143
in Rome (i. 27 30 611-613, ii. 2i45_/! 175-177).
T 5 9 / ] ) Nero^ ' the great king of great Rome . . . shall flee from
Babylon' (rqs p.eyaKr\<; "PtujiTjs ^oto•tAei;s p.iya.% . . . ^evferat
€K BajSuAwi/o?), and a great star shall fall into the sea, * and shall
burn up the deep sea and Babylon itself and the land of I t a l y '
((cat ^Af'fei irovTov fiadi/v a-itr^v re Ba^vXtova. 'iTakir;^: yalav re).
H e r e care is taken by the naming of Rome and Italy to warn the
reader that he is not to suppose Babylon on the Euphrates to be
meant, just as in Rev. 17 15 by the note that the many waters on

(rf)_ Seufert (ZWT,
1885, 15°^^) urges against this, that thie
combination would be convincing only if evidence for theBabylonian sojourn of Peter earlier than the date of r Pet. could
be adduced ; otherwise, it remains possible that in i Pet. R o m e
is meant by Babylon, and thus that Peter's sojourn in R o m e
was at that time presupposed, but that afterwards in consequence of a literal interpretation of i Pet. 5 13 his place of
sojourn was removed to Babylon, while at a still later date, with
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a view to harmony with the tradition of his Roman sojourn,
Simon the Caiuanite was jnit in his place as sojourning in
Babylon. \^'e> shall not here urge how diflicult must at any
time have been a literal interpretation of ' J l a h y l o n ' in i Pet.
5 i j , if Rome had already come to be so generally accepted as
the scene of I'cter's labours, that the author could h a \ e counted
on being understood, although he chose to designate it hy the
word Babylon. The essential point is t h i s : on the view which
is being here upheld, Babylon must h a \ e been meant literally
by the author of i Pet., because at that early date he had not
as yet any idea_ of Peter as having ever been in R o m e ; in
harmony with this view are those apocryphal Ai ts whicli represent him as labouring in Babylonia, so that the substitution of
Simon the Canaanite in his pl.ice is found to be due to a subsequent alteration.

the time of the Nuronian persecution, though it was
not in Rome, the date is by no means to be accepted.

Even if Babylonia was Peter's most important field
of labour, it does not by any means immediately follow
that he died there. If it is curtain
44. Where did that he did not die in Rome, there is
Peter die ? all the more reason for a.sking wdiether
any other place can be named with any probability.
[,i) Erbes (Ztschr. f Kirchengesch. 2-, 1901, 180219) names Jerusalem.
In the pre-Catholic Act^ it is not Xero who sentences Peter
to death but the city-prcfeeC AL^iippa. l-x A^iippa, it is argued,
cannot be intended the M. N'ipsaniu-^ Agrippa who died in
12 B.C. Along with AL:rl|ipa is mentioned, as a per-^ecutor of
Peter, the emperor's frieiul Albinus, whose wife withdrew herself from his society from motives of chastity (above, § 33^).
In this Albinus Erl)es discerns the procurator Albinus who
succeeded Fescus in ludsea in 62 A . D . , and who had a faithful
high-toned wife; while Agrippa on tlie other hand he identifies
with King Agrippa I I . who was master of north-eastern Palestine
from 53 to loo A.D. (see H E R O D , § 13). King Agrippa is not
known to have been married, and Erbes presumes his domestic
circumstances to have been similar to those of the Agrippa of
the pre-Catholic Acts. It is in Palestine only, not in K.ome,
that the two men can be shown to have been contemporaries;
the city-prefect of Rome in a Latin recension of the Passio
Petri et Pauli (chap. 13, in Acta Apost. Apocr. 1 233 ; also, we
add, in cod. M of the principal form of this Passio Petri et Pauli
[chap. oS] discussed above, ^ 32 b 1) is named not Agrippa but
Clement. But further, King Agrippa I I . has been confused
with Herod Agrippa I. who, according to Acts 12 3, cast Peter
into prison in Jerusalem. It is his liberation from this captivity,
Krbes thinks, which constitutes the basis of what is related in
the Catholic and pre-Catholic Acts as to Peter's flight from
Rome (above, §§ 34^, 33^). As to his death, on the other hand,
Erbes conjectures that in reality Peter suffered crucifixion under
Aliiinus towards the end of 64 A . D . , and that Mt. 2834 contains
an allusion to this fact.
Among the messengers of Jesus of
whom he says to the Jews, ' some of them shall ye kill,' allusion
is made to James the elder(Acts 12 2 ) : it is Paul who is alluded
to in the words '^ome of them shall ye scourge in your synagOL;ue.i and persecute from city to city,' and he whom the Jews
'shall crucify' is not the second bishop of Jerusalem, Simeon
the son of Clopas, whose crucifixion (under Trajan, according
to Hegesippus in Euseb., HE iii. 322) falls too late to allow
the possibility of its being referred to in Mt., but Simon Peter.
Erbes, that is to say, accepts as historical the statement which
Eusebius (HE 3ii) introduces with a Ad-yo? /tarexei—on the
force of which formula see above, § 28*^)—that after the death
of James the Just in 62 A.D., all the surviving apostles met in
Jerusalem in order to choose a successor to James—namely the
Simeon referred to abo\e. Peter after this continued in Jerusalem until the outbreak of Nero's persecution of the Christians
in Rome, and in Jerusalem as a result of the activity aroused
in zealous procurators by this persecution, he was crucified by
Albinus. It was in this manner, it is urged, that it became
possible for Peter to be regarded as one of Nero's victims, and
nis death to be at the same time transferred erroneously to
Rome. The twofold destruction of Jerusalem, first by Titus
and afterwards by Hadrian, explains how it was possible that
the fact of its having been the scene of Peter's death should
pass out of memory. T h e whole combination, however, notwithstanding other arguments, brought by Erbes to its support,
which cannot be recapitulated here, is much too bold for acceptance.

b u t neither have we any other means of learning the date of
Peter'^ death.
In particular, we may not say with KretdaH
(jostphus K. Lucas, i'Cg4, p. 183, n. 3) that he must have died
beiore Paul's last journey to Jerusalem because I'aul, according
tu . \ r t s 2L e.-\, ;Lt that date found no one but James at the head uf
the Church tliere.

That Putrr never wa.s in Rome has already been
inferred from the N T and the Church fathers (§31}.
45. Conclusion ^^'^^''^-^^^ ^^ tlie apocryphal' Acts
as t o Peter's '^''\''"''^' ^""^^^'' ^^'''^ ^'^^'-•'" ^ presence
activity and ' " ^^''''^ '^^' presupposed m Church

death outside ^''""^^^ "°^ '''''f'^ ''^'^' 7 ° "^-Y' ^^"'
of Palestine. ' ' 7 * ' ^ ^ ' ""'"''' ^'•^'" ^ ' '•^^'"'>' ^ ^^^'^ ^^
IDO .\.D., that the purpose of his
presence there is to be sought entirely in the conflict
with Simon Magus (and in the martyrdom), and also,
so far as the Catholic Acts are concerned, in the desire
to bring into prominence his harmonious accord with
Paul (§ 39). Not till we came to the pseudo-Clementine
Homilies and Recognitions, howe\er, were we able to
perceive that under the name of Simon it was originally
Paul that was controverted, and that notliing but the
fundamental idea of the Simon-romance that Peter must
necessarily follow ' Simon ' everywhere gave rise to the
allegation that he had come to Rome also. It is these
writings, moreover, that first point the way clearly to a
recognition of the fact that in the apocryphal Acts also
the figure of Simon has an anti-Pauline basis (SIMOX
MAGUS, § 5). At the same time it was also through

the Homilies and t^ccugnitions that we first became
aware that the harmonious co-operation of Paul with
Peter in Rome was a fundamentally altered form of
their hostile meeting in Rome reported in the romance
—an alteration made in the interests of the Catholic
church.
Lastly, they showed us that this romance
had already arisen and begun to take shape in the
lifetime of Paul and the period immediately following. In church circles, how^ever, it did not find acceptance until Gnostic features also had been given to
Simon and thereby the Pauline features had been so
greatly obscured that it became possible to assume a
harmonious instead of a hostile conjunction of Paul with
Peter in Rome. Thus we see that the key to the w hole
riddle is found only in the Ho77iilies and Recog7iitions,
and how great is the injustice done to themselves in
the complete neglect of these by those scholars, like
Erbes and Soltau, who seek to reach the right conclusion that Peter never was in Kome by other and much
less conclusive arguments, or who like Harnack accept
the tradition of the presence of Peter in Rome as true
history.
But also the anti-Pauline basis of the Acta Petri is completely mlsknown when Carl Schmidt (below, § 49), 88-90, arguing
correctly from the view of Harnack, declares it to be an ' assured
result' that the whole legend contained in it about the meeting,'
between Simon Magns and Peter has been derived by the .-tuthor
from combination of what Justin says about Simon with the fact of
the Roman martyrdom of Peter, adding that Simon is exclusively
the magician, and that the author remains without any idea
that Paul is concealed under this mask, because the I'.'-eudoClementines were not yet in existence.

Tn truth the interest ofthe Catholic church succeeded
very well, thanks to great skill, persistence, and unscrupulosity, in obscuring the actual
46. Import- j,^^j^ ^^ j.j^g ^^gg i^p jj^g suppression of
^"J®
t^^ tradition according to which Barnabas
ri,
if^ was the first preacher of the gospel in

(b) On the other hand, there is no difficulty in the
supposition already set forth (§^ 28 i, ^ig). that Peter
met his death in an unknown and obscure place,
perhaps wiihout legal process, perhaps on a journey,
perhaps without any companion, so that no tradition
regarding it survived which could have asserted itself
against the steadily advancing b'jlief that he had died
. in Rome. Here accordingly we must rest, as we have
no more detailed accounts, in particular none from
Clement of Rome, from whom we should most naturally
have expected them. When Soltau lays it down (pp.
23 25} that no one disputes the martyrdom of Peter in

wholly impossible for us to bring them again to light.
Still, the whole question, after all, is a purely historical
one. A claim on the part of the bishop of Rome to
supreme authority over the world would not be
established even if it were a fact that Peter had been in
Rome or that Mt. I 6 1 8 / . as well as Lk. 22?2 or Jn.
2115-17 were genuine. In § 26^, h it has been shown
how late was the date at which Peter came to be
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regarded as bishop of Rome in spite of this presupposition.
In Peter's lifetime there were no
monarchical bishops at all (MINISTRY, ^-^ 46^, 47), and

e\en if there had been, his office was that of an apostle,
never that of bishop. And even if he had been bishop,
his special dignity would not have passed over to his
successor ; for apart from the fact that the apostolical
succession was not believed in till a date long after the
lifetime of Peter (MINISTRY,

g 37), it is in itself an

empty doctrine. Tertullian has well expressed this as
against CaUxtus of Rome [Pudic. 21, middle) : ' quahs
es, evertens atque commutans manifestam domini
intentionem personaliter hoc [Mt. 16i8_/^] Petro conferentem ?'
Only a brief account of later traditions can be given. T h e
wife of Peter (i Cor. 'J 4 /T) is said to have been a daughter of
Aristobulus, brother of Barnabas.
Peter by
47. L a t e r
prayer inflicts gout on his own daughter Petrot r a d i t i o n s . nilla in order to preserve her from danger with
which she is threatened on account of her beauty.
T o show that he has the power to do so he heals her, but
forthwith permits the malady to return. This is related in a
Coptic fragment with the subscription Trpo^ei? neVpov (discussed
by Carl Schmidt [below, § 49], 1-25 and already in SBA IV, 1896,
p. S4if.)
T h u s the conjecture of Lipsius (ii. 1 203-20^.) is confirmed that the Acts of Nereus and Achilles and the Acts of
Philip from which he adduces the same story derived it from
the old TTpa^eis TleTpov. Yet the Coptic fragment gives the
beginning to the effect that a heathen, Ptolemaeus, had carried
off the daughter of Peter (here she does not yet bear the name
' Petronilla'), but brought her back when she had lost her health.
Clement of Alexandria clearly knew the story, as he says (Strom.
36, § 5 2 , p. 535, ed. P o t t e r ; also ap. Eus. HE iii. 301), 'for
Peter indeed and Philip both became fathers,' and only with regard to Philip adds, ' Philip also gave his daughters to husbands'
(see P H I L I P , § 4 C, col. 3690).
According to Stro7ii.l 11,
§ 63, p. 869 (ap. Eus. HE iii. 30 2) Peter's wife suffered
martyrdom before his eyes. H e himself is said to have been
bald (cp the ' tonsura Petri'). For a detailed description of his
appearance, from John Malalas after older authorities, see
Lipsius, ii. I213, n. i. Of the miracles of Peter reference may
be made here to that mentioned in the ' A c t a Petri et Andreae'
according to which, in order to convince a certain rich man
named (Dnesiphorus of the truth of Christianity, he causes a
camel to go twice through the eye of a needle, and afterwards,
again twice, another camel with a woman of loose character on
its back.
W'e possess no genuine writings of Peter ; nor can the speeches
attributed to him in Acts lay any claim to authenticity notwithstanding their archaic colouring (§ 4 ^ , A C T S ,
48. w r i t i n g s § 14). On the Canonical Epistles see P E T E R
a t t r i b u t e d ( E P I S T L E S ) , and CHRISTIAN, § 8 ; also, on
to Peter
^ Pet., above, § 24a. As apocryphal writings
of Peter, a book of Acts (not, however, claiming
to be by him), a Gospel, a ' P r e a c h i n g ' (Kripvypa) and an
Apocalypse are enumerated by Eusebius (HL iii. 3 2). Cp
APOCRYHHA, §§ 20 4 301 3 1 2 ; Zahn, Gesch. d.
NTlichen
Kanons,
2742-751, 810-832; Harnack, ACL,
ii. 1470-475,
622-625. On the ' Preaching' of Peter see also above, § 25 e.
Of the gospel of Peter the second half is fully considered under
R E S U R R E C T I O N - N A R R A T I V E S , § 5 et passim.
Lastly, mention
must be made of the Epistle of Peter to James prefixed to the
pseudo-Clementine Ho7nilies, on which see SIMON M A G U S ,
On the life of Peter generally see the Bible Dictionaries ; also
Harnack in -fT/ViS') and the literature relating to the life of
Jesus and the apostolic age. Of Catholic
4 9 . L i t e r a t u r e , accounts may be named (the very title is
characteristic) that of Janvier, Histoire de
St. Pierre, priTice des apdtres et premier pape (Tours, 1902).
Against the Roman sojourn of Peter : Baur, T-ub. Ztschr.
f.
Theol., 1831^, pp. 136-206, and Paulus, 1845, pp. 212-243 =
(2) 1, 1S66, pp. 243-272; Lipsius, Chronol. der rSm. Bischdfe,
I8DQ, especially pp. 162-167, Queltefi der ro7n. Petrussage, 1872,
JPT,
1876, pp. 5'^i-645. and Apokr. Ap.-Gesch. ii. 1,1887;
Hausrath, NTUclie Zt.-gesch. 3, 1874, PP- 326-346 = (^f, 1S-7,
pp. 131-153: Zeller, ZIVT, 1876, pp. 31-56; Erbes,
TUlQi,
Todestage d. Paulus u. Petrus,' iSgg, and Z.f
Kircheftgesch.
22, 1901, pp. 1-47, 161-224 ; Soltau, Petr-us in Rom„ in ' Sammlung gemeinverstandl. wissensch. Vortrage' edd. Virchow and
Holtzendorff, Hft. 349= Xeiie Folge, Serie 15, 1900, pp. 469-509.
In support of^the Roman sojourn of Peter see Hilgenfeld,
ZWT,
1372, pp. 349-372; 1S76, pp. 57-80; 1877, pp. 486-508; Joh.
Iielitzsch, St. Kr. 1874, pp. 213-260; Schmid (Roman Cath.),
Petrus in Rom, Lucerne, 1879; Lightfoot, Apostolic
Pathers
\. (S. Clement of Rome), 2 4KT-502 ( ' S . Peter in Rome') and
also 1 20i-j!45 ( ' E a r l y Roman Succession'); Harnack, .^CX ii.
( = Chri>nol.) 1 240-243, 703-710 et passi7n; Clemen, Preuss.
Jahrbb. Jo6 (Oct.-Dec. 1901) 405-417; Kneller, Z.f
kathol.
Theol. igo2, pp. ^3-69, 225-246, and (against Erbes) 351-36: ;
Carl Schmidt, ' D i e alten Petrusakten,' in TU 24 ( = N e u e
Folge ix) I, IQ03 (a work which did not appear until the present
article was already in print). Cp also SIMON M A G U S , § 15.
P. W. S.
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SIN (i^D; for 6 ' s readings see below) an i:g_vptian
cily, Ez. 3O15: ' a n d I will pour my fury upon .Sin
(.\\''"e-, Pelusium), the strength of Egj'pt.' It stands
parallel to Xoph-Memphis (z'. 13), Pathros, Zoan-Tanis
and No-Thebes [v. 14), in direct parallelism to No
(Cornill: Noph-Memphis after 6 ) . Verse 16 groups
together Sin (but 0—except Q which has Zai's as in
a. 15—Syene, and thus with great probability Cornill,
po ; see SYENE),

No,

and

N o p h ; in z'v. 1 7 /

less

important cities are enumerated. As in v. 16 (S seems
to be right, only t--. 15 remains for Sin. Nothing can
be concluded from the parallelisms, especially because
the text (No occurs 3 times in the present tiebrew text)
has been corrupted in several places, except that Sin
must have been a very important city ; in view of the
parallelism with Memphis ((!?, see above), it would seem
to belong to northern Egypt. More important is the
designation 'strength [RV stronghold, nyo) of Egypt,'
which seems to point to the eastern frontier of the Delta.
©^^ renders ^atv (accusative of Sais or transliteration ?),
©'^ Ta/'ti'(of course incorrectly, as Tanis is ZOAN, q.v.),
\'g, Pelusiu77i. Modern scholars have always adhered
to the \'ulgate's identification with Pelusium, because
Pelusium would meet the requirements best and because
of the Aramaic word s^yan, Syriac s^ydnd ' mud,' which
seemed to furnish the Semitic equivalent for the Greek
IlriXovinov—i.e., mud-city (cp Lutetia). This identification has been often repeated by Egyptologists (still
by Steindorff, Beiti-dge zur Assyr. I599 as late as 1890),
but on the basis of erroneous conclusions Brugsch [Diet.
Gci'gr. 1091 ; cp Dumichen, Gesch. Aeg. 263) had
assumed that Coptic 07ne, 'dirt, nmd,' furnished the
etymology for the great fortified frontier-city .4mc[t),
and that the latter, consequently, was Pelusium. The
city in question—Ame{t)^—had its official etymology
rather from a word mcnning ' prince of Lower Egypt';
but this might have been artificial. The city itself
was, however, discovered by the excavations and investigations of Petrie and Griffith, at the modern Nebisheh,
8 miles SE of Tanis ; cp Petrie, I'atiis II. (On the
proposed identification with Tahpanhes, see T A H PAiNHES.) For the identification Pelusium-Sin there
remains only the fact that Pelusium (or a fort near
it?) is called by some Arabic sources (et)-Tineh [i.e.,
piece of clay, lump of mud) ; but this seems to be
only a translation of the Greek name or a popular
etymology of Pelusium which also Strabo (803) derives
from the muddy surroundings.^ At any rate, a comparison of the words Sin or the Aramaic s^ydn with
Arabic tin is inadmissible for the Semitist. Pelusium,
besides, does not seem to have had any importance
before Greek times ; Herodotus (2141, etc.) knows
it as the entrance to Egypt, and in this capacity it
appears in many Greek writers ; but no hieroglyphic
name for it has been found so far, and it is not unlikely
that cities more to the East (see above on AmetNebisheh) had formerly the strategic position of Pelusium. According to Strabo (803), Pelusium was 20 m.
distant from the sea ; in his time it was much decayed,
although later it w^as still the seat of a Coptic bishop.
The Coptic name was irepeMOYN. Arabic Far(a)ma.
The easternmost branch of the Nile was known as
the Pelusiac ; the Pelusiac mouth is now dried up completely, and the insignificant ruins of the ancient city are
situated in the desert. ^
It will be seen, therefore, that the popular identification with Pelusium rests on very feeble grounds. Jerome
(see above) was most likely guided by the Aramaic
1 T h e ambiguous letter \\

had here the value of Aleph, to

judge from demotic transcriptions.
2 Other classical writers think of mythical persons such as
Peleus, Pelusius, etc. See Wiedemann's excellent commentary
on Herodotus ( p. 89).
3 On these and thehistory of the city see Wiedemann, ut supr.
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etymology given in his time to the old name by Jewish
schol.irs. It seems quite plausible that Ezekiel's .Sm
was a fortress similar to (perhaps not very far from)
Pelusium, but of a somewhat ephemertil importance. In
the critical sixth century B.C., fortifications and garrisons
along the entrance to E g\pt between the sea and the
modern Ballah-lakes seem to ha\e changed considerably, and even before the great revolution c.msecl by
the Persian conquest in 525 l i . c , the withdrawal of the
large garrison to a better location may ha\'o reduced ..
populous city to the position of an obscure village.
This must have been the case vvith Ezekiel's Sm, as ©
could no longer identify it.^
\\'. M. M.

below), and it is, therefore, impossible to speak with
any definiteness as to the relati\e frequency of the two
names or their connotations. On the other hand, we
are able to arri\e at a quite clear perception of the idea
that was ecmnerted with their use in the circle of legend
and of the facts whieh caused the change of usage.
Ill the thought of the ancient East every land that
ean be looked upon as a geographical or political unity

[Cp Crit- Bib. on h/uk. 'JO 10 30 14-16, where an underlying
C31-' is supposed. T h a t Ezekiel's prophecies have been worked
over by a redactor who changed the £^eOL;raphical setting, is
pointed out in PK.'t'HET, § 27. T h e ' Sluinem' supposed to be
referred to would be that in the Ncxeb. bee S H U N E M . ]

SIN, WILDERNESS OF i^D igTO), Ex. 16i, etc.
See GEOGR-\PHV, g 7, and

SIN

OFFERING

WANDKKIN'GS.

(riwSan),

Lev. 43,

etc.

See

S.^CEIFICE, §§ 2 S / ;

SINAI AND HOREB
Two names (§ i).
Cosmological theory (§ rV
Bearing on Horeb-:^inai (§ 3).
Babylon and Ei;\pt (^ 4).
Musri (§ 5).
Minseans and Sabaeans (§ 6).
Magan and Meluha (g 7).
Amarna period (^ 8).
Ma'in (§ 9).

Hebrew traditions (§ lof).
Oldest Arab, civilisation (§ 12).
Moses story (§ 13).
Mount variously placed (§§ 1416).
Early sacred places (§ 17).
Serlial and J. Musa (§ 18).
Gal. 425 (§ 19).
^'arlous \ic\vs (§ 20).

Sinai is the usual name for the mountain where,
according to one tradition, Yahwe had his seat and
where, accordingly, Moses received the divine commands. Sinai is, therefore, the mountain of the giving
of the law.
Even the most superficial observation does not fail
to note that the mountain where Yahwe dwells has also
another name—Horeb. In pre-critical
1. The two
days the explanation offered and accepted
names.
was either that Horeb was the name of
the whole range and Sinai that of the individual
mountain, or, alternatively, that Horeb designated the
northern part of the range and Sinai the southern, and
more especially the highest point of this. Criticism
shows that the various sources can be sharply distinguished, [a) Horeb is the name ofthe mountain where
Yahwe has his seat in E {the principal passage is Ex.
31; next come 176, where it occurs in a passage of the
nature of a gloss, and 336. In the last cited passage,
however, the words 'from Mt. H o r e b ' ^ are out of
place, having been introduced into the text from the
margin; it properly belongs to the E section 387-11,
and more particularly to f. 9 : ' when Moses entered
into the tent the pillar of cloud descended/rf/K Mount
Horeb and stood at the door of the tent'). In this as
elsewhere E is followed by D, and the mountain is
called Horeb throughout in Dt. {16 4io etc.) except in
the older non-deuteronomic song {332), the opening
portion of which is a counterpart to the Song of Deborah
{Judg.53/:, cp Ps. 68).
(b) On the other hand the
mountain of Yahwe is called Sinai—generally Mt. Sinai
('roin)—in J (Ex. 1 9 I T 3 4 4 ) and P ( E x . l H i 24i6
oi2'&32 Li^v. 25 I '2f>46'2734). A 'wilderness of Sinai '
l']'3 -\z-\^) is spoken of only in P (Ex. 1 9 i / . Lev. 738
Nu. l l ig 9i). lliis is in agreement with the fact that
^inai came to be the more usual name, the later form
ofthe tradition having as usual gained the upper hand.
W'e have no information from the older times regardmg the Sinaitic Peninsula and the adjacent parts (see
^ i!3's reading Sais ( * ' D ) fof r:D would furnish a good emendation, but Is forbidden by the place being described as a fortress.
- 1~\n in.*::. There is nothing in the Hebrew corresponding
to RV's 'onward.'
148
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2. Cosmological-'''"'', ' ° ^ ' ' ° ' "^^ P™™i=ed land - i s
theorv
regarded as a reflected nnage of the
expounded.
T""'"'!
'^\"°r°lfix the^'V''
^'" of V^l'
^
the pomts°'which
limit.s
the
earth as a whole nmst, therefore, reappear also in the
Ic^i^L-r cosmos, the country, and one- more, again, in
the district. It is precisely by this that the land is
shown to be a natural unity—2.^., a unity determined
and ordained by (iod. According as a. twofold or a
fourfold division is adopted, the earth is defined by two
or four points : E. and W . , or N. and S., or else E..
S., W . , and N. So also the year and the day are
divided into two halves or four quarters in accordance
with the corresponding points in the course of the sun.
Any one of these two or four points can be taken as the
beginning of the year or of the course of the sun ; the
year can begin in spring as in Babylon, or in winter as
with us (following Egyptian-Roman reckoning), in
autumn as in the time before the rise of Babylon (end
ofthe third millenium B.C.) in Hither Asia, and, therefore, with the Canaanites and the Israehtes ; lastly, in
summer. The beginning selected corresponds with the
nature of the divinity who is principally worshipped.
Because Marduk is the god of spring the year is held to
begin with spring, and because in the W. the ^\estern
(i.e., the autumn) god prevails, an autumn new year
prevails in western lands, including Canaan, as long as
there is independence.
In this connection between the year—i.e., the course
of the sun — and geographical conceptions we can
already discern the essential character of all oriental
religion and science, which is to regard all that is and
all that happens as flowing from the activity of the
deity. But the deity reveals himself primarily and
before aught else in the heavenly bodies and their
motions ; for the deities of Babylon and of all Hither
Asia—as the OT itself abundantly shows—without exception bear an astral character. ^ The heavenly bodies
which most plainly refiect the deity in its working, in
other words the most conspicuous forms of the divine
manifestation, or, in ordinary language, the gods principally worshipped are the moon, the sun, and the five
planets. Their periods of revolution mark the divisions
of time—month, year, and larger cycles—and compel
attention by their importance for the course of natural
life (Gen. 114 822).
In the Babylonian view of these
seven great divinities the planet Venus is associated
\\ ith the moon and the sun, so that the three together
become rulers of the Zodiac (the supuk sa7ne—i.e., the
highway of heaven, along which the seven travel).
' He (Bel) appointed Sin, Samas, and Istar to rule in
the Zodiac.' These three have each of them four
quarter or two half phases ; for X^enus, as an inner
planet, shows the same phases as the moon, and the
positions of the sun in the two or four seasons of the
year are reckoned also as phases. The four remaining
planets represent each one phase (one quarter) of the
greater stars; thus Jupiter (Marduk) = the spring-sun.
Mars (Ninib) = the summer sun, Mercury (Nabu) —the
harvest sun, and Saturn (Xergal) = the winter sun.
To each of these four planets accordingly belongs one
of the four points which regulate the sun's course and
thus the universal order. When the division is by two.
Mars and Saturn are eliminated ; the reckoning; in that
case is by the two solar phases from equinox to equinox
(spring to autumn, or autumn to spring). The sun,
3 For what follows cp Wi. AOFZi%sff->
0>de:nt, 3, pai-ts 2 and 3.
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moreover, is regarded as the god of the underworld, for
the stars as they approach the sun become invisible, in
other words, have their abode in the underworld.
Now, this ' underworld' aspect of the sun correspond^
to Saturn (Nergal), the winter sun or the god of the
underworld (Pluto). T o the moon accordingly (since
the full moon is in opposition to the sun) belongs the
opposite pole of the universe and the opposite planet
Mars (Ninib), which represents the summer sun. By a
complete reversal of all our modern notions, the sun is
the deity of winter or the underworld, the moon the
deity of summer and the upper world.
Now when the sun takes up the position which
properly belongs to it in the universe, that is, when it is
a winter sun, it is at the most southerly point of its
course in the zodiac ; and the corresponding full moon
being in opposition is at the most northerly point. In
other words, the sun is at the Saturn-sun point, the S.
pole of the ecliptic, the moon at the Mars-moon point,
the N. pole of the ecliptic.
The course of nature shows a similar cycle; day is
succeeded by night, summer by winter, and in the
larger periods of time, the sebn, a similar procession is
repeated. Everything that happens is divine ordering,
the godhead is constantly manifesting itself anew in
changed attitudes and changed activities. Thus Marduk
becomes Nabu in autumn, and conversely. The same
holds good of the N. and S. phase (summer and winter)
of the sun or of the godhead in general; they pass each
into its opposite. Further, the four (or two) quarters of
the world present themselves in various aspects according to the character of the worship exercised at each
given place, and according to the different methods of
reckoning there employed. The Babylonian view, with
the Marduk (or spring-) cult, takes as its point of
orientation (Mohammedan kibla) the E. ( = that which
is before, nip), and thus for it the N. is to the left, the
S. to the right, and the W . behind. T o the older
view, which faces westward, the N. is to the right and
the S. to the left. Thus arises for a. later time the
possibility of an interchange of diametrically opposite
points, according to the point of view assumed by each
writer in his theory. Hence the phenomenon constantly
observed in all forms of mythology, and therefore also
of cosmology, that opposites pass into one another, that
a given form bears also the marks of its antithesis.
The selection of the two names, Horeb and Sinai,
and their cosmological meaning thus become clear. As
o i>»».:-~ -_ soon as scholars discovered t h e import3. B e a r i n g on
, .,
^- • .
Horeb jmd
moon worship m ancient
Sinai
Babylonia, and the name of the moongoddess Sin, the explanation of the
name Sinai as Mountain of the Moon became natural.
Proof, indeed, for this explanation of the word can be
had only when the significance of this mountain in the
cosmic scheme as a whole has been made o u t ; but this
is accomplished precisely by means of the other name
of the mountain of Yahwi—Horeb.
The earth—and so also on a smaller scale each land
and each separate district—is imagined as a mountain
with two summits,! the 'mountain of the countries' of
the Babylonians and Assyrians (Sad mdtdte, ursag kurkurra).
According to the orientation in each case (and
as regulated by this the time at which the year was held
to begin, and so forth) these two points arfe conceived of
as E. and W . (equinoctial), or as N. and S. (solstitial).
T h e E. (or N . ) point is that of the light half of the day
or year, the W . (or S.) that of the dark half. For
when the sun is in the E. the day (or the year) begins,
when it is at the northem point of its path it is midday
or midsummer, and so on. This is the thought which
lies at the bottom of the religious observances on
Ebal and Gerizim^ ( D t . l l a g 2 7 t i ^ J o s h . 8 3 0 ^ ) ;

Gerizim is the mount of blessing, Ebal that of cursing,
that is, of the light and dark halves respectively, of
good and evil omen (right and left are the lucky or
unlucky sides according to the orientation); on each
mountain stand six tribes, for each half of the year has
six signs of the zodiac or six months.'
When the two summits of the sad matate are the
N. and S. points of the cosmos they belong respectively
to the moon and to the sun. If Sinai takes its name
from the moon-goddess Sin, Horeb is derived from the
sun, for the name means Mountain of Glowing Heat
(mn and min), the sun at the most northerly part of its
course (our sign of cancer, summer-solstice) is the gloiiWng
sun. 'Thus Sinai and Horeb both express like cosmological conceptions.
Making the moon point the most northerly of the
ecliptic belongs to the old Babylonian order of ideas,
i P v> 1
il according to which the moon stands
*• ' ^ ^ o y o ^ ^^^ at the head of the pantheon and the
^ ^ •
sun is regarded as god of the underworld. The opposite is also equally admissible, the
moon being regarded as the star of the night and the sun
as the power that quickens nature, as the star of the upper
world, and as supreme deity. In this last interpretation, and, indeed, as the sole expression of the godhead, Chuen-aten (Amen-hotep IV., see EGYPT, § 56)
sought to carry out o. monotheistic worship of the sun.
This would be of importance if it were held proven that
it is Chuen-aten that is intended by the Pharaoh of
Joseph. 2 It would seem, in any case, as if a like view
underlay the designation of Sinai (as of Horeb), for the
mountain upon which Yahwi reveals himself lies on the
S. of the promised land.
If, now, Yahwi has his
dwelling on the moon-mountain situated in the S.,
clearly the underlying cosmic orientation is the Egyptianone which regards the S. as being above (corresponding';
to the course of the Nile), whilst the Babylonians had •
the conception (corresponding also to the coiuse of the
Euphrates) according to which it is the N . that is above
—the N . pole of the cosmos, as also of the ecliptic
(this last the moon-point). For the highest godhead
dwells above on tTie summit of the sad mat4te. To it,
therefore, belongs the highest part of the ecliptic (the
path of the sun) as of the sky ; the portion which lies to
the N . of the zodiac and thus around the N. pole.
T h e Egyptian view presupposes the opposite conceptioii,
and, therefore, looks for all these things in the S.
The assumption, accordingly, which should look for
the seat of the highest godhead in the S. of the country,
would rest more upon Egyptian conceptions, though at
the same time for the present we must hold fast that
the Egyptian doctrine and the Babylonian alike are
daughters of a common view of the universe, and that
their relation to this is somewhat the same as that of
the political doctrine of two modern European civilised
states to European culture and conception of the
universe ; diverse in details, the views of the two are on
the whole identical. It is in agreement with this that
the rise of the nation of Israel is carried back by legend,
to E g y p t ; and that the region where the nation found
its god—i.e., the expression of its political unification
and its poUtical-religious right to an independent existence as a people, in other words, to sovereignty—was
still known to legend as Musri (see MIZRAIM, MOSES).
Egypt and Musri alike are also in the Babylonian con-

1 Cp Hommel, Aiifsdtzeu.
Abhandlungen,
3 4 4 ^ ; Winckler
in MVG, 1901, 241, 283.
2 Both are brought into connection with the goddess worshipped
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at Shechem, who is identical with Tammuz—i.e., the god ofthe
two halves of the year. Joseph and Joshua are the corresponding heroic figures: Wi. GtiiiJf. cif,ff. Joseph is mentioned
principally in connection with Shechem, Joshua's life-work culminates in Shechem (Josh. 24). For Joshua the attainment of
Shechem is what the arrival at Mt. Nebo was for Moses;
Marduk (Moses) dies when the sun reaches the westem point
where the kingdom of Nabu (winter half of the year) begin.s.
1 The number twelve always symbolises the twelve signs of
the zodiac.
.
2 The deduction would be that the doctrine of Yahwism consciously links itself on to this monotheism as its predecessor:
see A'^7'(3) 211.
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ception the land of the sun, representing as they do the
S, so far as the earth is concerned ; but the S. of the
sky is the celestial underworld where the sun has his place
during winter, and thus in the Babylonian conception
in the case of a revelation of the deity in Musri a reference
to the Egyptian doctrine of the sun is presupposed.
Fresh light would certainly be shed on this side of
the question should we e\er come into possession of
,,.
. fuller information as to the state of civilisa• ' tion and the religious and political conditions ofthe region in question (Musri) in early times.
In the present state of our knowledge all that can be
affirmed, is that, the higher the antiquity we reach, the
higher also the civilisation so far as the ancient orient
is concerned. The Amarna period—that which comes
under consideration in the present discussion—already
seems to presuppose a retrogi'ession so far as Palestine
is concerned, and this would imply like conditions for
the S. also. It is quite a mistake to picture to oneself
the Sinaitic peninsula and the adjoining parts of Arabia
as having then been under the same conditions as
prevail to-day. We already know enough to justify us
in affirniing that these parts in ancient times were not
wholly given up to nomads, and that the eountry
possessed ordered institutions and seats of advanced
civilisation. The Xabatasan state about the time of
the Christian era, and that of the Ghassanids at a later
period had their earlier predecessors (see A'A T(^} 1 3 6 ^ ) .
All of them were states in toirch with the civilisation of
their respective periods — pre-eminently with that of
Egypt and Assyria-Babylonia—just as much as that
Nabatsean kingdom with which we are in some measure
acquainted through the monuments that have come
down to our day and through the notices in classical
authors. It is by no means impossible that we may
yet come into possession of monumental evidence with
regard to the region of ancient Musri dating from times
which we at present ordinarily think of as completely
without either history or civilisation. This, at least, is
even already clear, that long before the period assumed
for the sojourn of the Israelites oriental civilisation had
been at work in these parts in a higher degree than was
at a later date shown by Islam. ^

AU that we as yet have eome to know in the way of
actual historical fact regarding the Sinaitic peninsula
and adjacent regions, is still in the highest degree inadequate. The oldest monuments are the Egyptian
inscriptions in Wady Maghara and those of Sarbut elKhadem ( E o v r r , § 45). The Pharaohs designate the
people whom they have subjugated there by the name
of Mentu. The still extant mines show how it was that
the much prized mafkat (malachite, or ' kupfergriin ')
w.is obtained. The oldest known Pharaohs exploited
the country for this ; Snefre (first king of the Fourth
Dynasty), Chufu (Cheops, the builder of the Great
Pyramid), various kings of the Fifth and the Sixth
D)'nasty, Usertesen II. and Amenemhe't ofthe twelfth ;
the last whose name is recorded in any inscription is
Rameses II.
Baljjionian references ean be adduced only in a
general way in so far as already in the earliest times we
7 Masan ^^''"^ evidence of a lively commerce
and Meluha. ^ " ' T ' ' " Babylonia and the whole of
Arabia ; the mformation m our possession
does not enable us to go into details. The Babylonian
designation for Arabia is ' Magan and Meluha' and the
two expressions are used distinctively, the one (Magan)
to denote the eastern and southern part—that situated
nearest to Babylonia, the other (Meluha) to denote the
N. and W . The district of Sinai would thus form part
of Meluha. It need hardly be said that in the many
centuries of Babylonian-jj^ssyrian history the relations
with the two countries waxed and waned in importance
with the fluctuations in political power and in the
developments of trade; so also did the degree of
knowledge regarding the regions of which we are
speaking vary and the connotation of the names grow
or shrink. Thus at certain times what was spoken of
as Meluha will have been not much more than the
northern fringe and the road to Egypt. The derivation
of the name of the characteristic product of the Sinaitic
peninsula—malachite—from Meluha seems obvious.
The ideas of antiquity as to the form of the earth are
very far removed from the actual facts. Thus it is an
essential element in the Babylonian conception that the
whole of the southern part of the earth is regarded as a
continuous territory stretching from utmost Nubia
(Ethiopia) through South Arabia to India. The Red
Sea and the Persian Gulf have nothing like their true
importance assigned to them.
Thus if ' Magan and
Meluha' in the widest sense covers the whole of what
lies to the S. we must include in Magan India and in
Meluha Ethiopia [KA T'<^) 137). This will explain how
it is that Cush, the name of the upper valley of the
Nile—thus the land to the S. of Musri — E g y p t designates also those lands which in Arabia are situated
to the S. of Musri.
It is often possible, therefore, in cases where there
are no special indications to guide us, for us to be in
doubt as to what special regions ought to be understood
by the names Magan, Melyha, Kus, Musri—precisely
as we are when we hear ' America ' or ' Africa' vaguely
mentioned. It is thus beyond our power to determine
with precision whence it was that Gudea prince of
Lagas derived the material for his buildings which was
brought (we are told) from ' Magan ' and from ' Meluha.'
W e cannot be sure whether the usual opinion, which
takes Sinai with its malachite to be meant by Meluha
as the mountain of the samtu stone (II. R. ^la b 17), is
correct, for we are not in a position to say what the
samtii stone really is.
The Amarna Letters seem to show that, essentially, the
Egyptian sovereignty did not extend beyond the borders
- .
of southern Palestine. This is in agree. Amarna ^^,^^ .^--^^ ^j^g supposition that it was
^
•
precisely in these times that the newly
immigrating tribes of the ' Hebrews ' from North Arabia,
to which also the Israelites belonged, pressed forward
into the regions of civilisation.
W e may take it,

Above all, it has to be pointed out that we are in no
position to decide definitely as to the state of civilisation
6 Minaans °^ ^^°^^ regions during the times in
aji'd Sabeans. ^ ^ ^ f i ^ " ; f J^^g. ^^ the countless records of S. Arabia, the inscriptions of
the Minsans and the Sabaeans, have not been made
accessible and investigated. The commercial states of
S. Arabia exercised political ascendency also in these
regions at the time when they flourished ; they extended
their civilising influence as far as to the havens of the
Philistines and the gates of Damascus,^ and even left
behind them in those parts a civilisation that can be
directly traced to them.* Very specially it is from the
MinEean-Sabasan inscriptions that, after what the cuneiform inscriptions and Egyptian documents have yielded
or may yet yield, we may hope for glimpses alike into the
political relations of the Sinaitic peninsula and adjacent
regions, and still more into their civilisation—in other
words into the spiritual development of the peoples and
times by whieh the occurrences ofthe period of Israel's
sojourn in Sinai were determined. It is chiefly on
these inscriptions that we must depend for any knowledge as to the civilisation and manner of thinking—
the ' genius ' [geist, genie)—ofthe Semitic peoples in that
quarter, where they received their purest development,
and from which, in a certain sense, the tribes of Israel
also took their origin (KA Ti^'l 8).
Against the notion of Arabia and the ' Arabian spirit' as
being the sole basis of 'Semitism' see Winckler, 'Arabiscb.
Semitisch-Orientalisch ' in MVG, 1901, 4-5.
The ' H a r r a ' inscriptions are in an alphabet which shows a
prevailingly S. Arabian iafluence.
' Cp tlie ' L i b y a n ' inscriptions (ed. D . H . Muller, Epigraphische Denlimdler aus Arabien, 1889).
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accordingly, that this period was marked by a retrogression from the prosperity of a somewhat earlier time. It
is impossible to tell with any certaint}- who were the
• Meluha-people' whom Rib-Addi, prince of Gebal,
summoned to his aid along with the F.gyptians ; it is,
however, likely, in the known circumstances, that the
Egyptian troops did not consist in the main of bands
of I'.edouins from Sinai and Midian ; more probably
Nubians are intended.
With the single exception of the inscription of
Rameses II. in Wadi Maghara we have no information
a Tjr 'V from these times relating to the regions at
present under consideration ; but this is
precisely the period which covers the time of Israel's
sojourn in Smai.
It is what usually and naturally
happens ; of times during which great states have not
dominated the border lands we hear nothing. So far
as our present light carries us, however, it would seem
that to this period also belongs the development of the
power ofthe S. Arabian kingdom of Ma'in (Minaeans).
Por this kingdom was annihilated sometime in the
eighth or seventh century B.C., and its beginnings must
therefore be carried back at least as far as to the
thirteenth century.^ A period of weakness in the great
civilised states has also always been favourable to
the rise of petty states and to the development of
separate kingdoms on the borders of the region of
civilisation ; and a period of prosperity in the trading
states of S. Arabia so far as we are able to trace
their history also occurred precisel)- at such a time.
W e may venture, therefore, to hope some time or
other to obtain some information regarding the
rc^l'ins of Sinai from the inscriptions of the Minaeans
just as we are indebted to a. Minsean inscription of
about the ninth century for an illustration of the conditions prevailing on the S. Palestinian borders (Haluvy,
535 = Glaser, 1155).'- W e m u s t , accordingly, tigure to
ourselves the Minaean rule in those parts as having been
after the manner of that of the Nabat^ans. Just as
these bore rule m the Sinaitic peninsula and left settlements and inscriptions behind them, so we may be
certain that the rule of the Mineeans had a determining influence on the civilisation and therefore also
on the religion of those parts. As the Minaean rule in
el-'Ula in N. Arabia has left its traces in numerous
inscriptions, so we nmst suppose Minaean settlements
to have existed all along the caravan routes to Palestine
and to Egypt.
W'e must conceive of the relations between the regions
of Sinai and S. Arabia in those days, then, somewliat
after the analogy supplied by Islam ; they \\ere not
a mere El Dorado of Bedouin tribes who had remained
stationary in some primitive phase of development and
had remained wholl}- untouched by the civilisation of the
orient and its knowledge (which is identical with its
religion). Of course we are to believe that Bedouin
tribes also did live there, and these were doubtless not
genuine representatives of old oriental civilisation exactly
asthepeasantofto-day does not represent modern science
and philosophy ; but they were just as far from remaining
untouched by it as any section of a population can be
from remaining altogether outside of the influences of
an enveloping civilisation. And the higher the oldest
civilisation, the more lasting must have been its effect
upon all sections of the population. True, the Bedouin
is never anything but a bad Moslem ; still he is one ;
his religious and other conceptions are influenced by
Islam, and if anywhere among the Bedouins of Arabia
any intellectual or political movement, any impulse
towards higher forms of development arises, it must in
these days associate itself with Islam, just as in those
days any similar movement was inevitably associated

with the doctrmes which then dominated the East and
Arabia with it.
Tradition itself brings this out \ ery clearly in so far as
it has not been artificially shaped with the design of
representing the nation of Israel as a
t H"r ^ ^ purely religious conmiunity, but still
traaitio . proceeds upon the ordinary presuppositions as to the national conditions of national life;
the older tradition does so. T o the sphere of Musri
belongs the region of Midian and this last comes
within the sphere of influence of the S. Arabian states.
The I'Uohist^ here also exhibits the original and
natural view. He presupposes that Israel w as heathen
before Moses^ and that Yahwe first revealed himself
to Moses during his sojourn at Horeb befoie the
Exodus (Ex. 89-14). In E J E T H R O the father-in-law of
Moses^—whom, however, the author never calls priest of
Midian^—still appears quite clearl}' in a role which connects him with the worship of the god of the place—the
Vahwe of Horeb (Ex. 18). \\^hen the ^'ahwist proceeds
to make him priest of Midian he is giving true expression
to the dependence of Mosaism on the civihsation prevailing there (writing of course from the standpoint of
his own time—the eighth century—when Musri actually
was a state ; see K.4 7"!^)) although in turn he suppresses
the old representation, made by the Elohist, of a connection between \'ahwe and the older culture of these
regions in favour of a more spiritualised doctrine thrown
into stronger contrast with the ancient religions.
Every historical delineation, however, can only depict
past conditions in terms of the conceptions of the
t^ TT 1
e historian's own time. Our oldest source
11. value of
• 1 J
A
r u L.
. gj-x-can mdeed conceive and set forth the
subjects it deals with in the lively colours
of its ovvn age ; but the question as to the value of the
historical contents of its narrative is to be carefully
distinguished from that as to the correctness of its
apprehension and representation of the milieu. The
historical value of the accounts themselves is to be
judged of solely by the antiquity of the date—i.e., by
the possibility of a genuine historical tradition. The
date at which the sources E and J were finally fixed in
writing is to be sought somewhere in the eighth century ;
how far these in turn rest on written authorities—the
only ones possessing historical validity — we do not
know ; but in no case can they be supposed to go so far
back as to the days before the monarchy. An oral or
popular tradition about earlier times possesses no direct
historical value ; no people preserves definite recollections of its career going more than two or three generations back.
What any Israelitic or Judahite source
hands down to us from the tradition of its own people
must always be judged therefore by reference to the
possibility of historical — i.e., written—sources having
been used [KAT"" 2 0 4 ^ ) . What does not rest upon
these possesses no other value than that of the purely
theoretical doctrine of an ancient writer upon a subject
of which he knew nothing. And such theories are of
course of less value, not more, than those of modern
science.
A J udah ite-Israelite historical tradition in the sense
just indicated is excluded for the times of the sojourn
in Sinai ; even were we to regard these as historical we
could not carry the tradition back to the Sinaitic time.
On the other hand, in the present case, as with the
whole body of tradition relating to the patriarchal period

1 A'ATl^) 141 O. Weber in .MVG, 1901, 1.
- SL-C Winckler, ' .Mu...i.:,J.Ju\i-.Ma'in ' in HVG, 1898, 1 ;
H'liiniel, Aujsdtze
u. Abhandt. 230 ff. (Hommel would give
(htj inscription an earlier date).

1 According to the present writer'.s view the oldest source:
see KA T(-^.
2 .Stade, GVI 1131 ; Gen. 35 ; Josh. 24.
3 Whether his name was Jethro in E, or whether he was not
rather called H o b a b the Kenite may be left an open question.
On Hobab see N u . ]0 2g J u d g . 116 4 u .
For our present
inquir>' it is indifferent which name btlont;^ to E and which to
J; The view which speaks of him as a K-^nite appears to be the
older and in that case would belong to E. This however
would imply that Horeb wa.s thought of as being'not in the
Sinaitic peninsula but much nearer the Israelite territory in thc
region of the tribe of Kain (^p § 15).
'
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(AAT^^^ as above), we h a \ e ahvays to apply the distinction drawn between 'nation' in the ethnological sense
and the same word in its kulturgeschichtlich and therefore also its religious sense. In the \ iew of antiquity and
therefore of Judah there was no such distinction, and
hitherto the tradition has alwai-s been followed. The
nation is alone the bearer of religion, of truth, of civilisation, and thus of the right that alone is divine, and all
tradition as all thought is valid for this people ahme,
alongside of which no others jMssess any right in any
truth. In reality e\'cr\' nation, like everv individual,
belongs to the world around it in all its ideas and in the
treasures of its material and spiritual possessions. The
nation of Israel is therel'oie in an ethnological sense to
be distinguished from that spiritual movement—or
religion—of whieh it is represented by tr.uhtion as
having been the bearer, but in which in its purity
neither a complete nor an exclusive part can be claimed
by the nation as an ethnological whole. The religious
idea in its purity was grasped only by the spiritual
leaders in Israel, and these, as we now know, and as
indeed is in itself self-evident and in accordance with
the nature of things, stood in spiritual connection with
those of the great civilised nations.
It is therefore
possible that for the Sinai-period, as well as for the rest
of the body of patriarchal legend, the historical tradition
at bottom has a connection with older extraneous
sources, a connection, the object of which is to set forth
the relations between the religion of Yahwfe in its
principles and the religious and spiritual movements of
the leading lands of civilisation : Abraham comes from
Babylon; Joseph goes lo Egypt ; the revelation of
religion, the close of the development, takes place in the
region of a third civilisation, and is brought into clearly
expressed connection therewith in the oldest tradition
12 OlHp t ^^ means of the figure of Jethro. Thus
for the special question as to how we are
to picture to ourselves the life of the
tribes of Israel before the immigration we
are again led back to investigation of the history of the
oldest .Arabian civilisation. Whether we may venture
to hope for a satisfactory answer to this question,
whether we shall ever find in that quarter the definite
starting-point for those movements of a combined
religious and political nature whieh are presupposed in
the figure and the activity of a Moses, may perhaps
seem doubtful when it is considered how far we still are
even in the case of the Babylonians, notwithstanding
the much greater fulness of the information we aetually
possess or may still hope for, from having reached any
indication as to the historical facts of which perhaps
tradition is taking account in what it hands down to us
respecting Abraham and Jacob. Possibly we are somewhat better off in the case of Joseph (see JOSEPH,
col. 2591).
Thus, for any coneeption as to the general lie of
things, the conditions under which this great movement
(to assume its historicity) may possibly have been
brought about, we must be content to fall back upon
historical parallels ; and these are very numerous. The
first rise of Islam, and many of the religious political
movements within Islam, enable us to form a conception
of the manner in whieh also the national unification of
Israel must have come about. The nation must have
a god, and therefore also a worship ; in this manner
only does it come to possess a claim to an independent
existence as a political unity. The law according to
which it lives and without which a nation eannot exist
IS in all oriental antiquity revealed by God and in
svery case rests upon (divinely imparted) knowledge.
All knowledge and all law is thus of divine origin,
IS religion. Hence political movements generally
assume a prevailingly religious character, the secular
demands being based upon divine right, .So it was
with Mohammed and many other prophets in Islam ;
so also in our own Middle Ages down to the Reformation.

The activity of Moses — or, if you will, the
political developments which form the groundwork of
13. The Moses '^'^ ^losi^^s legend—must be regarded
storv
^^ having been a movement of this
sort. The Sinai-period would in that
case represent in some sense the crowning of the work,
the givinj; of the charter, in a word the political
organisatiou of the innvenient. As such it is represented even in the legend, and there ean be no doubt
about the matter. For the theophany, etc., see .MosES,
§ 13The alteni|nt at a historical criticism of the Exodus
legend and its culminating point the legislation at
Sinai, proceeds on the assumption that the Bedouin
manner of life with its forms of organisation must
supply also the key to any historical contents this
episode m.ay have as also to those of the whole legend
of the early history of Israel. The ' Semitic peoples'
are regarded as ' nomads' who develop their distinctive
views and so also their religion from the midst of their
primitive surroundings. The essence of their forms of
organisation is held to find its clearest expression in the
.\r,ib Bedouin life as this is disclosed to us in .\ral3ian
poetry and in the tradition of Islam based upon this.
On this view the form of organisation that lies at the
root of the Israelite national consciousness is the tribal.
It is indisputable that this is the view presented also in
the OT, and that Israel also in actual fact, exactly like
other peoples of the East in a similar comparatively low
stage of culture, is not unacquainted with this view and
this form of organisation. "This being so, the god who
was to be the God of Israel, had of necessity to
be the god of the leading tribe which laid hold on
the hegemony, and thus made its tribal god into a
national god in the same way as its chief or sheik
raised himself to the position of king of the nation.
Stade [GVI I131) supposes Kain to have been such a
tribe, beeause the father-in-law of Moses (see above) the
priest is brought into connection with Kain. Carrying
this further, we should then have to suppose that the
sanctuary of the god, and thus the tribal centre of
worship, must be thought of as being at the place which
the corresponding legend thinks of as Sinai (W'i. Gl
1=9^).
This, however, would give only the one side of the
legend, that which corresponds to the ethnological
character of the entire conception, and looks upon the
nation of Israel through the eyes of antiquity. All that
follows from this is that in Judah-Israel, that is to say
in the historical period or period of the monarchy, a
tribe, royal house, and worship was in the ascendant
which traced its home to the Sinai-region.
The
religious or kulturgeschichtlich
side of the question
will have to be kept quite separate. Whence did the
worship, which is that of the nation of Israel in the
kulturgeschichtlich sense, reeeive its real contents, its
doctrine ? Legend answers the question with the word
revelation ; but if the matter is looked at from the
historical and genetic point of view, it is necessary to
assume a doctrine which had grown up on the soil of
the ancient civilisations. For it is peoples of civilisation,
not nomads and peasants, that develop new and
higher ideas in the struggle with those of a lower and
now no longer sufficient view of the world—Religion,
i.e., ethic and law.
The question which arises out of the possibility that
Sinai or Horeb had been the centre of worship of "
clan or tribe that had the predominance
14. Sinai- in Judah-Israel leads us to consideration
Horeb
of the position of this mountain. For
variously ^^^^ though we are able to prove that
placed.
cosmological ideas are here involved,
many analogous phenomena show that the localities so
viewed need not necessarily be pure figments of theory,
that, on the contrary, a localisation of these theoretical ideas is the general rule. As is usually the case,
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however, so also in the present instance, a comparison
of the different sourees shows that relative objects of
worship, or the earthly copies of heavenly plaees, are
located by the various sources or traditions in very
diverse situations. This holds good of the mountain
upon which Yahwe dwells, e.xactly as it holds good of
any other seat of deit)-. Every nation, or every tribe,
must necessarily point to it within its own domain ;
but, as in every nation and state \arious strata of
culture and population are represented, and in the
course of time also \arious doctrines arise, so, in like
manner, different localisations can be handed down in
the various strata of the tradition. A classical example
of this is presented by Mts. Ebal and Gerizim (see
above, § 3).
The tradition (J) which places them
beside Shechem has held its ground victoriously. In
their cosmic meaning, however, as the two summits of
the Mountain of the World, they can be shown to have
been held in reverence also in other seats of worship,
in the territory of other gods as well as at Shechem
(Ephraim). So, for example, in the domain of worship
of the once more extensi\'e tribe (Winckler, GI 2) of
Benjamin, in the region of Bethel. This is the meaning
of the gloss in Dt. II30 (cp GERIZIM, § 2 ) ; they are
situated near the Gilgal, the political centre of Benjamin
which stands in connection with the sanctuary of Bethel.
Ebal and Gerizim are other names for Jachin and
Boaz in so far as these stand for definite cosmological
ideas (N. and S., or E. and \V. point) precisely as
Sinai and Horeb do. Thus no difficulty ought to be
felt if the mountain of Yahw^ also is placed in various
IR Prn localities. The view which brings it into
'...
connection with the Kenite tribe and which
we must regard as the oldest, doubtless has
in mind not the Sinaitic peninsula, but the region to the
S. of Judah, that is to say I'Zdom. This still finds clear
expression in the Song of Deborah (Judg. .54); ' Yahwe,
when thou goest forth from Se'ir and comest down from
the mountain [r,-\-c'~ Ass. sadd; see F I E L D , I ) of Edom ' ;
similarly also in Dt. 3 8 2 ' (see PJ^RAN, and cp We.
Prol.'?--! 359, and Di. ad loc.). In like manner i K. 198
originally placed Horeb (thus belonging to E, the
oldest source on which Dt. rests) in the region of
Edom, that is, of Ken, for Elijah cannot have undertaken any remote desert journey when he is already
at the point of fainting at the close of a single day.^
The forty days were first introduced in order to establish a parallelism with the Moses-legend.' The words
of the Song of Deborah (Judg. 5 5) indicate that even the
tradition which used the name Sinai was influenced by the
same view \\'A\\ regard to its situation. This would go
to show that the Yahwistic tradition also—for Dt. follows
E (cp, § I)—looked at matters in the same light. J and
K, however, comprise the whole tradition which comes
from the times of Judah's national existence.
This
would be in entire agreement with all that we have to
presuppose for «. period, the conceptions of which
must have confined themselves within the limits of the
16 Post- '"-''"^' ''^"'' possible. The free play of fancy,
exilic
''^ * ^ " ^^ '^^ enlargement of the cLaims of
Judah to territory outside of its proper
limits, could first come to their rights only after the
nation had been torn away from its native soil, when
Jud.ah had come to be no longer a nation but only a
religious community, the sphere of whose activity was

limited only by the bounds of the civilisation of Hithec
Asia.
The writing which arose out of such ideas as these is
what is now known as P ; we could, almost, therefore,
have guessed beforehand that the transference of the
cosmic idea of Sinai as the seat of Yahwe to the
Sinaitic peninsula proceeds from this source or from
the view upon which this source is based. It finally
became the basis for c conception of Israel—of its
proper significance and of its past—which could never
have arisen in the times in which Judah had a
national existence.
All those alterations and transpositions of geographical ideas \\hich extend Israel's
power far beyond its historical frontiers ^ are postexilic. With this it would agree that the list of stages,
the precise itinerary of Israel's journey to Sinai and
from Sinai to Canaan, is peculiar to P.
The loeaUsation of the Mt. of God in the Sinai
peninsula must thus at the earliest belong to a late—
that is, post-exilic—date. Thus we cannot assign to it a
historical value, nor can it prove anything for the knowledge of the older views of Israel, or of the religious and
cosmographical conceptions of Judah before the exile.
For the intellectual contents of the Judaism codified by
P, however, the inquiry as to the site assumed for the
mountain by P would be unimportant ; the essential
thing to notice is that it has been transferred from
regions which the national consciousness had regarded
as adjoining (in the S.) to regions more remote.
Yet in this case we must also leave it open as a
possibility that the transposition was not made in a
wholly arbitrary manner.
T'he old orientals knew
their world, and even the waste mountain massif of
Sinai was not for them a mere land of fair)- tales in which
all things are possible. Just as httle as the localisation
of Ebal and Gerizim beside Shechem or beside the
Gilgal (Bethel) was possible without some definite point
of attachment in the adjacent cults, would it have been
possible for the mountain of Yahw6 to be transferred to
the Sinaitic peninsula without a similar reference.
On this point, also, history fails us as well as the data
of archaeology ; we possess no fact from the older time
which would enable us to prove the existence of a centre
of worship in the peninsula of Sinai. About this time,
in all likelihood, Kedar (A'.-ZT'W) ruled in the then
Musri and Meluha as predecessors of the Nabataeans.
In view of the likeness of all oriental worships in their
fundamental thought, it is very easily possible that in
pre-Christian times also the same spots which Judaism
pointed to as its Sinai, and Christianity afterwards
took over were already holy.
What we can learn
of the cults of those regions shows the same forms of
worship and secret doctrine as Christianity has taken
over from the ancient East.
The worship of the
morning-star (Lucifer—i-e., the'Athtar M the southern
..„ T7 -,
Arabs) is to be supposed to have ex•, , "
isted there from the earliest Minaean
sacred places. ..
i n
u
^
times, and all subsequent conquerors
successively took it over in its essential features. 'Athtar,
however, is, alike in substance and in form, essentially
identical with the Marduk of Babylon. Marduk is the
spring sun and the morning sun, which is also represented by the kindred body which is the morning star,
according as the sun is regarded—as in I'lab^lon—as a
masculine divinity, and the morning planet Istar as the
feminine, or 'Athtar is regarded as masculine and the
sun as feminine^as with the Arabs (see KA T'l*''). The
worship of the morning star is borne witness to by St.
Nilus about 400 .\. D. as being that of the Saracens of
the Sinaitic peninsula, and the Nabataean Dusara merely
gave to the primeval deity a Nabatfean name. The
mystic doctrines of his worship are exactly the same as
those of the vernal god at all his seats and the same
as were taken over by Christianity.
Thus Isidore

^ [Cp Dt. 33i6, where Renan, Wellhausen, and Steuemagel
read "'D —iZ'C. ' h e who dwells in Sinai.']
- Wi. G/1^-3: Smend, A Tliche ReL-gcsch-VA 35. [See also
P R O P H E T , SS 7 9. Kittel (HK, Kan- 150) still supposes the
Horeb of the narrative to be in the Sinaitic peninsula; so too
von Gall, Altisr,iel- Kultstiitten,
15 (cp Ritter, Erdkunde,','^)
viii. 2, Abschn. j , p. 576). A somewhat keener criticism of
the text, however, is adverse to this view (see Crit. Bib- on
I K. I'.iy). Cp the remark on col. 1272, lines 1 4 ^ — T . K. C ]
^ E.\. '2418 [PJ. T h e forty days of absence in the wilderness
(cp the temptation of Jesr.s). On the significance of the number
see A\'i. CI

2 83 &5 (cp N U M B E R , § 8).
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Characenus (see Hesychius, s.v. Aov<xapr}s) knows him
as 'Dionysus,' that is, the son of tlie virgin Semele,
who as summer and winter deity is the Tammuz of
the Canaanites — i.e., the Marduk (and Nebo) of the
Babylonians, the Horus of the Egyptians (AIVG, 1901,
p. 278). This is not, as might perhaps be thought, a
copying of Christian doctrine ; on the contrary, both
ahke spring from the same root, the primeval oriental
one. So too, we hear in the regions of the Sinai
peninsula down to the time of Mohammed, at Elusa ( =
^^alasa) of the worship of the alo7ie (.lod who is worshipped as dhu- l-halasa and whose designation ultimately means, as indicated, the only God.^ Here,
also, the assumption of ' Christian influence' is merely a
distortion of the question ; we are dealing with anciunt
oriental doctrines and seats of worship which, with ncw
masters, changed only their nanies, not their forms or
the fundamental thoughts underlying them. If, accordinglv, that writing and bod}' of doctrine of Judaism
which sets forth monotheism in its strictest and most
abstract presentation, namel}- P, removed the seat of
Yahw6 to the peninsula of Sinai, it may \ex\ well have
connected it with actual seats of worship \\hich in their
worship set forth doctrines similar to those of Elusa.
Thus arises, finally, the question as to the \'alue to
be attached to the identification of the mountain in the
Sinaitic peninsula for which the claim is
18. Serbal made that it was the mountain of revelaand J.
tion. If what has already been said be
Mtlsa.
accepted, the only possible question is as
to an identification of the doctrine of late exilic Judaism
with localities that had already, at an earlier date, been
rendered sacred bv a worship that was analogous so far
as outward form was concerned.
By tradition two mountains have from the first been
put forward, each as having been the mountain of
revelation, and the question between them has continued
under discussion down to the present day ; these are
Mt. .Serbal in the \V. and Jebel Musa in the heart of
the mountain 7nassif of the peninsula.
Ifwe are to attach any value to the tradition at all,
then unquestionably Mt. Serbal has most to be said in
its favour. The oldest witnesses, from Eusebius down
to Cosmas Indopleustes, testify to it, and the numerous
lauras or monastic settlements show that the first
centuries of Christianity paid honour to the holy sites
in Serbil and in Wady Fir^n near the episcopal town
of Pheiran situated there (which is mentioned by
Ptolemy in the second century). Jebel Musa was first
declared to be a holy place by Justinian (527-565), who
there founded a church in honour of St. Mary the
Virgin. There is no earlier tradition in its favour. On
the other hand, the reasons are transparently clear why,
from henceforth, the dignity thus conferred upon the
new site should remain with it.
The monastic settlements on Serbal were exposed to the
attacks of the Saracens and were more than once devastated by
them (sojfor example, in 373 and again in 395 or 411, of which
latter incident Ammonius and Nilus have given us accounts as
eye-witnesses). Justinian supplied to his argument in favour of
the sacred site the necessary support by erecting a fort also which
gave the monks the protection they needed against the Bedouins,
sothat they gradually withdrew from Mt. Serbal to the safer
neighbourhood of Je_bel Mu.sf,.
T h e true reason for ihe
abandonment of Serbal and the transference of its associations
elsewhere, however, is most likely to be sought in the fact that
in the fifth century the monks of Pharan were threatened by the
orthodox^ synods as Monothelete and Monophysite heretics.
Justinian's measure was therefore dictated by policy and was
simply a conlirmation of the decisions of the councils.

Even if we choose to assume a connection of the
post-exilic but pre-Justinian identification with the
institutions of an older cultus, the sole witnesses that
we have, the Nabatsean, testify decidedly for Serbal.
See MVG, 1901, p. 278, on the meaning of dhil'1-hala.sa in
the same sense as Mohammed's ahlas (Sur. 112). E l u s a ^ H a l a s a
according to Tuch (cp W R S , Rel Sem.i'^O.
On Halasa see
Palmer, Desert of the Exodus, 423 [also B E R E D , N E G E B , § 7,
-i-IKLAGl.
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Many Sinaitic inscriptions,1 which essentially contain
merely the names of passing pilgrims and date from
NabattEan times onwards, are found in by far the
greatest numbers in the Wady Mokatteb (Valley of
Inscriptions) of the Serbal group ; the Musa group
comes far behind it in this. 'I'he inscriptions cannot,
however, be regarded as the idle scribblings of passing
trade caravans ; without a doubt they are connected
with the sanctity of the spot, and for the most part are
the work of pilgrims.
If in these circumstances the question as to what
mountain \\-as thought of in later times is, in itself considered, one of little profit, we have the additional
difliculty which stands in the way of the identification
of the other sites which might be supposed to be made
certain by the narrative of Exodus (Rephidim, etc.).
It is doubtless true, indeed, that Judaism, like the
ancient East in general, had a definite conception regarding the lands of which it spoke. If, accordingly, any
one wanted to describe a definite route as that of the
Exodus, he was quite able to do so. But the Exoduslegend, like all OT narratives, is full of mythological
allusions, and in order to bring in these there is never any
aversion to that arbitrariness which is so irreconcilable
\vith our modern ideas of geographical fidelity. If
yinai was thought of as the earthly image of a definite
cosmical idea then must also the legend—which also
lay before P—indicate on the way to Sinai the corresponding phenomena of the heavenly path to the culminating point of the universe ; but it may well be
questioned whether, when this was being done in a,
representation so condensed and so excerpt-like as that
of P, sufficient points of attachment would be given to
render possible a comparison between the writer's
representation and the actual geographical facts.
For the partisans of Jebel Musa there still remains
the secondary question whether the actual Jebel Miisa.
itself was the mountain of the giving of the law, or
whether (so Robinson) this is not rather to be sought in
the Ras es-Safs^f, N W of Jebel Musa.
From the point of view of historical criticism the Sinai question has, in common with so many other questions of biblical
archasology and geography, received but little attention. That
the separate particulars regarding the occurrences and dates of
the Sinai episode have but a limited attestation lies in the nature
of the legends themselves, and in the form of their development.
It is, however, upon an uncritical faith in these that all those
researches and constructions rest, of which the most important
are those of Lepsius (Reise von Theben nach der Halbinsel des
Sinai), and the works of travel by Burckhardt, Ruppell, Fraas,
Robinson, Palmer.
T h e geographical details a r e ^ r e s e n t e d
clearly but uncritically in Ebers (Durch Gosefi zum Sinai).
As
the Sinai-peninsula is pretty frequently visited by tourists, the
handbooks also (see, e.g., Baed. Pal.,[^] i9oi)give the needful
particulars as to the topography of the region. An attempt to
apply the principles of geographical and hi.storical possibility to
the explanation of the biblical narratives was made by Greene,
The Hebrew Migration from Egypt (2 ed. London, 18S3).
T h e stay in Egypt is, as usual, taken to be historical, and then
it is conclusively shown that a 40-years stay in the desert and
the march through the Sinaitic peninsula are impossible, that
therefore an exodus from Egypt to Palestine cannot have been
achieved otherwise than by the ordinary caravan-roitte (Greene
proves his point; only, the real historical impossibility lies rather
in what he assumes : the stay in Egypt). Although he takes no
account of variety of sources (cp § 10) Charles Beke (Discoveries
of Sinai in Arabia andofjMi>tian,
London, 1878) is led so far
by his sound sense on the right track in his attempts at identification as to find Sinai in the territory of Midian. Only, here too,
all the data of the legend are treated as available for geographical definition.

The allegorical interpretation of Sinai as Hagar by
Paul in Gal. 425 rests doubtless upon the same astro_
.
logical and cosmological identifications
19. Gal. 425. ^^ ^^^^ ^^ double name of the mountain. For if there is also a play upon the name of
Hagar, that in the writer's mind cannot be the Arab.
hagar (' stone ')—for this does not mean r o c k ^ b u t the
1 T h e Sinaitic inscriptions are discussed by M. A. Levy in
ZDMG 14 (i860), 363-480^ after the copies of Lepsius in Denk7ndler aus Agypten u. Athiopien, etc., 6 Blatt 14-21 (Inscriptions of W a d y Mokatteb). T h e inscriptions have been collected
by Euting, Sinaitische Inschriften,
Berlin, 1891.
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Arab, hogr, 'midday,' i.e., culmination point.^ Thus it
becomes synonymous with Horeb.
The culmination
point—i.e., the N. point of the ecliptic—corresponds,
however, in the old cosmology to the N. point of the
L'mverse (the N. pole), and this is represented upon
earth by the terrestrial Jerusalem, of which the heavenly
antitype is the heavenly Jerusalem ((TWO'TOLX'^I 5i ry vvv

much learning (see Strauss-Torney in Del. /fj.l^)
e^Zf., cp'^'488j?: ; Che., P7-oph. /..'••' 2 2 0 ^ ; Terrien
de Lacouperie,! BOK \ [1886-7]. 4 5 / ^ 1 8 3 / : ) . but the
philological and historical difficulties have decided recent
critics against it (see Dillm.-Kittel, Duhm, Che. in
SBOT, Marti). China became known too late, nnd
we should expect c j ' ^
In accordance with his theory
of the place of composition, Duhm thinks of the
' Phcenician Smites' mentioned in Gen. IO17 ; Klostermann, Cheyne (in SBOT), and Marti would read p^JiD,
and see a reference to SYENE [q.v.}—i.e., Assouan on
the Nile.
If however (i) the view expressed elsewhere (PROPHET,
§ 43) is correct, and the Prophecy of Restoration relates
to the return of the Jews from a N. Arabian captivity,
and if (2) the geographical horizon of Gen. 10 has been
expanded, so that only a keen observer can discern its
original limitation to the Negeb and Arabia, the problem
of ' Sinim ' is solved, and the remark of Skinner and
Marti that it is a hopeless enigma is refuted.

'[eiJO\'(TaX'r)pL).

H. W.

[Von Gall [Altisr. Kultstatten, 15) regards the identification of Hoi eb and Smai as a post-exilic confusion
20. Various (=^^ ^"^'- ^ ^ ^ / = • 106.9).
Originally
they were distinct. Horeb lay in the
VlfiWS

. . .

Sinaitic peninsula, Sinai in Midian, on
the A\'. coast of Arabia (cp We. P7-ol.^'^ 359 ; Moore,
judges, 140, 179 ; Stade, E7itst. des Volkes Israel, 12).
But see remarks above on 1 K. 198, and cp MosES, § 5.
Not all critics, however, admit that the prevalent
opinion is free from serious objections.
Holzinger
[KHC, Ex., p. 66) remarks that there are difficulties
attending all attempts to locate the mountain of legislation. ' If we had only Judg. 64 before us, we should
naturally seek for the mountain near Kadesh ; at any
rate, 1 K. 198 does not favour a site in the Sinaitic
peninsula.
Captain A. E. Haynes, R.E. (of the
Palmer Search Expedition) placed Mt. Sinai in the
desert of Et-TIh, on the way from Egypt to Kadesh
[PEFQ, 1896, p. i7Sf.).
Sayce [Crit. Mon. 2 6 3 / : )
considers a site in the Sinaitic peninsula to be excluded
by the presence of an Egyptian garrison in charge of
the mines, and places Sinai in the eastern mountains of
Seir. Cheyne [E. Bib., col. 3208) prefers some mountain-group near Kadesh on text-critical grounds, which
favour the supposition that the Moses-clan was admitted
to the jus comiubii and to religious communion by a
tribe of Misrites (not Midianites) or Kenites which
dwelt near Kadesh.^
As to the names ' S i n a i ' and ' H o r e b ' the most
different theories have been offered. Gesenius (Thes.
948a) suggests ' muddy ' as opposed to 3"in ' dry.' T h e
usual critical theory connects ^y^ with po. 'Sin,' the
moon-god ; the plausibility of this is manifest (see § 3),
even without referring to the fact that as late as the end
of the sixth century A.D. moon-worship was practised
by heathen Arabs in the Sinai peninsula (Bathg. Beitr.
105 ; ZDMG^202ff.).
The article Zix, however, suggests another explanation ; both p^ and po may be
corruptions of '^.s'i'CL;" (parallel corruptions are frequent} ;
consequently ' r o m a y b e a corruption of -hvi^nw-'^ This
would correspond to nnn, regarded as a corruption of
SKDH"!'' (see MOSES, § 5) ; tradition knew no other name
for the sacred niountain than 'Jerahmeelite,' 'Ishmaelite.'
A more obvious e\planation is ' d r o u g h t ' (from .^'nin.
' to be dry '), or as Winckler explains, ' glowing (heat)';
see § 3, end.
Lagarde, however (Uebers. 85), connects with Aram, nio, ' to plough.'—T. K. C ] H. W.
SINIM, THE LAND OF (D^J^D p X ; pH r r e p c w N
[BXAQ] ; ie7-ra australis;
Pesh. f^SC),
Is. 49i2t.
Formerly biblical geographers were inclined to see here
a. reference to China—the land of the Sinae ox Thinae
ofthe geographer Ptolemy (Ar. and Syr. sin). It was not
supposed that the writer knew of Jewish exiles in China,
but that he wished to express the idea that from the
very farthest possible point the children of Zion should
return. The theory, first suggested by Arias Montanus
(i6th cent.), has been both defended and opposed with
^ fOn the reading of Gal. 425, and on the bearing of the textcritical problem on the question here discussed, see H A O A R , g 3.]
- T h e theory is that this is the view of things out of which
the representation in our Hebrew text has arisen. It is based
on a new criticism ofthe form ofthe Mrises-narrative.
3 The alternati\-e would be to connect ''^xyc;;' with the n.ame
ofthe I'.aliylonian Mot>n-god. The -^ame connexion would then
havi.- to 1 c suppiisud fiir the other members of the group of (probably) related names—^.s-i-L"- "^N^'c. '^D':;*. ^i.v:;'(cp S . \ r i ,
SHOBAL. SHEMUKL). On tih- grmmd of numerous phenomena,
not all of which are indicaied in the present work, the writer
hesitates to suppose this connection.
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Critically investigated, the etlmic names of Gen. 10 i5-i8fr
(which have been transformed by the redactor) are probably as
follows:—
Kenaz (or Kain), Missur, Rehoboth, Ishmaelite, Arammite,
Geshurite, Horite, Jerahmeelite, Sinite, Aradite (or Arpadite?),
Misrite, Maacathite.

That the name ' Sin ' was firmly rooted in the Negeb
is shown by the occurrence of ' Sin ' for a ^vilderness
(Kx I'll) and of ' S i n a i ' (in Musri; see MosES, §
14, SiN.vi, §§ 4, 15) for a mountain. From this point
of view, Duhm's theory was a step towards the true
solution.
Whether, however. Sin, Sini, Sinim are
original, and connected with Sin the Babylonian moongod, may be questioned.
Analogy favours the view
that Sin fike Zin (j^;) is a corruption of ^Ni','::^''' (Ishmael);
see S I N A I , § 20, and cp S H E M .

Filling up one obvious lacuna, the passage now
becomes—
Lo, these come from Jerahmeel ('7ND^1^'o)I
And lo, these from Zaphon,2
And [lo, these] from Arabia (p'^iyiT).
And these from the land of Sinim (or, Ishmael?).
T. K. C.

SINITE(^J'*pn—/.^., the Sinite; ACCNNd^iON [AEL],
ceiNAloy [.Tos. Ant.i.^2'];
s/.w-i-cv), a Canaanite
(Phoenician) tribe. Gen. 10i7 = i Ch. 115 (om. B, d^ceNN6I [L]). In Ass. inscr. (Siannu), as well as in OT,
the name is grouped with Arka ( A R K I T E ) , and
Simirra (ZKMARITE), in the former sometimes also
with Csnii (e.g., KBi. 172 ii. 2726) which Fried. Del.
(Par. 282) proposes to find in KaVat el-Hosn NE.
of Tripoli and W. of Homs.
In spite of the different
sibilant it is no doubt the same as the land of Si-a-na-ai,^
mentioned in the monolith of Shalmaneser II., immediately after Irkanat ( A R K I T E , n. 1), Arvad, and
Usanat (cp Usnu) ; the king bears the characteristic
name Adunuba'li (cp '^ynjTN CISi. no. 138, etc.). It
is less certain whether Sin is to be found in the list of
N. Syrian cities visited by Thotmes HI.*
Apart from such help as the above evidence yields,
the site of ' Sin' is uncertain. The identification with
Syn near the Xahr'Arka
(see GEOGRAPHY, fi 16 [2])
finds some support in the Targ. rendering ' Orthosia,'
^ This clever and much-regretted scholar thought of the tribes
of the Sina on the slopes of the Hindu-cush. ' They are enumerated in the laws of Manu, in the Mahabharata, the great epos
of India, in the Lalita instara, in the Ramayana, the Puranas,
and elsewhere, a body of evidence which goes back to the times
before the Christian era.' They are now, it is added, five in
number, and still live in the same or nearly the same region.
- Duhm and Marti (cp also SBOT) oxnxt |i£:i",T, as an interpolation from Ps. 107 3. This arises from their not rightly
understanding jig-^ (see ZAPHON), and involvea ijiserting a new
stichus, r-^NH ni"p;D nS'KV See Crit. Bib.
''' So Craig, KB 1 1721 94 ; the older reading is Si-za-na-ai, cp
KA Tp) 196.
•1 Viz. : Sai-na-r-kn-y
(207) Z.Xid S.ji-'no-ra-g-n-na
( 2 n ) : the
r.-rmt-r mny mean ' S i n the h i n d e r ' (cp A^s. arka] ' b e h i n d ' ) ;
see \\*MM, As. u. Eur. 289.
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the ruins of \\ hich town are probably situated a little to
the S. of the .\',ihr '.Irka (see ORTHOSI.V). This, however, seems too close to '--irka, and it might be
better to look further N. and fiiul a trace of the name
in the .Vahr es-Sin (or Xahr-el-.\lelek)' about two hours
N, from Baniyas on the road to el-Ladikiyeh (Laodicea) ;
so Baed.l^) 411. But the .\ss. sninnu [=sidnn) presupposes the form T D (cp Fr. Del. I.e.), which is
certainly older and presumably more correct than the
MT 'ro (with which (5 \ ' g . agree), and the difficulty
of reconciling the two forms is a grave objection to the
identifications hitherto proposed.
T h e same applies
also 10 the suggested connection with the fortress of
Sinna (Strabo, xvi. 1118 ; Di. ; BDB).
s. .\. c.

the necessity of correction. 9 3 / 102 116-8 are provided
with \o\\el-points and accents, and a few other words
are pointed in whole or in part.^ It thus appears that
the passage has been revised by a scribe who, unfortunately, did not possess the material or the ability
to correct the more serious errors of the text. Doublets
occur in 81 iij 103Oir,ri'-3i 112527(7,ii 1127(7,^-28; in
81 the second clause is corrupt in the first couplet, correct
in the second, and, as the first clause of the second
couplet is nearly identical with the Syriac (S)—employing the word ,-it'p in a Syriac non-Hebrew sense—the
verse may have lieen revised in accordance with the
Syriac, or it may offer a variant reading which was
followed by S ; \Q-),oc,d is defective, . . 3 1 is complete
and inde])endont of (? and S; l l 2 s = S, v.^-ja,b = tB
nearly (emend H vSj; to vcyc); 11271-, (/ = S, v. 28 = ©
SION. .. I'X'L"; CHCON [B.-VF], c i t O N [ L ] ; Dt.448.
nearly (ffi renders n'nnn badly by 'children'). The
See SIRION.
2. cTicav, I M.ICC. 437, etc. See ZlON.
agreement of the two couplets of a doublet with (P and
SIPHMOTH (nvoal" [Gi.], ninat;' [Ba.]), one of S respei:tively may suggest imitation of these versions
by H, and in some cases doubtless there has been
the places where David, when in Ziklag, had allies, i S.
imitation.- On the other hand, in a number of couplets,
3028t (cA,<t)ei [B], but also, in a doublet [see z'. 29]
as
733 (unless jn is error for |n) 867*111416 941115
CA(t)eK ; C&(t>*.Mt0C [A]. ce4>eiAM.oe [L]). T h e idea
IO571017 f. 22 II28, in spite of the occurrence of a
that the name may be connected with asv (Nu.
couple of Syriasms, it is clear that the text of H is not
34io/.) is rejected by Wellhausen as impossible. But
dependent on ffi or S. The obvious cases of depenthere is reason to think that the geographical references
dence are rare, and the impression made by the passage
both of Xu. 342-12 and of i .S. 3027-31 have been misas a whole is that it represents a genuine, though corunderstood and consequently misrepresented by the
rupt, Hebrew text.
editor; originally both passages referred probably to
"That the MS has passed through the hands of an Aramaicthe Negeb (cp RIBL.^H).
speaking scribe is shown by the occurrence of Syriasms: --cTi
In Nu. 34 II Shepham and Riblah (i.e., probably Jerahmeel)
(S
i). mm (S 11), njy apparently (f 14), and probably ln;B Sv. KK'D
are mentioned together. So too in i S. 30 29 (15^)ffacjteK,which
(9 18, cp S nD13 Sy DD]).** 1 here is no case of an Arabism in the
corresponds with Siphmoth, is mentioned after Kecpad (=
present text; but there is an indication that in the text from
Maacath, a region in the Negeb), and in r'. 28 MT and lE» agree
our S was made the word pSn occurred in the sense of
in combining Siphmoth (cracftet) with Eshtemoa (eo-^ete [z'- 28], which
'create': in 1018 H reads: 'pride is not becoming'(nlN]), for
Seeped [v- 29]) and Racal (Kappriicoq)—i.e., Jerahmeel. We alsowhich
l!? has, 'pride was not created' (xn^j), whilst the j^c; of
find a gentilic SHIPHMITE [^,V-], which certainly belongs to the S represents
Heb. p^n i it would seem, therefore, that in some
far S. This view may require us to substitute ' Rehoboth * for Heb. MS or MSS
pSn was employed in the sense of Kin-'* An
'Hebron' as David's lirst centre after leaving 'Ziklag,' and to
example
(S
i)
of apparent translation from Syriac is given above,
suppose ' Eshtemoa" to be identical with SHEMA [C/-V-]. It is at
and a probable second example is found in 11 25c, which seems
any rate plausible.
T. K. C.
to be a corrupted doublet (n'lTn for -,-y). For quotations from
this portion of Ben-Sira in Saadia and the Talmud, see below
SIPPAI ("iDi. a Rephaite slain by Sibbechai the
Hushathite ; i Ch. 204(ca.4>OYT[B], C6(t)(j)l [A], CAnc))!
(§3).
(b) Livifragment.—The
fragment 3624-3S1 (C^^^").
[L]).
In 2 .'5. 2118 he appears .as Saph [rp; creep [B],
creeps [-\])- The Pesh. in the superscription prefi.\ed to edited by L6vi in REJ, Jan,-March 1900, with facsimile,
translation, and annotations, offers a new recension of
Ps. 143 [144] h a s : ' T o David, when he slew Asaph
material already published {by Schechter and Taylor in
[Saph; brother of Gulyad [Goliath]' (cp ® ) . In 2 S.
2118 tp^ reads iirdra^e
.
rovs iircavv-q-ffi^vovs TQV their 'Ben-Sira,' and G. Margoliouth in JQR, Oct.
d.TTo-'/jvcijv - . which, as Klostermann has shown, pre- 1899). Unlike the latter it is written astichometrically ;
this, however, is 1 difference to which no importance
supposes the form -SBX (a name analogous to the further
can be attached. It abounds in scribal errors, has harsh
abbreviated .A.S.\PH), and this may be near the correct
constructions (as in 371), and employs late Hebrew
reading, N being easily dropped after the final < of -jjo- expressions (for example, rn, 37 2, in the sense of ' grief,
misfortune').^ In general, however, it is superior to
SIBACH. The present article will deal with those
the text of MS B of Schechter and G. Margoliouth. It
portions of the Hebrew text of Ben-Sira that have been
sometimes accounts for the errors of the versions ; for
1 Extent P'^''''^^'^'' since the completion of the article
example, its t^^a TiiJ in 8626 shows how the readings
of Heb EccLEsi.iSTicus (March 1900).
T o the
ev^divip and \ ^ a ^ ^ )jJD? arose. In a couple of cases
material ''^' °^ "^^^ ^•'^§'"^"'5 given there (col. 1166,
n. 4) we have up to this time (Jan. 1903)
1 Saadia remarks that the text of BS known to him was proto add only I831-33 19x2 205-713 3719222426 published,
vided, like the bibUcal books, with vowel-points and accents.
with facsimile, translation, and annotations, by M.
If the statement is to be taken literally it points to a MS written
more carefully than those that have come down to us.
Gaster in JQR for July 1900. The material now pub2 On the interpretation of doublets see the remarks of Noldeke
lished includes 35^-1626 I831-33 19i2 2OS-713 268^13
in ZA TIV, igoo, p. i. I'. S. Margoliouth in Exp. T, April 1902,
17-24 2612a 3O11-333 359-3827 3915-5I30: about twocalls attention to a doublet in Ben-Zev's translation of Ben-Sira
thirds of the whole book.
(4016), in which one couplet agrees with S, and the other with ©.
3 -^Q-in (!)4) is probably scribal mlswriting for -]DDnThe new fragments agree in the main in character
4 SoL<^vi;n/^A',Oct. 1900. Noldeke (Z^r^-F, igoo, p.l) and
2 New ^^''^ those previously known, but also
Houtsma (Th.T, 1900) hold that pSn='create' i> a genuine
fraffmenta ^^^^^ from them in some interesting parHebrew stem. The fundamental senst of the stem may be
ticulars.
' divide, cut up ' (as Noldeke suggests), whence, on the one hand,
(a) -idler fragment.—The
passage published by
'number, arrange, create,' and, on the other hand, 'destroy.'
These meanings are variously distributed in the Semitic
Adler, 729-I21 (.^^dicrj^ js written astichometrically,
languages;
but no North-Semitic dialect, as far as our documents
agreeing in this regard with MS A of Schechter and
go, employs the stem in the sense ' create'—this particular sense
_..aylor (.\Soh.j_ "Y-txe te.xt is corrupt ; but in most cases is found only in Arabic, in which it is the usual one. Still the
possibility of this sense in Hebrew must be admitted. Cp
ll IS possible to emend it with considerable probability.
Konig, Die Originalitdt d. heb. Sirachtextes, tgf, and Ryssel
It has one kSre (82) and one marginal note (IO13), and
in .5"/. AV., root, p. 579.
over several words (lOi, etc,) are placed dots indicating
5 p-] h(;re appears to be identical with Aram, jn 'anxiety'
o o f ; the writin g p-| may represent a local pronunciation, or
This suggests that Sin has derived its name from the moongod (Sin).
may be a scribal error for v\-\.
464s
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(.37 26 28) L agrees with H against (5. T h e most interesting feature of this fragment is that in many cases its text
is identical with the marginal readings of MS B, whence
it appears that these readings are not the emendations
of the scribe but are derived from another MS. T h i s '
.MS was not identical with C'-^" since it sometimes differs
from this latter ; but the two are derived from one earlier
text.
It is probable (as L^vi points out) that the
marginal readings in the rest of B (the Cowley-Neubauer
fragment) come from the same or a similar source, and
we thus have an indication of the existence of -^ third
family of Ben-Sira manuscripts in addition to those
represented by A and B.
(c) Selections.—Still a different type of text is presented
by three fragments containing selections from Ben-Sira :
one, containing 4 2 3 * 3 0 / 64-79-13 3619a 2617-1922-24
2612a and bits of 2 6 8 1 3 2 0 / published, with annotations, by Schechter (in JQR, April 1900) ; a second,
containing 6i8i/i9 28 35 7 1 4 6 1 7 2 0 / 23-25, published,
with translation and annotations, by L^vi (in REJ,
Jan.-March 1900) ; and a third, containing 1831 (one
word) 3 2 / I f l i / 2O5-7 3719222426 2O13, published,
with facsimile, translation, and annotations, by Gaster
(in JQR, July 1900).
Possibly a number of such
selections existed ; this would be a natural result of the
popularity of the book. Groups of couplets, taken from
different parts of Ben-Sira, occur in the Talmud ; for
example, in Sanhedrin, loob.
In such cases the object
is to bring together the aphorisms relating to some one
subject (women and the household in Sanh. 100b); these
need not have been taken, and probably were not taken,
from a book of extracts ; but they may have suggested
the compilation of such books. In the fragments under
consideration, whilst the couplets show a variety of
subjects, a certain unity is observable; in that of
Schechter the chief points are the desirableness of moral
firmness and the wickedness of women ; in that of L^vi,
the pursuit of wisdom and the cultivation of humility ;
in that of Gaster, the characteristics of the wise man.
For the sake of distinction these books of extracts may
be designated by the letter E.
The Schechter fragment (E^'''-, = h i s C) is in tolerably
good form, having only two badly corrupted passages,
5 i i and 613 (i)« ( = 36i9<2). It accords now with the
Greek, now with the Syriac, differing in this regard
sometimes in the same couplet.' Often it goes its own
way, being sometimes (as in 612) of a curtness that
suggests originality ; and its irregular oscillation between
(5i and S indicates that it is not based on either of these
versions. It is in general agreement with th^ Greek in
several cases in which MS A^'^''- agrees with the
Syriac.
The L^vi fragment (E^^^', = hisD)coincides in material
with part of MS A^*', and gives a better text than that
of the latter. From 618 to 7 20 it is nearer to (S than to
S, and in the remaining couplets is,nearer to S. It is
carefully written ; there are two or three scribal miswritings of letters, and a word is omitted in 76 and
probably also in 721.
It contains no Syriasms or
Ar.abisms, and has the tone of an independent text.
The Gaster fragment (EG^s"") resembles E^ch. in
"agreeing sometimes with (5, sometimes with S.
In
several couplets ( I 8 3 2 / 19i 206) it serves to explain
the errors of one or both of the versions ; clearly in
some cases these last are free renderings of H. T h e
Hebrew text is corrupt or defective in 192* 2O5, and
has apparently one Syriasm (3719, D3n] for nan').
With the light got from the new fragments we may
now speak more definitely than was possible two years
3 Genuineness ^^° °^ "^^ conclusions to be drawn
' f tVi TT h
from the whole of the Ben-Sira Hebrew
material. In the first place, we may
consider the facts that make for the genuineness of the

Hebrew text—that is to say, against the supposition
that it is a translation from versions.
(a) Talmud.—The
question of the quotations from
Ben-Sira in the Talmud is complicated by the corruptions of the Talmud text as well as by the peculiar habits
of the Talmudic doctors : their frequent disregard of
literalness, and their fondness for grouping clauses or
couplets from dififerent parts of the book and adding or
interweaving passages from the canonical books. Their
citations are not necessarily authority for the wording of
the original, but may testify to a form or forms current
in the Talmudic period, and may help to establish the
original text.'
There are indications (though, for the reasons mentioned above, these are not clear) that the two Talmuds,
the Jerusalem and the Babylonian, had, in some cases
at least, different texts of Ben-Sira. Thus in. 3 21 Talm.
Jer. Hag. 77c, agrees with H in the first word (where
Talm. Bab. and Saad. have a different word) and also
in the last word, but in the rest of the couplet has a
wholly different reading (perhaps based on Job 118) 2;
in the same passage Bab. Talm. Hag. 13a (and so Midr.
Rab., Gen. 8) has a doublet, in which the first couplet
is identical with the form in @ and S, whilst the second,
although diverging from Jer. Talm., ffi, S, and H,
agrees with H and Saad. in one peculiar expression
(nD13D); in this doublet we may have an indication of
at least two forms of the Ben-Sira text in the fifth century,
one of which is here represented by ffi and S, and the
other by H (there being also in this latter scribal variants);
possibly, however, both couplets are original, and H has
taken one, and ffi the other. In 717 the ' h o p e ' of H
is supported by Aboth 4j (against ffi and S ' fate'), but
Aboth and the versions agree in reading ' humble thyself
instead of H ' humble pride' ; in both cases the readings
of the versions are the better. A noteworthy group of
selections from Ecclus. 9 occurs in Talm. Bab. Sanh.
loob, YBdm. 63*, the order of lines being ; 8a, 3*, qa,b
(in part), 3c (to which is added Prov. 726*); 8n = H
(emended), ffi (S being different) ; 3* (where H has a
doublet) agrees in part with one form of H , in part with
the other; in 9 the text of Bab. Talm. seems to be in
disorder, or to be very free ; it has ' beside her' (,iSsn)'
instead of 'with 0. married woman' (ffi, S, and, by
emendation, H ,n'7ij;3), and ' t o mingle' instead of ' d o
not drink' ; Bs is a slightly expanded form of emended
H ( = S). In 111* 29a 1325 the Talmudic text is substantially the same as that of H and ffi, S. It is in
general more correctly written than H, which is full of
scribal blunders ; yet the two are sufficiently alike to
suggest that our H rests on a genuine Hebrew text.
W e cannot be surprised at scribal errors, doublets,
omissions, and additions in a text of the tenth or the
eleventh century when we find similar occurrences in the
Talmud as well as in the versions.*

' In 2.5 17 it agrees with ©NAVX. Jn the expression ' Uke a bear,'
while (E^B and S read ' like s a c k c l o t h ' ; if apKOf is Gk. corruption
of cra-KKOv, H here follows a Greek text.
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(*) Saadia.—The
resemblance between Saadia and
H is very close, the differences between the two being
little more than variations of diction, and the advantage
lying sometimes with one, sometimes with the other ; in
5 s / . (H ii:n, Saad. iiv) and 66 (H '7^3, Saad. rthi) the
wording of H is the better, but in 66a the order of words
in Saadia is the more correct; on the other hand, in 67
13II the Aramaic |VD3 of H is probably to be emended
into the noD and ,IDJD of Saadia. He appears to have
' On the quotations in the Talmud and Saadia, in addition to
the authors mentioned above, col. 1172, n, 2, see Bacher (JQR,
J a n . 1900), Edersheim (in Wace), Levi (Comm. and REJ and
JQR) and Ryssel (in Kautzsch's Apokryphen
and St.
Kr.,
1901-1902) ; cp Schechter 'mJQR 3 and 4.
2 Bacher suggests that* Jer. Talm. y i n is an erroneous completion of the abbreviation 'irtj which should be read tttTin3 Rashi, 7\S<l-2 SsK. T h e text of Bab. Talm. should perhaps
be emended after H and the versions. But in v. 9, where H has
only ' strong drink ' a n d ©BNAC only ' w i n e ' (S * old wine'), Bab.
Talm. has both terms, possibly accounting for the differences
between H , ©, and S.
* On the Syriac of Ecclus. 9 8 / see L i v i , 'mJOR, Oct. 1000
p. 8 /
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had a text that was substantially identical with ours ;
his citations may be considered to establish, as far as
they go, a text of the tenth century, though of its histoiy
we know nothing.^ Its special similarity to that of our
Hebrew M.SS may be a result of the proximily in time
of the two. Saaiiia al.so cjuotes as from the ' Wisdom of
Eleazar ben Irai' a passaL;e that is found in our Ben-.Sira
(321/), and the text quuinl by hmi differs from that of
our Hebrew in only a couple of unimportant forms (H
n\s^3. ^;ia<3. .x'^nicD; H c no3. Saad. nc'.xn);''' the
natural conclusion is that the Ijook of Eleazar ben Irai
(if this name reall)- belongs to a separate author and is
not a corruption of 'Eleazar ben Sir.\') contained c\ti'acts from Ben-Sira or from some w ork based on BenSira.

(c) Relation of H to (Ti and S.—It is a common
remark that the Hebrew M.S.S of BS fill into two
divisions : those that more resemble the Greek, and
those that are nearer the .Syriac ; to the former division
belongs the B-group, to the latter the .\-.s;roup. This
classification holds in a general way, but may easily be
pressed too far. Even in the earlier .\ and B material
there are a number of p.assages that are adverse to such
a classification, and many more appear in the new
fragments. The division into these two classes has,
however, been held to indicate that our Hebrew is a
translation from the Greek or the Syriac. W'ith the
new material at ottr disposal it may be said that this
supposition, as an explanation of the Hebrew as a whole,
seems to be definitely excluded. It appears to be set
aside hy the iiTcgularity of the accordance of H with (5
or S, by its not infrequent divergence from and correction of both the versions, by its relation to the quotations
in the Talmud and Saadia, and by its tone, which in
many places is free and independent and is characterised
bv an aphoristic curtness that a translator would not be
likely to attain. W'e must rather account for the general
relation between H and the versions by supposing that
H is the descendant of early texts, some of which
were the basis of ffi, others the basis of S.
The
omissions in S call for fuller treatment than they have
yet received. They may be due in part to the frequent
fondness of this version for clearness and condensation,
in part to the defectiveness of the MS from which it was
made.
(d) Diction.—The testimony of the new fragments
confirms the judgment of the language expressed under
ECCLESIA.STICUS. After allowance has been made for
•obvious scribal errors the diction of H does not differ
materially from that of Koheleth. Aramaisms and NewHebrew forms and expressions may well have been employed by Ben-Sira himself (such forms occur even in the
Book of Proverbs), and, as regards the fragments, there
was no time, from 200 B.C. to 1000 A.D., when Jewish
scribes would not be likely to insert familiar .Aramaic
words—the more that the text of Ben-Sira was not protected by canonical sanctity.
The vocabular\- of the
fragm;;its furnishes abundant material for lexicographical
research.3 The limits of the ' New-Hebrew' vocabulary
are not sharply defined ; at present it is hardly possible
to draw the line distinctly between ' Neohebraisms' and
'Syriasms,' and there is a similar indistinctness (though
a less clearly marked one) as to ,\rabisms. In respect
of purity of style the fragments differ among themselves :
y The question whether the 'Sefer ha-Grduy' (in which the
citations occur) is the work of Saadia is discussed by D. Mar.
goliouth, Harkavy, and Bacher in JQR Vl (iSgg.igoo). There
seems to be no good reason to doubt its genuineness.
- Here, as elsewhere, .Saadia is nearer than IT to the classic
usage ; the scribes of H (except in Ct-iivi and AA-ll-rj are fond
ofthe short rel. pron. cc'. But this usage, thougli distinctive for
a given MS, is not a mark of the date of a Ben-Sira te.\t, since
it is common in late O T writings and in the Talmud.
2 On this point cp the Comms. of L^vi and Ry.ssel; the
articles of Noldeke and Houtsma (see above, col. 4632 n. 4) ;
Schwally, Idioticon d- Christi.-pal.
.-iram. (1893); Fraenkel,
in MGil-J, 1899; Jacob, in ZA TIV, 1902; art. ARAMAIC
LANGUAGE, above, col. 2 8 1 / ; and various discussions in JQR
and /{EJ.
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SIRACH
CL^vi is relatively free from faults ; parts of .\ and B
are greatly disfigured. The blemishes testify mostly to
tbe number of hands through which the MSS have
passed, not to the work of a translator. The aphoristic
curtness of style of the fragments has been referred to
above.
On the other hand, whilst the fragments produce a
general impression of originality, the text appears in
4. Employment some |)assages to have been translated
of Versions from or conformed to that of a Version
or of the Talmud. Some instances of
and Talmud.
probable and apparent imitation of
\^irsions are mentioned abo\'i' (ECCLESIASTICUS, § 5),
and others have been pointed out by critics ; most of
the evamfiles cited relate to the Syriac, a. few only to
the ( J n r k . '
These cases, which are relatively not
numerous, do not prove ti general translation or
imitation, but exhibit the procedures of particular scribes
in the passages in which they occur. The same remark
is to be made of cases in which H appears to follow the
Talmud ; ^ such imitations by late scribes are natural.
The corruptions of the BS text began early and continued a long time ; there was little to restrain the
fancies and the negligence of copyists. Taking into
consideration the two sets of facts—the evidences of
originality and the evidences of slavish imitation—the
more reasonable conclusion seems to be that the text of
the fragments is in general genuine, but full of corruptions.
It is hardly possible at present to make a helpful
classification of the Heb. MSS of Ben-Sira ; for such a
_.
.„
classification we need more Heb.
o. ^lassmca- jj^^fg^j^]
^\^ obvious and simple
tion of Heb. principle of division would be the relaMSS.
tion of the fragments to the two main
groups of Greek texts (ffiiia.<: etc. ^^d gnet":.) or to the
two Greek and the Syriac. But, in addition to the fact
that the relations of the versional texts to one another
and to the original Hebrew are not clear, there is the
difficulty that the fragments show a confusing variety of
similarity and dissimilarity to the Versions and to one
another. This is true of all the Heb. MSS so far
published: in the same paragraph, and even in the
same couplet, the text sometimes turns from one
version to another, or, abandoning both, goes its o\(n
independent way. It is obvious that it has experienced
a variety of fortunes, and that, whilst it sometimes
corrects the Versions or is corrected by them, it in some
cases goes baok to sources different from theirs.
It
can be, therefore, only a rough classification that is
based on resemblances to the Versions. The direct
testimony to the Hebrew text is contained in the Talmud
(about 700 years after the composition of Ben-Sira's
book) and Saadia (about 400 years after the Talmud).
T h e Talmudic readings differ a good deal from our H,
but Saadia is substantially identical with the latter ; the
differences between the citations in the Talmud and
those in Saadia may be taken to represent roughly the
changes undergone by the Heb. text in the interval
between the two. The text of the Talmud is in general
accord with the unglossed Greek (tp''), but is free from
the scribal variations th;it crept into the latter ; it may,
thus, represent .. Heljrrw text (perhaps as early as the
znd cent, of our era) which was in substantial accord
with the Gk, text that underlay our two main Gk.
recensions.
This Heb. text was probably the basis
1 On the acrostic, 6113-30, see Taylor, in Schechter and
TayL.i's lVn;l,nn of Jleii .Sim, p. Ixxvi _^^ Livi, in RhJ.
iSgg, .gives a number of c.ises of imil.ili'.ii. But 4lJ2o is not a
c a s e i n point. H -^-\-\ is not a tr.-inslation of corrupt S, but a
variant of earlier H nnN, which was a scribe's corruption of
original H n ' l n x . If H had translated S ( n m i x ) , it would
have written Tr\K- See REJ Mil TBR.
^ „„ r,
2 A probable example is given by Professor Livi, mJQR, Oct.
1900, p. 15, and another by Professor Margoliouth, in Exp- T,
April, igce.
Cp Bacher, in JQR,
vol. 12 (iSgg-igoo), p.

-zmjf.
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of our fragments. We may suppose that the Heb.
{handed down through Jewish circles) and the Gk.
{made 132 B. c., and transmitted by Alexandrian
Jews and by Christians) did not differ materially
from each other in the second century A . D . After
that time thuy went their separate ways : the Gk.
{under what circumstances we know not) fell into
twn divisions, with one of which the Syriac stood in
some close relation; ^ the Heb. was not similarly
divided into families, but was roughly treated by scribes,
who obscured its readings, and in a few cases copied or
imitated the Wrsions, especiaUy the ISyr. ^ Our
Hebrew fragments, after they have been freed, as far as
possible, frum scribal errors, must be classified according to the degree of their purity or impurity, and
according to their peculiarities of diction.^
Such a
classification, however, yields no very striking or
important results—the differences between the fragments
in correctness and style are not great. They must be
examined and judged every one for itself. So far, they
have not contributed much to the restitution of the
original text in passages in which the Versions are
obscure. They often confirm one or more of the Versions,
and sometimes correct or explain words or lines ; but
in general the text of Ben-Sira remains nearly as it was
before the discovery of the fragments. These, however.
apart from the emendation of the text, have called forth
renewed study of the book, and have added to the
vocabulary of the Hebrew language.
In addition to the works on Ben-Sira given above (col. 117S)
the following may be mentioned :—Raebiger, Ethice
apoer.
(1838); Daubanton, in Theol. Stud. A(iS06);
6. L i t e r a t u r e . Houtsma, in Th.T 3^3 (^9<-->o); RysstiTs
Comm. in St. A'r. (igrMD-cc) (completion uf
his comm. on the Hebrew t e x t ) ; Grimme, Metres et stroplus d.
I. fragments
heb. d. Manuscrit A. d. T Eccles. (Fr. trans.) ( i g - n ) ;
Kartz, Die Scholien d. Greg, .'\bulf Bar-Heb.
z. U'ei.\lititi'.
d. josua b. Sira (1892); and various short arts, in JQR, R I'-j,
ZATIV, Rev. Bibl., Th. Rundschau.
c . H. T.

SIRAH, WELL OF (nTDH "113, 'walled cistern'?
cp on i n O , PRISON, § 2 {9)), 2 S. 826, the name of the

spot from which Abner was enticed back to Hebron, after
he had concluded his interview with David (see A B N E R ) ,
and had set out on his return journey northward.
Josephus calls li^xj^pldi^pa—i.e., nno ~iX3—and says that
it was 20 stadia from Hebron [Ant. vii. 15).
Rosen
has called attention (ZD.MGI2486) to a spring and
reservoir, situated about a mile out of Hebron, a few
steps to the \V. of the old northern road, and now
called 'Ain Sara.
Grove (DB,^-^ s.v. ' S i r a h ' ) and
Conder (Tentjoork 2S6) agree that this may be the
ancient 'well of {the) Sirah' ; indeed, Condet goes so
far as to say that ' this may be considered one of the few
genuine sites in the neighbourhood of Hebron.' It is
true, the original form of the name may have been
m'HD. Sehirah (i.e., 'enclosed'?), for ©"^^ gives (d7r6
TOV (ppiaros) TOV aeeipapL, where /A may of course be
disregarded (cp (n/Xw/i-Shiloh), ^ ^
(pp. aeeipa,
\ ' g . a cisterna Si7-a; Targ. Nm'on KZI-JC ; Aq. dixb
TOV XdKKov TTJS o.TToo'Tdffetjj (,TiBn). It is more probable, however, that ' Hassirah' covers over some
gentilic or ethnic, and if ' H e b r o n ' is a corruption of
' Rehoboth,' and David's first kingdom was really in the
XI-,L;LI> (as some recent articles in the present work
assume), some gentiUc or ethnic of the Negeb—such as
"iincK, Ashhur (cp onn, Heres)—is to be expected.
T. K. c .

SIRION (rnl", ; r X * ' ; c^Nlcop [ B A F L ] in Dt. :
O HrATTHMeNOC [f-^N-VKTL']—/.f., ]-1TJ'\ in Ps.), a
' S i d o n i a n ' or Phcenician designation of Hermon, Dt.
1 Hor some illustrations of the diversities of Gk. readings see
N. Ft.-cers, ' D i e sahidisch-koptische Uebersetz. d. E. Ecclus.'
5 7 / / : in I'ibl Stud. 3 3 ( I S Q 3 ) .
- The acrostic, 6113-30, seems to be the only example of
ctiii> ing on a large scale ; the other cases, not numerous, affect
unly •^inij;le words or expressions.
•' On p.-ila-iiuraphio peculiarities see Schechter, in Schechter
and favlor^ Ben .\i>'a, and Gaster in JQR for July, igoo.
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8 9 P s . 2 9 6 . I t is a l s o r e c o g n i s e d b y P e s h . in D t . 4 4 8 ( p T J '
for |X'L*') i a n d in J e r . 18i4<7, b y G r a t z a n d L'Mrnill,
a c c o r d i n g t o w h o m , t o s h o w tlie u n n a t u r a l n e s s of
I s r a e l ' s d e s e r t i o n of Y a h w e , J e r e m i a h a s k s , ' D o e s t h e
s n o w of L e b a n o n m e l t a w a y (a'-i-n) from t h e r o c k of
S i r i o n ' ( r e a d ^vniy I ^ ^ D for n b ' 'D, ' from t h e n^ck of t h e
field')?
I t is n o t c l e a r , h o w e v e r , t h a t ' S i r i o n ' is t h e
r i g h t f o r m ; it is h a r d l y c o n f i r m e d b y t h e A s s . sirara
(A'Ai^'^i
1 5 9 , 1 8 4 ; c p D e l . Par. l o i , 1 0 3 / ) .
It is probable that ' Hermon was also a designation of the
mountains of ' J e r a h m e e l . ' D t . Bsff., in its original form, seems
to have described the territoiy of Cusham, where O G ig.7'.)
r e i g n e d ; similarly D t . 448. ' S i r i o n ' can now be explained.
Like ' Hermon.' it represents an ethnic—perhaps ^Nli;" (Israel).
T. K. C.

SISAMAI, RV SISMAI C P p D , or ''DDD [see G i . ] ;
COCOMAI [BA], cd^CAMei [L]), ^ Jerahmeelite ;
I Ch. 24ot.
Baethgen (Beitr. 65) and Kittel on i Ch. lc. call attention to
the P h . name 'CDD i" ^ bilingual where Gr. has (rea-p.aos ', and
Baethgen, following Renan^ accepts ppD as a divine name.
Eut in spite of Kittel's impUed suggestion (see SHALLUM, 3) it
may well be questioned whether Sismai can be = • • • -i^_j;' servant
of (the god) Sisam.' Of all the other names in i Ch. 2 34-41
there is hardly one which cannot be at once with some confidence
pn.iiiiiini ed to I It; a clan-name. T h e names which follow Sismai
are ^llalhllll, Jrkaiiiiah, and Elishama, names which may
plausilil>' Lie re.Ljaiil'jd as related to Ishmael and Jerahmeel.
DID •'^'I'-l C'DID b''i\'; .sometimes arisen by corruption out of
C')3 a n d C'p'iS ; it is possible that 'CDD represents ''Dli'3, ' o n e
from C u s h a m ' ( = the N . Arabian Cush). C p -^cc (Sheshan??),
77. 34, the name of a Misrite slave, which ma^- represent -ij^^
(Cushan); see, however, S H E S H A N .
T . K . C.

SISERA (X"1p^p, § 51 ; on meaning, see below;
CeiCApA [B], ciC(\p<\ [AL] ; in Judg. 620, mA [A]).
I. The leader of the Canaanites opposed to Deborah
and Barak {Judg. 4 f).
T h e narrative, however, is
inconsistent, and presents Sisera in a twofold aspect ;
according to the poem {5) he is the greatest of the
confederate Canaanite kings, whilst the prose account
(4) represents him merely as the general^ of Jabin
king of Hazor, and as having his abode in Kadesh (so
Marq.. see H A R O S H E T H ) .

See further

D E B O R A H and

SHAMC.VR.
In the latter article the difficult name
Sisera is considered ; it has probably not ^ Hittite but
a N. Arabian origin. If the Nethinim are really (see
Che. .Imer. J. of TheoL, July 1901, pp. 433 ff.)
Ethanites or N. Arabians, the explanation here offered
will be confirmed {see, however, N E T H I N I M ) . See 2,
below.
T h e royal city of Sisera (or Jabin) is [ex
hyp.) not the Hittite city Kadesh {see H A R O S H E T H )
but the place known as Kadesh-barnea (Kadesh-jerahmeel).
2. T h e name of a family of (post-exilic) N e t h i n i m ; E z r a 2 5 3
(E om. (TixTapa\a\ [AL]); N e h . 7 55 (o-eto-apaS [A], treo-et. [B»*],
om. L ] ) ; I Esd. 532 (aepap [BA], A S E R E R [AV], SERAR [RV]).

SISINNES (ciClNNHc). 'governor of Syria (Ccelesyria) and Phoenicia,' i Esd. 67 7r. T h e name is also
that of a faithful courtier of Darius, Arr. i. 253 vii. fl4
['ZL<jivr)s). On its possible origin, see T A T N A I (the
corresponding name in Ezra, Neh.).
SISMAI ("ODp), I Ch. 240+ RV. AV SISAMAI.
SISTRA.

See Music, § 3 (3).

SITNAH (HJUb*; exOpiA [ADL, om. E]), the name
of one of the contested wells in the story of Isaac and
Abimelech, Gen. 2621.
T h e name still lingers; see
REHOBOTH.

SITHRI ( n n V ) . E-x. 622 RV, AV ZiTHRi.
SIVAN (JVp; Esth. 8 9 ; Bar. 18).
§2.

See M O N T H .

SKIRT. I. ////. 'PIL" (Ex. 287,3 R \ ' [AV ' hem '], Is.
6r RV"'i='. [EV ' t r a i n ' ] ) . - T h e word, like the cognate
1 This seems to be not o n g i n a l ; cp }xv.\>. and see J L I . ' J S
- In Is. 6 I the T g . a n d iP avoid the anthropomorphism of the
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ioiel (^3:', Is. 47 2t, RV ' train ') is derived from a root
meaning ' t o hang down.
It is only the mantle that
h.is a skirt or train, and in this lies the whole pomt of
Is. 472; the ' tender and delicate' maidens remove the
veil and flowing robe to perform the work of sla\es.
2. kdnaph, F]J3, rather * corner' or loose-flowing
FwNGES, and cp SACK.
3. peh, ns.

See COLLAR, 2 (col. 85S).

SKULL.

See C A L V A R Y , G O L G O T H A .

end.

See

i. x.

SLAUGHTERMEN (Gen. 3736 .W"".'-, etc.).

See

E.XECL'TIONER, . .

SLAVERY.

The word does

not

occur

in

E\'.

'Slave' is found only twice in .V\' (Jer. 2 14, and here only in
italics as an explanation of n"3 T ^ ['home-born slave'] ; Ruv.
18 13 for o-uniroir), and twice in RV (Dt. 21 14 -l-l-j, 3 n^ynn,
•deal with as a slave [marg. c h a t t e l ] ' ; .V\' ' m a k e merchandise
of). The Heb. -j^y, 'ebed, is rendered ' servant' (i K. 2 39 etc.).

.\mong the Hebrews, as in the ancient world in
general, there was no such thing as free labour in the
1 Hebrew "^°'^^''" sense ; men-servants and maidmeaninK 5 ^ " ' ^ " " ^^'^re the property of their
°' masters—in other words, were slaves.
W'e must carefully dissociate this word, however, from
certain ideas inseparably connected with it in the modern
Christian world. In the Hebrew conception there w as
no such profound difference between the slave's relation
to the head of the house, and that held by the other
members of the family. Free-born w ives and free-born
children are legally all alike under the power of the
master of the house. The father can sell his children
as well as his slaves to another Israehte. The slaves
are not regarded as beings of an inferior order, but are
true members of the family, and, though destitute of
civil rights, are nevertheless regarded as fellowmen,
and, indeed, if of Israelite 'descent, are held in as high
esteem as freemen who at the same time are foreigners.
Considered in itself, therefore, there is no degradation
attaching to slavery. This is sufficiently shown by the
one notorious fact that a man would not infrequently
sell himself into slavery, and voluntarily remain in that
condition.
In the legal and actual standing of the slave the
point whether he was an Israelite or not was exceedingly
2. Slaves: their ™P°'"^a^"'- The bulk of the slaves
positioii. etc
' ° ^"'^'^"' Israel would seem to have
belonged to the non-Israelite category. In the main they had become slaves—as all
ancient law sanctioned—through the fortune of war.
There existed, indeed, also in Israel the barbarous
custom of the hirem (see BAN). The war being regarded as tt war of Yahw4, the entire booty was often
devoted ' to Yahw4' ; that is to say, every living thing
was put to death, and every lifeless thing destroyed (see,
e-g-, i S . 15). In the otherwise humane Dt. even,
only the women and children of conquered towns are
to be spared—i. e., made slaves. Desire of gain doubtless often interposed as a practical corrective of this
cruel precept, and it is probable that, as a rule, the
custom was to turn to account as slaves the men as
well as the wometi (i S. 1.5 i K. 2O39/ e t c ). Israelites
also, we may be sure, had frequent opportunities, if so
minded, for buying slaves in foreign markets. Their
Phenician neighbours, with whom they always had
active commercial relations, were famous throughout
antiquity as slave-dealers (cp Am. 16). The ' strangers
within the gates' must also, occasionally at least, have
found themselves compelled to sell themselves or their
children. And, lastly, the slave population was constantly augmenied by the birth of children to slaves in
the home of their master—the/^/ijfe bdjiith (n'5 ^h') of
uen. Iii4—children who, of course, were themselves
also slaves.
The master's right of property in his slaves of foreign
figure hy rendering n<-,p-' VI (' the brilliancy of his glory') and
t6i, respectively.
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origin was unlimited.
He could sell them, or give
3. M a s t e r and "^'^"^ '^"'^^'° Israelites or non-Israelites
slave.
'^^ ^'^ chose. Vet these slaves, too,
vere by no means left absolutely
defenceless to the caprice of tlieir owner.
The old
consuetudinary law interposed energetically on their
behalf
The master was not entitled to kill them ; the
kilhng of a slave \\'as a punishable offence—a provision
which becomes all the more noticeable when it is
remembered that in the case of children the father did
possess a limited power of life and dealh (see L A W ANU
JUSTICE, §§ 10 14). With the Greeks .and Romans this
power was, as regards slaves, a matter of course. The
master's right of punishment was, in Israel, further
restricted, and the slave protected from serious maltreatment, by the rule that the sla\'e became entitled to
his freedom if his master in chastising him had done
him some lasting bodily injury, such as the loss of an
eye or of a tooth (Ex.'2126/). Even in such cases,
indeed, the principle that the sla\e was the property of
his master was not lost sight of The law exempted the
master from punishment if an interval of at least a day
had elapsed between the maltreatment of the slave and
his death. The presumption was that the death had
not been intended, and it was held that the master had
suffered penalty enough in the loss of his property, ' for
he is his money ' (Ex. 2120 [21]). The killing or maiming
of another man's slave was also regarded only as injury
done to property, for which compensation was required.
Thus, if a slave were gored by a vicious ox the owner
of the ox had to pay a compensation of thirty shekels to
the owner of the dead slave for his negligence in not
looking after an ox known to be dangerous. (The sum
mentioned clearly represents the a\'erage value of a
good slave at the time of the enactment.) The ow ner
of the ox was not liable to any further penalty, however,
though when a free man was killed in like circumstances
the case was one of murder and the owner of the ox
was punished with death (Ex. 21 28_^). The runaway
slave also enjoyed the protection of ancient custom.
The prohibition of extradition indeed is not met with in
express terms earlier than Dt. (2.3i5yi); but we may
safely take it that ancient custom, at least, did not
require extradition as a matter of course. The decision
in each case, as it arose, lay in the discretion of the city
to which the fugitive had betaken himself Shimei, for
example, must in person come and fetch his slaves who
had fled to Gath ( i K . 2 3 9 / ) . Lastly, the slave was
protected against over-driving by the institution of the
Sabbath, which, in the view of the ancient law-giver,
aimed specially at the benefit of slaves and the lower
animals (Ex. 23i2 Dt. 6 1 2 / : ) .
The legal position of the foreign female slave was
still better. She was often her master's concubine—as
is shown by the loccn-vtord piiege^ (lyj^s; Gr. TraXXa/cts),
which the Hebrews doubtless got from the Phoenicians.
Dt. ( 2 1 1 0 ^ ) gives precise regulations for the case of an
Israelite owner who seeks thus to appropriate a female
captive.
He is not allowed to take her at once;
she must after coming into his house shave her head
and pare her nails and bewail her father and mother for
a full iTionth, after which her master may espouse her.
This regulation, also, we may safely assume to have
rested on ancient custonr.
It must further be remembered that to ancient feeling there
was nothing degrading in the idea of the master of a female
slave being lord also of her body, any more than there now is
in modern Islam. As is shown elsewhere (see MARRIAGE, ii i),
the freewoman also became a wife by purchase, and th^re is no
essential difference in the position of a secondary wife. The
position of the concubine is superior to that of the ordinary slave
m this, that her master is not at liberty to sell her again. As
regards the foreign concubine indeed this is expressly laid down
only in Deuteronomy : her master must free her if he desires to
put her away.
But this also certainly comes from ancient
practice common to the Israelites with other Semitic peoples.
Even now it is held among the Arabs to be a shameful thing for
a master to sell a slave who has been his concubine, especially if
she have borne children to him ; and this had the sanction of
antiquity even in Mohammed's time (cp W R S , A'in. 73).
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in every hoase (cp e.g, i S . I Q i s ; see T E R A P H I M ) .
The ceremony can have had no other meaning than
that the ear of the slave—that is, his obedience—is
firmly nailed to this house and pledged to it for all time
coming.
_
•
c ,
Elsewhere also boring the ears is met with as a sign ot slavery;
e.g., among the Mesopotamians (Juv. 1104), Arabs (Petr. Sat.
102), the Lydians (Xen. Anab. iii. 1 31), and others (see Di. on
Ex. 21 sf.)Dettteronomy advances a step ( 1 5 1 3 / ) , and requires
of the master that he shall not send his slave away
empty but shall give him a liberal present from flock
and threshing-floor and winepress.
Here we catch
sight of another motive which may have often induced
the slave tp remain in voluntary bondage : the emancipated slave, if quite destitute, was in worse case in a
state of freedom than before—left to his own resources,
exposed to every hardship and oppression.
T o the
man who had no land of his own the position of a free
working man, or any other favourable opportunity of
earning a livelihood, was hardly attainable at all, or, if
attainable, only to a very limited degree. Many a man
might therefore prefer slavery with comfort to freedom
with destitution.
T h e precepts of Deuteronomy are
not complied with. T h e legislator himself feels that he
MARRIAGE, § i).
is leaving much to the discretion of masters, and therefore
T h e position of such Israelite slaves was considerably
exhorts thera all the more earnestly (v. 18): ' It shall
better than that of those of foreign origin. The main
not seem hard to thee ;
. . for Yahwi thy God shall
„
. .
difference, so far as the law was conbless thee [therefore] in all that thou doest.' What we
4. ManumiBsion. ^^^^^^^ j ^ ^ ;„ j , ^ ; ^ ^ ^^^^ j ^ ^ f^^^ig^
read in Jer. 3 4 8 ^ is significant of m u c h ; in the time
slave remained a slave all his life, whilst the Hebrew slave
of a great distress, when Jerusalem was under siege,
had a legal right to manumission, and within a definite
Zedekiah ordered the inhabitants of the city to free
time had to be released for nothing. According to the
their Israelite bondmen and bondwomen, and so to
Book of the Covenant the slavery of an Israelite lasted
fulfil the commandment that had been so neglected.
six years; in the seventh year he again became free
But hardly had deliverance come and the siege been
(Ex. 2 1 1 ^ ) .
The story of Jacob warrants the conraised before the liberated slaves were again reduced to
jecture that in the original custom the Hebrew slave
bondage.
served for seven full years, and that later, under the
P will not have any such thing as slavery for an
influence of the Sabbatical idea, the beginning cf the
Israelite.
If an Israelite finds himself driven by
seventh year was taken as fixing the date of the release
„
. poverty to sell himself into slavery, he is
(cp Stade, Gf-71378). By the seventh year of course is
T vf^
" ° ' ' " reality to be regarded as a slave, but
meant, not the Sabbatical year of a still later time, but
liee. asafreewage-earneror^fr(Lev. 253539/)a relative term reckoned from the date of the beginning
For all Israelites together are the servants of Yahw6, who
of the bondage. If the sla\e had brought a wife along
brought the nation up out of the land of E g y p t ; they
with him, she, and doubtless also their children, became
must not therefore treat one another as slaves (Lev.
free along with himself. If, however, he had entered
2542).
In the matter of emancipation, indeed, the
into bondage alone and afterwards as a slave had
law had to yield to the force of custom ; but the emanreceived a wife from his master, she and also the
cipation of the Hebrew slave was no longer to occur in
children remained the property of the master (Ex.
the seventh year of his slavery, but only in the year of
217_^). Manifestly, in the case of a wife being given
Jubilee, every fiftieth year. In this year (see JUBILEE)
to a slave, only a foreign woman could be intended ;
all land reverts to its original owner ; the liberated slave
for the Hebrew female slave the master had either to
thus has the means of subsistence secured for himself
take to himself or give to his son (see below).
A
and his family.
characteristic light on the whole position of the Hebrew
The attempt (Oehler, PRE9) 1434iyC)to interpret this law as
slave is shed by another fact; the law can presume that
having in view only those slaves who, when the year of Jubilee
came,
had not yet been six years in bondage, and that thus the
in many cases the slave will prefer not to use his legal
Jubilee release coexists as an institution with that of the seven,
right to his liberty, but will voluntarily elect fo remain
years* release, finds no support in the text itself; neither can we
in bondage. The rule just mentioned, regulating the
(so Di.) interpret the law as relating only to those slaves who,
previously, at the seventh year's release, bad voluntarily reretention of wife and children, must frequently have
mained in bondage, and who now in any case have to go free in
produced such cases ; another cause will be mentioned
the year of Jubilee; had this been meant, it would have been
later. If the slave desired to remain with his master in
said.
perpetuity, his master was to bring him before ' 615him '
It is only in the case of his having been compelled to
and there fix his ear with an awl to the door-post (Ex.
sell himself to a ger or foreigner in the land that the
2 1 s / ! ; cp Dt. 1516_/!). Interpreters are not agreed as to
law offers the IsraeUte the possibility of an earlier release
whether by ' Slohim ' w-e are to understand the sanctuary,
(in such a case he cannot reckon on the same brotherly
and that the declaration could only be duly made
treatment as with a brother Israelite). Here a redempthere.
See col. 3224, note 2.
Deuteronomy says
tion was possible, the right of which belonged not only
nothing about the sanctuary, but doubtless assumes that
to the nearest kinsman, the brother or uncle on the
the ceremony will be in the house ofthe master.
This
father's side, but also to the bondman himself if in the
might be a result of the concentration of the cultus at
meanwhile he had come into possession of means. The
Jerijsalem ; but it might equally well be held to show
price of redemption also was fixed by law, and in a
that neither also did the ancient custom reflected in the
sense very favourable to the slave or his redeemer. The
Book of the Covenant prescribe a ceremony at the
purchase-money originally paid by his present owner
sanctuary, and that by ' 615hlm' are meant the housewas to be regarded as a sort of hire paid in advance for
hold gods,' the Penates which in old times were found
the years of service from the date of purchase till the
1 [See Nowack, HA -i-j-j, and especially Eerdmans, Th- T, next jubilee,' and above this a sum proportionate to the
* De beteekenis van elohim in het Bondsboek,' 28 -^.-piff. (1894).] t An indirect confirmation of what has already been said—
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Slaves of Israelite descent were in the minority.
Kidnapping of slaves within the tribes of Israel was
severely prohibited both by law and by ancient usage
(Ex. 2116), though this did not prevent its occasional
occurrence (Gen. Zl-ziff.),
in which case, however, it
was prudent to send the victims abroad. There were,
however, other ways in which Israelites could become
the property of Israelites. The Hebrew parent was at
liberty to sell his children into slavery, only not to a
foreigner; and doubtless there were many cases in
which poor men availed themselves of this right (Ex.
1\-lff.).
The insolvent debtor also was sold (2 K. 4 i
Am. 26 86 Neh. 558).
So too the convicted thief,
who was unable to make good his theft (Ex. 2 2 2 / ) ;
according to Josephus [Ant. iv. 82) he was in this case
given to the person he had robbed (cp a provision in the
law of the twelve tables). Finally, in cases of great
poverty, a last resort was for a man to declare himself
and his family the property of some well-to-do person
(Lev. 2539 47). W h a t is related of the patriarch Jacob
may also have frequently occurred ; «. suitor who was
unable to pay the mohar or purchase-money demanded
for the bride would voluntarily hire himself as a slave
for a fixed time to the father of the girl (Gen. 2918 ; cp

SLAVERY
lime which may have been spent up to the time of the
Jubilee yea.T was to be paid as redemption-money, bo
much for each year {Lev. :i.')47^). Such a regulation
clearly presupposes post-exilic conditions. Before the
exile the case of an IsraeUte being compelled to sell
himself to a foreigner was hardly conceivable. T h e
foreigners in the land were few, and were themsehes
in a position more closely approaching that of the s]five
than that of the freeman

(see L.vw AND J U S I I C K ,

§ 14^). Since the exile, however, *.. large non-Jcwish
population had settled in Judtea, and, to the gre.it
mortification of the Jews, had atta-ned ^ position ut'
wealth and prosperity in marked contrast with that
of the poor returning exiles.
In so far as these laws are bound up with the idea of
a year of jubilee they of course were never carried into
practical effeet any more than the )ear itself was observed. But the idea underlying them nevertheless
gained the upper hand ; the idea, namely, that for an
Israelite to own his brother Israelite as a slave is irreconcilable with the essential nature of the theocrae\'.
The poor who had sunk to such a degree of po\'ert\'
realised the ignominy of such a position as they hacl
never done before ; essentially they knew themselves
the equals of their rich brethren and the possessors of
equal privileges. When in Nehemiah's day the severe
stress of the times had compelled numbers of the poorer
people to pledge themseh es and their children to their
richer brethren to save themselves from starvation, the
situation was shocking to them, and they turned to
Xehemiah. Xehemiah took their part, censured the
nobles and wealthier classes for their impiety, and
succeeded in inducing them to free their poor brethren
from their mortgages (Xeh. ^iff.).
This fundamental
principle—that no Jew can ever be a slave—was taken
over by the later Talmudic law ; even the thief, who
had been sold for his crime, was not to be regarded as a
slave (see Winter, op. cit. io_^). And when the manifold
wars of Seleucids and Ptolemies again and again reduced
multitudes of Jews to slavery under heathen masters,
their redemption was regarded as a sacred duty and a
meritorious service (i Macc. 841 2 Macc. 811).
Thi; same legal principles apply substantially to the IsraeUte
female slave; but in the older period the release at the end of
the .seven years could not apply, the woman being her master's concubine. If an Israelite girl was sold by her father to a master—
which of course happened only when he was unable to sell her
10 a husband—the purchaser was bound to treat her as his wife in
respect of 'food and raiment and duty of marriage.' If he failed
m any of these respect.s, he had to set her at liberty for nothing.
If the purchaser did not desire to marry her at all, he could give
her to his son as concubine. If, however, he did not wish this
either, then he could sell her only to a purchaser who wished
her for a concubine, not to a foreigner; but, holding this
osition, she could not become a freewoman in the seventh year.
Tot till we reach the time of D do we find the privilege of release
in the seventh year claimed for her with the option of voluntarily
remaining in slavery. I t appears that in the time of D the
ancient custom according to which the female slave had the
position of concubine no longer prevailed.
According to
talmudic decisions a wife can never be sold as a slave ; but the
father had the right to sell his daughter as long as she was under
marriageable age (cp Winter, op. cit.).

S

SLINGto make peace with David—quite against the will of the master
ofthe hou^c—and slit; follows his advice (i S. '-'.'• 1 4 ^ ) . Eliezer
in the patriarchal legend figures as the comptroller of the household, and is invested wiih a sort of guardianship over Isaac, the
sou uf the house (Gen. 24 i ^ . ) . Compare also the relation of
Ziba to Meribbaal, Jonathan's son (2 S . ^ i ^ 16 i j ^ ) . T h e
slave could ex^n marry the daughter of the house (i Ch. 2 34 f),
and, faihng a son, become the heir (Gen. 15 2ff.).

In the last resort this favourable position of slaves
arose from the faet that as members of the family they
wore admitted to the family worship. T o the ancient
view this eame as a ni.itter of course. The slave could
not have his own worship, his- own god ; as housemate
he must necessarily participate in the worship of the
master of the house. So Eliezer prays to ' the God of
his master Abraham' (Gen. '24i2, etc.). The Priestly
Code expressly demands the circumcision of slaves
(Gen. 1712).
This, too, must have been in ancient
times a matter of course. Otherwise the alien slave
would have been a continual source of religious pollution
fur the whole house. This also is the ta(.it presupposition of Deuteronomy when in its humane concern for
the slave it requires that he be allowed to paiticipate in
sacrifice and feast (I2i8 I611). The non-Israehte, the
uncircumcised person, could not possibly be admitted
to a share in the sacrificial meal. The slave, being
admitted to the family worship, becomes (in the earliest
times when ancestor-worship comes in) capable of continuing this worship and thus of inheriting (see above).
It is in this standing which the slave enjoys as a co-religionist and fellow-worshipper that the most powerful
possible motive is found for his master to treat him with
kindness and fatherly care, just as to-day, in Islam,
slaves as fellow-believers are treated with all humaneness. T h e brotherhood in the faith in Islam now, as
in Israel of old, is not, as unfortunately it has come to
be in the Christian world, a mere empty phrase, but a
very real force.
See, besides the handbooks of Hebrew archEeology, Michaelis,
Mos. Recht, § 127 f. ; Saalschiitz, Das mosaisclie Recht, 2 236yC;
the articles on slavery in Winer, Schenkel,
7. B i b l i o g r a p h y . Riehm, Herzog-Plitt, Guthe ; the "monographs by Mielziner(Z)zV
J'erhdltnisseder
Sklaijen bei den alten Hebrdem, 1859), Mandl (Das Sklavenrecht des A 7", 1886), Grunfeld (Die Stellung der Sklavcn bei
den puden nach bibl. 71. talmud. Quetle^i, 1886), Winter (Die
Stellung
der Sklaven
bei den Juden
in rechtlicher
u.
gescllscliaftlicher Beziehung nach talm. Qnelle7i, 1886).
I. iJ.

SLEEVE (D3), Gen. 3 7 3 ^ 2 S. 13i8 RVi"g-

See

TUNIC, § i.

SLIME (IDn, AC<J)d.ATOC ^; in Ex. i>.c^tJ\JOTTICC^). hhndr, as distinguished from homer, 'mortar,
clay,' always denotes the raw material, RV'"g- correctly
•bitumen' (Gen. I I 3 14io [where Var. Bib. suggests
* n a p h t h a ' ] , Ex. 2 jf [see P I T C H ] ) .

On the philology of

the two terms see Fraenkel, Aram. Fre7ndw. 161, and on
the biblical passages cited, see B A B E L [ T O W E R O F ] ,
SODOM AND GOMORRAH, and M O S E S , § 3 (col. 3207),
respectively, and cp generally B A B Y L O M A , § 15 ; B I T U MEN ; CLAV ; D E A D S E A , § 6 ; M O R T E R .

SLING. Two Hebrew words have been so rendered.
From what has been said it will be manifest that the
I y'r^p, kela\ crt^ei/Socjj [7reTpo/36A.o? in J o b 4 1 2o],yM/fi^a; i S.
lot of slaves, in its legal aspeets, was not specially
174050 ^.''j2g 2 C h . 2<i 14 Job 41 20 Zech. 9 15 ELCUIS. 474.
6 Retrosnppt ^^^^' ^""^ custom, even if in various . 2. n::;inD, margenuih, <T<liev56vr}, Prov. 26 st, AV and RVniff^
• respects often coming short of the law,
( R V ' h e a p of s t o n e s ' ; so Frankenberg).
' T h e least improbable translation is that of A V ' (Toy, a<t loc.) ; but the sense
m other important respects demanded more.
From
of ' sling' seems incapable of proof Like n,03-l in Ps. OS 28 the
everything that we read about slaves we gather that they
word is probably corrupt.
were treated as members of the family, and that the
3. a-(i>ei'S6yr), i Macc. 651 ('instruments for casting fire and
head cared for their well-being as for that of his own stones,
and pieces to cast darts and sHngs'). See SIEGE, § 4.
children. The whole manner of their relations with
[In I S. 14 141^, the text of which in M T is corrupt (as a refertheir masters shows that they were treated, not as
ence to AV and R V will suggest), © introduces a mention of
dumb, driven creatures, but as men with minds of their
'pebbles,' apparently meaning sling stones. T h e words are ev
pokCiTi Kal [ev TreTpo/36Aots Kal ev] Koxka^iv TOV neSCov. For
own which they were free to express.
Saul is indebted to his slave for his information about Samuel
the seer and his importance, and it is his slave who lends him
the prophet's fee (i S. 9 6ff.).
I t is a slave who advises Abigail

m a ; "ID:^ © seems to have read nii^n '1>*3^ ' and with flints (of
the plain).' But this does not at all suit. ' We must look further.
There are many parallels for this correction of niK' nD:i (RV ' in

that the law knows nothina: of a lelease in tbe seventh year.
Otherwise the reckoning would have to refer to the seventh year
also, and not merely to the year of Jubilee.

1 Derivation unknown.
Possibly Semitic, though the STI?gested connection with the root found in the Heb. ttiphal, ' besmear,' does not commend itself.
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an acre of l a n d ' ; cp ACRE), into 3i"?n, ' t h e garrison' (see
V. 15). T h e scribe first wrote y-i.t:^, anti then, having omitted the
article, wrote it again more correctly 3^;Dn- Out of ^ a c n niiT.
by transposition and corruption, mtinCi' arose.
'PebMc^'
(KO^AII.^) also appears in I ^ I a c c . IO73; slingers, it is implied,
would find a lack of sling-stones in the Philistian plain (cp

SLUICE ("ipL"), Is. 19io AV. after Tg.
Most
moderns render, ' all those who work for hi7-e ( i r r ) will
be grieved ('p:t*. cp POOL, i) in s o u l '
SMITH.

1. L*nn;

Fl.IN r ) . — T . K. c ]

CHARASHIM.

From its simplicity, it might have been inferred that
the sling (i'":^,?), an improvement upon the simple act of
throwing stones,^ was one of the earliest forms of
weapon. It is not surprising, therefore, to find that
it was employed in quite remote times by shepherds
as a protection against wild animals, by agriculturists
to drive away birds (Wilk. Anc. Eg. I381), and also by
hunters (Dennis, Cities and Cemeteries of Et7-uria, 1 312
[1878]), and by the light-armed soldier in warfare (ibid.
1210 ; for the Arabians cp Doughty, Ar. Des. 2176).
In Palestine the shepherd carried a sling, in addition to
his staff, and a bag to hold his smooth stone bullets
( i S . 1740); and the Benjamite warriors are supposed
to have been renowned for their effective use of this
weapon, employing it as well with the left hand as
with the right (cp Judg. 2016 i Ch. 12 2). In Judith
97 it is mentioned as one of the weapons in which the
Assyrians trusted.
\Ve possess illustrations of the sling from Egypt, from
Assyria fLiiyard, Nineveh [1852], 332), and from
Rome. The Egyptian slinger is in the act of throw ing
(W^ilk. I210). The sling is made of -^ plaited thong,'-^
tiie centre being broad enough to form a receptacle (r-|3,
kaph, I S. 2629) for the stone.^ One end seems to be
attached to the hand, the other being simply held ; the
part of the sling in which the st^me is lodged is loosely
supported by the other hand. The sling is swung over
the head (cp Ecclus. 474). apparently with some such
motion as in bowling, the loose end flying into the air.
The stones are carried in a bag which hangs from the
shoulder. In the illustration from Rome the sling
(funda) seems to be of the same kind (see Rich, Diet.
under ' funda') ; but only one hand is employed, whilst
the stones are held in a fold of the slinger's mantle by
the other."* The slingers seem to have worn, as a rule,^
no armour, and to have carried no other weapons
(Erman, Anc. Eg. 5 2 4 ; cp Rich, under ' Funditores').
A. Lang (Homer a7id the Epic, 2,7Sf-) c.xplains why
there arc so few references to the sling in Homer
(see //. 18599 716) by the remark that Homer 'scarcely
ever speaks at all of the equipment of the light-armed
crowd' ; the sling ' was the weapon of the unarmed
masses, as of David in Israel.'

-^. i:^C, masger;
(i. above).

The sling is still used in S\ria, in Egypt, and in Arabia, ^'oa
ma\'still come upon young Syri.in shepherds practising with their
slings (see, e.g., Harper, In Scripture Lands, 140); Doughty
speaks of Arab boys 'armed as it were against some savage
beast with .slings in their h a n d s ' (Ar. Des. 1 432), but Thomson
(Land and Book [1894], 572) only saw it used at Hasbeiya, on
IMount Hermon, by boys in ' mimic warfare.'
It was long in use among Europeans, too, even the simplest
form of it (see above) surviving.
Thus it was used by the
An;:;!o-Sa.\ons, though * whether for warfare or the chase alone,
it is not easy to determine' (Hewitt, Ancient
A-rmour
in
Eui-i-'Pe, 1 ssyC, fig. on p. 59). Hewitt also ^ives later instances
( I 1 5 0 ; see the inlerestmg plates, xxvii. 1. h . ) ; it was used in
battle as late as the sixteenth century (8605).
M . A. C.
1 Still skilfully exercised by the Arabs (Doughty, Ar. Des.
2 238 402), as it was amongst the N . American Indians (Schoolcraft, as quoted in Keller, Lake Dwellings [KT], 1141', 'there
is evidence to show that, as an amusement, it was " v e r y
common amongst the ancient races " "). T h e practice seems to
have continued, even among the Romans, in addition t<< the
o t h e r ; the accensi, as distinguished from the funditores,
threw
the stones with their hands (see Rich, Did. under ' Funditores ').
2 .Slings; were also made of ' twisted hair, sometimes human
hair ' (Schliemann, Ilios, 437 [1880]).
3 Cp Keller, Lake Divellings ( E T ] , 1 141, 'broader in the
middle, in order to keep the projectile as in a hood or cap.'
* ' Like the bow, the sling gained its real importance after the
Carthaginian wars, owing to the skill of the Balearic allies'
(F. Haeffer, The Life ofthe Greeks and Romans [ E T ] , 574^^).
5 There were, no doubt, exceptions. Cp F. Haeffer, The
Life of the Greeks a7id Ro7nans [ETJ, ^74 f.
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2 K. 24 116 Jer. 24 i 20 2, everywhere || E'ln

SMYRNA (cMYPNA ^^'H, Z M . Ti, Rev. I n ; iv
Z^urpi'T), Rev. 28).^ Smyrna is a very ancient town ; its
_.
history falls into two distinct periods,
•*•• v J . 5 ^ associated with two distinct sites. Old
of Old City, gj^y^j^a (^ TraXatd l^pL^pva, Strabo. 646 ;
cp Paus. vii. 5 i ) stood at the N E . corner of the bay
under Alt. Sipylos above the alluvial plain of the mod.
Bur/iabat.
It was said to have been built by the
Amazons (Strabo, 550), in whom we may trace a
tradition of the Hittite occupation of L3'dia. T o them
also was ascribed the foundation of Ephesus, Cyme, and
Mvrina.2
The Amazons were primarily the priestesses of that Asiatic
nature-goddess whose worship the Hittites introduced into
western Asia Minor (see E P H E S U S , D I A X A ) . Upon the arrival
of the Greeks in Asia Minor the town was occupied by the
northern section, who are called the .^olians ; but the Colophonians seized it by treachery, and thenceforth it ranked as an
Ionic city (Herod. 1 150). Its position gave it the command of
the trade of the valley of the Hermus which flows into its ^ulf,
and made it the most powerful rival of tbe Lydian capital,
Saniis, which lay on the middle Hermus, about 54 R. m. to the
East. Heri^e a primary object of the policy of the Lydian
dynast\" of the IMermnadse was to make themselves masters of
Sm\Tria and the other Greek towns on the coast (see LVDIA).

Sniyrna successfully resisted the attack of Gyges
(Paus. iv. 2I5 ix. 292), but succumbed to that of
Alvattes (about 580 B.C. ; Herod. 116). Smyrna was
destroyed, and its inhabitants dispersed in villages ; ' it
was organised on the native Anatolian village system,
not a s a Greek xxbXis' (Rams. Hist. Geog. AM62, n. ; cp
Strabo, 646, AvdQv 8k Karaaxxao'dvTCov TX]V "Zp-opvav
Txepl TerpaKbaia ^TT} SieTeXeaev oiKovpLevij KwpLxjddv).
The trade of Smyrna was taken over by Phocasa, which,
like the other Greek towns, was absorbed in the Lydian
empire ; when Phoceea in its turn was destroyed by the
Persians, Ephesus became the chief commercial city in
this region. Some of the extant early electrum or gold
coins with the lion type, usually classed as issued by
Sardis, may really be mementoes of the early commercial greatness of Smyrna (so Rams. op. cit. 62).
Alexander the Great, warned, it is said, by a vision
(Paus. vii. 5i), conceived the design of restoring Smyrna
o Ti,« ««™. «i+^ ^ ^ city. This design was actually
2. rne new city.
•j
* ^r . u u•^ earned into effect by his successors
Antigonus and Lysimachus ; the earliest undoubtedly
Smyrnsean coins are in fact tetradrachms of Lysimachus,
bearing the turreted head of Cybele with whose worship
Smyrna was always prominently associated.
New
Smyrna thus arose, nearly three hundred years after its
destruction. The new site, about three miles (Strabo,
634, Trepi eiKoat (rTadlovs) S. ot the old site, was on the
shore of the gulf, at the foot of Mount Pagos, the last
western member of that chain of hills which, under
various names (Olympus, Tmolus), di\'ides the valley
of the Hermus from that of the Cayster. The natural
beauty of the mountain-girt plain was remarked by the
ancients. ^
The architecture of the city was worthy of its setting.
T h e streets were laid out in straiu;ht lines at right angles
1 ^pvpvav is read in the ' western' text for JIu'ppa in Acts 27 5
in 1>. T h e more ancient form ofthe name, down to the end of
Trajan, was Zp.vpva or 'Ip.vpva; later it was written in the
familiar form 2ju.u'pi/a (Cfi.upi'a). See the coins, and cp Furneaux,
note on T a c . Ann.
363.
- The part of Ephesus which owed its foundation to the
Amazonswas called Samorna or Smyrna (Strabo, 633 f).
And
Myrina is evidently the same word, initial ^ being lost, as in
p.iKp6s fox a-piKpoi (Sayce on Herod. 1 15).
3 Pliny, HN5 31 'montes Asia; nobilissimi in hoc tractu fere
e\plicant s e ' ; Strabo, 646, Kakkicnr] TMV Traa-dy, pepos p.ev xi
e\ov(Ta eiT opei Tereixi-apevov, K.T.A..
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to one another, after the system of Hippodamus of Miletus,
who had so laid out Thurii (443 li.c.) and the Piraeus
for Pericles (for the 'linToSdpei.os Tpoiros see -Vrisiot. Pol.
4(7) 11 = 1330 b, 21 /!).
E x t e n d m g from the temple of
Cybele, the 'Golden Street' ran right across the city to the
opposite temple of 'Zeus upon the Heights.'
The only
drawback was that, being unprovided with drains, the streets
were sometimes flooded by storm-water (Strabo, 646). -Many
temples(those of Cybele, Zeus, the Nemeses, Apnllo, Asklepios,
and Aphrodite Stratonikis were the chief)^ a Stadium, an
Odeum, a Public Library, an Homerium
dedicated to Homer,
a Theatre (one of the lari;est in .\sia Minor), and se\"eral twostoried Stoai (Strabo, l.c. oroat Te p.eyakai Terpaytuvoi, eiriKeSoC
re KJ-l iiirepuloi) made Smyrna one of the most magnificent cities
of the East. Few remains of this ancient splendour survive.
Smyrna also possessed a '^00 1 harbour, which could be closed
(Str-ibo, I.e. kipjjv KAftcrro';). Apart from the prosperity arising
from the fact that the bulk of the trade o f t h e Heriuus valley
p.i-.s.;d through its port, the territory of Smyrna was very fertile
and produced much wine.

were called _'0|u.^peia (Strabo, 646), and perhaps reproduced
some statue in the Homerium.
In addition to the worship of
the Sipylene Mutlier (Cybele) to which tbe epithet StTryArji-jj on
cevtaiii coins refers, the cult of the Neme.ses was largely
practised in Smyrna, and on some coins are seen figures of two
Nemeses appearing in a vision to Alexander and charging him
to restore the city (Pau.s. vii. 5 if).
The Griffin, a frequent
Smyrn;uan type, symboll^^es this worship, just as the Lion
symbolises that of Cybele.

The people of Xew Sm\Tna were gifted with political
sa;;acity which stood them in good .stead in dealing with
the Seleucidi^ and afterwards with the Romans. The
decree is still extant (243 B.C.) in which mention is
made of the temple of Aphrodite Stratonikis, which was
(by a sort of false etymology or play upon words)
associated with the honour paid b\' the Smyrnaeans to
Stratonice, wife of Antiochus I. (see CIC7 3137 —Hicks,
Manual, no. 176). In return, Seleucus II. declared
both the temple and the city to have rights of asylum.
By this pronouncement the city was removed from his
jurisdiction and probably exempted from the necessity
of providing troops or of receiving his garrisons (see
Holm, Gk. Hist., ET, 4449). During the war with
Antiochus the Great the Smyrnceans embraced the
Ronian cause and were, upon its conclusion, granted
the privileges of a civitas [sine feedcre) libera et im/niinis
for their loyaltv (cp Polyb. 2148 and CIG 3202, 3204/".),
When the Romans finally occupied Asia, Smyrna became the
centre ofa conventus juridicus which embraced the region from
^[yrina to Teos and the skirts of Mount Sipylos as far as
^Li^nesia (Pliny, / / ' - V 5 3 1 ; Cic. Pro Place. 29).
In the war
will) Mithridates it retained its loyal attitude (cp Tac. Ann. 4 56).
The sole exception to the course of prosperity arose when
Trebonius, oneof Csesar's murderers, took refuge within its walls
and was besieged by Dolabella, who finally captured the city
and put Trebonius to death (Strabo, 646; Dio Cass. 47 29 Cic.
Phil. 112).

According to Tacitus [Ann. 456), the Smyrnasans had,
as early as the consulship of Marcus Porcius Cato (195
B.C.), erected a temple dedicated to Roma. On the
ground of their constant loyalty, and this display of it,
they made claim before Tiberius in 26 .i.D. to the
privilege of erecting a temple to the emperor. Out of
the list of the contending Asiatic cities Sardis and
Sniyrna were preferred, and Smyrna won the day (see
XP:OCOROS). There is extant a Smyrnsean coin bearing
on the obverse a figure of Tiberius in the centre of a
temple, with the inscription 'Ze^aaxhs TtB^pLOS (Eckh.
Il is not surprising to find, therefore, that, Asia Minor
being under the Empire the ' paradise of municipal
vanity' (Mommsen, RG 6302), Smyrna vied with its
neighbours in the accumulation and assertion of empty
tides. Like Sardis, Pergamos, and other cities (see
Momms.-Marq. Rom. Staatsvetw. 1 343), she held the
title of metropolis.

Points of contact between the above and the address
in Rev. 2 8 / are not very obvious, though not entirely
3 N T refer- ^^^'^^'"S- Probably many phrases would
ences
* ^^^^ upon the ears of those for whom the
nicss;!^.- was intended, with a force which
is now quite lost. I''specially may this have been the
case at Smyrna, where much importance was attached to
a method of divination from chance phrases (Paus.
ix. I I 7 , 'divination by means of voices . .
is, to my
knowledge, more employed by the people of Smyrna
than by any other such people'). Outside the walls
there was a 'sanctuary of voices.' It has been suggested, therefore, that the words with which the message
opens would come with peculiar force to those who
perhaps had heard similar phrases in the pagan mysteries.
Similarly, the phrase ' crown of life ' [v. 10, T6V aretpavov
TTJs ^(jJrjs) must inevitably have suggested or have been
suggested by a prominent feature of life at Smyrna—
the public Games (cp Paus. vi. 1-1:3 f ^ov a striking incident occurring at one of the celebrations held at
Smyrna, in 68 A.D.).
It was on such an occasion
that the Asiarch Philippus was forced by popular clamour
to doom the aged Polycarp to death (155 A.D.). The
Games were characteristic Of pagan life, and socially,
though not politically, they would serve as an effective
touchstone of sentiment. The fact that on the occasion
of Polycarp's martyrdom the Jews also took part in
accusing him of enmity to the state rehgion, is strikingly
in accord with the words of Re\-. 29, where the Jews
of Smyrna are called ' a synagogue of Satan.' ' H e
that overcometh' must also be used with reference to
the gymnastic and other contests familiar to the Smyrnaeans. It would, however, probably be a mistake to
confine the suggestiveness of the phraseology too
narrowly.
The 'crown of life,' for example, may also have associations
connected with the complimentary crown bestowed upon
municipal and other officials for good service. It is also noteworthy that many Smyrnaean coins show a wreath or crown
within which is the Lion symbol, or a magistrate's name or
monogram (see illustration in Head, Hist. Numm. 509). This
emblem also might enter into the complex associations of the
words, which it is the task of historical imagination to revivify.
Smyrna, now Ismir, is tbe commercial capital of Turkey.
Plan, with very full account of ancient remains and modern
town, in Murray's Handbook of Asia Minor, 7of. For the
older Smyrna, see Curtius, Beitr. z. Gesch. und
Topographic
KleincLsiens, Berl. 1872.
W. J. W.

SNAIL occurs twice in the O T as the translation of
two terms.
I. t:j^n, homet (Lev. 1130), where, however, some kind of
LIZARD (q.v.) is meant (RV ' sand-lizard ').

•^. SlS^ty, sabbSim (Ps. 588 [9]), a word of uncertain
etymology, which is found in the Targ. under the form
NS'^P'R.

The rendering ' snail' is probable and is sup-

Her great rival in this respect was Ephesus, who enjoyed the
ported by the Talm. Shabbath, 77b, where Rashi, in
h'_gh-sounding titles Trpwrij iraa-uiv Kal p.eyta-Tr}, and ^rjTpOTroAis
his commentary, explains it by lit7iace. Ewald, with
TT)? Acriai;. What exactly the possession of the title npJJTr)
implied that the mutual strife for this ' p r i m a c y ' (Trpwreta)
less probability, follows © and Vg. (K7]p6s, cera) and
should have been so keen (cp Aristides, Or. 1771, Dind. ; Dio
renders 'melted wax.' Some land snail is probably
Chrys. Or. 2 148 R.) is not certainly known ; but probably it was
referred to, and the allusion to its melting away may
connected with the question of precedence at the games of the
Mivbv 'Atn'as (see ASIARCH), T h e strife between Smyrna and
have reference to the trail of slime which the mollusc
Ephesus continued until the emperor Antoninus settled the
dispute (Philostr. Op., ed. Kayser, p. 23124, Kal 6.TTY}k9ev 17 leaves behind it as it crawls, or may refer to the retirement of these animals into cracks and crevices, where
^pvpvaTo. irpdiTela fLKWtra).
they are no more seen, at the approach of the dry
The coinage of Smyrna richly illustrates the above points.
^rom the time of its ruin by Alyattes to that of its restoration,
season. The land and freshwater moUusca of Syria
there was of course no issue of coins. T h e usual silver coins of
are fairly numerous and varied, and it is interesting to
Roman Asia, the Cistophori, in the case of Smyrna bear the
note that the Dead Sea contains no molluscs, whilst the
legend ZMVP, with the head of Cybele as a symbol. The imperial coins bear the honorary titles NewKopojc ; npuiTOiv 'Ao"ta?,
sea of Tiberias has a rich molluscan fauna. Bliss [A
or -iTpniTuiv 'Awtas y i/etoKOptnv rote rre^aa-TuiV Kakket Kal ju.eye0et
M'lnid of Many Cities, n o ) found CL quantity of snail
(the third Neocorate here asserted begins towards the end of
Sept. Severus). Certain coins bearing a figure of Homer seated
shells; ' snails had doubtless been used for food.' [A
U9
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SNARE

SO

passage records the slaying of two Jerahmeelites ^KIN. nnN.ll
in Maacath-'arab—i.e., Arabian Maacath, on the day (i.e.,
famous battle) of Ishmael. See Crit. Bib.
A . li.. S . — b . .fl. I-..
South of Hebron snow is rare, and along the seaboard of Philistia and Sharon, as well as in the Jordan
SNARE. For ^\>yO, mokef; H S , p a h ; hzU, Mbhelk
also jSpdxos ( = w^^^j) and xta.yi^(=-m5kes s^XiApa^^ see FOWL, valley, it is altogether unknown. In Jerusalem it is to
§ g. For nnii'^2, 77iesdddk^ see NET, 4, and for T\y2W^ sebdkahbe seen in the streets two winters in three ; but it soon
disappears. Very snowy winters, however, do occur.
(Job 18 8 AV), see NET, 5. For Vm^pdlmth (Lam. 3 47 AV),
In the winter of 1857 the snow was 8 inches deep and covered
cp PIT, 7.
the eastern plains for a fortnight. T h e results weredisastrous.l
SNOW [hp,
meg: Bib.-Aram, h^,
mag; Ass.
Nearly a fourth of the houses of Damascus were injured, and
Salgu ; x 160 N )• Like rain and hail, the snow was tradi- some of the flat-roofed bazaars and mosques were left in heaps
of ruins. T h e winter of 1879 was still more remarkable: 17
tionally supposed to be kept in store-cham bers in the
inches of snow, even where there was no drift, are recorded.*
sky (Job3822). It is at God's command that it falls
T. K. a
(Job376 Ecclus. 4313); it is he who 'plucks out snow
S N U F F D I S H E S (niPinO), Ex. 2538 etc. See C E N like wool' (Ps. 147i6, read pnan). Its sure effect in
SERi 2 ; C A N D L E S T I C K , § 2.
fertilising the ground supplies a figure for the certainty
of prophecy (Is, 5510/!) ; its brilliant whiteness, for the
SNUFFERS. I. n i l S t p (v'lOT, ' t o pluck'?),
clear complexion of those exempt from agricultural toil
mezammeroth, i K 7 50 2 K. 12 13 [14] 25 14 Jer. 5218 2 Ch.
4 22t, Cp CANDLESTICK, § 2.
(Lam. 47), for a conscience free from the sense of guilt
•J. D;np7a, melkahdyim, Ex. 37 23. RV ' tongs.' See ToNCS,
(Ps. 5 l 7 [ g ] Is. I18), for the appearance of lepers (Ex.
CANDLESTICK, § 2 ; COOKING, § 4.
46 Nu. 12io 2 K . 527), for the shining raiment (Dan.
79) and hair (Rev. 114) of ^ heavenly or divine being.
SO (NID ; CHTWP [B], ctOA [A], on ©i- see below ;
N o less than five references to snow occur in the Book
Vg. Sua).
In 2 K. 174 we read ' the king of Assyria
of Job. In describing the treachery of his friends. Job
found conspiracy in Hoshea, for he had sent messengers
refers to the ice and snow which help to swell the
to So, king of Egypt.' This happened in, or directly
streams from the mountains in spring^ (Job 616) ; and
before, 725 B.C. Egyptologists formerly looked to the
twice again he refers to the snow water (930 2419 [not
first two names of the Ethiopian or twenty-fifth dynasty
in @]).
of Egypt, Shabaka or his successor Shabataka. In accordance with an erroneous chronology, that dynasty
T h e phra.se ' it snowed on Zalmon ' (so Driver, Par. Ps.) In
P s . 68 14 [15I is puzzling; we should have expected ' o n Hermon.'
was believed to have begun in 728, and the conquest
Appearances point strongly to the view that the passage is corof Egypt and Hoshea's embassy seemed to coincide
rupt. See ZALMON.
very remarkably.' In thefirst place, however, the names
A beautiful proverb (Prov. 2613) reminds us how
of Shaba(or bi)ka [Sabaiu in cuneiform transcription,
endiu'ing Oriental customs are.
Sabakon in Herod 2 137, and in Manetho) or Shaba
Like thc cooling of snow [in a drink] in time of harvest,
(or bi)taka (Sebichos, Manetho) could not satisfactorily
Is a trustworthy messenger to him who has sent him;
He refreshes the soul of nis lord.
be compared with So, which would have been an
unparalleled mutilation, not to mention the insuperable
One could think that this proverb had been written
difficulty of Egyptian § as Semitic s. In the second
in Damascus; sherbet cooled with snow was hardly
place the chronology must now be considered impossible.
a summer drink at Jerusalem.
Indeed, ' s n o w ' and
W e know, as the only firm point for the chronology of
' summer' to an ordinary citizen of Jerusalem suggested
the Ethiopian kings, that Tirhaka-Tah(a)rko died in
incongruous ideas (see Prov. 261, ® Bpbtxos). Jeremiah
668/67 and that his successor (Tandamani) was expelled
refers to the eternal snows of Lebanon (Jer. IS14 ; see
from Egypt during the following year. Manetho gives
SIRION), and in the eulogy of the pattern woman it is
to the first three Ethiopian kings, 40 (Africanus) or 44
said (Prov. 3121^) that she needs not to be afraid even
years (Syncellus), Herodotus 50 years to the only
of ' s n o w ' [i.e., of the coldest days of winter) for her
Ethiopian king whom he knows, Diodorus 36 years to
household because ' they are clothed with scarlet' (or,
all four kings. T h e monuments insure 12-I-26 (not
'with double clothing' ; see COLOLTRS, § 14).
In a
more)
-H3-I-3 (alleged, and not counted) years to the
famous passage (2S. 2820= i Ch. 1122) Benaiah, the son
dynasty.
The maximum for the beginning of the
of Jehoiada, is said to have slain, not only two lion-like
Ethiopian family in Egypt would'thus be 712 ; probably
men of Moab (so AV) and i 'goodly' RJisrite (see
it is rather to be assumed some years later (about 709?).
MIZRAIM, § 2 ^, col. 3164), but also ' a lion in the
Consequently, Samaria had been destroyed and Hoshea
midst of a pit in time of snow.' Why the snow is
had perished before the Ethiopians conquered Egypt.
referred to, however, is not clear.
An old French
As kings of Ethiopia alone, they could not come into
Hebraist (Vatable in Crit. Sac. 22462) says it is because
consideration for Syrian politics. Winckler
(MVAG,
lions are strongest in the winter.
The Hebrew,
1898, p. 29) has made it probable that Shabaka, the
however, has not ' i n time of snow,' biit ' i n the
Ethiopian conqueror of Egypt, lived in peace with Asday of the snow'—i.e., on some one day on which
syria, exchanging presents with Sennacherib.
Furtherheavy snow had fallen.'^ Such a snowfall might be
more, we should expect the title ' king of Kush-Ethiopia'
mentioned as something remarkable from its rarity. In
in the case of the alleged Ethiopian ruler, or Pharaoh
I Macc. 1322 we read of ' a very great snow' which
in the case of a true Egyptian prince.
hindered the movements of Trypho, the opponent of
Jonathan and Simon the Maccabees. It is conceivable
The cuneiform inscriptions of Sargon tell us of Sib'e,
that a lion ' had strayed up the Judasan hills from
a turtanu—i.e.,
general or viceroy—-of Pir'u, kingof
Jordan, and had been caught in a sudden snowstorm '
Musri, who vainly assisted the rebellion of y a n u n u of
(G.VSm. / / G 6 5 ) , and that Benaiah went down into the
Gaza against .Assyria and suffered a complete defeat at
cistern into which the animal had fallen and killed i t ;
Raphia (Rapihi) in 720 by Sargon. W e see from the
but the passage is full of textual errors.
cuneiform orthography that the biblical form So ought
Klostermann and Budde read thus (cp A R I E L ) —
to be vocalised Sewe or, better still, that the w is a
' The same (Benaiah) slew two young lions near their l a i r ; 4
corruption for b and the original reading was Sib'e.
he also went down and slew the (parent) lion in the midst of the
Winckler's first suggestion of the possibility that this
pit on the day of the snow.'
More probably, however, the
Sib'e was not a petty Egyptian prince but a Mu.srite, n.

Strong protest is raised against the prevalent view of the
text of this passage by Cheyne, /*j.(2),]

1 Cp Geikie, The Holy Land and the Bible, 1124.
2 ©B, however, has no mention of snow.
3 H . P. Smith gives the very improbable sense, ' H e used t o
go down (nn*) and smite the lions in the pit on snowy days.'
4 DKbnD-bM *nNn *J3 (Klo., Bu.).
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1 J. L. Porter (Kitto, Cyc. Bib. Lit. 3 399).
2 Geikie, Thc Holy Land and the Bible, 2 58.
3 The present writer was still under this impres.sion when pre.
paring the article EGYPT (% 66 a). Wiedemann (Gesch. Aeg. 587)
compared So with the fabulous SethOn of Herodotus.
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SOAP
representative of the king Pir'u (not Pharaoh) of Musri
i, e., Xorthern Arabia—was in .1 OF 126 (cp Crl 1170) ;
in MV.-iG, i8g8, pt. i., he finally treated it as ctrtain
(see now K.4 T^t^t 146). The correctness of this view is
evident (cp Hu^^^:.\, col, 2127), although the old,
impossible theory (sec above) is still frequently found
repeated.
Vciy remarkable is the form of 2 K. 17 4 in (JS' , which
substitutes for Sn, ' Adramelech, the Ethiopian, residin.i;
in Egypt' ('A5,ja,ue\e;^ xhv Xlikoxxa xbv KaroLKOuvTa ev
AlyvTxxip). Seductive as this piece of infunnation looks
—only the name Adramelech could nc\or be treated as
an Egvptian or Ethiopian name—it is shown by the
data of the cuneiform inscriptions to be an exegetical
addition, quite in harmony with the paraphrastic character of ^ which presents such an analogy to the
Targum.
It is quite remarkable that the Jewish
scholars who in'^ert'M this addition knew enough almnt
the history of Egypt to think of that Ethiopian dynasty
(the date of which thev. like modern Egyptologists, put
too high, see abo\e) and to conclude that an Egyptian
ally of Israel could have been only a governor uinhr
the king, residing in remote Napata. This imperfect
(cp the date and the impossible name Adramelech)
knowledge cannot be accepted, however, as historical
evidence outweighing the direct testimony of the monuments. [See further C;-zY. Bib.']
\v. M. M.
SOAP, or SOPE, in modern language, means a.
compound of certain fatty acids with soda or potash,
the potash forming the 'soft,' the soda the ' h a r d '
soaps of commerce. Soap is believed to have been invented by the Gauls, and became known to the Romans
at a. comparatively late date. Pliny saysy;V e.v sebo et
cinere, and that the best is prepared from goat-tallow
and the ashes of the beech-tree. A soap-boiling establishment with soap in a. good state of preservation has
been excavated at Pompeii.
The word ' soap ' is used in EV to translate the Heb.
bo7-ith [r[-\i. a, derivation of ^^^-n3, cp 12, 'cleanness')
in two passages (Jer. 222 :\lal. 3 2 ! ) ' which allude to the
cleansing of the person and of fabrics respectively. It
is not possible to ascertain exactly what substance, or
substances, are intended.
As a rule the ancients
cleansed themselves by oiling their bodies and scraping
their skins, and by baths, and they cleaned their clothes
by rubbing with wood ashes and natural earths, such as
fuller's earth, carbonates of sodium, etc. They cleansed
their wine and oil casks and their marble statues with
potash lyes.^ Natural carbonate of soda (see N I T R E )
was also used, as well as the juices of certain plants
(see below) which, owing to the presence of saponin,
form a soap-like lather with water. See L Y E , N I T R E .

SODOM AND GOMORRAH
[BL], eicroyx": [-\], Jos. Ant.vi.9i
CTC^KOUS). Socoh
was fortiHed by Rehoboam (oCh. I I 7 Shooo .VV,
croKXc^e [B.V|, <roKxw [L], acoxoi [Jos. -4nt-mi. 10 i]),
but, according to the Chronicler, was taken by the Philistines in the rci-iiof.Xhaz (2Ch. 2Si8[Shoclio AV, aoKxcid
[L]).^ The site intended is no doubt esh-Shuweikeh (as
if a diminutive fonii of .ijif). The ruins which bear this
name occupy a strong position (1145 ft. above the sea
1L-\CI) on the S side of the great valley of l£Iah(seeKi,AH,
\',\LLEY OF), .It the pointwhere tin- Wadyes-Siir becomes
the\\'adyes-.Sant(cpG.V.Sm. HG228ff.-, Che. Aids,Ss).
Perhaps this Socoh was the birthplace of the .Antigonus
who came after .'iimon the Righteous and preached disinterested obedience (Pirke .-IbSth, 1 3, biD a-a DIU'DJN).
The gentilic is plausibly found in the ' Sucathites'
(Socathites) of i Ch. 255 ; see jAiii.z.
[The trend of the present writer's critiuism, however, is to .show
th.-it the geogr.iphy of the O T narr.-itives has often been misunderstood and co]iseL[uently misrepresented by the redactors
spoken of above. Saul's struggle with the arch-enemies of his
])euple (the Zarephathites, miscalled the Philistines ; see SAUL,
S 4 O ^v.as in the Negeb. The fi^lit described in i S. IV was in
the \alley(?) of Jerahmeel ('hnek hii-eldh, and 'ephes danimini)
near Maacah— which belongs to Jerahmeel'—and Azekah. A
Socoh, or perhaps rather Maacah, in the Negeb was probably
meant in the other passages referred lu above, as they were
originally read. The Sucathites too (i Ch. 255) should rather
be designated the ' Maacathites.' See SHABBETHAI.
T. K. c, ]

^. A second town of this name is grouped with
Shamir, Jattir, etc., in the mountain district of Judah
(Josh. I.'i48 actixec [B]), and is identified with another esliShu-.ueikeh, situated 10 rn. SW. of Hebron and E. of
the Wady el-Khahl (BRIicji).
According to the
ordinary view of the sphere of action of Solomon's
twelve prefects (see, however, .Sdi.oMON, § 6, note i)
this is probably the Socoh which formed part of the
prefecture of BENHESED \.q.v.'\ ( i K . 4 i o RV, AV
Sochoh, ffoxXw [A], c!oiL-i)vxo.ia,\yi-\\J\'>aa.iJ.-c)vxi-SyC\,
a^j)Xa[L?]).
T h e Egypt, sa-a-kd, sa-o-kd in the list of SoSenk can hardly be
identified with either o f t h e above. From its position in this
list a more northerly situation seems necessary (cp W M M
As- cc. Eur. Ti6of. 166).

SODA ("in;), Prov. 2520 RV^e-, EV N I T R E

(q.v.).

Cp SOAP.

SODI Cl'lD ; C0Y^[e]l [B."^FiL]), father of Gaddiel,
Zebulunite (Nu. 13 10).

SODOM AND GOMORRAH
Biblical references (§ i).
Critical annlysi.s {§ 2).
Lot-story not historical (§ 3).
Possible classification (§ 4).
Difficulties (§ 5).
Text of Gen. I'd 24 f , etc. (§ 6).

N e w theory (g 7).
Stucken's d r y ' deluge (§ 8).
Judg. li' 15-30 (§ 9).
Result (§ 10).
Religious suggestions (§ 11).
Literature (§ 12).

Canon Tristram states that considerable quantities of soft
^oap are, at the pr-j-f^nt day, manufactured in Palestine by boiling olive oil with put;i>h, procured by burning several species of
Salicornia
(glass wort) and Salsola
(salt wort), especially
S. Kali, which abound in the neighbourhood of the Dead Sea
and in the salt marshes which fringe the coast. Cp Low, 43.
A, v.. S.

SuDO.M ( D I D ; coAOAAA [BNADEQZr], plur.),
C0A0M[e]lT«,i Gen. 194, and GOMORRAH (ITlbl^, po1 Rpfprpiipf"! '^OPP*' [BAL], in OT sing, and plur. ;
i . tteierences. j^^ ^.-^ ^ .^^, QQMORRHA) plur., except
in Mt. 10 IS according to Treg. [but not Ti. ^^'H], with
SOCHO ( b i r ) , I Ch. 4i8 AV. RV Soco, ^ name in
C D P L [DL rOAAORAC, so roAAOpA Jer. 2314N]), two
the genealogy of the b'ne J U D A H , cp SOCOH, S..
cities represented in the traditional text of Gen. 1310-12
1925 as situated in the ' Circle ("133, AV 'plain,' RV
SOCOH I r\-y)l* in Josh. Kt. • but Kr. b i b * as in Ch.,
' Plain ') of Jordan,' and less distinctly in 143 as in the
wliere RV has Soco ; in S. and K. nh'a [Kt.] \y- [Kx.]; O-WXOJ
[BAL]).
Vale of SIDDIM [ci-v.). According to the same text, the
kings of Sodom and Gomorrah and their allies were de1- A town in the Shephelah of Judah, grouped with
feated by f'HKDOK-LAOMER, knit; of Elam, and his allies,
Jarmuth, AduUam, Azekah, etc.; (Josh. I535 (raojxw
who
carried a\vayboth the people and the goods of Sodom
[B]), and mentioned with Azekah in the description of
and Gomorrah, but were forced to give these up by the
the encampment of the Philistines in i S. 171 (cp
EpHEs-DAMMi.M), where AV has Shochoh ([els'] a-oKxoj6 ^ rapid intervention of the \varrior ' Abram the Hebrew'
(Gen. 14 1-16).
In Gen. I816-33 I91-29 we have the
^ In both passages ^ has irot'a or TTOO., N"* b y a curious mistake
account of (r) a dialogue between Abraham and, first
Tilr
^^ JrAoia ('gras.'^') ; Vg. in J i r . has herbam borith, in
of all, the Elohim who visited him, and then Yahwe
Mal.
herbafullonum.
alone, respecting the fate said to be impending over
Fullers also used putrid urine, which was so offensive that
they were compelled to live beyond
of the city of Rome.
^ The reading SOKYW^ represents
^3332 (2OK;I((U' KoifjiaL ela-C Svo . .
Acicxoid xP'cictaTi^ova-ac) and Jer.
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the walls or in remote parts
et alter in campo situs, qui Sochoth nuncupantur. Both Ense.
a plur. -form ; cp Eus. £?5(2)
. -q p.ev dv(OTepa, 17 Se KaruiTepabins and Jerome strangely confuse Socoh with Succoth-benoth
ib. 151 21 . unus in monte
(2 K. 17 30).
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SODOM AND GOMORRAH

' Soclom and Gomorrah' ^ (virtually equivalent to
' Sodom ' ) ; (2) the circumstances leading up to the culminating act of wickedness committed in Sodom ; and
(3) the ilestruction of Sodom and Gomorrah and other
cities, and the escape of Lot and his two daughters.
The sin of Sodom is often referred to as typical of
horrible and obstinate wickedness, Is. l i e 89 Jer. 23i4
Dt. 3232 ; and its destruction as a warning. Is. I79 1319
Jer. 49 18 Zeph. 29 Dt. 2922 Am. 4ir Lam. 4 6 (for E V s
'iniquity' and ' s i n ' read 'punishment'}. Sometimes,
too, it is mentioned alone as the destroyed guiltv citv,
Gen. 1913 (' this p l a c e ' = Sodom) Is. I 7 Zg Lam. 46 (cp
Gen. 1417,^ [but in v. 17 (3^ inserts Kal ^aa. yop.. ], where
the king of .Sodom figures alone); but Gomorrah
is often mentioned too, Gen. 1310 I820 I92428 Is.
I 9 / . 13 19 Jer. 23 14 Am. 4 11 Zeph. 2 9 Dt. 3232.
'Neighbour cities' are also referred to in Jer. 4918
5O40; cp Ezek. 1 6 4 6 ^ ('Sodom and her daughters').
In Hos. 11 8 .Vdmah and Zeboim, and in Dt. 29 23 [22]
Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboim are given as
the ruined cities ; cp Gen. 1019 and 14 2, where in like
manner these four cities are mentioned together. In
Wisd. 106 the inexact phrase 'Pentapolis' is used (see
RV). The description of the sin of Sudom in Ezek.
16491^500 is e\idently based on the legend known to us
from Gen. 19, and similarly that of the punishment in
Dt. 2923 [22] agrees with that given m the traditional
text of Gen. 1924-26. Allusions to the fate of Sodom
appear to occur in Ps. 116 [but see below] 1 4 0 i o [ i i ]
J o b l 8 i 5 Is. 3 4 9 / ! Jer. 2O16 Ezek. 8822.
Curiously
enough, in «. geographical passage (fien. IO19), Sodom
and Gomorrah and Admah and Zeboim are spoken of
as if still in existence. These are the data relative to
the history of Sodom and the other cities supplied bv
the traditional text.

extent admit the theory of independent literary strata.
Fripp, therefore, was justified in attempting to show^
that in the earliest form of the story Vahwe himself was
the only speaker and agent. Comparing this story,
however, with analogous stories in Genesis and elsewhere, it is much more natural to suppose that in its
original form three men — i.e., three ' 616him '—were
spoken of, and that the distinction between 'S'ahw^ (who
remained—see 18 221^—to talk with Abraham) and the
' two mal'dkim ' who went to ' .Sodom ' was due to the
same later writer who, as ^\'ellhausen (CH2J J'.) has
rendered probable, introduced 1,^17-19 and 22^2-33(2, a
passage which reveals the existence in the writer's mind
of doubts as to the divine justice, such as we know to
have been felt among the Jews in later times. There is
also reason to think that the references to Lot's wife
(19 15/". 26 ; conti-ast ./. 12) and the whole of the Zoar
episode, together with the account of the birth of Moab
and Ben-ammi (?), are later insertions, though by no
means so late as the two insertions in ch. 18 mentioned
above. ^
Here, however, we are chiefly concerned with tlie
contents of the Lot-storv (ch. 19). W'e are told that as
.|. ,
a punishment for disregard of the sacred
_4.'_, '^
law of hospitality, and for a deadly sin
, . , ^ . , committed at least in intention, 'Yahwe
rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah
brimstone and fire from Vahwe out of heaven, and over,
threw those cities, and all the Plain, and all the inhabitants of the cities, and that which grew upon the ground'
( 1 9 2 + / RV).
Is it possible to explain the origin and
meaning of this story, accepting provisionally the form
in which it is given in the traditional text ? **
That the story is historical (however laxly the word
be interpreted) ought to be at once denied by those
who have read the earlier legends of Genesis in the
light of the comparative critical method. If the Deluge
is not historical, and if Abraham and Lot are ultimately
the creations of the popular imagination, how can the
strange story in Gen. 19, for which, as we shall see,
there are so many parallels in folk-lore, be regarded as
historical?
It is surely no answer to appeal to the
accordance of the phenomena of the catastrophe of
Sodom with those which have happened elsewhere in
'similar geolciijic.il formations,' or to the justification
of the traditional description of that catastrophe by
' authorities in natural science' (but not in historical
criticism) and by some competent critics of the OT.
For the narratives of the Hebrew Origines must be accepted or rejected as wholes. Plausible as Dawson's
view'' may be, that the description of the catastrophe
of Sodom is that of ' a bitumen or petroleum eruption,
similar to those which on i small scale ha\'e been so
destructive in the region of Canada and the United
States of .America,' and the more ambitious theory of
Blanckenhorn," that the catastrophe, whichwas a real
though not a historical event, began with an earthquake,
continued with igneous eruptions, and ended with the
covering of the sunken cities by the waters of the Dead
Sea, it would require great laxity of literary interpretation to assert that this is what either the ^•ahwist,c
narrative, or the earliest references in the prophets,
intend. .As Lucien Gautier remarks (above, col. 1046),
' The text of Genesis speaks of a rain of fire and brimstone and a pillar of smoke rising to heaven, but neither

T h e references to Stulijm (Cli.imurrah is rarely added) in the
Apocrypha and in ihti \ T are as fuUnws—2 E s d . 2 8 57 736
Ecclus. 168 \ V i s d . l l ' i 4 Mt. 10 15 ( M k . f i i i [not in best texts]
Lk. 10 12) Lk. 17 29 Rom. 9 29 (quotation) 2 Pet. - 6 J u d e 7 Rc\'.
11 8 (cp Kzek. 23 3, etc.).

Before proceeding further it is necessary to refer
briefly to the critical analysis of the section in \\hich
9 rri+ioal *^^ Sodom-story is contained (Gen. ISanalvsia
^^'^^- .That r. 28 belongs to the Pri.stly
^ • Writer is admitted ; its true place is prcibably after 13121; (P), which states that ' L o t dwelt in
the cities of -22n' (rather ^.s-cm-, 'Jerahmeel'). With
regard to the rest of the section, it is admitted that there
^ has been a prolonged process of editorial manipulation.
Only thus indeed can we account for the singular combination of passages which refer to Vahwe as the
speaker and actor with other passages which indicate
three men as charged with representative divine functions, and for the nol less singular fact (i) that whereas
.Abraham's hospitality is claimed by 'three men,' Lot
receives into his house only two men, who are called
in the present text of 191 ' t h e two mal'dkim ( E \ '
'angels'),' and (2) that in 19i7, whereas the first verb is
in the plural ('when they had brought them forth'),
the second is in the singular ('he said'; so again, ... 21).
It was long ago suggested (and the same idea has
lately been worked out by Kraetzschmar-) that there
have been imperfectly fused together two versions of the
story of ' Sodom,' in one of which Vahwe was said to
h a \ e appeared in a single human form, and in the other
in a group of men ; whether we regard these men as
'6I6hTm' (cp Gen. 126 822 117) or divine beings, the
chief of whom is Vahwe, or as ' mal dkim ' (commonly
rendered 'angels'), does not affect the critical inquiry.
It is impossible, however, to work out this theory to a
satisfactory result ; the original narratl^•e may have
been modified by editors, but we cannot to any large
'' Regretfully we ab-stain from drawing out the beauties of
the stor>' in chap. l>i. For parallels to the divine visit see
Grimm, Deutsche MytboloHe, pp. xxxiv-w.wii, and qi2 f.- CD
also Hom. frf. 1 7 4 8 ? / r
= J,
v
'- • I>cr Mythos von Sodoms E n d e , ' Z / I 7 ' / r i 7 8 i - Q 2 : cn lV7t'
World, I236.

1 Composition of the Book of Genesis, 50-13 (1892), zndZA
TIV
12„23J^ (1891).
- In an essay in the Kem IVorld, I243, only the geological
myth in -,,- 26 relative to the pillar of salt is regarded as an ac.
cretion. Gunkel (HK, Gen- liiff-) holds th.nt Lot's wife plaved
no part^ in the origin.il story, and that the Znar episode is also
a later insertion, but he claims 7-7'. 3o/'-38 for the original storj'.
3 Knohel has, at any rate, noticed that the Sorlom catastrophe
closes the second stage in the early narrative, corresponding to
the I 'eluge.
•• Expositor, 1886(1), p. 74 : Modern Science in Bible Lands,
486.
'
^ ZDPV (-iGG end of article).
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of an earthquake, nor of an igneous eruption, nor of
an inundation.' Xoi- can we venture to pick and choose
among the details of the story in Gen. 19.

From the point of view which is here recommended
it is all-important to bring the Sodom-story into the
4 Possible '^'^'^' "^'^^^ °'^ myths or semi-mythic
It is of no more use to justify with some plausibility two or
Classification. '<=g™f'sI' is not necessary that
three e.\pre.ssions in a part of the Sodom-story by means of
mythic stories of the same class should
'scientilic' lore than to make it out to be, modestly put, not
all give the same paiticulars ; it is enough if the)- agree
impo-^sible t h a t ' Chedorlaomer, king of Elam,' may have invaded
Patestine at a time when Abraham may have lived. If ' authoriin some leading ' motive.' Lack of space prevents us
ties in natural science' sometimes speak as if Gen. 19 were in
from mentioning more than a few such stories. Let us
part historical 1 (more plausibly, based on a tradition of a real
refer first to the story of the punishment of the guilty city
occurrence), we must remember that historical criticism and
Gortyna. ' The people of this city led a lawless existnatural science are both studies which require a special training,
and if critics of the O T even in tlie nineteenth century have
ence as robbers. The Thebans, being their neighbours,
thought that they could (here and in the Deluge-story) disengage
were afraid, but .Aiiiphion and Zethos, the sons of Zeus
a true tradition of a prehistoric natural fact from the mass of
and Antiope, fortilied Thebes by the magic influence of
superimposed legend, one may remark in explanation that these
critics belong to a transitional period, and that the criticism of
Amphion's lyre. Those of Gortyna came to a bad end
to-day has to throw off the weaknesses which it has inherited
through the divine .\pollo.'^ ' T h e god utterly overfrom the past.
threw the Phlegyan race by continual thunderbolts and
The chief extra-biblical passage in which distinct
violent earthquakes ; and the survivors were wasted by
reference is made to the destruction of the cities as
a pestilence.' ^ Usu.ally, however, it pleases the creators
historical is in Strabo (xvi. 244), where, after describing
of folk-lore to represent the punishment of wicked cities
the rugged and burnt-up rocks, exuding pitch, round
as consisting in their being submerged by water.
about 'Moaadda (i.e., the stupendous rock - fortress
Homer (//. 1 6 3 8 4 ^ ) speaks of the pernicious floods
Masada, near the SW. shore of the Dead Sua), the
which Zeus brings by autumnal rain-storms on godless,
geographer mentions the native tradition that here
unjust men. The well-known story of Philemon and
thirteen cities once flourished. The ample circuit of
Baucis (Ovid, Met. 8611-724) belongs to the same subSodom their capital can, he says, still be traced. In
division.
Similarl)' o place on the Lake of Thun is
consequence of an earthquake, and of an eruption of
popularly said to have been destroyed because a dwarf
hot springs, charged with bitumen and sulphur, the
was refused hospitality during a storm by all the inhabilake advanced suddenly [ij Xip.vr} xxpoTxiiTot) ; some of tants except an aged couple who dwelt in a miserable
the cities were swallowed up, and others were deserted
cottage.^ -\ French journal of folk-lore contains a long
by as many of the inhabitants as could flee. Josephus
series of folk-tales about these swallowed-up cities,
[Bjw. 84), speaking of the lake Asphaltitis, upon which
most of which have a moral.** It is true, the moral
the country of Sodom borders, uses similar language: —
may be omitted. Thus, according to Prof. Rhys,^ each
' There are still the remains of the divine fire, and the
of the Welsh meres is supposed to have been formed
shadows (tr/cids) of five cities are visible as well as the
by the subsidence of a city, whose bells may even now
ashes produced in their fruits.' - It is hardly possible to
sometimes be heard pealing merrily.
avoid taking these reports together, and assuming that
For further European examples see Tobler, Im neuen Reich,
Strabo's informant was of the Jewish race. If we reject
166 jf. (1873); Grimm, Deutsche l^Iythologie, 546 f., and cp
the claim put forward by critics in behalf of the stateUsener, Religionsgcschichtl.
Untersnehungen,
3 246. A story
similar to that of Lot told by the Chinese Buddhist pilgrim,
ment in Gen. I924/"., we must still more certainly reject
Hiouen Thsang, who travelled in India (7th cent, A.D.), may be
the statement of Strabo as historical evidence.^
added. There was a city called Holaolokia, which was very
^ E.g., besides the late Sir J. \V. Dawson, Canon Tristram
(Tlie Larul of Israel, 356). Describing a valley at the N . end
of the salt-range of Usdum, he says ' The whole appearance
points to a shower of hot sulphur, and an irruption of bitumen
upon it, which would naturally be calcined and impregnated
with its fumes; and this at a geological period quite subsequent
to all the diluvial and ailu\'ial action of which we have such
abundant evidence. The catastrophe must have been since the
formation of the valley, and while the water was at its present
level—therefore probably during the historic period.' Blanckenhorn, however, is more in touch with biblical critics. In his
second article he expresses his adhesion to the views (then just
published) of Kraetzschmar, and says, ' This makes it plain that
while it is certainly very probable that the account in Genesis
points to a natural occurrence which was real but not " historic,"
the Yahwistic form . . . is altogether different from the original
tradition, which i^ rather to be sought in the references and
figurative statements of the prophets' (ZDPV21 tg [1898]).
Whether this stress on the prophetic references, only two of
which can be at all early, is justifiable, need not here be discussed.
2 See also Tacitus, Hist. 5 37. The reference may be (i) to
the fruit of the 'osher-tree ('?isar, Catotropis procera, of the
family Asclepiadaceix),-which
Hasselquist (Travels, 1766) calls
Poma sodomitica, and found in abundance about Jericho and
near the Dead Sea. H e says that they are sometimes filled
with dust, but 'only when the fruit is attacked by an insert
which turns all the inside into dust, leaving the skin only entire,
and ofa beautiful colour.' The tree, says Tristram (NhlB ^Zn,),
^rows to a height of from twelve to fifteen feet, and the fruit is
as large as an apple of average size of a bright yellow colour,
hanging three or four together close to the stem.' It easily
bursts when ripe, and 'supports a very singular orthoptenjus
insect, a very large black and yellow cricket, which we found
m some plenty on all the trees, but never elsewhere.' But (2)
Tristram's suggestion that the fruit of the colocynth is meant
deserves attention. See GOURDS [ W I L D ] . T h e fruit, though
fair of aspect, has a pulp which dries up into a bitter powder,
used as medicine. But to suppose that the phrase ' the vine of
Sodom' (Dt. Z2 32) has any reference either to the colocynth or
to any other botanical plant, is plainly a mistake (see the commentators).

rich but addicted to heresy. Once an Arahat (one made free
hy insight) came there, and was treated inhospitably: earth
and sand were thrown upon him. Only one man had pity on
him, and gave him food. Then said the Arahat to him,' Escape;
in seven days a rain of earth and sand will fall upon the city,
and no one will be left, because they threw earth upon me.'
The man went into the city and told his relations; but they
mocked him. T h e storm came, and the man was the only one
who, hy an underground passage, escaped (Paulus Cassel,
MlschhSindbad,
7 [Berlin, 1888]).

.-V similar story is also told in Syria.
The wellknown Birket Ram, two hours from Biinias, which is
evidently the crater of an e.xtinct volcano, is said to
cover with its waters a village, whose population, under
aggravating circumstances, refused hospitality to a poor
traveller. Usually, however, such villages or cities in
Arabian legend are classified as maklubdt ' overttirned
ones,' which at any rate implies destruction by other
means than a flood ; one thinks at once of the technical
term mahpekah [' overturning') used in the CiT for
Sodom and Gomorrah, and of Job 15 28 where the
wicked man is described as dwelling in ' desolate cities
which were destined to become heaps.' E. H.
Palmer tells us ^ how the .4rabs of the neighbourhood
account by a myth for the blocks of stone at the base
and on the summit of Jebel i\1adara ; stones here take
the place of the brimstone and fire in our present form
of the Sodom-story.
Nor is it only in et-Tih that
stories of ruined cities are handed down among the
Arabs, and that the desolation is accounted for by the
But, as A. von fhil^chmid (Beitr.

znr Gesch- des Orients, 26)
Dead

out, A^ -]c,vrncin slaenmii is certainly not the
gointed
ea, but the lake nf I'.ambyhe (Mal.ug or Hierapolis).

^ StiU more obviously worthless for critical purposes is the
statement of Trogus (Justin, xviii. 3 3) that tbe Phcenicians were
forced to leave their home beside the Assyrium stagnum by an
earthquake. Bunsen took this stagnu7n to be the Dead Sea.

1 So in eflTect Pherecydes (h'ragmcnta, 128).
2 Pausanias, tl 36 (Frazer).
3 Tobler (op. cit-)* Revue des traditions
locales, 1899-1900, ' L e s vdles englout^es.'
^ -The Arthurian
Legend, -^koff^ Desert ofthe Exodus, 416.
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infidelity and the abominable deeds of the former
inhabitants.^ Wetzstein {in Delitzsch's Job, Ger. ed.
197) gives H number of such stories ; one of them
contains a detail illustrative of the ' pillar of salt' whicJi
was once Lot's disobedient wife. At the source of the
Rakk,ad (in the Jaulan) this explorer saw some erect and
singularly perforated jasper formations, called el-fdrida,
' the bridal procession.'
Near them is its village,
Ufuna, which, in spite of repeated attempts, can be no
more inhabited. It remains forsaken, according to the
tradition, as an eternal witness that ingratitude, especially towards God, does not escape punishment.
To put aside such facts (of which only a selection has been
given) as irrelevant, and to substitute for them the speculations
of' authorities in natural science' unversed in critical researches,
would involve a serious lapse from sound critical method. T h e
case of the Sodom-story is parallel to that of the Creation-story,
and still more of the Deluge-story, in the Hebrew Origines, to
explain which in anjj degree by taking account of the subtle
theorisings of geologists would detract from the clearness and
validity of the approximately correct solutions of the critical
problems involved. It is now beyond gainsaying that naive
races, in viewing certain striking phenomena of nature, suggestive of special divine interventions, are led, by a mental law,
to form mythic narratives respecting calamities which have
happened to individuals or to populations under circumstances
which in the most widely separated regions resemble each other.
T h e Sodom-story in the traditional text can be in its main
features explained as such a mythic narrative, and cannot other.
wise be accounted for in any way that is not open to well.founded
critical objection.

There are no doubt several difficulties which still
remain to be dealt with, (i) There are some features
in the .Sodom-narrative wliich remind
6. Difilcultiea.
us of the strange story in Judg. 19 ;
the introduction of these features requires explanation.
{2) There is one reference (Gen. 14 3) to the site
of the ruined cities which suggests that they were
swallowed up by the waters of the Dead S e a ; if
the text is correct it appears to contradict the statement in 1924, which makes no reference to a flood.
(3) The expression ' overthrew ' (?]Bnn) in 1925 is, strictly
speaking, inconsistent with the representation in v. 24.
Blanckenhorn, it is true, has a speculative justification
for the expression.
But the fact that ' overturning'
became the ' technical term ' in literature for the destruction of Sodom may well make us hesitate to follow
this eminent geologist. (4) It is almost as difficult to
localise Sodom and Gomorrah as to localise Paradise.
It is only on the last of these points that we are
tempted at present to dilate; but here we prefer to
adopt the clear and full statement (HG, 505-8) of Prof.
G. .\. Smith. (It should be mentioned, however, that
the question is, for us, of importance only in so far as it
opens up problems as to the successive phases of the
Sodom-story. The historical character of the narrative
could not be rescued even if the geographical difficulty
referred to were removed.)
' There is 1 much - debated but insoluble question
whether the narratives in Genesis intend to place the
cities to the N. or to the S. of the Dead Sea.
' For the northern site there are these arguments—that Abraham
and Lot looked upon the cities from near Bethel, that the name
Circle of Jordan is not appUcable to the S. end of the Dead Sea,
that the presence of five cities there is impossible, that the
expedition of the Four Kings, as it swept N . from KadeshBarnea, attacked Hazazon 'Tamar, which is probably Engedi,
before it reached the Vale of Siddim and encountered the king
of Sodom and his allies; that the name Gomorrah perhaps
exists in Titbk 'Ainriyeh, near -4tn el-Feshkhah;
and that the
name of Zoar has been recovered in Tell Shdgfir.

' On the other hand, however, at the S. end of the
Dead Sea there lay throughout Roman and medifeval
times a city called Zoara by the Greeks and Zughar by
the Arabs, which was identified by all with thc Zoar of
Lot. Jebel Usdum is the uncontested representative of
Sodom. Hazazon Tamar may be not Engedi, but the
T a m a r of Ezekiel, SW. of the Dead Sea. The name
*' Kikkar " may surely have been extended to the S. of
the Dead Sea, just as to-day the Ghor is continued for
1 Cp Koran, Sur. 7 9 9 /
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a few miles to the S. of Jebel Usdum ; Jewish and Arab
traditions fix on the S.; and, finally, the natural conditions are more suitable there than on the N. to the
descriptions of the region both before and after the
catastrophe, for there is still sufficient water and verdure
on the eastern side of the Ghor to suggest a garden of
the Lord, while the shallow bay and long marshes may,
better than the ground at the N. end of the sea, hide
the secret of the overwhelmed cities.
' Such is the evidence for the rival sites. W e can
only wonder at the confidence with which all writers
dogmatically decide in favour of one or the other.'
It may be added that Grove (in Smith's ZJi^l'), art.
'Salt Sea") has argued at length for a northern site as
the real one. H e is supported by Canon Tristram
I^Land of Israel, 360-363) and Prof. HuU [Mount
Seir, 165). The latter writes thus, * From the description in the Bible, I have always felt satisfied that these
cities lay in some part of the fertile plain of the Jordan
to the N. of the Salt Sea, and to the W . of that river;
and when visiting the ruins of Jericho, and beholding
the copious springs and streams of that spot, how
applicable to it would be the expression ' ' that it was
well-watered everywhere" (Gen. 13lo), the thought
occurred, May not the more modern city (ancient
Jericho) have arisen from the ruins of the Cities of the
Plain ? • W e may add that the name ' Jericho ' most
probably comes from DHT (Jeroham, Jarham) = VNDm'
(Jerahmeel).
U p to this point we have accepted the biblical texts
in their present form. T h e gains of the criticism based
f! Tfixt nf r e n " P ° " 'hese texts have not been trifling
„ .
"or unimportant; but the difficulties
'
•
connected with the story of the destruction of Sodom have not all of them been overcome.
The passages which have now to be criticised textually
are Gen. IO19 13io 14 1917-25 I930 Am. 4 i i (Is. I7)
Hos. 118 Zeph. 2g Ps. 116.
(a) Gen. 1019 defines the territory of the Canaanite
as extending ' from Zidon in the territory of Gerar, as
far as Gaza; in the direction of Sodom, Gomorrah,
Admah, and Zeboim, as far as Lasha.' But can this
be right? Zidon, Gerar, Gaza, Sodom, Lasha? That
the rest of Gen. 10 has first of all become corrupt
and then been manipulated by an ill-informed redactor
is clear; can a. 10 be an exception ?
Evidently
* Canaanite' should be ' Kenizzite,' and most probably
the names in v. igb should be Ishmael, Jerahmeel,
Shaul. 1
(b) Gen. 1310. The awkwardness of the clause ' before
Yahwfe destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah' has been
noticed by critics ; how could Lot know anything of the
impending catastrophe ? Other interpolations have also
been noticed and yet neither the true limits of the
passage, nor its meaning, have been fully understood.
If we apply the right key, a full solution of the problem
becomes possible.
R e a d — ' A n d Lot lifted up his
eyes and beheld that Jerahmeel was everywhere wellwatered [before Yahwe, etc.], like the garden of Yahwe,
[like the land, of Misrim in the direction of Missur].'''
The description derives its points from the circumstance
that Paradise was localised by early tradition in the
land of Jerahmeel, Cp PAKADISE, § 6. It is a most
interesting fact that (if our restoration of the text is
accepted) Sodom and Gomorrah were, like the primasval
Paradise, placed by Israelitish writers in Jerahmeel.
(c) Gen. 14. T h e huge difficulties arising out of this
passage are well-known. Critical opinion leans for the
most part to the view that it is a post-exilic Midrash in
honour of Abraham, but that it contains some material
drawn directly or indirectly from a Babylonian source."
1 'Admah' and 'Zeboim' were naturally added after the
redactor had succeeded in producing ' Sodom' and ' Gomorrah.'
2 The words within [] are interpolated. 'Misjur' means the
capital of Misrim.
3 Moore, however, whilst not questioning the present text,
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Gunkel evan thinks that the scenes between Abraham
and Melchizedek and the king of Sodom sound like
popular tradition.
H e also reinai^ks that the old
tradition speaks either of Sodom and Gomorrah, or of
Admah and Seboiin ; ^ the combination of the four
seems to him to rest on a later fusion of the current
traditions. Winckler, too, deals with the question of the
names. In v. lo we hear only of the two kings of
Sodom and Gomorrah ( ^ and Sam., may iSm ; the
verb is plural). This critic, howc\'cr, tliinks that, as in
1820 and 1924, both Sodom and Gomorrah are regarded
as subject to the same ruler ; later editoi.s, amplifying
as usual, increased the number of kini;.s.
Far be it
from us to deny the acuteness of previous critics, especially Winckler ; - it appears to the present writer, however,
that a keener textual criticism is urgently needed to luring
out the real, as opposed to the imaginary, problems of
the narrative. The true story seems to ha\e stated that
in the davs of Abram war broke out between Jeralimeel
king of Geshur (disguised as ' S h i n a r ' ) or .\shhur
(disguised as ' A r i o c h ' ) and Ishmael king of SOlam (or
Se'ulam?^).
For twelve years the latter hail been
lorahmeel's vassal; after this he rebelled. A year
passed, and then king Jerahmeel came and made a raid
among the Jerahmeelites of Zarephath, Rehoboth, and
Kadesh. The king of Sclam came out to oppose him ;
but he and his army were put to flight; the city of
SC'Lim was plundered, and Lot was one of the captives.
News of this came to Abram the tiebrew, who lived at
Rehoboth (miswritten ' H e b r o n ' ) and was in close
alliance with the Jerahmeelites. At once he called
together his Kenite and Jerahmeelite neighbours,**
pursued the spoilers as far as Rehob in Cushan, and
brought back the captives and the property which the
spoilers had taken. On his return two kings came out

doubtful. T h e Vale of Siddim, or rather ha^-Siddim, which the
traditional text (v. 3) identilies with a piece of water called ' the
Salt Su.i,' together with the bitumen-piis also referred to in that
text (7/. 10) disappears, when the text iias been closely examined
in the light of results of textual criticism elsewhere.! See
Cnt. Bib.

to meet him.

One was the king of ZIK:L.\<; (Halusah?),

a specially sacred city, whose king was also priest of
the God of Jerahmeel,^ and solemnly blessed Abram—a
blessing which Abram acknowledged by the payment of
tithes (cp Gen. 2S22),
The other was the king of
Selam, who offered Abram the whole of the recovered
property. Abram, however, generously refused this,
swearing by Yahwe, the God of Jerahmeel, that he
\vould not commit such a sin against Jerahmeel's land,^
or receive anything that belonged to the king of Selam,
lest the king should thus be entitled to say that he (and
not Yahwe) had enriched Abram, Only the clans which
accompanied Abram—Eden [Aner], Heles [Eshcol],
and Jerahmeel [Mamre]—required their just share of
the spoil.
The war was therefore hetween two branches cf the Jerahmeelite race, and Abram the Hebrew, himself half a Jerahmeelite,7 interposed in the hour of need for his neighbours and
relatives. Selam, generaUy mi.swritten • n o ( M T Sedom), but
once nSt:; f^'. 18 M T Salem), was not situated anywhere near the
Dead Sea, but in Jerahmeel.
Whether the earlier tradition
really knew anything of a place called 'Gomorrah,' is already
thinks the assumption of a special source for the few details
about the campaign superfluous ( G F , \ K S I S , § 8 ; col. 1677).
1 Admah and Zeboim, however, take the place of Sodom and
Gomorrah only in a single passage (Hos. l i s ) , which is not free
from the suspicion of corruptness.
2 AOPlioiff.
; Gl22<:-42.
3 Sa'ul being probably a name belonging to the Negeb.
Cp Semu'el, Isma* 'el.
^ Read in v. 14 [c'^Ny^C'd S.X^rnT n ' m D'J'pTIK NIp^V
Three hundred and eighteen," in whi^h Hitzig sees < lematria,
and Winckler ((7/L'27) an astronomical number, is simply due
to an editor's manipulation of corrupt repeated fragments of
G'\\'V^:;": 'Ishmaelites.'
'' fv'?i?, like •'^ly in 21 33, comes from SNOriT^ ' If from a thread v.> a shoe-latchet, and if I would take
anything,' is impossible. <P relieves the construction by omitting
the second DNl.
But the parallelistic arrangement is thus
destroyed, and the improbability o f t h e alleged proverb, ' N o t a
thread nor a shoe-latchet,' remains.
Read ;-iN-'^y N':;nN"CN
"^ ' Abram' = Ab-raham = Ab-jerahmeel; see R E K E M and cp
TERAH.
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(d) (ien. 1917-25. ' Zoar, on the SE. edge of the Dead
Sea, covered over now by the alluvium, once lay in a
well-watered country with a tropical climate.
The
IsraeUte tradition is surprised that this little bit of land
has escaped the ruin of Sodom, and explains this treatment by the intercession of Lot who desired Zoar as a
place of refuge. Thus the legend of Zoar is a geological legend,
At the same time it contains an
etvmol<jj;ical motive; the city is called Soar, because
Lot said in his prayer, " I t is only ^^zj'rtr (something
small)."' So Gunkel (Gen. 192), according to whom
the Zoar episode (including the incident about Lot's
wife) is a later offshoot of the legend. W'e accept
Gunkel's analysis (see § 2, n. 4), but cannot venture to
accept his interpretation ofthe legend. The stress laid
on lyao in v. 20 suggests that the real name of the city
was 11:^0, and thus agrees with the view that Sodom was
neither N . nor S, of the Dead Sea, but in Jerahmeel.
' Zoar' therefore, needs emendation into ' Missur.' ^
The Zoar-episode has been retouched ; originally it was,
not a geological, but an etymological myth.
But was it only the Zoar-episode that underwent manipulation? Textual criticism enables us with much probability to
answer this question. There are several reason>i for suspecting
that the te.\:C of v. 24 is corrupt, (i) T h e verb -j3;-[ in v. 25, as
many critics have remarked, does not accord with the description
in our text of v. 24.^ (2) The reference to bitumen-pits in 14io
(see c) and to 'fire and brimstone'in Ps. 116 (see A) are due to
corruption of the text. Taking our passage in connection with
Ps. 11 6, we should not Improbably emend it thus :—
' And Yahwe caused it to rain upon Selam and upon 'AmOrah
[and upon] Rehoboth seven days'* from heaven.'
This is of Importance with regard to the original form ofthe
legend. Note that in r'. 25 'those cities' is equivalent to
ID^n h^—i.^., '^NDriT '?D. ' all Jerahmeel.' ' S o d o m ' is not
the only city which is caught In the net of Its own wicked
deeds. W e cannot but expect a reference to some other place
besides Sodom and its appendage Gomorrah.
That in the
original story the implied accusative to 'caused to rain ' was,
no[ ' lirimstone and fire,' but 'rain,' is in accordance with v. 25,
where -[SH) *to overturn,' may be illustrated by J o b l i ^ i s , ' h e
sends them (the waters) out, and they overturn the earth.'
' From ^^-L!lwe out of heaven ' (as the traditional text reads) has
never yet been adequately justified.''' T g . Jer. distinguishes
between the Word of the Lord and the Lord. Similarly the
Christian Council of Sirmium, ' Pluit Dei filius a Deo patre.'
[e) G e n . 1 9 30.

T h e t r a d i t i o n a l t e x t is so e x t r a o r d i n a r y

that \\-e quote it in full. ' And Lot went up out of
Zoar, and dwelt in the mountain, and his two daughters
with him, for he feared to dwell in Zoar ; and he dwelt
in a cave, he and his two daughters.' Kautzsch-Socin
agree with EV, except that they render in. ' Gebirge'
(mountam-country); they also remark in a note that
MT has 'in the cave (myQa). 'perhaps with reference
to a definite locality which was connected with Lot.'
We are then told (v. 31 f.) that, in order to continue the
family, the two daughters agreed to ' make their father
! T h e gloss on c'i::'n pDj; In v. 3 Is so absurd that Winckler
even identifies the n'^^n c vi'ith lake Huleh in the X. His
theory i^ a monum':nt uf ingenuity, but will not stand,
c
nVon surely comes from • A x D m ' . ^"d D''"1L;M poj; from nDi'D
D'C'O (cp a more frequent transformation of the latter word—
PL".'2T)- -IDR m i N l n n « 3 is simply '-K'^rn' -|'V3 ( ' b y the city of
Jt:ralirncer).
2 "^I'lie presumption Is that lyi; everywhere should be mi-o ;
each alleged occurrence, however, needs to be separately considered (•>ee Crit. Bib.).
3 AcLurding IM Gunkel, the raining of brimstone from heaven
is analogous to the As>^yrian custom of strewing salt on the site
of a destroyed city (cp S A L T ) . But surely when the rain of
brimstone fell, SMtJom had uot been destroyed. Nor can the
custom referred to (which is n^nlly a symbol of consecration, see
Ezek. 43 24, and cp S.ALT, § 3) be illustrative of Yahwe's raining
brimstone.
4 Read o'D' nVJC for m n ' r^ti^ C'KV
5 Ewald (Gl'/ 2 223) quotes tins passage in support of the
theory that Yahwe was ori^nnally a sky-god. He compares
Mic. 57 [6], ' a s dew from Yahwe.' But it is the tautology that
is startling.
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drink wine,' and to 'lie with him.' Gunkel rightly
points out that the original narrators of this story can
have seen nothing wrong in the transaction ; the circumstances which they have described rendered law and
custom inoperative (cp L O T ) . But the awkwardness of
the passage is evident. How could Lot have been afraid
to remain in the city which had been divinely granted
him as a refuge ? One can understand his taking refuge
in a cave in the mountains, if he was unaware that Zoar
had immunity from destruction ; but the present form of
narrative is intolerable. And whence was the wine
spoken of obtained? Gunkel proposes to assign v. 30a,
together with the rest of the passage relative to Zoar,
to a supplementer. But it is not plain why, if the
original narrative brought Lot safely to «. cave in the
mountains, a supplementer should have complicated
matters by the introduction of the 'Zoar-episode.' It
would be simpler to omit the cave-episode as an afterthought (to account for the names Moab and Ammon).

c^iVi;' r.^^c ^.y.-^n-i'i n-c-)2, 'Cusham and jn-ahmeel
(shall be) a desolation for ever.' For us, the jirineipal
result of this is that the 'salt pits' (which suggest the
neighbourhood ofthe Dead Sea) disappear.^
[h) Ps. 116. T h e vagueness and also the excessive
vehemence of this passage may well awaken suspicion.
Probably we should read—

But this is not the true remedy, which is—to apply textual
criticism. There is a good parallel in i K. IS 413, where another
strange story is told about an occurrence ' i n the c a v e ' ; probably ( P R O P H E T , § 7) ,Tij_';n there is a corruption of a placename, and a beautiful consistency is restored to the legends of
Elijah if we emend n i ; ' ^ into n s i ^ . ' Z a r e p h a t h ' (both Klijah
.and Elisha [see S H A I H A T ] were connected with southern
Zarephath), It is plausible, therefore, to emend n'lj-'^ here,
too, into j-ig-i^;, comparing Josh. 184, where (see !MKAF;.\H) thc
original text probably had 'Zarephath that belongs to the
Misrim.'
T o do this, we must make the not improbable
assumption that the city which in v. 20 tbe traditional text
calls -i;':^^, and in w. 22 f , 30 ^•^-i, but which the original text
must ha\'e called "naD(Mi^^iir), was more fully called -11^,:^ nsiUt
' Z a r e p h a t h of M i j s u r ' ( c p ' j n s h I 3 4 , emended text). We shall
have to return to this later (ij 10).
T h e alternati\e is to suppose that here, but not in the other
passages referred to, niVD 's a corruption of I\Iissur. T h e
general sense ofthe passage Is the ^ame.

(f) Am. 4II Is. 17. These are the two earliest of the
passages in which nz^r.^ (cp nr?-:. Gen. 1925) occurs as
a kind of technical tenn for the legendary destruction of
'Sodom.' In Is. I7 the phrase is cni n::3.-i;2D. but we
must, with most critics since Ewald, read CID C2 (cp
Dt. 2922[23] Jer. 49i8). In Am. 4ir we find a longer
and rather peculiar phrase, 'like ElOhim's overturning
of Sodom and Gomorrah' (so also Jer. 50 40). This is
generally supposed to be due to a consciousness that the
Sodom tradition was originally connected not with the
religion of Yahwe, but with Canaanite ' heathenism' ;
cp Gen. 1929 [ P ] , ' when Elohim overturned the
cities,' etc.
The presumption is, however, that the Sodom-traditlon is not
of Canaanite but of Jerahmeelite origin. In this case it is not
safe to insist that the story was not originally Yahwistic, for it
seems probable that Yahwe was admitted by some of tbVisc who
dwelt in the Negeb to be the god ofthe country. Some change
in our critical theory is indispensable, and, having reganj to
what has been said elsewhere, it is not unreasonable to suppose that ,TifV*nNl cn^TiLy- Avherever it occurs in the phrase
referred to, is a Liter Insertion, and that the true 'technical
p h r a s e ' is ^xDriT riDSHCDi ' Hke the catastrophe of Jerahmeel,'!
with the possible alternative of OHD 'D3> ' I'ke the catastrophe of
Sodom.'

(g) Hos. 118. It is not probable (i) that 'Admah
and 'Zeboim' should be corrupt in Gen. 14 2 8 and
correct in Hos. 118, and (2) that we should not be told
to whom Yahwe (in his present mood) dechnes to yield
up his people. There must be an error in the text ;
and, with 106 before us (where 'Asshur' means the
great N. Arabian power, and ' J a r e b ' is a corruption of
'.\rab = Arabia) we can hardly be far wrong in restoring

The Ishmaelites will give way, the ^Maacathites, the Rehobothites ;
A blast of horror is the portion of Cusham.2

The figure is taken from the simoom ; there is no
thought of the judgment of the ' ruined cities.'
It will be at once noticed that three out of the four
still remaining difficulties in the story of Sodom disappear through the above criticism of
7. N e w t n e o r y . ^^^ ^^^^
^ ^^^^ ^j^j^^ ^^^^^ ^.^^^^^,^
according to the earlier tradition, 'overthrown,' not,
however, by an earthquake, but by floods of water
from that upper ocean which formed a. part of the
cosmic system of the Hebrews. 2. T h e scene of the
catastrophe was, not beside the Dead Sea, but in the
land of Jerahmeel, and we are justified in inferring
from Gen. 1310 that it was the district of Eden, where
in primeval times the divine wonder-land had been
visible, that suffered. It now becomes ine\ itable to
conjecture that the original story of Sodom, or rather
perhaps SeKiin, was the Deluge-story, or one of the
Deluge-stories, of the Jerahmeelites. It is plain that
such a story is needed to complete the cycle of racy
Jerahmeelite tales of the 07-igi7ies, and in dealing with
the Deluge-story in (ien.6-S we have already found
reason to hold that an earlier form of that story ma\'
have represented the Deluge as overwhelming the land
of the Arabians and the Jerahmeelites, and the ark as
settling on the mountains of Jerahmeel (PARADISE, § 6,
col. 3S74F cp col. 3573, ii. 3).
I h e unexpected coin-

cidences between the Deluge-story and the Sodom-story
confirm the view tentatively proposed before (PAI>;AD1SE,
I.e.).
We may take it, therefore, to be extremely probable that the Hebrew as well as, according to Jastrow,^
the Babylonian narrative in its earliest form represented
the Deluge as originally partial. Let us now trace the
parallelisms between the Hebrew and Babylonian Delugestory and the narrative in Gen. 19 (as emended).
Deluge-story.
Gen. 19.
The righteous man, ' N o a h '
T h e righteous man, Lot
(i'>9), or rather Hanok (ste
(I'.i 1-8).
N O A H ) , or, as the great
Babylonian story said, ParnapiStim.
^. [Anger of the divinity •J. [Angeroftheelohlmagainst
against the city of Suripthe city of Sodom (19).]
pak. 1
3. T h e e.xtreme corruptness 3. T h e culminating act of
of society (6 i i - i 3 _ ^ )
wickedness (I94-11).
4. T h e
divine
revelation 4. T h e
divine
revelation
(r,*i2y:; ._p i s 2 0 / ) .
{<- nff-)5. A long-continued, destruc- 5. For sL:\eii days a destructive rain-storm on the cities
tiverain-storm(7io-i2 17^^)
of the whole of Jerahmeel
on the land of the Arabians
(19
24/?).
and Jerahmeelites (7 4), or
(with thunder and lightning) on the Babylonian
city of Surippak.4 T h e
latter lasted fox seve7i days.
I

! C T ' ^ N . hke -T^j^-and c'^ij.' (see § 6, n. 6), is one of the current
distortii>ns of '^NTnT2 3 was taken to be a fragment of v.-; the final c comes from
J. T h e editor manipulated the corrupt text under the influence
of an exegetical theory.

1 _Schu-ally '(Z.-i TW 10 li&ff.) has already noticed the difficulties of ^ I T , but has no adequate emendations.
2 See /V.'2)
Note that n^'EJi h a s been corrupted from
'r.i2n^(cp d).
** jastrow, who has partly traced the parallelism between t h e
.S.-jduni-story and the Deluge-story, writes thus : ' Moreover,
there are traces in the Sodom narrative of a tradition which
once gave a larger character to it, involving the destruction of
all mankind, much as the destruction of Surippak is enlarged by
Babylonian traditions into a general annihilation of mankind '
(RBA 507).
4 \\ c assume here that a tradition of a storm which overwhelmed Surippak has been fused with the tradition of a far
larger flood in the Deluge-story in the epic of (^ilgameS (cp
D E L U G E , § 22 ; and especially Jastrow, Relig. Bab. Ass. 507).
T h a t even the former tradition is historical, we are far from
a';serting. N o r do we deny Ihat the Deluge-myth In its earliest
form related to all mankind. See D E L U G E . §§ 18, 22.
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^NTm" for nDiND. ""NiT^" for-[O'CN, and IJJDN for D\X3:.-2."

Thus the passage becomes, How shall I give thee up
[to] Jerahmeel ? how shall I surrender thee [to]
Ishmael ? '
[h) Zeph. 2q. This very questionable bit of Hebrew
needs emendation. Read (after m^V-' ' ^^ Gomorrah ')
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6. ' N o a h ' a n d his family de- 6. Lot and his family dehvered (7 13 2^/').
livered (IH
isjf).
7. The ark grounds on the 7. Lot warned to escape to the
mountainsof Aram (su read)
moujitains [of Jerahmeel]
—i.e., Jerahmeel (^4), Or
(10 17).
(Babylonian) on the mountain of Nisir.
To these parallelisms we may add, though with some r e s e n e ,
the paralleli.-'in between Hanok (Enoch), fatberof MLtlmsel.ih
(= Methusael = Ishmael) and grandfather of Lameih (, = Jerahmeel), and Lot, nephew or perliaps origin.illy (c:p 141416)
brother of Abraham ( - A b r a h a m - F a t h e r of Jer.ihmeel) and
father of Moab (rather, ]Missur?) and Ainmnii (rather, Jerahmeel-O- This parallelism is of iinportance, nut f(.ir the story
itself, but for asceiiainiriL; the particular ethnic origin of the
story. It is not appropriate that the escaped righteous man
(whn in the earliest Deluge-myth was a solar hero) should have
any further concern with thi.s earth. If HanOk (inythologically)
was the father of Methuselah (Ishmael), and Lot the father of
Missur and Jerahnieel. it must in the original story have been
befoie thc Deluge. And even if N i a h (Naham?) was really
the name ofthe hero of the DeUii^u-story in chaps. 0-7, N a h a m
is certainly a name of the Xe^ieb (see X.VHAM, N A H A M A N I ) .
Altogether, nothing can l)e more probable than that those who
first arranged the Hebrew le:_;ends had their minds full of Jerahmeelite associations. We can now fulh- a[ipreciate the remark
of Gunkel (Gen. 195) that since the story of Sodum says nothing
at all of water, although the site so strongly suggested this, It is
plain that the scene of the narrative iiuist originally have been
ei-;e\\-here. Of course, the present place of the story and much
besides is due to a skilful redactor.

It is true, the name of the hero is different. But
there were presumably different forms of the lerahmeelite
as well as of the Babylonian Flood-story.
Probably
enough, there was another version in which Abraham
was the hero; comparing Gen. Si ('God remembered
Xoah") with 1929 ( ' G o d remembered Abraham'),
one mav, in fact, not unnaturally expect that Abraham,
not Lot, should be the chief personage of the second
story. The visit of the elohim to Abraham is an
uneffaced indication that he originally was so. Certainly, something can still be said for Lot, who may
originally have been greater than he now appears, and
have been 1 worthy b7-other (see above) and rival of
Abraham. But this is a pure conjecture, and one
might even infer from 187-9 ^bat Abraham and Lot
originally belonged to the class (well represented in
ancient legends) of hostile brothers,^ and that Abraham
corresponds to Abel (cp Remus) and Lot to Cain (cp
Romulus). The legend might have taken this turn.
It is also true that in chap. 19 there is nowhere any
trace of an underlying reference to the ' box ' or ' chest'
(a term specially characteristic of an inland country) in
which the survivors were preserved, and that in 19 28
Abraham is said to have seen ' the smoke of the land
going up as the smoke of a furnace.' But on the first
point we may answer that if only Lot and his family
were to be saved, no ark was necessary ; the ' elohim '
would convey the small party to a place of safety. And
as for the other point, we must, at any rate, credit the
last redactor with enough capacity to adjust a mutilated narrative to his own requirements.
Stucken has offered another explanation of the legend
which now occupies us.- According to him, the Sodom8 Stuekpn's ^.nd-Gomorrah-story was originally a
t h e o r y a ' "^^^ Deluge-story—z", f., ti legend of the
*drv' dftliip-fl destruction of men by other means than a
^ ' flood ; such a story he finds in the Iranian
legend of the Var (or square enclosure) constructed by
Viiiii (see D E L U G E , § 20b), in the Peruvian and other
stories of a general conflagration, and in the Egyptian
story of the destruction of men by the gods.^ Whether
the combination of stories which refer to water with those
^^hich make no such reference is either theoretically or
practically justified, may be questioned ; but we may,
iU any rate, admit that if the present text of Gen. I924
correctly represents the original story, the singular
} Stucken, however (Astralmythen,
87) points out that the
distinction between friendly and hostile brothers in mythology is
a fluid one,
2 Astralm.ythen, 96.
3 See Naville, TSBA
4 1 - 1 9 : cp Maspero, Dawn of Civ.
164^
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Egyptian story referred to is the nearest parallel to it.
Here the ' Divine c\ c ' is the executioner ; it takes the
form of the goddess Hathor, and slays men right anfl
left 'with great strokes of the knife.' It seems to us,
however, (i) that it is much more probable that the
Jerahmeelites had two forms of a proper Deluge-story
than that one of the extant Deluge-stories was only such
in a loose sense of the term, especially having regard to
the Babylonian Flood-stories, and (2) that the difficulties
of lien. 1 9 2 4 / call loudly for the application of textual
criticism.
Stucken seems happier in his explanation ^ of the
Q j-,-,Aey IQ
parallelism between Gen. 19 i - n and
9. J u d g . 19 15-30 tl

,

.

•

T 1

1A

TT

°
•" the strange story m Judg. 19 15-30. He
thinks that both stories have the same mythological kernel—viz., the tr.Lditiun of the dividing of the body of the
prima:\al being Tiamat (thepersonified ocean-flood), with
which compare also a series of myths ofthe division of
the bodies of supernatural beings (e.g., Osiris). It is in.
fact all the more difficult to believe that (ien. 19i-ii and
Judg. 1915-30 stand at all early in the process of
legendary development, because both the stories to
^vhich these passages belong are ultimately of Jerahmeelite origin. This may be assumed in the former
case ( i ) from the place which the ' Sodom'-story
occupies among legends that are certainly in their
origin Jerahmeelite, and (2) probably from the legend
of the origin of ' Missur' and * Jerahmeel' (so read for
' Moab ' and ' Ammon ' in I937 f ) which is attached to
the ' Sodom '-story. And it is hardly less clear a
deduction in the latter case from the results of textual
criticism. For the story in Judg. 19-20 can be shown to
have referred originally not to Benjamin but to some
district of the Jerahnieelite Xegeb."
So far as the outward form of the story is concerned,
our task is now finished. Xow to resume and, if need
i n T?
If
^^' supplement. Originally, it seems,
there was but one visit of the felohim ;
it is to Abraham, not to Lot, that the visit was
vouchsafed. Abraham [i.e., in the Jerahmeelite story, '.i.
personification of Jerahmeel) was the one righteous man
in the land. He received timely warning that those
among whom he sojourned had displeased God, and the
eiohim took him away to be with God. Then came a rainstorm submerging all Jerahmeel. This original story,
however, received modifications and additions. Lot or
Lotan, the reputed son, not of Seir the Horite, but probably of ^ lissur the Jerahmeelite, was substituted for Abraham, andafloatingstory of mythic origin (themyth spoke
of violence done to a supernatural being) was attached to
the story of Lot in a manipulated form, so as to explain
and justify the anger of the glohim. After this a legend
was inserted to account for tlie name Missur ; Lot had
taken refuge at Missur, by divine permission, because it
w a s b u t a 'little' city, andagain another legend was added
to record the circumstance that the people of Missur and
Jerahmeel were descended from that righteous man,-*
who with his two daughters alone remained (the
removal of the hero to the company of the elohim had
been forgotten) in the depopulated land. (The names
were afterwards corrupted.) Finally, a corruption in the
text of 1924 suggested that the scene of the story must
have been in that ' awful hollow,' tliat ' bit of the infernal
regions come to the surface' w hich wns at the southern
(?) end of the Dead Sea. And the singular columnar
formations of rock-salt at Jebel Usdum (cp D E A D SEA,
§ 5) to which a myth resembling that of Xiobe
(originally a Creation myth ?) may perhaps already have
1 Stucken, op. cit., 9 9 ^
2 There was probably a confusion between ro'JH (Benjamin)
and jD'-f3='?N;::m'"j3.
miH^ Cnh D'D (Bethlehem-judah)=
S x D m ' n * 3 (Buth-jerahmeel). T h e ' G i b e a h ' of the story was
perhaps the Jerahmeelite Geba (Gibeah ?) mentioned in 2 S. 5 25
(cp T'. 22, and see R E P H A I M ) . T h e ' Bethel' in J u d g . 2018 is the
southern Bethel, repeatedly spoken of by Amos (see P R O P H E T I C
LiTKRATURK, §§ IO, 35). Scc Crit. Bib.
^ The genealogists often vary in particulars of relationship.
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become attached,' was appropriately transferred to the
altered legend, and idenlified with Lot's wife.'''
It may V)e hoped that to many students it will appear
no slight boon to be relieved from the supposition that

11. Eeligious * ^ P^°P}^^ . * ' * ' ^ ' ' ° ' " * ^ ^'"•'?
Bue'E'estions ^^'^^^''t'^s "^d mtercourse were so much
°°
• beneath them in morality as the
traditional text represents. Misunderstood mythology
is the true source of the terrible narratives in Gen.
1 9 i - i i , Judg. 19 15-30. At the same time no criticism
can deprive us of the beneficially stern morality which
is infused into a most unhistorical narrative. Apart
from the plot of the story there are several points of
considerable interest for the history of Israelite religion.
Thus ( i ) in 19i2-i6 it is presupposed that therighteousousness of the good man delivers not only himself but his
whole house; very diiferent was the conviction of
Ezekiel (1414 ^ ) .
(2) It is at eventide that the visits of
the elohim are made, both to Abraham and to Lot. As
the light of day wanes, man is more open to religious
impressions; the Deity, too, loves to guard his mysteriousness, and performs his extraordinary operations by
night (cp 3 2 2 5 [ 2 4 ] ^ , Ex. I424). It is not unnatural to
ask, how it comes about that elsewhere Yahw6 is said to
' cover himself with light as it were with a garment'
(Ps. 1042), and to think of the influence of the Iranian
religion. (3) Unmeaning repetitions in prayer may be
useless; but repetitions which show earnestness are
considered by the narrator to be aids, not hindrances.
•It is a mistake, as Gunkel remarks, to speak of Lot's
' weakness of faith.' (4) But, if we may treat Abraham's
converse with Yahw4 as a part of the narrative (it does
in fact belong — thanks to a supplementer—to the
section which links the Abraham-prelude to the Lotstory), we have a riper fruit of religious thought in
18 23-32. ' Not for Lot alone, but for all the righteous
men in Sodom, his prayer is uttered, and it is based
upon a fine sense of justice ; ' ' Shall not the Judge of all
the earth do r i g h t ? " And what is right? Not the
mere prescription of a legal code; justice must be
softened by compassion. Each of the supposed ten
righteous men of Sodom has links innumerable binding
him to his fellow-citizens. Is he to be sent abroad
without any of those to whom nature or custom has
attracted him ? N o ; a single righteous man can at
least (as in the case of Noah) save his family, and ' ' for
ten's sake I will not destroy the c i t y " ' (A'ezv World,
I245). It must not be thought that because mythology
and, more widely regarded, the popular imagination have
largely influenced the Hebrew narratives, »they are
therefore to a trained eye devoid either of historical or
of religious interest.
To the books and articles cited under DEAD SEA, add the
commentaries of Dillmann, Holzinger, and especially G u n k e l ;
also Cheyne, Neiv IVorld, 1 236-245: Kraetz12. L i t e r a t u r e , schmar, ZA riV I7si-c)2 -, Stucken, Astralmythen, Part ii., ' T.ot'('the myths attached
to the name of Lot are the torso of a primitive m y t h ' ) .

SODOM,

VINE

OF (DID ]Zi).

Dt. 3232.

See

SODOM, c o l . - 4 6 5 2 n . 2 ; V I N E , § 2.

SODOMA (coiOMA.) Rom. 929, RV SODOM.
3 0 D 0 M I T I S H SEA (tnare Sodomiticum), 2 Esd. 5 7.

SOLOMON ( H b V ; COAOMCON), son of David by
Bathsheba, and his successor as king of Israel.
[IB favours the form pobu'. I " the best MSS o-aXojiiiui' and
o-aAw/iiur alternate ; aoKop.ctiv almost always in NT ; in Acts 7 47,
however, Ti.with NAC (against BDEHP) adopts o-aAufmiv, but
Treg. and WH <ro\op.cav. Cp Lag., Ubers. 53 86 96.]
The superficially plausible derivation from idiom,
SiS-c!, ' p e a c e ' is retained by Kittel (Kon. 6), but is
against thc analogy of the other names
1. Name. (critically regarded) in David's family.
Another explanation has lately been proposed with
abundant learning and ingenuity. After summarising
it, we will pass on to a third view. According to
Winckler,' the name niiycti refers to a divine name oW
(sim), which is attested in the Phoenician proper name
D'?!!':^', and allusively in the title xhca~w (Is. 96 [s]).
Another form of the name of this deity was Salman (cp the
Assyrian royal name, Salman-alaridu, and the 2aAa/;iar of Greek
inscriptions). This god is identified with ReSeph, and was
therefore a Canaanite Apollo. According to Winckler, the
king's true name was Dodiah (=Jedidiah, 2 S. 1225) ; the name
§elOmO or 'Solomon,' like 'Bath-sheba' (='daughter of the
Moon-god'), is of mythological origin, and was given to the
king by later writers in connection with ' the transference of the
legend of Semiramis-Bilkis to Sheba.' In fact, the only complete parallel to the form §elOmO comes, according to him, from
Arabia (Salami). Elsewhere (Preuss. Jahrbb. 104 269; cp
G/2 286) Winckler puts the mythological connection thus:
' Formed from the divine name belem (Ass. Salman). It
corresponds to Nebo whom it designates as the god of the
winter-half of the -y^ar (selim is the west=Ass. sulum, sunset).'
It would seem that this acute critic somewhat
exaggerates the bearings of mythology on onomatology.
Certainly the analogy of the other names in David's
family (as explained by the present writer) seems to be
opposed to this scholar's explanation. T h a t ' Jonathan'
is composed, as Winckler and most scholars suppose, of
a divine name and a verb, is due, as could easily be shown
at length, to misapprehension. ' Jonathan' is only another
form of N E T H A N I A H (q.v.)-, it is a modification of
the ethnic name Nethani = Ethani, ' Ethanite.' That
' David' is a modification of a divine name is not
impossible (cp D O D , N A M E S W I T H ) , but is opposed to

the analogies of Dodiah (if this name is really correct)
and of Dodi ( M T Dodo, Dodai).
It is quite as
possible that Dod (whatever its ultimate origin) was an
ethnic, and if, following analogies, we seek for an
ethnic as the original of noSij', we cannot be blind to
the existence of VftVDi^' and of no^^ (see § 2). For the
pronunciation rvhv later writers are responsible. T h e
true text of 2 8 . 1 2 2 4 / ; seems to suggest another
pronunciation, Shillumo (or Shallumo?), arising out of
the story of David's sin. See J E D I D I A H .
It is a long road which leads to the later conception
of ' Solomon in all his glory.' W e are here only
„ Ti__i_ concerned with the strict facts, without
h'lHtnrv idealisation, which of course does not mean
•'' that we have no sense for poetry, and no
sympathy with the changes of popular feehng. T h e
story of Solomon's birth is given in 2 S. II2-I225—a
composite narrative which has already received consideration

(see

BATHSHEBA,

JEDIDIAH).

Certainly

1 These perishable formations change from year to year, as
Blanckenhorn remarks (ZDPV IP34, n. i).
T h e ' L o t ' s Wife'
of Warren may have altered since 1870. But others will no
doubt arise. On the connections of the story .see Stucken, S3.
n o , and especially 231. For a late Arabian legendary ' Lot's
wife' see Palmer, Desert ofthe
Exodus.
2 ' N o t much greater variety is there between the story of
Lot's wife's transformation into a pillar of salt and Niobe's into
a stone.' So wrote the old Anglican theologian, Dean Jackson
(Works, 1100).

there is much to learn from it ; certainly we should wish
to include it in a selection of fine Hebrew narratives. But
with unfeigned regret we must pronounce it to be in the
main unhistorical. T h e name Bathsheba, indeed, and
the historical character of its bearer are, one may
venture to hold, even after Winckler's arguments, alike
secure. Just as vmn nnp (Kirjath-arba?) is not ' t h e
city of F o u r ' (the god whose numerical symbol was
four), so vac n i (Bathsheba) is not ' t h e daughter of
Seven' (the god whose numerical symbol was seven—
i.e., the Moon-god, cp S H E B A ) , and consequently
Bathsheba is not a mere pseudo-historical reflection of
Istar, the mythological daughter of the Moon-god.
1 Wi. G/2223; KATVlai.!,.
For the view of another
Assyriologist see Sayce, Hibb. Lect. 57 ; Early History, 425 ;
cp Simpson, The Jonah Legend, 141^
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\\'t; may, however, admit that the story of David's
treachery to U R I A H (q.v.) probably developed out of a
current oriental legendary germ, without of course
disparaging the value of the Bathsheba story as given
in 2 S. l l 2 - r J 2 5 for other than purely historical purposes.
And we must also claim the right to extract a fragment
of history from 2 S. l l z ; 12rs<^-25, rightly read, a n d
illustrated by the story of Solomon's accession in i K. If,
and by the lists of David's sons in 2 S. 0 2 ^ i Ch. Siff.
The ' fragment of history' is that S.jioiuon had another
name, which name is given in our present text as
Jedidiah.^
Passing next to i K, !_/!, we find reason to think
with Winckler that Solomon's opposition to the claim
of Adonijah to succeed D^ivid was due not to his own
and Bathsheba's seltisli ambition, but to the consideration that after the successive deaths of Anuion and
Absalom he, not Adonijah, was the legitimate heir to
the throne. Here, ho\vc\er, we part iVoni Wmckler.
Bathsheba is for us no mythological tigure, but the true
mother of Solomon ; she is in fact identical with AbigailThat Solomon's mother should bear two names in the
tradition is not more surprising than that a king who
oppressed the Israelites in early times should be called
both Jabin (Jamin)—i.e., Jerahmeel—and Sisera—i.e.,
Asshur—both Jerahmeel and Ashhur being N . Arabian
ethnic names (see SH.VMGAR ii., § 2). Bathsheba is in
fact equivalent to J3ath-Eliam (2 S. I I 3 ) or Bath-Ammiel
(I Ch.35).
Thename Bathsheba represents Abigail as an Ishmaelite woman
('v"':;"n:] = i"n"'n-=^['^Nl>'"w'"n3) ; the name Abigail, a s a Jerahmeelite. But Uhmaelaiul Jerahmeel are often used as synonyms;
the .same woman could therefore be called a daughter of Ishmael
and a daughter of Jerahmeel, So too no'^c ^nd the name out
of which ,i'~i'T has probably been corrupted—viz. ^NDnT—•'^^s
equivalents. Salma describes its bearer as having Ishmaelite
or Salmaean affinities (see § i, end), Jedidiah as being
Jerahmeelite by extraction. T h e latter name too, appears to
be given to the son of Abigail in the true te.vt of 2 S. 3 3 and
I C h . 3 i , where the respective readings ^n^^ a n d S N ' J I are
manifestly wrong, a n d both most probably presuppose the
same original "^N::;-"]'-
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on very insecure data, needs to be revised. Cei tainly
the narrative in i K. 1 / does not favour the view th.i't
Solomon was a young man (the rhetorical language
of I ]<..S7b I Ch. 291 •J'i5 cannot be regarded as
decisive) ; the hero of the coup d'Hat displays all the
adroitness and astuteness of a practised politician.
How Solomon treated his opponents is stated elsewhere
(ADONIJ.MI, A B I A T H A R , JDAB, S H I M E I ) ; the story,
which has a basis of fact ( H I S T O R I C A L LITI^RATURE,

§ 1 ) , makes it difficult for ti modern to idealise this
despotic^ prince.
It is singular that ' Nathan the
pruphet' should have assumed the prominent position
which belongs rather to Benaiah ;i but ampler justice is
done to the priest ZADCJK (q.v.) for his energetic
support nf the son of ' Bathsheba.' It is probable that
the Jerusalem priesthood e.\;teted a very full recompense,
and that fresh fa\ours conferred on their body bore
fruit for Solomon in the early idealisation of his conduct
as a sovereign.
Was the substitution of Zadok for Abiathar accompanied by changes in the cultus at Jerusalem P^ It is
3a Buildine-s ^ q^iestion which baffles the critical
student. The narrators give us much
that we could have spared, and withhold much that
would have been of great value to us. Their own interest
is largely absorbed in the buildings of Solomon, especially in that of the temple. That the description in its
present form comes (as Kittel supposes) from the Annals,
seems hardly probable; as it now stands, it may
perhaps represent a later age, to which the temple in
particular had become a subject of learned but not
altogether sober inquiry.
See K I N G S [ B O O K ] , § 6,
P A L A C E , T E M P L E (and cp Stade, G'l'I\3i%ff., and

ZATH',
1883, pp. 1 2 9 ^ ) . It is even to some extent
doubtful whether the whole story of the building of r
temple of Yahw6 as well as of a ro5'a] palace outside
the city of David is not due to misapprehension. According to Winckler (GI 2252ff.)the true temple of Solomon
was merely a renovation of the old sanctuary of David
on its original site^?.^., within the city of David—
Adonijah's claim to the throne, however, must have
though it must apparently be admitted (see M I L L O )
been based upon some theory. If he was not the that this scholar's explanation of m.illo and consequently
oldest living son of David, he may yet have been the
the form in which he presents his theory needs reconoldest of those born after David's accession.^ Probably
sideration.
David both favoured his pretensions and accepted him
There is, however, another point, not less important,
as co-regent. Unfortunately Adonijah neglected to
3/7 H i r a m ^^^ rriore capable of solution. Accordbring over to his side the so-called ' Cherethites and
ing to the tradition in its present form
Pelethites' (Rehobothites and Zarephathites),'* who
(MT and ©), the timber for building the temple was
formed the royal body-guard, and with the aid of their
furnished, together with artificers, by Hiram king of
leader Benaiah, Solomon compelled the old king to
Tyre. The relation thus indicated between Israel and the
reject Adonijah.
Tyrian king is, if accuratelyreported, in the highest degree
In I K.-217 (cp V. 21) it is stated that Adonijah remarkable. If, as Winckler, who follows MT, interprets
desired leave to make Abishag the Shunammite his
what he thinks the historical truth, the king of Israel was
wife (cp \Vf<S, Kinship. 83 _^). It is possible that
in vassalage to the king of Tyre (?), how is it that after
Solomon, with the same object as Adonijah, actually
Solomon's time we hear nothing of attempts on the
took 'Abishag' (the name comes from c':S'3, like Bilkis
part of l\n_- to strengthen its hold upon Israel, and on
in the Semiramis legend from xxaXXaKis) into his harem, the part of Israel to free itself from Tyrian supremacy?
and that Rehoboam was the son of Solomon by'Abishag.'
True, all on a sudden, in thc ninth centuiy, we hear of
See SHUNAMMITE.
an Israelitish king marrying a daughter of ' Ethbaal,
Upon this theory Solomon was not one of the sons
king of the Zidonians' (i K. I631). This, however, is
born to David at Jerusalem (2 S. 5i4 i Ch. 35-8), and an equally singular and an equall}' suspicious statement,
the traditional view of his age at his accession,^ based
when we consider that the niost influential power in the
] That the text of 2 S. 12 24/^ is not in its original form, is
politics of Israel and Judah (putting aside Assyria) was

evident; a possible restoration will be found elsewhere (sctj
jEDiDrAii). T h e present form ofthe text seems to be due to an
editor whu thought Jedidiah (' beloved of \ ' a h w e ' ?) too good a
name for che first child. By assigning this name to Solomon he
unconsciously made a concession to historical facts. For
S. A. Cook's theory, see AJSL 16 1567C [1900], and cp J E D I D I A H .
'^ Abigail probably=Abihail (see N A B A L ) , and Abihail appears
ultimately to come from Jerahmeel.
3Wi. G/2245.
^ The explanation of ' Cherethites and I^elethites ' (see J U D A H ,
§ 4, PELETHiTf.s) here given, is not that of Winckler ; but (like
S. A. Cook, AJSLIO177,
n. 61 [April 1900]) this able critic
recognises, quite independently of the present writer, that this
faithful warrior-band came from the Negeb.
^ ©A (i K. 2 i 2 ) , with about twenty other M S S a n d some
versions (Arm. etc.), gives Solomon only twelve years a t his
acce.ssion, and Jerome (cp 132 a d Vitalem) asserts that the
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'hebraica Veritas' agrees with ©. Josephus (. iw;". \'iii. 7 8)
gi\'es his age as fourteen ; he ;il>n say.s that he livL'd to 94 ! For
other traditional statements, see Nestle, ZA TW, 1862, pp. 312 ff.,
and Theol. Stud, aus Wiirti'iid'e?\-. t886, p. i6oyC ; Kaufmann,
ZATW,
1883, p. 185; Gautier, Rev. de theol. ct dc philos.,
Nov. 1886; Lagarde, I\Iittlieil.2 i,c, n . i . Stade
(GVI\2g7)
says, not less than twenty years old ; Kittel (Kon. 6), referring
to I K. 11 42 1421, doubtfully suggests eighteen.
1 Schwally (ZATW,
1892, p. 156) doubts whether N a t h a n
was really a prophet. T h a t [s"3jn (' the prophet') should probably be '^nJiri, ' t h e Nadabite,' is pointed out elsewhere
( P R O P H E T , § 6).

2 See Winckler (KATK^) 234), who inclines to think that
Zadok was introduced by the later legend in the interests of the
monotheistic idea.
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not Tyre but the X. Arabian Musri.
Xow it so
happens that, as Winckler too, with extreme moderation holds, •'^^; (Tyre?) is miswritten for -n^c (Missur?)
in Am. I 9 and

Ps. 874 (cp T Y R E ) .

What, then, is

there to hinder us from supposing (if other critical
considerations favour this view) that the same error
has occurred elsewhere? jn-j, also, is undoubtedly
miswritten sometimes for -\r^:2 or p:;^;. How, then, do
we know that 'king of the c"3Ti;' m i K. I631 should
not rather be 'king of the c'-ii-r:,' in which case '^v^rx
(cp \'2Cti) should of course be ^Ni',';^" ? The probability
that Ahab's matrimonial connection was with Musri,
not with Tyre, has been referred to under P R O P H E T
(?5 7, col. 3862, with n. r ) ; and when we take into
consideration a fact which will be referred to presently
—viz. that Solomon's principal wife was a Misrite
princes5^\\'e shall see that if he went anywhere outside
the land of Israel proper for timber, political interests
would naturally impel him to go to the X. Arabian
Musri. (We assume provisionally that the wooded
mountain districts of the Xegeb were not in Solomon's
possession.)
Nor must we foiget that * Ahiram'
(whence ' H i r a m ' ) is one of the most probable popular
corruptions of 'Jerahmeel.'^ Ahiram or Hiram might
indeed be the name of a king of T}re ; but it might also
(cp Aholiab —Jerahmeel?) be that of .L X. Arabian
artificer.
It would not be critical to urge against this view of the seat
of Hiram's kingdom that J o s e p h u s - quotes a passage from the
Tyrian history of Menander of Ephesus and another from that
of Dios, in which Eipwiuo?, king uf T\ re, son of'.\/3i/3aAos, is
said to have had intercourse with ' S-jlomon, king of Jerusalejn.'
T h e date of Menander and Dios is presumably in the second
century B.C., and though we may credit them when they tell us
of the succession of the kings of T^re, and of events not legendary in character which they can only have known from ancient
authorities — i.e., from the T\ rian archives (which Josephus
positively a.s.sert> that Menander at least had inspected),* we
cannot ^enture to trust them when they t^ueli upon matters
closely related to the then current Jewish history. T h u s when
Menander (in Jos.--!«/. \'iii. IS-z) tells us that there was a drought
in Phcenicia, wliich lasted for a year, and was closed through
the potent su[)pIi<:ations of 'I^ui^oAos, king of Tyre, we divine
at once that this is tlirected against the Jewish statement that
a long drought in the land of Israel was terminated through
the intercessions of Elijah,-' and when Elptopoq is said by
Menander and Dios (Jos. Ant. viii. 5 3) to h a \ e had a match of
riddle-guessing with Solomon, we can see that this is based on
the lewish story of the riddles by which the queen of Sheba
testJd Sulunion (i K. 10 i).

We have no extra-biblical authority for doubting
that if Solomon was indebted for building materials and
artificers to any foreign king, it was to the king of
Misrim, not to the king of Tyre. According to the
iiio.st probable text of 2 S. 82 I231 David had conquered both Missur and Jerahmeel (see Crit. Bib., and
cp S A C I J , SO that if we hear of a king of Missur

in the reign of Solomon, we may assume that he for a
time at any rate owned the supremacy of the king of
Israel. If so, there is nothing inconsistent in the double
statement that Solomon had his own ^\'orkmen in the
mountains (i K. 5 i 3 _ ^ [27 ff.]), and that Hiram sent
workmen to cut down wood at Solomon's request.''
Xoininally, the mountain country of Jerahmeel (called,
as we shall see, Gebalon) was a part of Solomon's
dominions, so that as suzerain he had a right to send
1 Kittel (on I Ch. 14 i) prefers the form H u r a m ; Schrader
(A'.-i T-^ 170), Hirom.
Cp H I R A M , end.
T h e view taken
above seems to the present writer the best.
Urumilki is
attested as a Phi^nician royal name in an inscription of Sennacherib (Ki TC-) 185, cp also -'?,'::1N. s^n ancestor of Yehavi'melek, CISi. no. 1), and Urumilki prubably = Jerahmeel.
2 Ant. viii. .>
' 3 (§§ 144-149); c. Ap. 1 17 f (§§ 112-120).
3 I >ios. too, sa^ i Josephus, was trusted for his exactness
(c. Af- i. 17 I 12).
•* W'iin.l.lci (A'.-J 7^(3) 250) gives a different explanation of
Menaiiikr s assertion, which, howe^'er startling, might be acceptable, if It did not presuppose the traditional Hebrew text of the
liu.jk of Kings.
^ As the text stands, Solomon asks Hiram for help in the
hewing of timber (i K. 5 i-io). It is in the hewing of stone that
Solomon's labourers are represented as taking a prominent part.
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workmen to do his bidding.^ The forms of courtesy,
however, may ha\e required that he should request the
vassal-king to send his own more skilled labourers to
direct and to aid those of Solomon, and in order to
prevent war from breaking out between Israel and
Missur during the long builchng operations- at Jerusalem, as well as to foster a more friendly feeling Ija.sed
upon mutual services, the Israelitish king is reported
to have paid Hiram (Jerahmeel) annually large quantities
of wheat and oil.^
We are obliged sometimes, however reluctantl}', to
form historical conjectures, and this seems to be the
most conservati^•e one which, on the present subject,
with due account of textual criticism, can be made
plausible ; but the fact, mentioned at a later point
(g 7), of the ill-feeling which Cusham or Aram ( = J e r a h meel) bore to Israel leads us to question its accuracy.
Only by force and by the transplantation of part of the
subject population ( 2 S . I231, see S A W ) could David
keep his hold on the Jerahmeelite Xegeb. It is probable that Solomon found it even more difficult than
his father to do this, and from i K . 911-14 it would
appear that Solomon was forced by the king of Mi.ssur
to cede to him twenty cities in the land of Jerahmeel,
and over and above this to pay a hundred and twenty
talents of gold."*
The existence of a grave historical problem cannot,
it would seem, be denied. W e have offered the best
solution of it at our disposal. It only needs to be added
that the misstatement that Solomon procured timber
and workmen from the king of T \ r e must have been
facilitated by the fact that the name ' Hiram ' was nciually borne by a king of T}-re, and that it was favoured
by the observation of later Jews that the mountains of
the Xegeb were not in their time abundantly wooded
(the trees having been cut down), whereas Lebanon
was still well provided with timber.
Whetlier, as
Winckler supposes, part of the Lebanon was in the
possession of Solomon, need not here be considered.
It is important, however, to mention these necessary corrections of names in M T . (i) The mountain country where timber
was sought (1 K. .56) was called, not Lebanon, but Cebalon (from
Ar. jibal, cp ( i K i i \ i ) , the people of which are, in i K. [> 18,
called (lebalites.s The same correction is plausible elsewhere,
f.^.. Is. 14 8 Zech. 111, etc. (2) In
' I I 13 '-'•^JH and ' ^ n j
are both popular corruptions uf '-'NiTnT'- (3) In i K . l O i i /
2 Ch. 'JslyjVt l o y ; the ' a l m u g g i m ' or alc^ummim' timber should
rather be designated ' J e r a h m e e l ' timber. It came (2 Ch. 2 8 [7J)
not from Ophir, but from Lebanon—i.e , Gebalon. Cp ALMUG
T R E E S (end), where the theory mentioned — t h a t almug-wood
came froin Lebanon (i-Ch. 1^fe)—points in the direction of the
critical \ ieu here recommended.

We need not deny that Solomon was a builder, or
that he was aided by Jerahmeelite artificers (for which
4 Commerce ^^^' ^'^''^ partial analogies'^ in Bezalel,
* b. Uri, b. Hur, and Oholiab, b. Ahisamach, in Ex. 31). One of these (whose father was a
Misrite, but his mother an Israelite of the Negeb'^) bore
the same name as that assigned to the Misrite king—
1 The Svi'atTTev/j.aTa (?) which Solomon ' opened ' in Lebanon
(Gebalon?) according to lpi>A (SvvauTe-vovTa, ipL) in i K . 24'C
may, as Winckler thinks, have been mines. See Winckler, Att.
Unt. 176 ; GI 2 261, n. 2.
2 Twenty years are assigned to them in i K. 9 10 ; cp 6 38 7 i .
3 I K. 5 II [25], where for the second 13 read n 3 (see CtiR).
4 The best part of this is due to Winckler ( G / 2 262 ; R'ATi^^
237).
H e thinks that the original which underlies the present
text of I K. 1' 14 is ntiD "IS -j'^cS ( c T r ) n'?r'i, where D T H is a
^loss mserted at the wrong place. 'Ihe sense is, ' a n d he (viz.
Solomon) sent to the king of Tyre [Hiram] 120 talents of gold,'
i.e., Solomon had to make up for the inadequate cession of
territor>' by a large payment in gold. T h e king, however, with
whom Solomon had to do was not Tyrian but Misrite, and the
ceded territory not '(ialilajan ' but Jerahmeelite.
5 I K. 5 i 8 [32] should run ^N.-^ni' -jni '^Nj.'m''' ' j i I'-DS'i
D73i)n, ' a n d the Ishmaelites and the Jeralimeelit'L—the GebaJites—fashioned them.' \ \ i t h o u t the key to the names critics
have been obliged to assume a deep corruption of the text (cp
G E B A L , i).

6 All the names here quoted, except the first, are Jerahmeelite.
The tribes of J u d a h and D a n were both largely mixed with
Jerahmeelites.
" His father was a Misrite (-T.;- not -^;), his mother either a
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viz. Hiram, i.e., Jerahmeel; the Chronicler (2 Ch, 2i2
[13]) calls him Huram-abi, but this surely must be the
same name (/^.s*:r~"i" = ' n x Diiri)- C p HIR.VM, ^, and on
the place where he did his work (i K. 746) see T E B A H .
Nor need we altogether reject the other traditions of the
intercourse between Solomon and ' Hiram.' If the view
of the historical facts underhirig i K. 9ii-i4 adopted
above be correct—/.!?., if hostilities broke out between
the king of Missur and Solomon, in which Israel
was worsted—it ib reasonable to suppose that the war
was occasioned, not only bv the craving for revenge,
but also by a desire on ' H i r a m ' s ' part for ciiininercial
expansion. Having no port of his own, he was glad
to use EZION-GEBER (q.v.), at the head of the Gulf of
'.\kabah, which formed part of Solomon's dominion.
Hiram had indeed no mariners to send, but he sent ' servants' of his own—i.e., commissioners and merchants
—to buy and sell at the places w here the ships might
touch. The chief object which both kings longed for
was naturally gold ; Ophir, the port of the great Arabian
or E. African gold-land, was the goal of these early
voyagers (see G O L D , IVOKV, O r m u ,

TR.vni-:, §49).

The very different, commonly-held, opinion that ' at
Ezion-geber (which [Solomon] retained, in spite of the
return to Edom of prince Hadad) a ship was built, similar
to those employed by the Phcenicians in their voyages to
Tarshish (and hence called Tarshish ships), and manned
in part bv experienced Tyrian sailors,' and that 'from
that port it was dispatched at intervals of three years
to Ophir, bringing back thence gold, silver, ivory, valuable woods, and precious stones, as well as curious
animals such as apes and peacocks,'^ appears to re.st
on an inaccurately transmitted text and a not sufficiently
thorough-going historical criticism. The best form that
gratitude to past critics can take is surely not to repeat
temporary conclusions, but to carry forward their work.
\\'e venture, therefore, to present some of the most
pressing changes of view to which we have recently
been led by independent research.

out by the present writer,^ and afterwards independently
by Winckler. T o the notice of the marriage in 3 i it is
added in 9 16 that Pir'u took the field against a certain
city, slew its inhabitants, and gave it as a portion to
his daughter, Solomon's wife.'-^ The place is called in
the tradition;! I text Gezer, and its inhabitants Canaanites ;
bul both Judg. 129 and Josh. 1610 lead us to doubt this,
and it is in itself more probable that for 113 (Gezer) we
should read ic'j (Geshur), and for ':y]Dn (the Canaanite),
as elsewhere, •']^pn (the Kenizzite) ; some place in the
far SW. of Palestine is presumably intended (see
G E S H U R , 2).
Kittel (cp llurney, Hastings, DB 2 862(2) does well to separate
'.'i6-i7a (as far as ijj) from vv. 17/1-22 ; it has evidently been
taken from a context which spoke of the man-Iage. At the
same time its present conle.\l; is full of iiUerest, and we must
return to it later (§ 7).
T h e A r a b i a n l a n d of S M E B A [q.v.), t o o , w n s i n t e r e s t e d ,
a s l e g e n d a s s e r t e d , in S o l o m o n ,
I t s q u e e n is said t o
_, h a v e a c t u a l l y e o m e t o l e r u s a l e m t o test

bb. Queen,, ,
,
•• \
j. T- .
f Qh h
Solomons wisdom." According to Kent
01 toneoa. ^^.^^^ ^j.^^^^ Hebrew People, I179) the object
of her visit was to bring about a commercial treaty with
Solomon. But surely the f<:>rm of the legend is late.
It is Tiglath-pileser and Sargon who tell us of queens
of ' mat Aribi,* and * mat Aribi' (see K.l 7"'-' 414) is not
Sheba ; indeed, the Sabnsan empire arose much later
than Solomon. Probably, as Winckler suggests [GI
2267), the queen of Sheba is but a reflection of the
Misrite princess whom Solomon married. How Solomon
came to be called the wise king, par excelle7tce, is not
clear. If it meant originally that he was as skilful in
preserving, as his father had been in creating, a kingdom, the epithet was greatly misplaced. More probably, however, the title arose from the close intercourse
between Solomon and the N. Arabian kings and kinglets.
T h e Misrites and the Jerahmeelites were celebrated for
their wise proverbs and apologues. T o heighten Solomon's glory, it was stated by the later legend that, just
as he was greater than his neighbours in war, so he
excelled them in their own special pro\'ince of wisdom
(see I K. 69 /I [^30/!]). How far Babylonian influences
affected him we are unable to say positively. But the
phenomena of the early Genesis stories as explained by
the present writer lead him to think that N. Arabia
transmitted quite as much as Babylonia, though in
doing so it could not avoid augmenting a mass of ideas
and beliefs ultimately of Babylonian origin. See SHAV-

Even apart from the rendering of 'JN (i K. 9 26, ip vavs)
by ' ship' (R^', ' a navy of ships '), which has had the authority
of Hitzig and Kittel 2 (//z>^. 2 189), and the question as to the
history of H a d a d , there is much that is very doubtful in the
opinion referred to. T h e ' a p e s ' and 'peacocks' are considered
elsewhere (see especially O P H I R , P E A C O C K S ) ; on the difficult
question relative to the mention of silver as well as of gold in
1K.IO22, see SILVER, § 2. 'Valuable woods' should rather
be ' a rare, fragrant wood, analogous to the spices or spice-plants
of the queen of S h e b a ' (read c'^nN—i.e., eagle-wood [see
ALOES), not C'J^'^x—i.e., Jerahmeelite wood).
T h e three
passages bearing on Hiram's participation in the Ophir exSHA, also CREATION, P A R A D I S E , and cp E A S T [ C H I L peditions are (fl) I K. 15 27, (b) 10 11, (c) 10 22. As for (a), the
DREN O F ] , E T H A N , H E M A N , M A H O L .
true text, translated, should probably run, ' A n d Hiram sent his
Legend also lays great stress on Solomon's just
servants, Jerahmeelites, on the ships with the servants of
judgment—a capacity for which was indeed one aspect
Solomon.' nvJK 'C':N is a corruption of •'S.xyDB") and D'H ' y i '
6. Solomon's satisfactory
of Hebrew *evidence
wisdom'for
; but
no
this,there
andis
the
of C'^NCnT- Either ' J e r a h m e e l i t e s ' or (better) ' I s h m a e l i t e s '
despotism. highly oriental story in i K. 816-28
is a gljss 'iX variant. In (/') we should read, ' A n d also the
merchant-ships . . brought from Ophir very much eagle-wood
has a striking parallel in a Buddhist Jataka. We can,
and precious stones.'
Di'n should be "irtb (D and 0 conhowever, most probably assert that Solomon was highly
founded) ; cp Prov. 31 14. In (c) ' for the king had at sea ships
(galleys) with oars^ {'CiYZ-'C '3N)'; to this was added in the despotic in his methods ; on this, historians who differ
widely on other points are agreed.^ If we are rightly
earlier text "in^'3X, 'merchant ships' (omit cy, an editorial
insertion), which is a gloss on 'o 'jx. T h e phrase ' T a r s h i s h
informed, Solomon treated both the Israelites and the
ships'is a hopeless puzzle until we apply methodical textual
surviving Canaanites ^ as only good enough to labour,
criticism to the Hebrew phrase. See T A R S H I S H , § 7.
like the Egyptian fellahs till recently, at the royal build-

That Solomon, at one period of his life, had friendly
relations with Musri is .shown by his marrying a daughter
fifl M' 'i- ^-"^ Pir'u king of Misrim (so beyond doubt
Da. m i s n t e ^^.^ should read in T K. 31 916 in place of the
princess, ^gry improbable MT^). T h i s w a s pointed

ings (5i3 / [27 / ] , cp 12i8). He is also said to have
divided the country (' all Ishmael' ?) into twelve departments (to a large extent, it would seem, independent of
tribal divisions), each of which was under a deputy or

1 Wade, Old Testament History (igoi), 299.
2 In HK, ' Kon.,' 87, and A'GH, ' J e s . , ' 298, however, Kittel
adopts the collective meaning 'fleet.'
3 See T A R S H I S H , § 7, where e'^'-JN, Is. 33 21, is compared.
* It is indeed difficult to imagine a king of E g y p t giving one
pf his daughters to a vassal king (cp W M M , As. u. Eur. 390)
in Palestine.

1 JQR, July i88g, pp. 5 5 9 / Cp Winckler, GI 2 263 ; KA T{^)
236.
••2 .Maspero's expansion of this passage ( M T ) in Struggle Of
the Nations, 738, is unduly imaginative.
3 Menander of Ephesus (as we have seen) represents Solomon
and Hiram as the rival s[iL;es.
•1 Cp Kittel, Hist. 2 186 ; M'Curdy, HPM2iss
(§ 524)5 Other passages to be referred to presently seem to show
that the N . Arabian subject population was specially employed
in the corvee, though if Israelites had to do forced labour, the
survi\'ing Canaanites would of course not be spared. It is not
well to attempt a too positive solution of such problems,
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Xaphtuhite ('nnSJ, not '^ri3J) or a Danite, in either case a
woman of the Kegeb.
See i K . 7 i 4 ; 2 Ch. 2 14, and cp
NEPHTOAH.
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prefect (z^ti, •17 = ^-^'], t/. 19), charged with the duty of
keeping up a constant supply of court luxuries, and also,
we may be sure, of collecting the taxes, and perhaps too
of providing forced labour.^ In the Leljanon (? Gebalon)
alone he is said to have had 10,000 labourers constantly
employed (514 [28]). T h e overseer of the corvee was
the hated Adoniram (i K. 46 614; cp 12i8). N o
wonder that discontent became rife, especially in the
powerful tribe of Ephraim. How a leader of the rebels

Jerahmeel, Geshur, Beth-horon (in the S.), Baalath,
T a m a r in Arabia.^ (3) There are also the passages
(426[56] 10 26) referred to above, which, when critically
emended, appear to assert the reduction to bondage or
serfdom of a large portion of the Jerahmeelite population. And (4) there is a singular statement (10i4_/)
respecting the amount of gold which came every }ear
to Solomon, the close of wliich should run nearly thus—

was found is told elsewhere (see JEROBOAM, I ) .

the Jerahmeelites (cp S P I C E - M E R C H A N T S ) and all the

At the same time there are certain passages in our
composite narrative which may make us hesitate to
accept the darkest picture of Solomon's despotism. In
92'J-J:;. which we may hesitate to regard as merely a

late attempt to whitewash Solomon's character,- it is
expressly said that the corvee was limited to nonIsraelites. And the singular statements respecting the
number of Solomon's ' stalls of horses' (426[56]) and of
his chariots and horsemen (IO26), when critically inspected, appear rather to be statements respecting the
number of his Cushite, JerahmeeUte, and Zarephathite
servants (see Crit. Bib.).
The narrative in i K. 12 no
doubt ascribes the separation of N . and S. to the hateful
corvee ; but the account is too anecdotal to be strictly
historical, and surely the forced service, so far as it
existed, pressed heavily on the S. as well as on the N.
Certainly Jeroboam was an Ephrathite. But there may have
been a southern, as well as a northern, Ephrath ; Jeroboam's
mother (see JEKOBO.AAI, I ) was a Misrite, and the name of his
clan (see N E U A T ) may plausibly be explained as Arabian. And
as fur the statement (11 28) that Jeroboam was placed 'over the
labour of the house of Joseph,' it is possible that here and in
Am.t'16 ."OV ( n c ) h^s been miswritten for 't2C'^^^Hl^'2C'^ (Ishmael). 3

W e have assumed that Solomon's relation to Musri
was not that of supremacy, but tliat of dependence. It
7 W
Tl 1 H ^'^^^'-^^'^ ^^ frankly stated, however,
• ., ...
.
that there is a considerable body of
°^ ^^® ^^^^"^^ evidence which, rightly understood,
points in an opposite direction. (1) There is the
passage already referred to ( a C h . 82), where Hiram
is represented as the ceder of the twenty cities. (2) In
close proximity to this, it is said ( a C h . 83) that
Solomon went to Hamath-zobah and prevailed against
it. Now Hamath-zobah here, as in 2 S. 83, we take to
be partly a corrupted, partly a manipulated reading ;
the true text gave Maacath-zarephath—i.e., the Zarephathite Maacath. And the strong cities which Solomon
built (i K. 9 15 [end], 17-ig) were probably called Hazor,
'• T h e brevity of the above statement is justified by the present
state of textual criticism.
T h e document to which it^-refers
(i K. 47-78 [5 8]) is admittedly obscure. ' T h e text,' says Ben-z\n\s,er, ' i s a good deal corrupted, and has received interpolations.' I n special articles on the names (see also l-'uwL, F A T T E D )
some of the difficulties are dealt with. T h e point of view, however, in these articles is not more advanced than that of critical
commentators in general.
A further application of the key
which Winckler (only half-conscious of its wide-reaching consequences) put into our hands, when he showed that D H J C
sometimes stood for C'Tj:^ — i.e., the X . Arabian Musri — and
that this country exercised a persistent political influence on
the Israelites, has results which, if correct, are of the utmost
importance for the early regal period of the history of Israel.
It becomes probable that Kittel's remark (which was thoroughly
justified from a conservative textual point of view) that the
table of prefects 'only concerns Israel proper, inasmuch as the
conquered territories are referred to (4 21 [51]) in a different
style,' is the reverse of the fact. T h e present writer holds that
the twelve prefects were placed not over ' all I s r a e l ' (as the
traditional text has) but over ' a l l Ishmael' (a parallel error to
that in 2 S. 24 i 2 ; see T.VHTIM-HODSHI)—z.t'., o\'er the Negeb
—that in 4 22 yT [5 2 f] the account of Solomon's ' provision for
one d a y ' has grown out nf a Hst of the peoples or tribes of the
NeL;eb, and that in 4 2b [56] the true text aflfirms that the
Cushites, Jerahmeelites, Ishmaelites, and Zarephathites were
ser\'aius t'j Solomon, i K . 4 2 0 is the only passage which distinctly breaks the connection. See Crit. Bib.
- This is the view of Kittel and Benzinger. T h e statements
of 9 20-22 are thought by them to be refuted by a reference to
5 13 [27] 11 28 124. T h e text of these passages, however, will
not bear the stress that is laid upon it. See preceding note
(near end).
3 On Am. 61-14, which appears to the present writer to refer
to the Israelites settled in the Negeb, see Crit. Bib.
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' a p a r t from the tribute (D':V) O^ ^^^ Zarephathites and

kings of Arabia.' ^
These passages, however, seem to prove nothing but
the strong determination of later writers to idealise the
reign of Solomon. That Solomon was, for a time at
any rate, lord of the Kegeb (\\ith the exception of
' H i r a m ' s * twenty cities) may be admitted.
That he
had battles in the Negeb is also true, and his foe was
no minor chieftain but the king of Missur himself, and
Solomon was worsted in the conflict. The reference to
H A D A D 3 and to REZON "* in i K. 1114-25 and to Jero-

boam's journey to Misrim in v. 40,^ confirm the view
that Solomon's position in the Negeb was Seriously and
frequently threatened. It is noteworthy that Rezon is
said to have 'reigned in Damascus' (rather Cusham),
just as Hadad 'reigned over A r a m ' [i.e., Jerahmeel),
Evidently there was a strong jealousy between Israel
and the neighbouring peoples of Jerahmeel and Missur.
(Cp Stade, GVIl 303, who, however, adheres to MT.)
The references to Solomon's horses, as we have
seen, need to be carefully inspected ; they have been
much misunderstood.
There is evidence enough that C'DID
(horses), and D'ly^S (Cushites), 231 (chariot),
a n ^ '7f{Cn")*(Js''^l?rnc^0 bave an unfortunate
tendency to get confounded, and this confusion h a s affected the story of Solomon.
8. R e f e r e n c e s
to norses.

Still, we need not doubt that Solomon had, not
indeed 'chariot-cities'^ (see MARCABOTH), but at least

horses and chariots.
see

O n t h e locus classicus, i K . \O28f.,

H O R S E , § i (5), M I Z R A I M , § 2a, T R A D E , § 49.

It is I question, however, whether criticism does not
make it a plausible view that the Misrim from which
Solomon derived horses and chariots was the N .
Arabian rather than the N . Syrian referred to in these
articles. This at least can with much probability b e
stated, that, whilst there were nomadic tribes in N.
Arabia whose riding animal was specially the camel (see
CAMEL, ^ 2), there was also a settled population skilled
in the useful arts and riding on horses (see Crit. Bib.).
Our information on these points is scanty, but a negative attitude towards the inference here stated is j^ossible
only at the cost of rejecting critical facts which all hang
together, and throw a light on many dark places in the
history of Israel.
The total result of our study of Solomon is that his
•* Implying emendations of the t e x t ; see Crit. Bib. See also
T A M A R , TADMOK, T R A D E , § 50. T h e reader will find the old
view and the new in collision, b u t this is inevitable.
The
roblems before us are partly of a text-critical, partiy of a
istorical character.
2 Cp T R A D E , § 50, where the corrected printing 3"iJ^ (cp Ch.)
is admitted.
W e must a d d , however, that very probably
jnM- mni: has arisen out of c n s i i i n , written at the end as a

P

correction o f . p n n n ; D-'^rin, as in N e h . 3 32, - c ^ x f i r m S and of
this same word -\nCi2 i^ ^Iso a corruption (Q = (^).
3 H a d a d was probably an Arammite ('0~i>')—i.e., a J e r a h meelite—rather than an Edomite : see Crit. Bib. on 2 S. 8i3_/C
Winckler (KAT(-'-) 240) independently suggests that H a d a d
was of Aram-Zoba, not of Edom. A r a m - Z o b a , however, is
really Aram-Zarephath, according to the present writer's view
of tbe original text. See ZOBA. W e m u s t not, however, confound the spheres of action of the two adventurers, H a d a d a n d
Rezon.
^ Rezon was a fugitive from his lord the king of Zarephath
(=M.aacath-Zarephath, above).
5 See JQR, J u l y 1899, p p . 551-556. As against Winckler
(A'.^ r(3i 241, the present writer thinks that ' S h i s h a k ' in v. 40
is merely an error for 'K'13 (see P H A R A O H , S H I S H A K , 2).
6 Cp, however. C H A R I O T , § 5, C I T V (_/), and W i . GI

2210.

SOLOMON

SON

political importance has been very much exaggerated.
. Already in i K. I24[54] we find the
9. Political g^jgj^j Qf his kingdom idealised as that
importance. ^^ j~j^^-^ ^_^^^ ^^^^
^^ j ^ ^^^^ difficult to
account for this. T h e geographical statement in 4 :^ t
[,'14] arises simply from a misinterpretation of -in3 (naliar)
in f. 21 [51], which really nieans the ' n a h a l Misrim,'
but was supi^osed to mean the Kupiu'ates.^
Later
[iCTes went farther in the same course, anti in Pss. Ij
and 7".3 (the latter of which, however, has received a
later insertion) his life furnishes the framework for
pictures of the Messianic king. Ag.iinst this idealisation the redactor of ECCI,1'.SIASTE.S (q.v.) in his own
wav protests.
\Ve now turn to Sdnmon's rehgious position. \ \ ' a s
he a polytheist ? Did he ever, as \V. E. Barnes
„ .
(Hastings, Z>.^2siii^) expresses it, 'patronise
• , . . foreign worship ?' An affirmative answer is
polytiieisc. ^^jggested l-y i K. 111-8. It is plain, however, from C s text, as well as from the phenonnma of
Ml', that the original has been much expanded by
later hands from a religious motive.'-^ There was no
bad faith in this ; the later writers simply recast history
in the light of certain fundamental principles—those of
Deuteronomy

(cp

KINGS

[BOOK],

^

6).

And

their

procedure appears more startling than it really was,
owing to the fact that the ethnic names and the names
of the gods have been accidentally corrupted. T h e
original statement probably \vas that which underlies
II7, ' Then did Solomon build CL sanctuary for the god
of Cusham and Jerahmeel'—i.e., for his Misrite wife ;
this probably stood in connection with the account of
Solomon's marriage (cp 16 31-33).
V.irioiis comments on this were inserted in the margin, and
introduced by the redactor or redactors into the text. Lastly,
corruption transformed ' t h e god of Cusham' into 'Chemosh the
go J (abomination) of Moab,' and ' J e r a h m e e l ' into ' Milcom the
g id (abomination) of the b'ne Ammon.' In what is now z: 1,
'Jerahmeelite, Misrite. Rehobothite' became ' M o a b i t e , Ammonite, Edomite(from "Arammite," a variant to "Jerahmeelite"),
ZiJoriian, and Hittite,' and in what is now z>. 3, ^princesses
Ishmielites' became 'princesses seven hundred,' and 'concubines Ishmaelites ' became ' concubines three hundred.'

That .Salomon had a number of wives, both Israelite
and non-Israelite, is probable enough, but he did not
make altars for all of them, nor did he himself combine
the worship of his wives' gods with that of Yahw^. H e
can have had no thought of denying the sole divinity of
Yahwe in the land which was Yahwe's 'inheritance.'
It is a distortion of the true text when ©^ represents
Solomon as 'burning incense and sacrificing' [i$v/j.ia
Kal ^dve) to foreign gods.-* That this ambitious king
had such a chastened piety as we find in i K. 8 14-61
(cp Driver, Intr.^^^ 2 0 0 ^ ) is on all grounds inconceivable ; but we have no reason to doubt that according to
his lights he was a faithful worshipper of Yahw6, so far
as this was consistent with his despotic inclinations.
[In the apocryphal Book of Wisdom, again, the composition
of an Egyptian Hellenist, who from internal evidence is judged
to have lived somewhat earlier than Philo
11. L a t e r
(see WISDOM OF SOLOMON), Solomon is
i d e a l i s a t i o n , introduced uttering Wi.rds of admonition,
imbued with the spirit of Greek philosophers,
to heathen sovereigns. T h e so-called Psalter of Solomon, on
the other hand, a collection of Pharisee Psalms preserved to us
only in a Greek version, has nothing to do with Solomon or ili-:
traditional conception of [/!•- p'•^^on, and seems to owe its name
to a transcriber who tiiiis di-.i ingijished these newer pieces from
the older ' Psalms of I >.\.vv\ ' -i In N T times Solomon was the
current type alike of magnificence and of wisdom (iMc.il-g
h\i-. 11 31). But Jewish legend was not content with this, and,
startinij; from a false interpretation of Eccles. 2 8, gave hnn
sovcreiLjnty over demons, to which were added (by a perver^iun
'^' ^ f^- ^ 33). lordship over all beasts and birds, and the power ' .f
understanding their speech. These fables passed to the Arabs
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before the time of IMohammed (Ndbigha, 1 2^), found a place in
the KOI an, and gave Solomon (Suleiman) ;i Listing fame
throughout the Moslem K.isC. The story of Solomon, the
hoopoe, and the queen of Sheba in the Koran (Sur. 27) clfjsely
folluus the second Targum to Esth. 12, where the Jewish
faliks about him may be read at large. Solomon was supposed
tu uwe his sovcrtjignty over demons t o t h e possession of a se.il
on which tbe 'must great name uf G o d ' was eiii^raved. See
L.me, Arabian
Nights, IiiLroiL, n. 21, and c h a p . l , n. 15.—
w. K. s. J
_ For a survey of Solomon's reign In connection with the longer
history, si-e ISRAEL, §§ 23-25; on Solomon's p.salm (?), CKKAT[i)N, 4J 26, and on two supposed daughters of Solomon, see
SALMAH.

y^ ^^

c.

SOLOMON'S PORCH (H CTOA [TOY] COAOAAWNLTIOC), Jn. 10:'3 Acts 5 I-;. Scc T]-;MrLE, § 3 0 /

SOLOMON'S SERVANTS, CHILDREN OF C^^
nbX** ""l^i^). a guild of persons attached to the second
temple, nientioned in EzrailsssS Xeh.75760 l i s t
(YIOI

AOYACON

C^^ACOMWN

[liAL] ;

Ezra 255

Y-

ABAHceA [ B ] ; 258 Y. AceAHceAMcX [B]. r- a^BAnC S A M A [ A J ) , with the N E T H I N I M (q.v.), and sometimes

[e.g., Nell.82631 1029) apparently included under that
term. liertheau-Ryssel leaves it uncertain whether this
guild of ' servants of Solomon' grew out of a small part
of the (Ainaanitish bondservants of Solomon (1 K.
920/'.) which may have been assigned to the temple.
The probability is, however, that the phrase has nothing
to do with Solomon, but is corrupt.
On Solomon's
corvee, see SOLOMON, § 6.
J u s t as one can hardly doubt that the so-called nelhinlm are
really the Ethanites, so the bene 'abde Selomdh mu.st, it would
seem, be either the bene 'obed-satamil or the bene 'dl<eil-'edi'm.
'Obed-'edom is proba_bly a corruption of 'ardb-i^-doni — i.e.,
Arabia of Edom, and 'Obcd-scld)udh of' arab-satan in —i.e., Arabia
of the Salmseans (see S A L M A H , 2). T h e Jerahmeelites and
Edomites seem to have been strongly mixed with pure Israelites
after the exile. One of the families of the Obed-edom or
"Arab-edom guild (if we may call it so) bears the name 'bene
Hassuphiireth ' (or Sophereth)—/.t'., bene Sarephathim, or Zarephathites. See SoPHEiiETH.
T. K. C.

SOLOMON'S SONG.
SOLOMON,

See CANTICLES.

WISDOM

OF.

See

WISDOM

OF

SOLOMON.

S O M E I S ( c O M e e i c [ B A ] ) , i E s d . 9 3 4 R V = Ezral038
S H I M E I , 16.

SON OF GOD
CONTENTS
I. I N T H E O L D T E S T A M E N T A N D P H I L O .
Synonym of ' god ' (§ i).
T h e king (§ 5).
Term for an ' angel' (§ 2).
T h e Messiah (§ 6).
Offspring o f a god (§ 3).
One raised from the dead (§ 7).
Figurative use (§ 4).
T h e Logos (§ 8).
11. I N T H E N E W T E S T A M E N T .
i. In Synoptics (%% 9-22).
Proclamation by demons (§ 18).
Principles of criticism (§ 10).
Peter's confession (§ 19).
Genuine sayings of Jesus (§ 11). High priest's adjuration (§ 20).
Jesus's self-corisciousnes'i(§ 12). Centurion's exclamation (§ 21).
Hymn to Father and Son (§ 13). Origin of title (§ 22).
Son's limited knowledge (§ 14).
ii. In Fourth Gospel (% 23).
Baptismal formula (§ 15).
iii. In Epistles {%'24).
Allegoryofhusbandmen (% 16). Historical signiftcance of title
Proclamation by voices etc.
(g 25).
(§ 1 7 / ) .
Literature (§ 26).

1 Cp Er.vi'T, BROOK OF, and see WI. Gl 2 2^4.
2 See li'-nzinger and Kittel, and cp Driver, Ifttr.{^), 192.
•' See, however, Burney (Hastings' DB29,'^<^a, notet), who
favours i^i-, and thinks that the fact *hns been toned down by
some later hand into the statement of M T . '
•* C))i the Aprocryphai ' Psalms of Solomon se? APOCALYPTIC
LITERATURE, §§ 77-85. Cp also APOCRVPHA, § 14.

Tn the Semitic languages the individual is often
designated as a ' son ' of the species to which he belongs, the species being indicated by ;i coUective or
plural noun (see SON OF M A N , §§ i, 4-6).
Similarly, a member of the genus ' g o d ' seems to
have been designated as ben i^lohi7n (Aram., bar eldhfn).
This is suggested by Gen. 62-4 Ps. 826
1. bynonym j-j^^ 0^5
As early as the second
^ '
century B,C. the bni; i'lediim in Gen. 62 4
were understood in some circles to be angels, aud this
interpretation is certainly nearer the truth than the
rationalising exegesis that made the fathers of the
giants ' sons of mighty men ' or ' pious folk ' (see § 2).
But the term can scarcely have conveyed originally the
idea of ' angels.' At the time when the myth was first
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told in Judah, it is not likely that the doctrine of
angels had yet developed. As ' the daughters of men '
were simply 'women,' so ' t h e sons of the gods were
' g o d s . ' Such a usage of the phrase must have been
deeply rooted, since even in the Hasmonaean age ' sons
o f ' E l y o n ' was an expression employed as a synonym
of ' g o d s . ' In Ps. 826 bnc'elyo7t is used in the second
hemistich as an equivalent of Hohim in the first. In
Dan. 025 the celestial being seen in the fiery furnace is
called bar Hdhin (cp Pesh.). This is indeed explained
bv mafdkeh, ' his angel,' in 828, and so the phrase was
undoubtedly understood by the author. But it is not
probable that the Jews of the Maccabsean period called
an angel bar Hdhi7i; as good monotheists they no
doubt said bar gldhd.
T h e author, however, endea\oured to make the speeches of pagan kings and
queens more plausible by putting upon their hps such
phrases as, in his judgment, they would naturally use.
He lets them speak of the ' wisdom of gods ' ( a n ) and
the 'spirit of holy gods' ( 4 5 / . [ 8 / ] 5 i i ) . As these
expressions were borrowed from pagan phraseology,
bar Hdhin was probably drawn from this same source.
If the polytheistic neighbours of Israel employed the
phrase, they are likely to have meant by it not ' an
angel,' but a ' god.' Even in Job 16 887, the 'sons of
the gods' are apparently conceived of as divine beings,
subordinate to the Most High, but still associated with
the elements, stars, or nations, over which they once
reigned as independent rulers ; and the same may be
true of Ps. 29 (bni- elim).
Whilst originally these divine beings were not ' angels,'
it is natural that in course of time they should become
- — .
,.
identified with the special class of
2. Designation ,
, ,
,.-/T ,
,
r~
,
. , 'messengers [mal akun).
In Gen.
^ • 624, some MSS of (P (A 37, 72, 75)
read oi d'yyeXoi TOU 6eov, and this reading seems to
have been found by many patristic writers (cp also
malake in the margin of Svr.-Hex., and the Persian
\ ' s . ) , though the majority of MS.S and daughter-versions
have the more literal oX viol TOO Qeov. Such a reference
to angels is assumed in many passages.

At the basis of the myth in Gen. Qjff. lies the idea
of the physical descent of some men from divine beings
Off
•
^'^^ N E P H I L I M , § i ] . T h e famous giants
3. u n s p r i n g ^^ ^^^ ^^.^^.^ regarded as sons of gods and of
01 a go . beautiful women. This explanation was
especially resorted to in the case of great heroes of
antiquity and of kings (see § 5). But clans and tribes also
traced their descent from divinity through their eponym
heroes, ^^'hen the Moabites are said to be the sons and
daughters of Chemosh (Xu. 2I29), the Hebrew singer
used a phrase that is likely to have been employed by
the Moabites themselves to claim descent from Chemosh,
to indicate that they were his offspring in the world.
Gen. 1930-38 cannot be urged against this view. It
probably referred originally to the descent of a preEdomitish clan from its divinity Lotan (see L o r ) .
Edom, Esau, Ammon, Gad, Asher, and other gentilicia,
are, beyond a question, names of gods [cp T R I B E S , § 3].
Abram (the 'exalted father' of Hebron), Isaac (the
'smiling' El of Beersheba), Jacob (the 'pursuing' El
of Shechem), Israel (the 'fighting' El of Mahanaim),^
Ishmael (the ' listening ' El of Beer-lahai-roi), Jerahmeel
(the ' p i t y i n g ' El of Rahama) and many more, can
scarcely have been other than divine figures originally.
The sons of these were, no doubt, once regarded as
physical descendants of gods, though the term was later
understood to designate them merely as the offspring of
eponym heroes, or as belonging to the tribes bearing
these names. However foreign to the ideas of a later
time, the conception that the Israelites descended from
Vahwe himself is likely to have existed in earlier days.
When, in extant literature, Israel is called ' son of
Yahwe, and the members of the people ' sons and
daughters of Yahwe,' this is indeed probably, in every
instance, used in a metaphorical sen.se (see § 4). Nevertheless, there are indications that the sonship once was
taken more literally. Already, the connection between
Yahwe's fatherhood and his creation of Israel is significant. In the Assyrian, bann means 'build,' 'fashion,'
' b e g e t ' ; the same term denotes creation and procreation : Dt. 328 ( ' t h e rock that begat thee . . . the
El that brought thee forth ') shows how closely the ideas
were related in the Hebrew mind. T h e tendency to
make the eponym heroes sons of gods and women, seen
in Greece (cp Rohde, Psyche,''^^ ^5'^jf. ^^9 ff-) ^''^'^ elsewhere, was evidently at one time operative in Israel as
well. The original paternity of Isaac is but thinly
disguised in Gen. IS 1 0 ^ 21 i ^ (cp that of Samson in
Judg. 13 where mal'ak is probably a later addition). It
is quite evident that at sanctuaries provided with
masseboth and asheri7n, Mde.^im and khiesdth, the simple
folk-religion cannot have left Yahwe without o. consort
and children. In Ezek. 23 Yahwfe marries two sisters
and begets children by them. This is an allegory.
But when even a late prophet does not hesitate to
introduce this conception as a figure of speech, it may
be reasonably supposed that an earlier lime found it
only natural that Yahwe, as well as other gods, should
have children by graciously visiting women of his
choice. Gen. 6 1 _ ^ shows that gods might do this
without offending the morals of the age. T h e notion
of a physical divine paternity is not incompatible with
an otherwise highly developed moral sense (see § 17).
The very fact that in Hebrew literature Israel is
primarily the son of Yahwe and the individual Israelite

So in Enoch (12 (ot dyyekoi viol ovpavov, GIz. frg. and E t h . )
102 etc., Slavonic E n . 718, Jubilees 5, Test. \2 Patr. : Reuben
5, Philo, I2..-, cd. Mangev, fos. .-int. i. 3 1 , § 73, J u d e 6,
2 Pet. 24, Justin, -•//<'/. 15, Clem. Hom. 813, Clem.Alex.
Strom, ^is^it;, Tert. De Virg. Vet. 7, Lactantius, Instit.
215,
Conimodianus, Inst?'uct. 1 3.

In Ps. 291 S26, Targ. has N*DN'?0'n3 ; in Job 16,
(5 reads ol dyyeXoi TOU deov, and in 887 dyyeXoi
pLov, and Targ. in both places -maldkayya, and in
Dan. 825 [92] (J? renders dyyiXou Qeov. The translation 'sons uf the angels' (Job 887 Pesh. b'nai
7nalake, En. 7 l i ) or 'children of the gods' (En. 6945
IO65) apparently presupposes the use of Hbhi7n (or
Aram, ildhin) as a designation of angels, the ' s o n s '
being the individuals of this class. W'hether Aquila's
rendering, oi viol TQV Qeujv, reflects such an identification
of Elohim-QeoL with angels, or a more correct apprehension of the original meaning, or simply the conviction that the Most High can have no sons (cp Midr.
T^hillin, 27), cannot easily be determined. The fact
that Gen. 624 are the only passages where the Targs.
(Onk. and Jon.) render bJie ^lohi7n with bJie rab7-Sbayyd
imlicates that the common significance is here forced to
yield, fur dogmatic reasons, to a less natural meaning.
The same is true of Sym. ot viol T^V SvvaiTTevovTOJv,
Sam. Targ. n'::;^::'':D, and Sci^dis. banu'l asraf, 'sons
of the mighty,' ' t h e rulers' or 'nobles.' It is also
significant that the term kt\ljw'm. which designates the
gods as objects of worship, was transferred to the
angels (cp J o b ' M 1515 Zech.14 5 Dan. 4 14 Ps. 8968
Tub. 815); in l\cclus. 4fj2, the original seems to have
read CH^N-D i.-n32"i (t? translating ori^.x with dyioi), and
a similar traiibfer is likely to have taken place in the
case of the term 'watcher.' If (P is correct, in Dt.
328 (apparently a late gloss), the ^,y ':D seem to have
been limited in some circles to the celestial representatives, or patron angels, of the different nations.
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4. Figurative " " ' ^ "^^ y'"•'"^°f '^'^ connection with
°
the people, indicates that the phr.ise
was once understood in a literal sense,
since collective sonship is mediated through the eponym
hero. Nevertheless, the idea of physical descent has
heen so strongly suppressed that the term is practically
everywhere used figuratively, to express the love and
1 .\s the ' J o b s t o n e ' found by Schumacher at Sheikh Sa'd in
Hauran proves that Ramses I I . penetrated into the E .
Ji.rdan country, it is possible that the Israel referred to in the
'Metr)neptah inscription was a tribe having for its centre
Mahanaim.
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paternal care of Vahwe and the reverence and obedience
of Israel.
Already in Hosea 2 i the ethical significance often associatud
with this mutaplior comes to view when the prospuct of becoming ' sons of the living t.lod ' (b'ne El hai) by a moral rcftinnation is hekl out to the Israelicus. In Hosea l l i the texL is
doubtful. Mt. reads ' out of Egypt 1 have called my sun.' ip
seems to h-xve found a plural (vjl'^, TO. jy-Kra avTOv). See
Lt'ViN'CKlNDNESS. ' His children ' woLilil rufer to the 'sons of
I-^r.icI.' In Is. 1 2 30 I, the Israelites are called 'sons of ^'ahwe.'
That the phrase was felt to be a figure of spuL-ch is evident from
Dt. 1 3t 85 ( ' a s a man bears fchasteii-^l his son, so Y a l i u e ' ; cp
Ps. 103 13) : but 14 I asserts ' Vc are the sons of \';di\vc. >Miir
God,' and ;^-6 asks ' Is he not thy father, thy makur?'
in ILT.
34 Yahwe is said to be a father ; 3 19, ' How shall I place thee
ainong sons,' means ' make thee a s o n ' (si;t.- Duhm, jeremia, p .
vi), consequently contains the idea of adoption. The promisi;,
' I shall be a father to Israel, and Ephraim shall be my firstborn'is given in Jer. 31 q. Similarly E.x. 4 22, ' M y son, my
first-born, is Israel.' In Is. 63 16, the first-born of Yahwe Is emphasised, in contrast with the neglect ofthe people by Abraham
and Israel; the cult of these heroes brings no reliet. C p a l s o
'our father,' Is. 114 8 [7]. Mal. l 6 assum-^s that \'aliw& is constantly represented by the people as a father. M.il. 2 10-16 bas
SLitTered much corruption by Intentional alteration and by
accident [see Crit. Bib.]. But v. 10 clearly shows that V a h u e
Is the father of the Israelites and their ancestor.
In v. 11
neither © nor Pesh. seems to have found in the text ' a n d
marries the daughter of a strange g o d ' (in] \>i^), but some
phrase which could be interpreted ' and walks alter (or ' serves ')
foreign gods.' This may be a free rendering of Sj^ n ' n *?« N31
^21. "^"d enters the house of a strange god,' hut M T shows that
the idea of a woman being the daughter of her god was not
foreign^^to Hebrew thought (cp X u . 2 l 2 g Wisd. 9 7 l'-'2i 1(3 10).
In Ps. 73 15, ' they:eueration of thy children ' refers to the Jews.
The fatherhood of God is finely expressed in the prayer, Ecclus.
•23 I, beginning Kupie, Trarep, ' L o r d , father.' In Ecclus. 411 the
Hebrew reads p - x ^ , ? - ^ N I . ' a n d God shall call thee son.'
Here sonship has .111 cthie:nl quality. T h a t is also the case in
\Visd. 2i8, 'if the righteous man is God's son, he will uphold
h i m ' ; whilst In 5 5 the sons of God probably are the occupants
of the celestial world, including angels and human saints (see
§ 7); in 97 12 21 16 10 15 4, the sons and daughters of God are
the Israelites, and in i s 13 the people is said to be recognised
by the Eg>'ptians as ' God's son.' In J u d i t h 9 4 the Jews are
God's 'dear children.' I n E s t h . 6 14, they are the ' sons of the
only and true God,' and in 3 ^lacc. 6 28 they are the sons of the
'must mighty and heavenly living God.' E t h . Enoch 62 11
speaks of 'his children and his elect,' but the passage is probably a Christian interpolation. Cp also Sib. Or. 3 702, 'sons of
the great G o d ' ; Ps. Sol. 730, 'sons of their God"; 184, ' a s a
first-born only-begotten s o n ' ; Ass. Mos. 10 27, '.sons of G o d ' ;
Jubilees 1 1 5 , ' s o n s of G o d ' ; and 4 EzraO 58, ' thy people, firstborn and only-begotten.'
It may be inferred from such instances that the designation of God as father in a figurative sense goes back
at least to the eighth century and was common in Israel
in the last century B.C.; that the Israelites felt themselves to be sons and daughters of Yahwe because of
their connection with the holy Yahw^-worshipping
people; and that here and there the thought of a
spiritual sonship based on character was reached.
Founders of states and kings in general were regarded
in antiquity as sons of gods.
Numerous examples were gathered from Greek and Roman
writers by D . F . Ilgen in 1795. H e , however, wrongly supin,
•
posed that the basis of what he deemed simply
0. T h e k i n g , a figure of speech was the relation of the king
as pupil to the divinity as teacher. In reality,
the divine paternity was looked upon as an important fact. In
the case of a long-reigning dynasty, or one connected by
marriage with the preceding one, it was sufficient to assume a
transmission o f t h e divine life from an original impregnation by
a 5od ; in the case o f a usurper not connected hy marriage with
the previously reigning family, resort must be had to an immediate divine fatherhood. Thus, the kings of Egypt were
considered as the sons of Re' by virtue of descent from him ; but
Alexander could be declared a son of Ammon R e ' only by a
denial of Philip's paternity, and a revelation of his birth without
a human father (Trogus in Justin, Hist. 1111). Less prominence was evidently given to this conception in Assyria; but its
exi,tence is proved by 5 R. 297 where Asur-bunl-pal says Asur
ilu bantia, ' A s h u r the god, my begetter.' T h e Ptolemies as
successors of the Egyptian kings accepted such titles as ' son of
Re ,' 'ytb? TOU 'HAt'ou,' ' son of Isis and Osiris ' ; and some ofthe
Seleucidas, as successors of Alexander, also received the title
%eov uids. T h e latter title was frequently used by the Roman
emperors as well as divus, 9s6s, and eldhd in the East (see
Dalman, 227, and Deissmann, Bibelstudien,
1 166^).
Even in Israel the king was regarded as standing on
a higher level than ordinary men and given the name
' son of Yahwe.'
His quasi-divine character is already
150
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indicated in the fact that he was anointed.
Originallv
the pouring out of oil on his head was a sacrifice, an
act of worship.
Yahwe's anointed was recognised as
partaking of Yahwe's sanctity, as possessed of a divine
spirit and a higher intelligence (i S. IO9).
It is more
likely to be a rellection of a generally prevaihng opinion
than mere liattery, when the woman in 2 ^ . 1 4 1 7 2 0
declares that David is like the gods in hearing what
is good and evil, ntid has the wisdom of the gods to
know all that is in the e^irth [mal'ak is probably a late
interpolation).
How the people before the exile looked
upon their kings, cannot be determined from the literary
rumains reflecting the often strongly anti-royalist spirit
"t the prophets.
Is. 96 shows that a poet in the exile
did not hesit:Lte to predict for a child born to the royal
family (possibly a son of Jehoiachin) that he would be
called a ' mighty god ' [el gibbor).
2 S. 7 14, probably
written after the exile, as H. P. Smith has perceived,
and possibly in the days of Zerubbabel, presents the
son of D a \ i d as the son of Yahwe, and significantly
predicts for him that in spite of this he will be punished
as human beings are, though not destroyed. A^'hen
kings again sat on the throne of David in the
Hasmonsean age, they naturally applied to themselves
this promise.
Yahwe's anointed kmg was his son,
born as such on the day of his coronation, whom the
nations and their rulers should obey (Ps. 2). Accustomed as men in Israel had been to hear their
Ptolemaic or Seleucid rulers referred to both as ' g o d '
and as ' son of god,' the two ternis easily merged into each
other when applied, as they were, to the Hasmonaean
kings.
In Ps. 582 and 826 Pharisaic hymn-writerc
scornfully designate these native rulers as ' g o d s '
[ilohhn) and ' sons of God ' [b'ne 'elyon).
There w ould
be no sting in this sarcasm, if they were not actually
designated as such.
That this was the case is shown
by Ps. 4 5 7 / [ 6 / . ] , where a poet laureate of one of these
princes on the occasion of a royal wedding apostrophises
the monarch as divine. In Ps. 89 2 6 / , 2 S. 714 is applied
to Alexander Jannseus (so Duhm).
Zech. 128 probably
also applies to the reigning family.
On the other hand, Ex. 216 229[8] do not prove that
rulers were called ' gods.' They refer to household
gods (Eerdmans), and Targ. and Pesh. which render
' j u d g e s ' are certainly wrong.
So far as known, the
king was never regarded in Israel as literally the son
of Yahw6.
T h e underlying thought seems to have
been that the king became a ' son ' by the infusion of
his divine father's life and intelligence.
In view of the fact that the king in Israel was called
a son of God, it is somewhat strange that there is so
c rpx,„ Tur^^^j^u little evidence of its use as a title
6. r n e M e s s i a h .
. ^,
AT
• u
T-I.
of the commg ATessiah. There is no
passage in Jewish literature that can be confidently
dated as earlier than Christianity, in \vhich this name
is given to the Messiah.
Enoch 105 2 is probably an interpolation (so Drummond,
Charles, Dalman). ^ Ezra 1 2&f. 13*323752 14 g are all doubtful. T h e Aramaic onginal is lost, and the extant versions (Syr.,
Lat., Eth., Ar,, Arm.) have all passed through Christian hands,
and manifestly suffered changes in these very passages (see
Drummond, 2 8 5 , ^ ) . T h e Targ. to 2 S. 7 14 renders 'like a
father' and 'like a son,' and the Targ. to Ps. 27 'thou art dear
to me as a son ' ; Ps. 2 is generally referred to Israel. In Origen's
time the Jews looked forward to the coming of God's Messiah,
hut professed to find no reference in prophecy to a coming son
of God (c. Celsufn, I4Q). Only rarely (as In b. Sukka, 152^
and .Midrash Tehill. 2 7) is a IVIessIanlc interpretation of Ps. 2
found. There can be tittle doubt that the reason for this lies in
the reaction, first against Hasmonffian pretensions, and subsequently against Christian exegesis. But between the Insistence
upon Davidic descent as a rebuke to the illegitimate line in the
Psalter of Solomon, and the emphasis upon the human character
of the Messiah (dvdpioTros e$ dvOputTriJjv) by Trypho as a disavowal
of the new god, the great Messianic movements stirred many
circles in Jewry, besides the followers of Jesus, with eagerness
to discover a reference to the Messiah in every passage that lent
itself to the purpose. It therefore remains possible that the
identification of the Messiah as the son of God represents not
merely the blending of two independent convictions, but the
synonymy of two ternis. Dalman objects to bar eldhd as a
Messianic title, on the ground that it was not customary to
46q4
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mention the name of God, as Mk, 14 6i vlbs rov evkoyr}TQv indicates. But Mt., who, accordinL; to Dalman, alone rendered t h e
original idii.»niatic ?>r,i.lk?'ithd <ia-sliemayyt/ for ' k i n g d o m of
God ' with ^aaikela TOIC ovpavdv, has in -0^-3 vib? TOV 6eov, and
so also Lk. 2L'70 ; and there is no indication that ' suns of God '
was rendered ocheruise than by b'ne eaihii.
Xevertheless,
bar eidhd is not likely to have been very commonly used as a
de-.i^i-;ation o f t h e Me.ssiah, and there is no absolute proof of its
use at any time.

It is not sufficient, however, to consider the texts in
which the title actually occurs. Passages throwing light
p . . ,
upon Jesus' conception of the divine
- ^ " ; ^ " ^ " P ^ ® ^ fatherhood in general and man's sonot criticism. ^^^.^ ^^^^^ ^ j ^ ^ ^^ examined. Parables
in \\hich the term ' son' might be regardtd as referring
to Jesus, nmst be taken into consideration, ^^'henever
a reputed saying of Jesus is drawn into the discussion,
it must be tested in a retranslation into the Aramaic
dialect spoken by Jesus; and the same applies to
utterances concerning him by persons to whom this
Gahlean speech was the \ernacular. T h e differences
between the accounts of the evangelists must be observed. It is not permissible to leave out of sight the
peculiarities of the evangelists, or the influence upon
their minds of later thought and a growing tradition.
It is necessary to bear in mind the fundamental di.stmction between the Greek words ascribed to Jesus whith
we possess, and the Aramaic sentences he spoke which
we can only surmise ; between the stories told for
religious edification, and the history often s3'mbolised
rather than described in them. Moreover, the condition
of tlie text must be sedulously watched.
In a number of passages whose substantial genuineness admits of little doubt Jesus is reported as having
used the term 'sons of God,' or an
11. htnical equivalent, of men in such a manner as
aignmcance ^Q imply a certain moral likeness to
in genuine God.

In Lk. 2O36 those that are accounted worthy of
another world and of being raised from the dead
7. One raised " ^ said to be equal to angels and
from the dead. „=°"= °^ ^ ' ° ^ ' ''f'^^f" " ^ ^ ^ ^ '°"= °f
the resurrection.
Accordmg to Rom.
I4 Jesus was shown to be a son of God by his
resurrection from the dead. T h e idea that the ranks
of the heavenly beings may thus be increased, is
older than the thought of a resurrection.
Heroes that are well-pleasing to the gods may be carried aloft
to be with them for e\er, a s Uta-napisti In the Gilgamis epic, or
E n o c h and Elijah [see D E L U D E , § 17, ELIJ.'MI, E N O C H , and cp

ETHAN,_ P.vkADiSE, § 3]. Slavonic Enoch 22 gives a fine
description of Enuch's reception in ln;a\'cn, and his celestial
garments. Into the same comijany of heavL-nlj' beings men
could be brought from the subterranean realms of SIKJIII. when
the Mazdayasnian doctrine of a resurrection had become familiar
in Israel. Even in circles where the Greek conception of
immortality prevailed, the godly man was supposed to take up
his abode after death among the sons of God, and to obtain his
inheritance among the saints (Wisd. 65). It is the merit of
Barton (Neiu World, 1S99, pp. iJ4ff.) to have called attention
to this thought.

•Vmong the Jews accessible to Greek philosophy, it
was especially Philo who prepared the way for the
Christian doctrine of the son of God by his Logos„ ™, T
speculation.
\\'hen he called this
8. The Logos. /
...
. ^
. . *u ^ .
°
Logos the perfect son, ' the firstborn son of God' (De Vit. Mos. 1 4 ; De Conf
Ling.
14 ; De .-ii^ric. 12), he did not imply that it was an
individual, an hypostasis, a person. Yet it was inevitable that the term ' son of God ' should suggest a
mediator between God and the world, a celestial
personality more grandly conceived than any other
associated with the name, and hrrein lies much of its
historic importance (see JJi; 23, 25 ; and for a description
of Philo's Logos the careful studies of Jean Reville,
Soulier, Siegfried, Anathon Aall. and Grill).
The term ' son of God' (vlbs Qeov, vlbs TOV deov, 6 vlbs
TOV deou) or ' m y (sc. God's) son' (vlbs fiov) occurs in
9. The
the Synoptic gospels 27 times, and the
« „ „ „ . - „ term ' the son ' (6 i^^os) 9 times. It will
Synoptics. ,
. , , ^
'\,
•' -^
be convenient to record the occurrences
in detail and to classify them.
I. ' Son of God ' or ' my (God's) son ':—27 times.
a. Enumeration.
Mt. 3 17 4 3 6 6 9 1433 16 16 175 2G63 '274043 54 = II times.
M k . l i II 3 II 57 97 1*61 l.'i39
= 7 ,,
Lk. I32 35 3 22 38 4 3 9 82a 935 2270
= 9 „
b. Analysis.
1. In three Gospels :—3 times.
Mt. 3 i 7 = Mk. l i i = L k . 8 2 2 : baptism.
Mt. l75=:Mk. ii7 = Lk. 9 3 s : transfiguration.
Mt. 2i.;63 = Mk. 146i = Lk. 2 2 7 0 : trial.
ii. In two Gospels : 4 times.
Mt. 2754=i\Ik. 1539 (centurion)
= once.
Mk. 5 7 = Lk. 82S (demon)
= once.
M t. 4 ^ = Lk. 4 3 (temptation) 1
= twice.
Mt. 46=Lk. 49
J
iii. In one Gospel:—10 times.
Mk. l i (superscription), 3 11 (demon)
= twice.
Mt. 59 (name of peac(;makers), I433 (after
walk on the sea), Itl it, (Peter's confession),
274o(at the cross), 2743 (alleged quotation)=5 times.
Lk. 132 35 (annunciation), 838 (ycnealo,'-^') = 3 times.
.=. ' The son' (6 vios) alone : 9 times.
a. Enumeration.
Mt. 1127 (thrice) 2436 2x19
= 5 times.
Mk. 1332 .
.
.
= once.
Lk. ID 22 (thrice)
.
= 3 times.
b. Analysis.
T h e three in Mt, 1127 correspond to the three in
Lk. 10 22 (hymn of Jesus)
= 6
Mk. 1832 is equivalent to Mt. 2436 (not even the
50\i)

=

Mt. 2S ig (baptismal formula) has no parallel
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s a y i n g s of
w h i l s t in M t . S g the thought m a y conJeSUS.
ceivabi y be that the peace - makers will be
called sons of God because they will be deemed
worthy of a share in the resurrection (Lk. 20 36 and cp § 7), more
probably the idea is that when the kingdom ofheaven shall be
established on earth, as it soon will be, they will be recognised
b y virtue of their spiritual kinship to God as his true sons.
This is manifestly tbe case in Mt. 645, where sonship is based
on an impartial and forgiving spirit like God's, Whether Jesus
said ' sons of your father who is in heaven ' or ' sons nf the Most
H i g h , ' as in the parallel passage in Lk, 0 35, is doubtful. Most
probably he said ' sons or the father who is in heaven.' This is
suggested by a comparison of Mt. 0 n (o Trarjjp vpij>v o ev TQLS
ovpavols) with Lk. 11 13 (6 TraiTjp 6 ef ovpavov, where, however,
Sin. Syr. seems to read ' t h e father that is in heaven'). Mt.
apparently had a preference for the pronominal additions. But
whether N2N or p^i^N was originally used, it is significant that
Jesus did not limit the divine paternity and did not exclude from
sonship those who were ' themselves evil.' The same is strongly
indicated also in the parables of the lost son (Lk. 15 1 1 ^ . ) and
the two sons (Mt, 21 2s ff.), which teach that man even when h e
errs does not cease to he t h e son of God and the object ofhis
fatherly affection. In Mt. 23sf Jesus is speaking to the crowds
as well as to his disciples, warning them not to call men Rabbi,
Abba, and Moreh, ' for one is your master,' ' o n e is your father,
' o n e is your teacher,' the reference being everywhere to God
(Site Kijhiex, JQR 13567^^.). On the other hand, in Mt. 10 20 29
and Lk. 12 32 the disciples are addressed, and those to whom
the kingdom will be given a r e clearly distinguished by their
character from the rest of t h e people. Even more manifest is
this distinction in Mt. 17 2S_^ As kings on earth demand
tribute not of their sons but only of strangers, so the heavenly
king does not impose taxes on his sons. Those who think of
God as taxing them for t h e support of the temple-cult are in
reaUty strangers to him ; the relations of sons to the heavenly
father are characterised by freedom. In view of such a profoundly ethical conception of sonship and Jesus' attitude in
general, it is difficult to believe in the historical accuracy of his
refusal to work a miracle for a Phoenician woman on the ground
alleged (Mt, 15 21-28 Mk. 7 27-30).

The synoptic tradition records no utterance of Jesus
in which he distinctly refers to himself as a ' son of God,'
12. Jesus- self- ' " !""• 2 ' , « J ' i=, i"deed said that
consciousness "'"'^'''"S h.gh pnests, scnbes and
as a son of God. "^'^"'^ quoted h.m as havmg said : • 1
am a son of Gc„l.- The only ground
for such an assertion would be Jesus' answer to the high
priest's question (Mt, 266?). But see § 20 and SON OF
M A N , § 37 (end). The taunt seems to have been made
up of phrases from Wisdom 216-18 (see Brandt, 209).
Of more importance would be the distinction between
' m y father' and ' j-our father,' if this could be traced
back to Jesus himself
T h e Gk. text of Mt. gives the impression that Jesus said ' my
father' when speaking ofhis own God or to him, whilst he said
' your father ' when referring to the God of his disciples or t h e
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people, and that he taught his disciples to say ' o u r father,' but
did not use this expression himself.
Aln.ady a comparison
with the synoptic parallels in which the possessive pronouns are
lacking tends to raise doubts as ti> the ini<;y:riiy of the text.
The prayer Jesus taught his disciples begins in Lk. 11 2 with
' F a t h e r ' (Trarep) ; and textual criticism renders the originality
of the pronoun in many instances quite uncertain. \\'lu;ii,
furthermore, the attempt is made to recover the actual Aramaic
words used by Jesus, the fact comes to \-iL-w that in pracln^ally
all cases the original Is likely to ha\'o been simply . llta (N:DN).
Where the Gk. Mt. had iraTt^ fxov or 6 ira-njp juou, b-i'ting. Hicr.
has simply .4bba In the e.xtant passages, ?dt. l^ 32 j \ 1(316
IS101935 2 G j i ; and the same is true of LU. 2 \.u 10 22 etc.
If this version is made from ihe tlreek wiihout tlnj aid of an
Ar.imaic translation, only a strorr^ly t;ritn_'nchud usii^gc can
account for the suppicssitui of thi_' po~,st;^si\i;. If. as seems
probable, an earlier Ar.uiiaic gospL-l was consulted in the translation, the testimony is doubly sianitii.ant. It is confirmed by
other remains of Palestinian Aramaic.

that the difference between ?7cw and -^ivbicniec. would not
appear in the Heb. ydda', and Dalman (233) rightly
insists that in the unvocalised .Aramaic text the participle yddd and perfect yidd could not be distinguished.
This difficulty would indeed be obviated if a derivative
of 13: is supposed to have been used in the original
(livaiig. Hier. has 133 in Mt.) ; but cvun so (aphel
perf ) this verb would scarcely have necessitated an aorist
raihL-r than a present tense. Klopper [ZW'Th., 1896,
pp. 5 0 1 ^ ) aiul D.alman strongly urge the improbability
cf the rc\cl,aion of the .sen through the son. Yet only
tlu; son's knowledijr of the father follows naturally the
tiMnsnussion of all knowiedge to the son. The rather
irrelevant statement tliat ' no one knows llie son except
the fathrr,' has the appearance of being a gloss drifting
into different places. If it is removed, the connection
is greatly improved : ' .\11 things (that are hidden from
the wise and disclosed to babes) have been transmitted
(l<:-,,ang. Hicr. noDnn) to me by the Father, and no one
knoHS the Father except the son and he to whom the
son is willing to make a revelation.'
It is difficult,
however, to see how even such an utterance could have
come from the lips of Jesus. The alleged return of
sc\enty disciples from a journey during which they had
been engaged in exorcising demons does not furnish a
natural occasion for such a comment as this (see Bruno
Bauer, Kritik der Ev.-gesch. [1891] 1^b(, ff). That
Jesus should have thought of himself as possessed of
all kiiou'ledge and regarded all other men as ignorant
of God is scarcely conceivable.
Long usage had
rendered the term ' father' as a designation of God
quite familiar to the contemporaries of Jesus, and piety
had invested the name with deep spiritual significance
(see § 4). But the abbreviated title ' the son' w-ould
probably have been as unintelligible to the Jews of
Jesus' time as it was well understood by the Christians
of the second century.
Pfleiderer (Urchi-istenthum,
4 4 5 ^ 5 0 9 / . ) recognises the influence of Pauline ideas,
and Brandt (pp. 561, 576) considers Mt. II25-30 to be
CL hymn regularly constructed of material largely borrowed from Ecclus. 51. Neither of these views is perhaps capable of strict demonstration. But the underlying
conviction that this cannot be a genuine saying of jesus
is as irresistible as the evidence of its gradual growth is
conclusive.

Jesus almost certainlv said only Abba in his own
pra\'crs as well as in the prayer he taught, and Abba
da bd she may Vli, ' t h e father who is in heaven,' in referring to God.
This conclusion is not niL-rely of
negative value. Positively, it indicates an c.\cuediiii;lv
keen sense of the fatherhood of God creating a true
filial attitude and a gentle feeling of brotherliness toward
- men. Into the innermost recesses of his spirit we cannot penetrate. Even if our sources were more fruitful
and less heavily overlaid by tradition than they are,
there would still remain the unfathomed depth of an
experience colouring every characteristic thought and
deed, the indefinable quality of a rich inner life, the
mystery of a great and fruitful genius. But we are able
to draw certain inferences from the fact that the highest
moral and religious conceptions of sonship ascribed to
him find expression in utterances in which he either
speaks of men in general (Mt. ,594548), or includes
himself with others ( M t . 1 7 2 5 ^ Mk. 335). Whilst he
may have avoided such a statement as ' 1 am a son of
God,' because bar ^Idhd might have suggested an angel,
a translated being like Elijah, or a king, It is possible,
therefore, that the real reason was his fear lest he be
misunderstood as claiming for himself alone that relation
to the Father into which his own experience made him
so desirous that all men should enter.
How well founded such apprehensions would have
been may be seen from Mt. 1 1 2 5 ^ {Lk. I O 2 1 / ) 2436
.,- TT
. (Mk. 1332) 2S19 and also from Mt.
F a t h S T n d 2I33-46 (Mk. 12i-i2 Lk. 209-19) 22^
In Mt. 2436 (Mk. 1332) the clause ' neither the Son '
Sou
(Lk. 14i6).
In the first of these
(ovhk 6 v'lbs) is lacking in many MSS, and (among other
passages the gradual growth of a
. - ,
ancient witnesses) in the Syr.-Sin. Most
logion may be observed. The te.xt presented by our
,.* ., ,
modern scholars reject it.
Scholten
MSS with minor variations between Mt. and Lk. already
^^
^ ,
(Het oudste Evang. 227) maintained that
occurs sporadically in the second century (present tense
imowledge. j ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ lacking in the original Mk.
Justin, c- Tryph. 100, 'knowledge of the Son first' ;
Dalman (159) thinks that the original text \\as ' not even
Iren. iv. 61, Clem. Recog. la,-])- Older than this, howthe angels,' and that ' not even the son but the father
ever, as modern critics generally recognise, is the text
only ' is a later addition.
found in Justin, .4/0/. 163 ; Clem. Hom-Yl ^ I841320 ;
Schmiedel (l-c. 20) also regards the words in Mt. as spurious,
Marcosians in Iren. i. 20 3 ; Marcion in Tert. c- Marc.
but
considers those in Mk. as genuine because they cannot have
227 ; Iren. ii. 6 i iv. 63 ; Clem.Ale.x. Strom. 718109 etc.,
been engendered by reverence for Jesus, a motive that led the
which reads, with unimportant variations, KO,1 oiSels
editor of Mt. to omit them in copying his source. It is not
^-yvcj T6V Traripa el fJ-r] 6 uiis Kal (obd^) rbv vlbv (res apparent why the supposed original copyist should have been
more sensitive on this point than the later interpolator of Mt.
yivchcTKeL) d /j-T] b iraTTjp Kal ols [^) dv b v'cbs arrOKaXvcjrrj
(fioij\T)Tai iiroKaXvcl/ai). The principal differences are In the first half of the second centurj' it is not hkely that any
Christian was offended by the subordination of the Son or his
that lyvui occurs in place of -yivcliaKei, that the sentence limited knowledge (Scholten, l-c). Only the rising estimate of
' no one knew the Father except the Son ' precedes ' nor
Jesus can account for the place of the Son between the angels
and the Father, for the emphasis upon the fact that even he did
any one the Son except the Father,' anrl that as a connot know the day and the hour, and for the use of the abbrevi.
sequence it is the son instead of the father that reveals
ated title. .Alk. 13 32 seems to have been added to the Apocatlie son. Schmiedel (Prot. Monatshefte, 1900, -p. 1 ff.)
lypse of Jesus to explain either the absence of a sufficiently
exact date or the delay in the fulfilment of prophecy.
regards this as an original utterance of Jesus and underThe third passage in which ' the Son' occurs is Mt.
stands the aorist to intimate that there was a time when
Jesus discovered that God was a father, d. thought that
2819. That the trinitarian baptismal formula does not
until then had not been present to his mind. AccordIK p t1 ^^ back to Jesus himself is evident and
ing to this critic, the men who onee believed in the
IB. Baptismal ;;g(.f,„nised by all independent critics.
fatherhood of God were all dead, and among Jesus'
lormula.
p^^^^ ^^^j jj^^ Epistles show that other
contemporaries no man recognised God as a father.
formulas were used but not this one, that the apostles
Having become a ' son' by the discovery, he naturally
did not feel warranted to preach to the heathen without
looked upon himself as ' the S o n ' as long as he rea special revelation, and that the early church never
mained alone with his conviction that God was a father.
referred to this commandment.
The fact that it is
But already Ewald [JBW, 1855, p. 160) pointed out
ascribed to Jesus after his death is also significant ;
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Conybeare [ZNTIV,
1901, pp. ^7S>jr- '< Hibb. Journ.
1, 1902, pp. 102 ff.) has shown that there was, as late
ic in the time of Eusebius, an earlier text which read :
UopevQ^vTes /xaQrjTeixraTe xxdvxa Td ^Qvrj iv np 6v6p,aTi
fxov ' G o ye and make disciples of all nations in my
name,' and has rendered it probable that the expanded
form originated about 140 A.D. in the Old Latin texts
of Africa, that it thence crept into the Greek text at
Rome, and finally established itself in the East during
the Nicene epoch in time to figure in all surviving
(jtick codices.
How Jesus understood his peculiar relation as a son
may, according to Dalman (230), be seen very clearly
from Mt. 21 33-46 (Mk. 12 1-12 Lk.
16. Allegory of
20 9-19). He regarded himself as the
husbandmen.
beloved son, or, as Gen. 222 0 and
Trg. suggests, ' t h e only begotten son,' entitled to the
empire of the world, but destined to be put to death.
On the other hand, Julicher [Gleichnisreden
Jesu,
i8gq, pp. 3 8 5 ^ ) after a most searching e.xamination
of these texts comes to the conclusion that the story of
the wicked husbandmen is not a parable describing
something that might have happened in real life, but
an allegor}', and that it is in no sense an utterance of
Jesus, but the work of early Christian theology. T h e
justice of this verdict is appreciated when the marked
contrast to all genuine parables, the lack of verisimilitude, the assumptions contrary to fact, and the charges
based upon future conduct are duly noticed. In regard
to Mt. 222, where the king makes a marriage feast for
his son, Dalman rightly calls attention to the absence
of the son during the meal, and the fact that in the
parallel (Lk. 11 in) there is no mention of the son.
According to Lk. I3235, the angel Gabriel announced
to Mary that the child she was to bear would be called
p
.
' t h e Son of the Most High,' or ' t h e
Son of (hxl,' because the Holy Ghost
m a t i o n by w-ould come upon her. Divine sonship
heavenly
is here made dependent upon physical
generation.
Jesus will be called Son
of God because he is to have no human father. This
mythical conception which was widely prevalent in
antiquity (see §§ 2, 5) seems to belong to a late stratum
(cp (_'onybeare, Z A ' / ' I L , 1902, pp. 1 9 2 j ^ ) and is of
Gentile-Christian origin (cp Hillmann, JPT, 1891, pp.
2 3 1 ^ ) . Older than it, is the idea that the Son of God
was born as such at the baptism. Between the reports
of the heavenly proclamation on this occasion in the
synoptics there are important differences. W'hilst Mt.
317 reads ' This is my beloved Son in .j\hom I am %\ell
pleased,' Mk. I n and Lk. 3z2 have ' T h o u art my
beloved son, in thee I am well pleased.
It is possible,
however, that Dab c ff-*l and a large number of
patristic quotations have preserved a. more original
reading in Lk. ^22—viz., vlbs p-ov el <x^' iyiji a'qp.epov
yey^vvT]Kd ere, ' Thou art my son, to-day I have
begotten thee.' The generation of the Son of God is
in this case accomplished by the entrance of the Holy
Ghost as a dove. This earlier myth seems to have
been supplanted by that of the Virgin birth.
The
announcement of the heavenly voice at the transfiguratiun (Mt. 175 Mk. 97 Lk 935) was then transferred to
the baptism. (Cp Holtzmann, L)ie Synoptiker,'^^) 85.)
The early church was convinced that not only
heaven but also hell knew the secret of Jesus' divine
IR PrnplflTTin sonship.
Demons repeatedly pro10. r r o c i a m a ^^i^j^^^j j^j^r the Son of God, Mk. 3 i t
demon^
^' (Lk.SzS; cp also Mk.127); and
Satan himself used his knowledge of
this fact to lead him into temptation (Mt. 436 ; cp Lk.
439). To accept the opinion of the evangehsts as to
the supernatural knowledge and activity of demons is
no longer possible.
It is a.sMimed by many critics that the demoniacs actually
spoke such words as are ascribed to them, and that thev themselves, as well as their reporters, were only mistaken in their
interpretation of mental and nervous disorders. Being thrown
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into great excitement by the extraordinary impression of Jesus'
personality, these sufferers gave voice to their own or the general
feeling that Jesus was the Messiah.
But on this theory it
cannot be explained why men excited to madness by the political
situation should have avoided the one unmistakable Messianic
title, ' Son of David," and employed a term that cannot be pri..yed
to have been then used, nor why, of all men, only the demoniacs
should proclaim him as the ' S o n of God.' As it is especially
Mk. who emphasizes this testimony of the demons, it is natural
to see in it a phase of his general conception of Jesus' life and
character.
H e had to reckon with a strongly entrenched
tradition to the effect that Jesus had not proclaimed himself as
the Messiah. From the premises of his Christian faith he could
only conclude that Jesus had then concealed his Messiahship
and the divine nature which he associated with it. Such a fact
might be hidden from men, but not from demons. They must
have known, in spite of his disguise, the divine Son by whom
they were to be judged. It is particularly the merit of Wrede
(Das Messiasgeheimniss,
1901, pp. 7 3 ^ ) to have called attention
to this aspect of the case.
I'he story of the temptation
should be considered from the same point of \\e\\.
[Cp T E M P T A T I O N , §§

4-6.]

As no objective reality can be ascribed to these voices
from the world of evil spirits, it is idle to inquire w hether
in their reported utterances ' Son of God ' corresponds
to an Aramaic bar ^Idhd, ba7- 'elyon, b"7'eh d'itldhd, and
what meanings each of these forms may have conveyed.
The same conception that Jesus' divine sonship cannot be known b}' men except by a special
19. P e t r i n e revelation from another world is found in
confession. Mt. 1617. Of such a revelation there is
no hint in the accounts of Peter's confession at
(/;i--sarca Philippi given by Mk. (827-33) and Lk.
(918-22). But neither of these evangelists puts the title
' Son of God ' upon the lips of Peter. Mk. has simply
6 xp'-^'''^^' Lk. bxp^f^rbs TOV deov; the latter probalily
goes back to misihd dit-yahwe, cp i S. 247 Trg., and
Ps. Sol. I87 XP"^'''^^ Kvpiov, and originally I732, and
not to a viiisihd d'iJldhd not found elsewhere.
It is
more likely that Peter used this longer form than the
shorter one in Mk.
There is no reason to doubt
either the question or the answer in the form preserved
by Mk. and Lk.
Before carrying out his plan of
proclaiming the kingdom of heaven in Jerusalem, Jesus
would naturally desire to know the attitude of the
people. If Peter's description gave him some assurance
that there was no immediate danger in that direction,
the views as to his personality cherished by his discijjlcs
seem to have made him all the more apprehensive, and
caused him most earnestly to forbid them to make any
such statement concerning him.
It has long been recognised that Mt. \*^ 17-ig is a late Interpolation. It may already reveal the pretensions of the Roman
bishop (Wernle, Syn. Frage, 192), and has been more correctly
interpreted by Catholic exegetes than by Protestants (Bauer,
Kritik,Ze).
But, apart from the macarism, the text of Mt.
has been interpolatecf(cp Holtzmann, Syn.C^) 257) by the addition
of the two terms ' son of Man '(see SON OF M A N , § 39) and ' son
o f t h e living G o d ' (cp Hosea 2 i, (P utot 6eov ^oifTos). Van
Manen (Th.T, 1894, p. 184) is probatjly right in thinking that
'.Son of G o d ' is not here a designation of the theocratic king,
but to be taken in a metaphysical sense. Eut to the interpolator
6 xpitTTos was no longer a mere equi\alent of ' the Messiah ' ; it
had no doubt already assumed the same significance as the ' Son
of God.'

According to Mt. 2663 the high priest said ' I adjure
thee by the living God that thou tell us whether thou be
20 HiP-h ^^^ Christ, the Son of God ' ; in Mk. 14 61
PriesVa
^^ simply asks ' Art thou the Christ the
a d i u r a t i o n ^ ° ^ °^ *^^ Blessed? ' and in Lk. 2267 the
''
• elders of the people say ' If thou art the
Christ tell us,' and only after the reference to the Son
of Man, 'Art thou then the Son of G o d ? ' v. 70. It
is evident that according to Christian tradition Jesus
was asked by the priests whether he regarded himself
as the Messiah, and that the particular form of the
question shaped itself freely.
In Mt. and Lk. Jesus
does not commit himself; Mt. 2664 reports only the
brief Si> eiVas,' Thou sayest so,' Lk. 22?^ his reason for
not answering as well as his rejoinder, ' Vou sav that I
am.' On the meaning of Iij etxxas sue Thayer, jBL
1840-49; Merx, Die vier kan. Ev. 2384. These gospels
represent a tradition according to which Jesus maintained his incognito before the priests as well as before
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Pilate. The apparentl\- earlier form of the narrative
preserved in Lk. makes no mention of false witnesses,
blasphemy, a. formal sentence to death, and personal
indignities, but tells of two false charges brought against
Jesus by the priests before Pilate—viz., his forbidding lo
give tribute to Cresar and his declaring that he himself
is the Christ, an anointed king. Mk. has all the additions of Mt. and, besides, takes the important step of
changing - i ' etxxas into 'Byui elfxi ' 1 am.' What took
place in the pontifical residence to which Jesus had been
earned was probably as little known to his disciples as
to us. (See Brandt, 5 3 . ^ ; We. Skizzen, 6 [1899]

• g o d s ' and 'sons of God' are still synonvms and, in
language tinged with apocalyptic imagery, the reigning
kings are described both as ' gods ' and as ' sons of God.'
In spite of practical monotheism, the belief in the existence of gods as celestial princes or as demons continued.
Such a phrase as ' sons of God' because sons of the resurrection does not reflect a specifically Christian consciousness, but is likely lo go back to ' Rabbinism.' showing its
cunce[jtion of the possibility of becoming a son of God in
a metaphysical sense through a resurrection. Tendencies
in the direction indicated can be pointed out, and are
natural enough, since the mental habits of the Aramaicspeaking Jew eannot ha \e been .so radically different from
207; cp SIMON P E T K R , § 15.)
At the time when
those (jf the Greek-speaking Jew. Nevertheless it shou'd
these accounts were elaborated, • S< .n of Man,'
be admitted that we possess no direct evidence of the use
'Christ,' and 'Son of G o d ' had become synonymous,
ol bar i'lii hd as a Me.ssianic title. On the other hand,
and 'Son of G o d ' was understood as 'God,' so
the term vl6$ Qeov was frequently met with in the Grrecothat the blasphemv of making oneself equal with God
Roman world as a title of kings and a designation of
could be concei\ed of as .L charge brought against
Jesus. The ' Son of G o d ' in Mt. 2740 is lacking in the heroes born of divine fathers or translated to be with
the gods. The ideas associated w\\\\ Qebs and mos Qeov
parallel passage Mk. l o 29 /!, and the utterance is basud
flowed into each other and had a metaphysical rather
on Mt. 2t)6i (Mk. I458), having no more historic value
than an ethical significance.
The meaning generally
than these improbable testimonies.
given to the term in the empire would unconsciously
In utter amazement at the miracles that accompanied
colour the thought of Hellenistic Jews when they found
, . , the death of Jesus, the centurion cried
it employed in the Greek version of their Scriptures in
21. Centurion s . Q^ ^ ^^.^^^ ^^-^ ^^ ^^^ g^^^ ^^ ^^^ . , ^
wdiat they took to be predictions of the Messiah. T h e
exclamation. , ^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ g^^,^_ ^^^ ^^^^ ^^jl^
titles vlbs Qeov, KiJptos, and SUJTTJP would certainly apply
as well to the coming king of Israel as to the Roman
1539). As there is no reason to suppose that the great
darkness, the earthquake, the rending of the veil in the Emperor. So far Jew ish thought might certainly have
gone, though it cannot be strictly proved that it went.
temple, and the rising of the dead from their tombs
It is not necessary to go outside the boundaries of
actually occurred [cp EARTHQtJAKE, § 2], the occasion
Jewish thought, influenced by Greek speculation, for the
for such an exclamation did not exist. Of these miracles
ideas of an elevation into the sphere of divine life,
Mk. mentions only the rending of the veil. Since the
through resurrection and ascension, the victory over
centurion could not have seen this, even if it happened,
demons
knowing the secrets of another world, and even
his astonishment is left without a cause. If Mk. had
the birth of a hero without a human father, as Philo
thought that the centurion became convinced of the
shows. In the present state of N T criticism it is not
divinity of Jesus by the fact that he died somewhat
possible to date with accuracy the appearance of one or
earlier than expected, uttering a loud cry, he would
another of these ideas in Christian literature ; but it
scarcely have introduced the statement as to the veil.
may, perhaps, safely be assumed that they had all
By his tendency to shorten the accounts that he copied,
found expression by the beginning of the second centurj'.
he has here, as elsewhere, rendered his own incongruous.
In Jn. ' Son of God' (0 I'ios TOV deov) occurs ten times,
Both Mt. and Mk. no doubt thought of ' Son of God '
TT
f f+1 ^^"^ ' ^^^ Son' fourteen times. As in
in a Christian sense. While it is quite doubtful whether
23. Use Ot title jj^g ^^gg Qf jj^g Synoptists it will be
any of the evangelists found the loud cry significant, it
in i o u r t n
convenient to give the details.
is possible that a centurion accustomed to such sights
Gospel.
^
saw in the relatively speedy release from suffering an
evidence that this political criminal was indeed c
I ' S o n of G o d ' : 10 times.
righteous man (Lk. 2847), though Lk. thought of the
1 34 : testimony of John.
10 36; O T precedent.
miracles as occasioning this judgment.
1 50 : Nathanael's confession. I I 4 : glorified through Lazarus.
A critical study of the synoptic material leads inevit3 18 : belief in him.
11 27 : Martha's confession.
ably to the conclusion that Jesus never called himself
6 2 5 : dead hearing his voice. 19 7 : making himself God'sequal.
0 6 9 : Peter's confession.
20 3 1 : purpose of book.
nn r\ • • £ ' the Son of God,' and never was
In 3 16 ' the only begotten son ' occurs, and in 17 11 ' thy son.*
tiir^
addressed by that title. That he was
^. ' T h e S o n ' : 14 times.
Svnnnt"
proclaimed as such by voices from
•^ "
' heaven and hell is a notion consonant
3 17 35 36 5 20 21 22 bis 23 26 6 40 8 35 36 14 13 17 i.
In 1 18 the true reading seems to be p.ovoyevris Beos, in 9 35 TOI'
with the ideas of the time, but not of such a nature as to
vlov TOV dv9p(xyrrov ; in 1 34 the text is uncertain, Syr. sin. cur.
command belief at present.
But this negative result
reading ' the chosen one of God.'
raises a question concerning the origin of the term ' Son
It is important to observe that d vlbs TOV deov is used
of God.' Sanday regards it as certain that it was applied
by John, Nathanael, Peter, Martha, and the evangelist
to Jesus in i Thess. l i o , ' 23 years after the ascension,'
himself, but rarely by Jesus, whilst o vlbs is as a rule
and thinks it ' easier and more critical' to see in the
employed by Jesus alone. In the ecclesiastical circles
expression ^ continuation of Jesus' own teaching than
whose christology this gospel reflects, the longer form,
to look for its explanation in other directions.
I-lut
usually in addition to d xp'-<^'^^^> ^^'^^ evidently used in
apart from the impossibility of proving that the epistle
public confessions of faith, and the shorter form had
quoted was written ' 2 3 years after the ascension,' by
already come into vogue in theological discussions.
pointing to the Pauline literature Sanday has himself
To this evangelist ' t h e Son' was a divine being who
drawn the attention away from the Hne of direct transhad appeared in human shape.
He was ' a g o d '
mission of the thoughts and words of Jesus. It is indeed
[debs l i ) , ' a n only-begotten g o d ' [p.ovoyevx]s Qebs
in Hellenistic circles that the title as we find it applied
1
18)
who
had
assumed
human
nature,
had become
to Jesus is likely to have originated. There is a possiflesh (I14). He was the Logos of whom Philo had
bility (see § 6) that in some circles the intensified study
spoken as ' t h e Son,' the medium of creation and
of ' Messianic ' prophecies during the first century A.D.
redemption. It was not blasphemy for him to claim a
caused the term bar ildhd to be used as a title of the
Messiah. Wernle [Anfdnge uns. Rel. 295) goes too far title felt to be equivalent to 'God,' for he had been
sent from heaven, whilst in the Scriptures men who had
when he asserts that no road leads from the O T and
only received oracles from heaven were called ' gods'
Rabbinism to the doctrine of the deity of Christ, as
(1033^)
And he called those happy whose faiih
Sanday rightly maintains.
In Hasmonaean psalms
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allowed them to say ' My Lord and my God ! ' without
having seen the evidences ofhis resurrection (20 29).
It is no longer necessary to prove that the words put upon the
lips of Jesus in this gospel cannot have been uttered by him.
Even scholars generaUy distrustful of results that contravene
ecclesiastical tradition are no longer willing to maintain the
pO!>ition of Schleiermacher and Neander, b u t freely admit ' in
this collection of sayings an element—possibly a somewhat
considerable element — that represents not so much what was
actually spoken as enlargement and comment embodying the
experience and reflection of the growing c h u r c h ' (Sanday).
T h e critical estimate gained b y the investigations of Bretschneider, Strauss, Bruno Bauer, Schwegler, Baur, and Zeller was
in the main so sound that it h a s been adopted, even after the
severe testing by Bleek, Ewald, and Reuss, with modifications
that do not essentially affect it, not only by Hilgenfeld, Keim,
Volkmar, Holtzmann, Scholten, Thoma, Pfleiderer, and Albert
Reville, but also by Schiirer, Julicher, and substantially Harnack,
whose theory of authorship and interpolations does not render it
usable as a source for the history of Jesus (Das Wesen des
Christenthums,
p . 13 E T , p . xgf.).
I t is significant that the
most recent investigators, J[ean R6ville, Kreyenbuhl, Schmiedel,
and Grill agree in rejecting the J o h a n n m e authorship, the
authenticity of the speeches, and the various partition-theories.
T h a t all parts of the bgok reveal the influence of the Philonian
Logos-idea was never so fully demonstrated as by Reville and
Grill; however mistaken his theory of authorship may be,
Kreyenbuhl has exhibited, even more clearly than Baur, the
gnostic affinilies of the gospel; Schmiedel has shown convincingly how essentially correct the interpretation of the external
evidence by the Tubingen school w a s ; and by setting J n . ' s
central idea, the incarnation, against the background of Oriental
speculation, (jrill h a s not only used the comparative method
that henceforth must find a wider application in all bibUcal
interpretation, b u t also revealed the legitimacy of that process
of thought which led from the Fourth Gospel to the SyTnboluTn
Niccenu77i.
d R ^*
-^^ ^^^ epistolary literattire of the N T the
* following facts are noticeable.
' Son of God ' occurs in i and 2 J n .
= 1 3 times
' the Son ' occurs in i and 2 J n .
= 6 .
Neither occurs in—
(a) J a s . J u d e i Pet. 3 J n . or (except in a n allusion t o t h e
transfiguration) 2 Pet.
(b) in Phil. Philem. 2 Thess. i T i m . 2 Tim. a n d Titus.
In the remaining epistles the occurrences are :
I. ' S o n of G o d '
Rom. 1 3 4 9 5 10 8 3 29 32
= 7 times
Gal, 1 1 6 2 2 8 4 4 6
= 4 ,,
J Cor. 1 9 2 Cor. 1 ig E p h . 413 CoL 113 i Thess. 1 l o = 5 „
Heb. 15 4 1 4 6 6 7 3 I O 2 9
.
.
:
= 5 ).
2. ' the S o n '
I Cor. 15 28
.
:
.
= once
Heb. I 2 8 36 58 723
= 5 times
T h e conception in the Johannine epistles is the same as in the
fourth gospel.
Rom. 1 3 is especially important as showing
the idea of divine sonship based on the resurrection. Connected
with this metaphysical sense of the term is the conception that
men are not in themselves sons of God but may become such b y
endowment with divine spirit, 86.
In Gal. 116 the manifestation of the risen Son of God is described as an inner process.
In E p h . and Col., which show the influence <ff the Logos
speculation, the Son is the pre-existent medium of creation ; the
phrase 'first-born of all creation,' Col. 115, should not be interpreted so as to exclude priority (Sanday), since * he is before all
things,' as v. 17 shows.
T h e closest affinity to the fourth
gospel is found in Heb., where ' the S o n ' is an essentially divine
being, subordinate to the Most H i g h , but higher than * the
heavenly m a n ' of i C o r . 15. Schenkel finely observed the
embarrassment the author felt at the thought of this being
learning obedience or suffering ' t h o u g h he was a Son.' T h e
Alexandrian exegesis of chap. 1 shows with what peculiar
material the road from the O T was paved.
T h e term does not occur in Acts, and Sanday rightly
decides against xxats Qeov being interpreted as an
equivalent.
In Rev. 218 the Christ is called ' S o n of
God.' T h e strangely composite christology of this book
may be connected with its composite authorship and
the transmission of its text.
A careful examination of the gospels tends to produce
OR TT' + * ^^^ conviction that Jesus never assumed
25. H i s t o n - ^^^ ^j^jg . g^^ of God ' either to designate
f r i . . ' himself as the expected king of Israel or
cance 01 Utie. ^^ intimate that his nature was unlike
that of other men, but that he spoke of men in general
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as • the sons of God ' and of God as their father, and
also used the expression as a mark of distinction for
those whose character resembled God's, who by their
fihal relation were freed from bondage to legal enactments concerning the cult, whose spirit and conduct
established peace in the world, and who would be
accounted worthy of a sh^re in the resurrection frorn the
dead.
From a modern point of view such an attitude
no doubt appears ethically more valuable than the loftiest
claim of kingship or of godhood. The personality which
historical criticism is able to discover behind the gospel
records is not only more real but more ideal than the
portrait the evangelists produced.
Nevertheless the
bestowal upon Jesus of a title he did not claim *and
probably could not have understood marked a step
forward.
W h e n he was lifted up from earth and made
a god, he drew all men unto himself.
For him they
abandoned the gods of their fathers, and out of his fulness they all received some measure of grace and truth.
It may be questioned whether without this deification it
would have become historically possible for him to
dispense his spiritual gifts through the ages. It was far
easier for men outside of Jewry to look upon the bearer
to them of such treasures of life as a god than as a mere
man ; and even Hellenistic Jews must translate his
personality into the supernatural to derive from it such
spiritual benefits as their education had prepared them
to receive. There is an element of truth in Wernle's
keen observation that ' christological dogma did not
arise through a gradual increase but, on the contrary,
through Jewish and anti-gnostic reduction of the
popular faith' (Anfdnge,
295).
It was after all the
true humanity of the Son of God that bore off the
victory at Nicasa.
But it should not be denied that
there had been a gradual growth into that well-balanced
conception which, it would seem, was best adapted to
guard the spiritual interests involved. As the oecumenio
creeds were the corollaries of that conception of ' the
Son of G o d ' who is himself' G o d ' which comes distinctly
to view in the fourth gospel, so this itself is the product of
a long development of thought in Israel as well as in
Greece, and among the Arj'ans of India and Persia.
T h e contribution of Jesus himself to this development
was the indelible impression of his personality.
His
own thought was too grand in its simplicity for the
world to appreciate.
T h a t it means more to be a child
of God in the sense in which Jesus used the term
than to be the Son defined by the Nicene creed, is a
truth still hidden from many who are wise and prudent.
T h e title has been discussed with more or less fulness in
numerous commentaries, O T and N T theologies, critiques
of the gospels, and lives of Jesus. Among the
2 6 . L i t e r a t u r e . l a t t e r t h o s e o f S t r a u s s , Neander, Keim, Hase,
Schenkel, Beyschlag, Weiss, and A. Reville
should be mentioned. T h e following works deal with various
aspects of the question. Ilgen, ' D e notione tituli filii dei' in
Paulus, Memorabilien,
7, 1795, pp. 119-198 ; Bertholdt, Christo.
logia Judceorum,
i S i i ; Colani, Jesus Christ et les croyances
messianiques de son temps, 1864 ; Wittichen, Die Idee Gottes
ais des Vaters, 1865 ; Vernes, Histoire des iddes messianiques,
1874 ; Drummond, Thejewish
Messiah, 1877 ; Schenkel, article
' Sohn Gottes ' in Bibellexikon,
1875 ; Stanton, The Jewish and
the Christian Messiah, 1886; W e n d t , Die Lehre Jesu, 1890;
Baldensperger, Das Selbstbewusstsein
Jesu, 1892; Briggs,
The Messiah of thc Gospels, 1897 ; Paul, Vorstellungen von
Messias, 1895 ; Brandt, Evangelische Geschichte, 1893; 'Thoma,
Genesis des Johannes-Evangeliums,
1882; Pfleiderer, Urchristenthum, 1887 ; J e a n Reville, Le Quatrieme Evangile, i g o l ;
Kreyenbuhl, Das Evangelium
der Wahrheit,
1900; Grill,
Untersuchungen
iiber die Entstehung
d- vierten
EvangeUums,
igo2 ; Holtzmann, Neutestamentliche
Theologie, 1897 ; Schmiedel, Prot- Monatshefte,
1900, p . T.ff.-, Dalman, Die Worte Jesu,
1898; Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis,
igoi : Rose, ' Fils de
I'homme et fils de d i e u ' in Revue biblique, 1900, p p . I 6 Q ^ I
Schmidt, Son of Man and Son of God in Modem Theology (in
press) ; Stevens, The Teaching of Jesus, 1901.
^. g.
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The expression ' S o n of M a n ' (ben dddm) is in
Hebrew literature a synonym of ' man.
Apart from
Ezekiel and Daniel it seems to be used exclusively in
poetic style.
bcn-dddm (L:~X J2) in Xu. Tii^ 19 Is. 5112 56 2 Jer, 49 18 33 60 40
6I43 P s . 8 5 SO 18 I4L13 J o b l O s i i?56858, probably also in the
original of Kcclus. 17 30 J u d i t h S16 Te.st. 12 Patr.
1. s y n o n y m J o s e p h 2 ; ben t'«(^/(-i]X p ) in Ps. 144 3. T h e
of ' m a n . ' meaning is rendered perfectly clear by ^ / ( f N ) ,
ends (L"I:N'. or giber (13j) occurring in the
parallel stichoi. Such vi^.iticic expressions may be either survivals of forms once in common use or later creations. When
cognate languages offer no analogy, the latter is more probable.
In this case, the strongly entrenched Aramaic usage (see § 4) is
in favour of the former explanation. Collectives like DTX, ^\'^%
1,?.^, JNA are very o l d ; and the designation of the individual of
the .ipecies as C~^:•i^ or i:'i:.N"p, a man, "ij71"|3, an ox, [N^"[3,
a sheep or a goat, is Hkely to belong to the same early period.
A still s i m p l e r p h r a s e for ' a m a n , ' ahad
hd-dddm
(c~.S'T --,\'). occurs only in Judg. I 6 7 , where it seems to
have been preserved from an earlier form of the story in
\vhich Samson vvas not ' one of mankind ' but a solar
divinity.
While is ( C N . originally also a collective, cp
'I'.N-:;-' :;"N, c".x -^z:) and i'\sdh (n:;\x) apparently tended to
displace ben-ddam and bath-dddm (or bath han-ndli7n,
Dan. II17) and were supplemented by dddm and Snds in
the sense of *man' ' t h e human being,' der Mensch
(frequently found in Ecclus.), the plurals bne ddd7n and
^;z^ f/maintained themselves more strongly against the
collectives both in the sense of ' people ' ' Leute' and
in that of ' mankind.'
The plurals occur t h u s : DIX •:! in Gen. 115 D t . 328 i S.
2'^>ig 2 S . 7 i 2 i K . S s g Ezek. 31 14 Mic. 5 6 Joel 1 12 Ps. I I 4
r^2 9 142 ^1 II ai 20 33 13 368 453 40 3 633 57 5 53 2 62 10 OH s
8043 9O3 11)7 8 15 2131 11.3 16 14512 Prov. 8 4 3 1 13 22 Eccl. 2^,
3 10 21 811 0 312 ; z"ti '•22 in Ps. 4 3 49 3 02 10 Lam. .'1 33 Ecclus.
I615 3623 .387 4 0 i ; C"!N"i n'lJ^, ' t h e women of the human
race ' in Gen. O2.
In Ezekiel the expression ' son of m a n ' occurs some
ninety times, always as the title by which the prophet is
2. Special use ^'^^'''^ssed by Yahw6.
T h e question
• £ , . ,
naturally
arises, why
Ezekiel
represented Yahw^ as constantly employing this term ; or, if its use was not due to conscious
reflection^ but to inspiration in a certain patiiological
condition, why this particular form of speech suggested
itself with such frequency.
Jerome regarded the term as expressive of the fraihy of him
wli J was honoured with divine visions and commissions, and
niost modern scholars have found in it an intimation of weakness
a;id insignificance (Smend, Bertholet, Kraetzschmar, Toy).
Appel, however, deems this explanation inadequate,
examines the title in the light of tlie various passages in which
it occurs, and comes to the conclusion that it was given to the
prophet by way of distinction to set him off from his fellowmen.
According to the theory of Maurice Vernes (Hist, des
idr.-s mcssianic]Hcs, 187 [1874]) ' s o n of m a n ' is synonymous
with 'prophet,'
Fiebig thinks that it may have been more
natural to use the longer form in the vocative. Already in the
interpretation of the phrase in Ezekiel we meet with an
470s

emphatically low and an emphatically high estimate, a synthetic
and an analytic judgment, an assumption that it is a title of
office and an appeal to philology and literary criticism ; and there
is an element of truth in each contention. There can be no
question as to the general identity of ' son of m a n ' and ' m a n . '
It is also quite evident that ' son of man ' cannot have been used
by man as a title of a prophet. H e might be referred to as
ha-lwzeh (ninn) ' t h e seer,' han-fidbi ( N ' ^ J H ) ' t h e speaker,'
ham-moreh (r}yi\:ir[) ' t h e oracle giver,' is hd-etoh'im
(^"N
DM^^xn). ' t h e man of (iud,' but not simply as ' t h e man.' The
ordinary designations, however, would not be so suitable in the
mouth of God and angels. Vjy diem the prophet u'ould be either
called by name (Am. S 2 l>aii.l'23 l O i i y l ) , or addressed as a
representative of the human race. In the latter case, the fact
that celestial beings hold converse only with their chosen ones
would naturally make the expression suggestive, not merely of
inferiority of race, but also of special privilege. Its use would
consequently express the prophet's .self-consciousness as well as
his humility. Dan. 8 17 shows that in some circles it was thought
proper for the angelus interlocutor to address the prophets as
' human being' (D"IX p ) , when the name was not used.
T h e e m p l o y m e n t of this p h r a s e by Ezekiel s e e m s ,
then, to ha\'e arisen from the double feeling of humility
and elation expressed in Ps. 8.
Much of the repetition
may be due solely to literary habit, and some instances
to later imitation (see SCVTIIIAN.S, § 5).
T h e only apparent exception in Hebrew seems to be
Talmud, Pal. Tddnith
6$b.
The passage contains the following comment on Nu. 23 19 by
Abbahu (about 280 A . D . ) : ' I f a man says " I am a god," he
lies ; (if he says) " I am a son of man,'" he will
3. DOUDtilll in tbe end regret i t ; (if he says) " I ascend to
m e a n i n g i n heaven," he may say it, but he cannot accomT a a m t h 65/3. P^^^I^ ^f,' If the text'is sound the interpretation
of Laible, Bacher, and JJalman is no doubt
essentially correct. Abbahu, who was often in conflict with
Christians, unquestionably refers to Jesus. H e is not likely to
have had in mind either Moses (Schwab) or the tower-l)uilders
(Rabbinic commentators, followed by Cohen in_ Lietzmann).
Christians like.Sason, who in their disputations with him seem
to have used to some extent the Hebrew language, probably
translated 6 vios roi) dvOptinrov by hen hd-dddm, as, in modern
tiines, Delitzsch. It is supposed that the indefinite ben dddm
was suggested by N u . 23 19, and that the context was depended
on to indicate the reference. T h e real difficulty, however, is to
understand why Abbahu should h.ive regarded it as an assumption on the part of jesus to call himself ' s o n of man,' such as
any man must in the end regret.
It Is not a question of
Messianic titlei^ and prerogatives. The Messiah is not a god,
in Jewish theology, and does not ascend to heaven, nor is it
improper for him, or any other man, to call himself a son of
man, ben dildin.
T h e original may have read ' I am a man and
1 ascend to heaven,' •:n::''^ rh^]} 'JNl ^:N DIN* J3> the words
13 mnnV ISID being a misplaced glos.s. Abbabii would, then,
wittily allude to the self-designation of Jesus as a confession
that he was not a god but a man, while emphasising thereby
the enormity ofhis claim, inferred from J n . 14 24 and A c t s l 9.
In Aramaic 'son of m a n ' is used with great frequency
as a synonym of ' man.*
I. Early iiisc^-iptions.—Voi the Assyrian and Persian periods
we are wlnjlly dependent upon inscriptions. These a r e o f t e n
dated and represent a widespread territory;
4. A r a m a i c but they are for the most part very brief, and the
usage.
vocabulary is limited. It is of comparatively
small significance that the term 'son of ruan '
does not occur in them, since it is very seldom that any designation of man is found. But it is important that among the few
instances [;']N occurs three times as a plural or collective—viz.
CJN D"lpl 'HSN Dip 'before gods and m a n ' (Zenjirli, Panamu
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stele, /. 23, eighth centur>), C':NI jnSm ' g o d s and m e n '
(Teinin, si.xth century CIS 2 no. 113a, I. 20), vii. t;'3N 'seven m e n '
(Kuyunjik, Oct. O'co, CIS 2 no. 17).
2. Syriac. — Amung the East Aramaic dialects (.Syriac,
Mandaic, Jlab\ Itniian Talmudic) the expre.ssion is most common
in Syriac. E \ e n if the Pesh. of O T is (.sscntially a Jewish
work, it cannot, in view of text and canon, be earlier than the
first century A.u., and probably does not antedate the oldest
Christian productions by more than fifty years. The fact that
' m a n ' is rendered bar ndsd in the O T rather less frequently
than the original Syraic literature would cause one to expect is
dierefore likely to be due to the translators clinging as closely as
]Jossible to the Hebrew text, and not to any change in the
common speech of Edessa. T h a t « « / « originally was a collective
and virtually a plural is abundantly evident from the preponderating usage. T h e fact that in a translation from one dialect into
another the Bibl. Aram. Z'l\A "l^fi^l of Dan. 7 13 was rendered
r;;'3N "iz; [~;*.S'I in S \ r i a c l shows that even the indefinite :;'3,y
gave the impression of being a collccti\e. There are many instances, however, where the Syriac NC'Jfrt is used as a singular.
T h a t bar-7tdsd originally denoted the individual of the species
man is perfectly clear from the collective meaning of NC":N and
t:ie prevalent usage. It is the ordinary, though not tbe only,
designation of man, the individual, and the emphatic ending K
does not prevent it from meaning ' a man ' as well as ' the men.'
f-\x and i;']x ")3 are both used for ' one,' ' some one,' ' any one,'
'jemand,' ' e a c h . ' In the version made by Paul of Telia in 618
ben dddm is rendered by b'rch dr-n<lsti in N u . 2319 Ezek.
fiassi77t, Jer. 40 18 -M 40 etc. ; and by b'rdi de-bar-ndsa in Jer.
51 43, while bar-ndsd is reserved for dddm or ends. This does
not show that b'reh de-ndsd, which never occurs in Pesh., was a
natural Syriac translation of ben dddm, but '.mly that Paul of
Telia, when he had already used bar-ndsd for dddm, availed
himself of the form created as a tci'minus technicus of Christian
theology (see § 13) for a synonym. That he should do so is
neither more nor less strange than that he should employ the
similar phrase b'reh de-bar-ndsa.
T h e same influence of the
phrase constructed as a rendering of o vios TOU dvOptiiirov is seen
in the N T where Pesh. uses b'reh di'-ndsd even in J n . 527 H e b .
2 6 Rev. 113 14 14, though the l ireek has onl>' vlbs dvOptonov.
iii. Biblical use.—In Pesh. the Heb. befi dddm is rendered
bar-nd.^ti e\'erywbere except in ]oh 358. bar-ndsd is the translation of dddm in I'-x. 13 i-; .'"-'.3 20 i S. l.'i 20 Is. 44 13 Jer. 26 10 14
Kzek. 1 :; 10 26 10 8 14 28 2 9Ma!..'^ 8 i C h . li'.'i. of ends i'n Ps. 55 14
C'liii '.M)3 1033 104i5 J o b l 5 i 4 254 328. Hut more frequently
-nother word is chosen, such as 'ndsd or b'}ze 'ndsd or gabrd for
e/ios; dddiii ox b'ne ndsd ox'ndsd for ddi'ini. It is interesting
to observe that in Ecclus. the H e b . Is is rendered gahrd, 14 2f.
;;l I'j 3t> 20 26 ; 'ndsd,2H'^\ b''IC'ndsa, 15 IQ. ddd/n is rendered
/Yzr-/;if.v,7, 11 2 13 15 4 1 I I ; h'ue ndsd, 1617; send kol ndsd, \^ 17 \
i-'ne dddm is rendered b'ne 'ndsd, I'j 15 401.
Similarly in
the Aramaic portions of O T . , endSd is rendered bar-ndsd in
Dan. 7 8 ; elsewhere rwirj by '«(7.v'^(r)an. 2 10), 'c'JK (constr. plur. ;
Ezra 4 11), AvZ-j/ifj (Dan. 3 10), 'luxsii (Dan. h 5 etc.) ; and andsd
\/ith b'ne ndsil, 1 >an.2 38 621, or 'nasd, D a n . 4 29 [25].
In the N T the Evangeliarium
Hier. uses the indeterminate
bar->!,l.^- exchisi\'elv as a rendering of avflpcuTro? in M t . S g llt6
Mk. s v.A Lk. 7 8 i s 2 J n . 3 37 5 3 4 7 2 2 2 3 a 10 33 11 50 10 21 ( J n .
'i 23a is not an exception as the construction demands the emphatic); 2 bar-ndsd
only for 6 acSpwTros in M t . 4 4 12 35rt, ^
'-!t) 24.*, b 74 i\Ik. 227 a, b J n . l S i 7 2g 1 9 $ ; i^n/'ril in the sense of
'husband,' Mt. r.l 5 10 (cp Mt. 1 lO Lk. 2 36 j n. 4 r6_^), but also
in Mt.21172 as a synonym of bar-7idsci in 2>''7 4 \ aftd'wrtjwith
the meaning ' any o n e ' in Mt. 19 3 10 end. The exact use o f t h e
emphatic is all the more remarkable as gated so rarely occurs,
and this rare occurrence is itself peculiar in view of the fact that
b'reh de-gabrd is the ordinary rendering of 6 vios TOV avOpiorrov.
In tbe Curetonian Fragments, bar.'ndsd is used
ir)ili--criminatul\-for ar^ptDTTOs and 6 dvQptnTros in .Mt.44 12 12 43
!,'• 1 la,/• T.-: 20 i'.i'i L k . p 2 5 J n . 3 2 7 534 "i -2 2-.1 \,i, b ; gabrd iox
tiv^ptanos io Mt. S9 1235a, b 19 3 5 10 Lk. 21:: 4 47 ; 'nds in Mt.
1520 for *one.'
In the Sinaitic MS /v?r-/7,7.f(f is likewise
used without discrimination for avBpuyTros and 6 af^pcon-og in Mt.
414 1 2 i 2 ( ? ) 4 i l->iia,b 1820 196 Mk.8_^6y: 109 Lk. 18 2 J n .
2 2^ 3 27 5 34 7 22 23/' 10 33 ; gcitrd for 6 avBpionos, Mt. 89 12 35
]!tio35 M k . l O y L k . 4 4 i'>45 78 J n . 11 50 I S 1 7 ; bar-ndS, J n .
723, and 'nc'is, Mt. 15 20, for ^ one,' jemand.
In the Pesh.
s'ili-.taiuially tlie same condition prevails, as bar-ndsd is used
for dvOptanos in Mt. 12i2 196 Mk. 8367? Lk.',<25 J n . 3 2 7 ^34
7 2 3 r t l 0 3 3 l i i 2 i , c v e n more frequently than for 6 ai-flpajjros as in
Mt. 44 12 43 15 i i « , ^ 18 20, and gahrd for avOpM-rros in Mt. 8 9
Lk. 7 8 J n . 11 50 as well as for 6 avOpwiros, M t. 12 35 19 5 10 Lk.
"^ 4 ''45 J l ' 1^ 17 29 19 5. and 'nds has the sense of 'some one ' in
?.lt. 10^ J n . 2 35(z. In Ml. I''>i3 oi ai'^pturrot is rendered 'ndsd
by Pesh., Cur., and Sin., while the I'-v. Hier. has b'ne 'ndsd.
T o show thnt 'ii.lsil may be sing, and b'reh dr-ndsd a grammatical pu^sihility, Driver quotes J i i b 7 2 o 14 19 33 16, Pesh., as
'piecise funiial p'lrallels.' Such passages as Ex. 3114 Dt. 8 3
Is. 51 12 Job 20 6 Eccles. 1 2'&f. are better examples of 'ndsd as
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sing., since in the three cases quoted it seems to be a collective
(Job 7 20, Syr. ' m a k e r of the human race,' H e b . DHNr: "i:ii:,
'watcher of mankind,' tP TH^V dveptinruiv; 14 19, *hope o f t h e
human race,' H e b . C'l^N nipjl ; 3316, ' e a r s of m e n / H e b .
D'::'JN, <B dv6piI}•rTi^}v). T h e construction of collective nouns with
sy. suffixes is very common.
In appearance the forms 'dbodeh
d'and.sd (maker of man), sab7-eh d'anasa (hope of man), and
edneh d'andsd (the ear of the man) look \ e r j ' much like b'7-eh
d'andsd (son of m a n ) ; in reality there is a marked difference
between them.
\ \ h i l e the former are j^erfcctly clear and
idiomatic expressions, the latter is artificial, ^ ague, and ambiguous. It may be translated either ' son tA the human race,'
or 'son ofthe human being.' But it is no more apparent what
it means to be ' a son of the human race,' in distinction from
being a mere member ofthe human f^miX-y (bar-ndsd), than why
a man's father should be emphatically described as | the human
being.' T h e form can be explained by the exigencies of theological thought (cp <? 13), not by the laws of Aramaic speech.
iv. s^faudaie.—\n
Mandaic N:;'K3X 13 occurs, Genzai. 207 22,
in the sense of ' m a n . ' T\\'o plurals are found, N^'NJN ""J^ and
NX'NJN nNJ3 (formed as n n N i NDNnN'DtX)- The late form
N't;'J<J"iN'Iij plur. Asfar Malwasc, 298, shows how completely the
first part ofthe word was lost to consciousness. C'Jl'. ' ^ man,'
' a n y one,' occurs only in status absolutus.
But the most common
expression for ' m a n ' is Nina- Cp N S . Mand. Gra/n. 127, 148.
V. Babylonian
and Talmudic.—In
Babylonian Talmudic
KC'J~i.2 ^\'3s likewise used, though not so frequently as KC'JX, for
' man.'
vl. /wrt'£2'a«(y?a/t'c/.—Among the W. Aramaic dialects(Judaean,
Samaritan, Galilaean, Nabataean) this idiomatic expression seems
to have been less common in the S. than in the N. It does
indeed occur as early as 165 B.C. in Dan, 7 13. For here ke-bar.
ends (c'jN *13D) means 'like a hunian being.' Dalman thinks
that this i^hapter has been translated from a Hebrew original
which had DIN \1.
Even if that were so, the translator would
not have chosen bar-nds in preference to bar dddm, exclusively
used by Onkelos, if, in the circles where he moved, bar-nds 3.nA
bar-ndsd were not more commonly used. For the plural he Uses
bne ihidsd, Dan. 2 38 621, or andsd, 243 4i6_/? 2532 7 8 ; cp
E z r a 4 i i . ends occurs only in the sense of ' a m a n , ' 5 5 0 7 : 2
7 4 14 2 10 3 10.
T b e oldest Targums, ascribed to Onkelos
and Jonathan, are written in the same Judaean dialect.
As
Xl'lii 13 does net occur at all in Onkelos—ben dddm being
rendered ba7--dddm—and only in Is. •>\. 12 662 Jer. 4'.* 1833 50 40
51 43, Mic. 5 6 for ben dddm in Jonathan, it is possible that the
distinctive word for man, the individual, bar-ndsd, was not in
vogue, gabrd, ' m a n , the male,' and dndsd, ' m a n , the race,'
being employed also to denote the member of the human family.
T h e fact that NL']'X '33 occurs with greater frequency both in
Onkelos and J.jnatlian may then show that the plural survived
longer than llie sinL;ular for the same reasons as in Hebrew.
But the influence o f a more extensive cultivation of the ancient
Hebrew tongue in Judaea, especially among those capable of
acting as interpreters, should not be overlooked ; and it is quite
likely that the common speech ofthe people was less affected by
Hebraisms than the paraphrases would suggest.
vii. Samaritan.—In
the Samaritan version ofthe Pentateuch
NL"j"13 is found only in some manuscripts in Gen. 9 6 and Nu. 23 ig.
•Suice It occurs quite frequently in Markah (cp Fiebig, 17 ff-), it
is safe to infer that here also the influence of the original upon
the learned translators renders the version less trustworthy in
this respect as a witness to Samaritan usage.
viii. Gatita-an dialect.—In regard to the Galilasan dialect we
possess the simplest information. In the freedom of spontaneous
utterance and repartee in the Palestinian Talmud the peculiarities of popular speech have a better chance of revealing themselves than m the translations, and the later Targums follow less
Qclosely the Hebrew than the earlier. But even when due weight
is given to this fact, the extraordinary frequency of the idiom no
doubt indicates a more extensive use on the part of the people
of Galilee. Dalman is inclined to regard it as a comparatively
late development under the influence of the Syriac, and tbinks
that a person' in the first century A . D . using so strange an expression as bar-ttdsd then would not have been understood as
speaking of ' m a n . ' But Fiebig has shown that, not only did
Hosa'ya, about 200^A.D., use x ^ i NC'JID for ' a great m a n '
(Shekdlln 5 6), but Sime'on b. Vochai, about 130-160 A.D., used
C':i3 for ' m a n , ' ^der Mensch' (Berach, 1 5), and possibly also
Sime'on b. Gamaliel, his contemporary, if a certain saying has heen
preserved more accurately in Talm. Kab., Neddrlm 54b, Me'ila
20b. T h e indifference to the emphatic state points to long usage
even in the first part of the second century.
11 is extremely

1 Here and occasionally elsewhere in thi- article the Syriac
!ias been transliterated into Hebrew for the snke of simplicity.
- Lietzmann's statement (p. 83) that avOpioTros TL? is rendered
i n N'L":"i:i in Lk. .0 20 is not correct. The Greek is dvBpwTre, and
the Kv. has N'L":~I:1I a^ the \'ocative is regularly indicated by the
emphatic. ' .Vi-Opto-v^ T19 is rendered i n C'l'l^ ^^- •• ^i-

difficult to believe that only three generations earlier an expression
that had taken such deep roots, and is foimd in the literary remains of all Aramaic dialects, .should not have been widely used
in Galilee as an equivalent of tyjN or KC'JN in the sing., and it is
quite incredible that so natural and idiomatic a designation of
the individual of the human race should not have been understood as ' m a n , ' but taken to be an esoteric expression. Me.sopotamia and N . Syria were old centres of Aramaic speech, and
It is therefore natural that the old term lo denote a member of
the human family should have maintained itself most strongly
there.
Of XL'JKH n i l there is apparently no trace in the
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Galiknean dialect. It does not even occur in Christian testimony
which may represent this dialect.
ix. The Xiiiifod /ii;eiid in Bi^resith rabba.—It is quite unnecessary to resort to ^.all^ Ionian mythology, as Fiebig is inclined
todo, foran explanation of {^nn ^ ' 3 0 1 }A;Z'T\2(Bcr.rabba^'^^.
47);
Abraham no doubt intended to lead Nimrod on from the worship
of man to that of God, as he bad fiom the worship ofthe elements
to that of man ; every man is a bearer ofthe breath of life, and
no mysterious pregnant sense is demanded.
X. Nabat<ea7i.—Of the Nal)at;uan nothing is known except
through inscriptions. In these only c'13N' in the sense o f ' o n e , '
'some one,' ' a n y one' occurs. No inference can be drawn concerning the existence of c']i3 or fs':;'3n3. The use of this term in
Aramaic has been treau-d with most comprehensiveness by
Fiebig, with most Talmudic learniii.L; hy 1 '.ilman, and with most
insight by Wellhausen.
An esseniiall\- correct understanding
of it lies at the basis o^ llie theory developed by Eerdmans,
Schmidt, ^leyer. and Lietzmann (see § 30).

lies in the fact that it recognises the presence in this
passage of a well-known concrete ptirsonalitv. liut it
utterly f ids to e.vplain how the Mcs.sinh, once introduced,
can have dropped so completely out of the author's
thought, not only in the f.xplcination ofthe vision where
he is unceremoniously ignored, but also in the future
deliverance with which Michael has much to do but
the Messiah nothing. A non-.Vlcssianic interpretation
appears already in p:noch 71 (see § 8), where Enoch is
evidently understood as being the ' son of man' of Daniel's
vision. Ibn E/ra interpreted bar-fnds as referring to
the people of Israel. In modern times this vitw has
been maintained by many scholars. ^ Yet a symbolic
representation of ' amore humane regime,' '-'ein MenschheitsideaV savours more of niodern humanilnrian ideas
In the Babylonian myth concerning Adajia and the
than ofthe concrete conceptions of Setnitic antiquity.
S. wind (Recueil de trav. 20 4) thc hero is addressed as
The present writer (jBLV.h 1900) was led by these
„ , ,
Zir a7niluti (012). Hommel (.^.i7>. 7",
difficulties to regard the manlike being as an angel, and
5. Analogous May 1900, p.^ 341)
' translates \ thist >
more particularly Michael, the guardian-angel of Isiuel.
.forms. in
pression, ' spring of mankind,' explains
He pointed out that angels are constantly introduced as
_., . ".
' , it as ' he from whose seed the whole of
EthioDic. and
,• , .
,
having the appearance of men ; " that the only angelic
. *^. .
mankmd is sprung, and compares it
representative of Israel is Michael (' your prince,' c^i::',
with 6 v'lbs TOV dvQpujTTov. If this trans- Dan. IO21 12i) ; and that his coming with the clouds
lation were possible, the phrase would have nothing in
after the destruction of the beasts, in view of 4 Ezra 131
common with the Greek term or its Aramaic original.
Apoc. Elijah 1120 15i, may show that the battle with
But it clearly means ' seed of m e n ' ; and as zeru in
chaos-monsters had already been transferred from Vahw e
2 R. 3648 is distinctly said to be J. synonym of maru,
to Michael. This view has been accepted by Porter
'son,' zir a/niluti is an exact equivalent of NITJN 13.
(Hastings, DB 4260), who also suggests the demonic
\\'hate\er his relation to Ea, Adapa is a mortal man,
character of the beasts. The objection that one would
not a god, and is to be punished for his presumption.
expect the heathen nations to be likewise represented by
The idea that he is the first man is precluded by 16 n
their angel princes is met partly by the traditional form
1216.
[Cp P A R A D I S E , § 12.]
of the appropriated Marduk myth, partly by a lingering
Adapa's designation as mar h-idu—'son[/.t:.,
citizen] of I r i d u '
respect for these angelic dignitaries who are the former
—(c^ mar Bat Hi, mar Barsip, mari Nina, mart mal
Assur)
gods of the nations. Chaos-monsters may be consumed
shows that, like p and -13, maru was used to designate the
member of a larger body.
Delitzsch aptly compares mar
by fire, but angels are not slain. That the one like a
uniinani (pl.), ' an a r t i s t ' ; mar ikkari,
' a p e a s a n t ' ; Tnar
man is neither the Messiah nor a mere symbol of Israel
ispari, ' a weaver,' with H e b . D'^'nin *J3 ; 7narl nuni also
has independently been argued by Grill (I 'nte7-si<ch. iiber
means simply ' fishes,' and 7nar issiu'i, ' a bird.'

die Entst. des ]'ic7'ten Evang.
$0 ff. [ 1 9 0 2 ] ) , w h o a l s o
The Ethiopic Bible renders 'son of m a n ' by ivdldd sdb'e,
•wdldd bfisf, 'e^ uald 'cjudheydii and wdldd 'cgudta 'e77-tdheydu.
thinks of Michael, but is inclined to look for a still higher
Of these X.exm?> wdldd sdb'e is probably the most original. As being whose name is significantly withheld; like that of
silb'e is a collective and virtual plural, Tc^/rftt .s-rt<^'^ exactly correthe numen of P E N U E L [q.v.), at the same time a ' most
sponds to x:;'j,\n3
iVdtdd be'esl=-fitius viri is the equivalent
exalted personal intermediary between God and the
of" N133 135 but, hke N13J, be'es'i is also used for ' m a n , ' ''der
Mensc'i ' Our iLrnijrance of the native mythology renders it
world and a transcendant prototype of the God-pleasing
impossible to decide whether in 'egudld
'emahcydu^proles
humanity ultimately to be realised in the people of the
inatris vivi, the reference to E \ e is original, and the expression
Most High.' The first part of this definition suits
consequently of Jewish or Christian origin, or some other mother,
human or divine, is intended. It is often used collectively for
Michael; whether he or any other angel was ever
01 avBpbi-rroL, oi viol TCJV dvOpdfrriav, NC'JN '33- Wdldd 'egJidtd thought of as the ideal Israelite, is more doubtftd.
'andheydu, 'son ofthe offspring of the mother of the living,' is
apparently a Christian term made substantially on the same
Volter (ZNTIV, 1902, p. 1 7 3 / ) has also abandoned
pattern and for the same reason as xt^-jim n i 3 - It was exthe hitherto prevailing views and suggested that the
clusively used for 6 vios rov dvOp^Trov in the N T , and by
celestial being is none else than the Mazdayasnian
reminiseeiice or interpretation found its way into passages having
Hsath7'a vairiya, one of the Amcsa spentas who is a
only uib? ac^paJTrou such as Jn. 527 H e b . 26 Rev. 113 1414 and
also Ps. SO i3 Dan. 7 13 E:^ek. 2 i and throughout the book, and
personification of the kingdom of heaven. But apart
Enoch 37-71 passim (see § 7).
from the uncertainty as to the date of the Avestan docuIn the Arabic version ' son of man ' is most frequently rendered
ments, Daniel's man-like being is ^ representative not
ibnu'l insdni both in O T and N T . Sometimes ibnu
insdni
of the heavenly kingdom, but of Israel.
occurs. Is. ol 12, and in Ps. 140 3 c-jx r^ is rendered bani basari.
In the N T ibnu'l basari occurs frequently (see § 13). Basar^*
Another originally Aramaic book (so rightly Schurer,
is a collective and plural, but used for ' man,' the individual, as
L^vi, We.) in which the term 'son of m a n ' occurs
well as for ' man,' the race.

Dan. 713 is the earliest passage in Aramaic literature
where the term ' son of m a n ' occurs. One ' like a
6 Dan 7
human bein}:,^' (/r/'//r<V/(J,f, ;yjX 133) appears
before the Ancjijnt of Days and receives
the empire of the world. The Messianic interpretation of
this passage meets us as early as in the first century A.D.
in Enoch 37-71 (see § 7) and 4 Ezra (see § 8). The
evangelists apparently understood it as referring to the
Messiah (cp especially Mt. 2fVu Mk. I462), and the
natural impression of the Grcc-k gospels is that Jesus
himself shared this view. It consequently prevailed in
the church. Through the influence of'Akiba, Joshua b.
Levi, and Shemuel b. Nahman, it also gained the ascendancy in the synagogue. On critical grounds it has been
accepted by a number of modern scholars. ^ Its strength

_
, ^w ^., is Enoch 37-7T
It is known to us
7. b n o c n d Z - a . ^ j ^ ^ ^ through an Ethiopic translation.
That a Greek version even of this part of the Enoch
literature once existed may be inferred from Tertullian
[de cultu feminamm,
I 3 ) ; but whether the Ethiopic
translation was made from it, is uncertain. According
to Bruce (in Laurence, Libri Enoch Proph. Vers.
fEthiop. 11 [1838]) ' the Jews in Abyssinia admit
it into their Canon ; it is not, however, the Book of
Enoch received amongst the Rabbins.' The first
Ethiopic version may therefore have been made by a
Jew from the Aramaic. This would account for «.

} Lengerke, Ewald, Knobel, Hilgenfeld, Bleek, S. Davidson,
Riehm, Orelli, Dillmann, Behrmann, Jul. Boehmer.

•^ Hofmann, Hitzig, Wittichen, Colani, Kuenen, Straton,
Keim, Vernes, Smend, Toy, Marti, Meinhold, Bevan, Reville,
Dalman, Schurer, Gunkel, Wellhausen, Lietzmann, Charles,
Prince, Driver, Curtis, Hahn.
•'^ 13J 1X1133, Dan. 8 1 5 ; DIN ^33 mD13, Dan. 10 16 ; ,-iN1D3
DIN, D a n . l O i s ; p-|3j, D a n . 3 2 5 ; S x n 3 J C N I , D a n . 9 2 , cp
10 5 12 6 / ; op'^iovvlhv dv9pii}Trov, Rev. 14 14 [see § 9], ' like white
men,' Enoch 87 2.
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number (>f Aramaisms not so likely to pass through the
medium ofa Greek translation. See APOCALYPTIC, § 30.
T h a t thc text has suffered numerous interpolations is universally admitted. A series of these were apparently taken from
a lost Apoc.dypsc of Ni.'ah. Already Laurence perceived some
of them : Kostlin (Th, Jahrb. 18^6, p. 24o_^) recognised those
that most certainly have this origin, 54 i-55 2 GO (.'5 i-tiy 25.
Tidemann ( Th. T, 1875, p. 2 6 1 ^ ) conjectured that 41 3-9 43 44
69 were drawn from the same source, and Charles has adopted
this view.
Bruno Bauer (Kritik
d. Gesch. 1 402 [1841])
first called attention to the now generally recognised secondary
character of 70^ 71, and suggested that the ' S o n of M a n '
passages were interpolated.
Hilgenfeld (Jiid.
Apokalyptik,
it2ff.- {1S57]) presented the only natural interpretation of
674-13 by which the Noachic interpolations are found to be
later than 79 A D . , and the most probable explanation of 5 6 1 _ ^
which apparently makes the original work later than Nero.
His view that the book was essentially the work of a Gnostic
Christian was accepted by many scholars. T h e objection that
one would expect more distinctive Christian teaching was met
in part by a reference to the Enochian masque, in part by
emphasis upon the important Christian Ideas found In the
book.
Drummond, however, showed in a convincing manner,
that the Messianic passages were out of harmony both with
the title and with the contents in each figurative address, and
that their removal rendered the discourses far more intelligible
(The Jewish Messiah, p. 4 8 ^ [1877]).
This argument
was further elaborated by Pfleiderer (Urchrist., 312^^ [1887]).
A similar view was independently presented by Bousset (Jesu
Predigt, 106 [1892]). But Drummond's theory failed to explain
how any man could have written chap. 71 either before or after
these interpolations were made, and also vvhy a Christian interpolator should not have used the title wdldd
'egutlld
''emiihcydu exclusively as it is in the N T . 7 l i - i 6 can be
accounted for only on the assumption that the text preceding it
somewhere made an allusion to a man who has righteousness,
yet in such a manner as to render it possible to regard Enoch
a s the man intended. This precludes the possibility of any
passage containing the peculiar Christian phrase ' s o n of the
offspring of the mother ofthe living' (627 9 14 ("3 n 69 2 6 / ; 7U 1)
having been a part of the text to which 711-16 was added. It
is among the passages in which 'son of m a n ' is rendered wdldd
sdb'e (40 2ff. 48 2 tiO 10) or xv. be'esi (02 5 61*29 "-i i') t^^^ such an
allusion must be sought. In 6O10 the author of the Noachian fragments used bar-ndsd or ben-ddd7n precisely as it Is used In Ezek.
It is difhcult to think through chap. 40 in the Aramaic without
obtaining the impression that the Ethiopic is a direct translation
of the onginal. ' I saw one like a man ; ' ' I asked in regard to
t h a t m r m ; ' ' h e answered: this is the man who has righteousne-.3;' ' this man whom thou hast seen will arouse the kings.'
The use of the demonstrative (i,i NK'J~13) is evidently in good
order. On the theory of a translation from the Greek, the
present writer and subsequently Charles pointed out the use of
the demonstrative for the missing article in the Ethiopic, permitting the assumption that the Greek had everywhere simply
6 vios rov dvBptoTTov. But Flemming (In Lietzmann,
PHM)
has rightly called attention to the fact that in the N T ivdldd
\'ifu-dl,! 'cmdhSyaU is never preceded by a demonstrative.
// 'oldd sdb'e is as admirable a reading of bar-misd in 46 2ff. as
in liO 10. Even in 48 2, ' in tbat hour that man was named (i.e.,
' called ') before (Arainaic for ' by ') the Lord of Spirits,' the use
is natural.
The scene in 46 is reminiscent of Dan, V. As
Daniel's manlike being was not mentioned by name, he might
be an angel like Michael, a translated hero like Enoch, a true
descendant of David snatched up to heaven and preserved for
the day of his appearance, or a Christianised pre-existent
Mes.'^iah. T h e present description no doubt suggests to us the
Messiah ; but it is quite possible that in an earlier form of it
the man who walked with God, revealed hidden secrets and
achieved \'ictories, pointed as clearly to Enoch, the vision being
(rightiy or wrongly) ascribed, like others in the book, to N o a h .
That Tiidldd be'est, if original, could be used in the same sense
as zi'dldd sdb'e is evident from 7114 which refers back to 46 2.
In 1J25 all MS.S except the oldest read w. be'cslth, ' s o n of
w o m a n ' ; in 60 29 the oldest manuscript has the same form.
Tbis shows that Christian copyists tampered with the text from
theological motives, the dogmatic interest being here the same
as that which crowded ^V^// di'-gabrd (^-••2i~[ ni3') out of u.-.e.
These MSS themselves are probably Chnitl.in interpolations,
as is, undoubtedly, 7117 (cp Schmidt, art. ''Enoch' \n Jewish
Ency.; Son of Man, ch. 7 ; AjTli.
7).

Tn the original discourses the term consequently
never seems to have occurred. It is found in one of
the xNoachic interpolations in the sense of ' m a n ' as c
rendering of bar-ndsd. In 4:f)2jL, and 482 which may
have belonged to the same early stratum of insertions,
it has no other meaning. At these po'nts Christian
interpolations appear to have attached themselves.
^Vherc in the rest of the book these are most manifest,
the distinctive X T title is employed.
In the Apocalypse of Ezra 1 3 3 ^ the seer beholds
one like a man (quasi si7nilitudinem homifiis) coming
4711

out of the sea (de corde maris) with the clouds of
heaven, refers to him again as that
8. 4 E z r a l d s i T - ^^^^^ ^^y^^ homo) and simply ' t h e m a n '
(ho7no), and receives the interpretation that this is the
man through whom the Most High will redeem creation.
\Ke do not possess the original; but the extant versions
(Lat., Svr., Eth., Arm.) all seem to come from the
lost Greek translation. As the author evidently has
Dan. 7 13 in mind, the original probably had ben-t^nds
and bar-ndSd wdiich may have been rendered correctly
dvQpwTxos and 6 avQpcoTxos in the Greek.
The connection shows that there can be no question of ' m a n '
or ' the m a n ' being a title.
Though the term
'Messiah' is not mentioned, there can be little doubt
that the Messiah is intended. Retouching by Christian
hands may be observed in all the versions. But the
book, written in the reign of Domitian, probably
shows the most transcendental conception of the
IMessiah found in Jewish thought.
All the more
significant is it that the final judgment is not one of
his functions. In 61 the true text is preserved by Lat.,
Arm., ' through a m a n ' being n Christian addition in
S3'r. Eth. Ar., as Hilgenfeld has shown [Alessias jud,
54??.).

The Christian parts of the Apocalypse of John contain
two passages, 113 and 1414, where the phrase bjiotov
- T»
1 i^l-bp dvQpiOTxov 'like a son of m a n '
9. Revelation.
T* - *u
.
• i . r
occurs. It is the exact equivalent of
M-bar-Snds and the author no doubt had in mind Dan.
713. In the first place it is unquestionably the celestial
gliirv of Jesus that is described \\\\h colours largely
borrowed by Ezekiel.
As 1415 introduces 'another
angel,' the impression is that the manlike being of
1414 is also an angel. That this angel has a crown
upon his head does not show that he is the Messiah.
The angel of Sardis (3ii), the celestial presbyters (44 10),
the angel represented as a white horse (62), and the
horse-like locusts (97), also wear crowns, and the angels
are the harvesters in Mt. 1841.
It is of utmost
importance that this work, written substantially at the
close of the first century (APOCALYPSE, § 35, col. 207),

though with later additions, knows nothing about the
title 0 vlbs TOV dvdpunrov.
The term 0 vlbs TOV dvQpwxxov is not found in any of
the fourteen epistles ascribed lo P a u l ; in i or 2 Pet.,

10. NT Epistles. '; "^ °' 3 J"': J^"!"' °'^'"^,''' ''=
^
absence in this entire literature representing different lands, periods, and tendencies of
thought can scarcely be accidental. It may not prove
that all the authors were unacquainted with the term.
.\s it is used in the Fourth Gospel, the reason for its
non-occurrence in i, ;i, 3 ]n. may be that there was no
occasion for using it. On the other hand, if Jude had
found it everywhere in his copy of Enoch as a Messianic
title, and known of it as the self-designation of Jesus, he
is quite likely to have referred to it.
In Heb. 26,
Ps. 85-7 is quoted as referring to Jesus. The author
sets forth the inferiority of a revelation indicated through
angels, and argues from the Psalm that the world to
come was to be subject not to angels but to one
who had been made for » little while lower than the
angels (&)The same reference of the passage
to Jesus is seen in i Cor. 15 27.
Heb. 29 clearly
indicates the underlying question : Of whom does the
prophet speak, of man in general, or of some particular
man ? The answer was found in v- 6. H e spoke of
one who had been made for a little while [jSpax" TI)
lower than the angels to be afterwards made ruler of all
things. This could only apply to Jesus. The author
of I Cor. 1 5 4 5 / ; designates the Christ as 6 i?trx("-os
'Adafjc, b d(i',Tepo5 avdpcoros, 6 duffpcoTros i^ ovpavou.
Thus he evidently strives to express the ideal, supernal
humanity of Jesus, ^'et it never seems to hove occurred
to him to use for this purpose the common synoptic
title, nor the mere term b dvSpcoiros. or an equivalent,
without a modifying adjective or adverbial expression.
4712

SON OP MAN

SON OF MAN

The most natural explanation is certainly that it was
not known to him.

One in Mk, and Lk.

As an alternative the possibility was suggested in JBL 1636
that he may have regarded it a^ an inadequate characterisation
of that heavenly mau who u-.is no longer to be known according
to the flesh ; but such di^i-eunrj \V;LS deemed incompatible with
a knowledge on his part o\ this as the one iM<j->siamc title used
hy lesus.
Schmiedel (Prot. Monatsch.
18^8, p p . 2to ff.,
iQoi, pp. 3 4 2 ^ ) thinks that he may have hesitated to present
to Greek readers a term which, unlike the Jews, they would not
have understood as a synonym of ' m a n ' but Hlurally as ' t h e
son of the man.' Such considerations do not seem to h.^ve
influenced the earliest translators (,rp § 36); if they were
seriously entertained by himself. It is difficult to see how he
could have allowed the objectionable phrase to run its course
wherever the evangelical tradition WLIU without an e.vplnnatlon.

Nine in Mt. alone ;

Apart from the gospels, Acts 7 56 is the only passage
in NT where 6 vlbs TOV dvQp^hxrov occurs.
\\ hether
. „
it comes frorn the Authru- to Tlieophilus
11. AC / 5 . Qj. represents a real utterance of Stephen
[see STEPHEN, g 7], it shows that there \vcrc some
Christians who did not reverently shrink from the use
of what in the gospels is the exclusive self-designation
of Jesus, nor hesitate to employ it lest it be misunderstood bv Greek-speaking people. The author manifestly
takes for granted that the excited populace must recognise in the phrase a designation of Jesus and not
merely a Messianic title. AN'hat is deemed blasphemy
is not that he claims to see the Messiah on the right
hand of God, for that is his place, but that he claims to
behold the murdered Jesus in the Messiah's place.
If the statement is historical, Stephen may have said
in Aramaic: ' I see bar-ndsd,' i.e., ' a man,' or ' t h e
man,' intending to continue his sentence, or referring
to the righteous man with whose death he had just
charged the people. But it may be a free imitation of
Lk.2269.
The term d vlbs TOV dvQpihxxov occurs in the gospels
^- -.
eighty-onetimes—viz., thirty times in
12. Occurrences -.^^ •'r ,
• ATI \
\ &
. ., ,
Mt., fourteen in Mk., twenty-nve m
in t h e G o s p e l s . -,1
^ * 1 • T
^
Lk., and twelve in Jn.
The references are as follows :—Mt. 8 209 610 23 11 ig 12 8 32 40
133741 16i3 27_/r 1791222 19 28 2018 28 242730123373944
2531 2t> 2 24^ ^ 45 64; Mk. 2 i o 2 8 S3138 991231 10 33 45 1826
142ifl34i 02 ; Lk. 5 24 G522 734 '.'22254458 11 30 1281040
1722242630 IS 8 31 1;* 10 21 27 36 "22224869 247 ; J n . 1 51 o 13^^
(627) 6275362 828 935 12 23 34(2 3 1331.

Mt. I S i i { = L k . l 9 i o ) , 2.513 and Lk. 956^ ( = Lk.
1910) T R are rightly obelised by critical editors. T h e
sixty-nine Synoptic passages clearly do not represent as
many distinct utterances.
By removing the most
obvious parallels, Holsten and Oort leave forty-two,
Mangold and Driver forty. In any such arrangement
there is much exercise of subjective judgment, since
passages in the different gospels that are not absolutely
alike are regarded as identical, while exact parallels in
the same gospel may or may not be considered as
duplicates. As it is of some importance to know which
of these occur in all three, in two, or only in one of the
gospels, the following arrangement may be made for
convenience" sake, involving no judgment as to the
number of times, or separate occasions, when the
ression. Eight
in .Mt.,Jesus
Mk,, as
andhaving
Lk. ; used the exevangelists
considered
I. M t . 9«
2. „ 12 s
3. „ I 6 2 7
4.
,, 1 7 2 2 a
5. „ 2 0 1 8
6. „ 2 4 3 0 S
7.
„ i'O 2 4 a

8. „ 26 H
Five in Mt. and Mk.
9. M t . 1 7 g
TO. „ 1 7 1 2
I I . „ 202S

Mk. 9g
,, 9 1 2

M k . 2 10
, , 2 28
„
833
„
''31
„ 1033
„ 13 26
„ 1421
, 1462

Lk, 624.
,
«5,, 0'JO.
il '-Ut„ I831.
„ 2127.
,, 2 2 2 2 .
, 22 69.

| 12. M t . 2624.5
13.
26 45

Mk.

Usib
U41.

„ IO45. 1
Eight in Mt. and Lk. .

14. M t . 8 2 0
15. „ 1 1 1 9
16. „ 1 2 3 2
17.
1240

Lk. 958
„
734
„
12coa
„ 11 30

18. M t .
19.
20.
,
21.
,
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24 27
2437
24 39
2444

Lk.
,,
,,
„

1724.
17=6.
IT 30
1240

22.

Mk. S31

23. M t .
24.
„
„
=5,
26.
,,
27.
,,

IO23
1337
1341
IB 13
I1J28

28.
29.

3°.

Mt.

l;)28.

,, 22,"i4 3301 a.
>>

Eight in Lk . alone :
36. Lk. 19 10.

32. I . k . O22
33- „ 1 2 8
34. 11 17 22
, IS a
35-

37.

,,

38.
39.

„ 2248.
,, 247.

21 36.

T h e earliest Aramaic translation of the Gospels, the Sinaitic
Syiiac, renders 6 vtb? TOO afSpwnov by b'reh de-gabrd (,1-13
1 1 KerdfiriTiP'B ? ? = ' " ^ ' " ' ^ " ' - ^ 3 a Lk. 734 and Jn. I331 ; in
I J . K e n a e n n g S L k . l l j o a n d Jn.l223only«'re.4(n-i3) is left;
i n t h e A n c i e n t in all other extant pas.sages b'reh de-n,U,i
Versions.
(xt^JKn m ^ ) seems to have lie. n used.l
The Curetonian fragments have ^ - 3 : 1 ,^^3
in Lk. 7 34 9 26 22 48, elsewhere NBIJNT --\1In the J.Tanecliariuni Hicrosolymitanum
the phrase is rendered K i n n .l~a
in M t . 9 6 1232 I613 1791222 J()28 242730^3739 Lk.:J24
65 22 938X130 134810a 19 10 247 ]n-'i-L-ff. (j 27 5302 bis, 82a
1 3 3 1 : NCJ-13-] ,1-13 (b'reh de-bar-ncUn) in Mt. 24 3o/'44 2,'j 31
2 6 2 2 4 a i 4 5 6 4 Mk. 2 10 8 31 38 9 31 IO33 Lk. 31 27 36 L'i 22 J n .
1 5 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 Ids-

Only in the Pesh. is 6 ucos roil d.v6pcjywov uniformly
rendered b'reh dH-ndsd. Driver's statement (Hastings,
DBisis) that in the .Sm., Curet,, and Pesh. the term is
always represented by b'reh d^-ndsd is incorrect. The
occurence of b'reh dcf-gabrd in Lk. 7 34 (.Sin., Cur.), Mk.
838 (Sin., Ev.) and the identical Lk, 926 (Cur,), Lk,
2248 (Cur,) and Jn,133i (Sin,, Kv,) is not without hs
importance. It suggests that in the case of some sayings b'reh d^-gabrd had so established itself in common
usage that even translators who, for dogmatic reasons,
preferred b'reh dii-iniMi were intluenced by it. It is
evident that b'reh dS-bar-ndsd is a creation of Christian
theology designed to avoid misconstruction of b'reh
di--gabrd. Originally the latter was no doubt intended
to mean sim^Xy filius hominis ; but the root idea (filius
viri) could not fail to be embarrassing to the do.gma
that Jesus was not the son of a man. Its use by Paul
of Telia (see § 4) shows that the substitute was not unknown among the Christians of Mesopotamia. Cureton
explained that his translator ' was not accurately acquainted with the Greek language, and therefore translated
-filius viri not hominis' [Remains, p, lii).
But the Greek phrase, which is everywhere the same,
could not have troubled hira, and he knew his own
language. If, in some places, he used what he must
have regarded as a s3monym, the reason is probably to
be looked for in tradition.
It is significant that b'reh d^-ndsd never occurs in the
Palestinian lectionary, and that in Mt. and Lk. b'reh degabrd maintained itself everywhere except in Mt. 2-i-26
and Lk, 21-22, So coinpletely has the consciousncis of
the element ' son ' in Sun of Alan disappeared that ' son
of the son of man ' meant only ' son of man.' Possibly
the introduction of the new phrase in the synoptic
apocalypse (see § 41) and in certain typical sayings is
reminiscent of an earlier Aramaic version having only
bar-ndsd.
The Edesscne translators could not render
the Greek phrase by bar-ndsd since this would have taken
no account of the articles, .-\s the idea was new, no extant expression could be used, and any term would be
open to misapprehension. The form apparently first
chosen, b'reh df-gabrd. might be understood as the son
of some p.articular man, but gabrd had the advantage of
being a singular. In thc end the objection that it might
be taken to imply that Jesus had a human father proved
more serious, and the phrase seems gradually to have been
crowded out of use until the officially recognised version
had no other form than b'reh dc'-nd.sd. ' Son of the
human being,' might be interpreted ' son of Mary,'
^ xc'J.S'l .Xn3^i Lk. 22 48, is either a scribal error or Nr3N1 is a
later ad-lition ; NI:)3((I, J n . 6 27, vvas no doubt preceded by nl3-
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The earliest Arabic version was probably made from some
Ar,-im:iic translation. It is not likely, however, that this was
the Pushita, as it would then undoubtedly render Ureh de-nilsd
everywhere with the same phrase. But in ]Mt. 96 16 13 Lk. y 58
IT 24 26 l'.» 10 J n . 1 5 1 8 i3_A 627 53 62 828 it uses the term ibnu V
basari, while elsewhere the rendering is ibnu 't insdni.
Basaru
is a collective, but is frequently used as a sg., and ib7iu 7 basari
is not improbably a rendering of b'reh de-gabrd.
The iithiopic everywhere translates the Greek term -wdldd
'egudld 'emdheydu, never expressing the article by a demonstrative zcekd or zcntu.
^\'ith the same uniformity the
Latin versions render it filius
hominis.

On the relation of Marcion and other Gnostics
lo the Synoptic title see § 43 f
It cannot safely be
14 Patristic r^iaintained that it was unknovi^n to all
and mediseval °f * « 'apostolic fathers.'
. ,
4. +•
J^"S most natural interpretation of Bam.
i n t e r p r e t i a i i i o n . 2 ^o {^ that the author alludes to it when,
having found in an interpolated text of E x . 17 14 a reference to
the son of God, he declares that Jesus is prefigured in it ' not as
son of man, but as son of God.' The inference may be drawn
that about 130 A.D. the title was known in some circles and
understood as designating the human nature assumed by the
Son of God. In a later addition to the Ignatian epistle to the
Ephesia7is 20 2 the title is found (rtS vlia dvBpojiTov), apparently
interpreted as referring to Jesus' descent from David. Justin
(Dial. 100) explained the title as referring to Jesus' descent
through Mary from David, Jacob, Isaac, and Abraham.
Irenaeus (Haer. 3 ig) understood it to denote that Jesus was the
son of Mary ' q u ^ et ipsa erat homo,' and Tertullian strongly
argued the impossibility of any other interpretation (adzf. Marc.
4 10). Origen, on the contrary, regarded it as unnecessary to
seek for a particular human being, since the expression simply
meant ' man ' and was chosen by Jesus from pedagogic motives,
as when God is represented as a man (Migne, 13 15 37).
Even in Greek the member of a body was sometimes indicated
by vios, as in vl. Trjs yepova-Cas, vl. TTJS TrdAeojs, VL. TOV STJJUOU,
ut. 'A0poSi(j"te(i)i' (cp Deissmann, Bibelstudien, 1 166), and vios
dvOpuiTTOv was frequently found in parallelism with dvOpiniros in
the L X X . So profound a student of these \-ersions as Origen
may therefore have rightly understood the idiom.

Theodoret introduces the Hebrew and Aramaic usage
to account for certain phrases compounded with vlbs or
BvyaTTip in (3 ; he may have applied the same principle
to this case,
Chrysostom certainly regards the term
as simply designating ' m a n * in Jn. 627 (Migne, 59223).
That seems also substantially to have been the view of
Augustine [Cont7-a Arian. \8).
It is possible that
Cyprian's comparison of Mt. I232 with i S . 225, and
inference that the church cannot forgive sins against
God, indicates that he imderstood filius ho7ninis to
designate ' m a n ' in ^ generic sense in some passages,
as Lietzmann has suggested (p. 80). Jerome was not
prevented by his knowledge of Hebrew from identifying
' t h e human being' as the virgin Mary [Com. in Ps.
85) ; and this continued to be a common interpretation.
Euthymius Zigabenus (about i i o o i^.D.) explains that
avQpitjTxos may mean yvvr) as well as dvrjp [ Migne, 129 293),
and Alexander of Jumege (d. 1209) only regrets the
difficulty of rendering in French a title which is identical
so far as the meaning is concerned, but not grammatically, with filius virginis.
In the first German
translation it was indeed translated j/m der maid (Codex
Teplensis and three earliest editions), and the Romance
version of the Waldenses hady?//; de la vergene. Nicolaus
de Lyra understood Mt. 128 to affirm that blasphemy
against Christ's humanity is not as unpardonable as
that against his divinity, and Mt. I613 to be a. confession on his part of the humble fact of his humanity
while his disciples understand it of his divinity [Biblia
Sacra, 1588, vol. ii.). A curious comment on ' m e n '
in Mt. ]fii3 is 'homines sunt qui de filio hominis
loquuntur, Dii enim qui deitatem intelligunt.'
^^'lth the renaissance of learning, the first attempts at
a philological explanation appeared.
G^n^brord, «.
IR f?
-H- '^^^^^'^ Hebraist, commenting on Mt. I232,
', .,
declared that ' son of man ' meant simply
to the
,
•
,
^ .
. . , - . • .
Hebrew''^
~^^^
' ^^^^^'"'^'"S ^° Cyprians sug' gestion, saw in Eli's words ( i S. 225) an
expression of the same sentiment. Sins against men
may be pardoned, but not sins against God {De
S. T7-initate, 1569). Flacius Illyricus defined filius
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hominis as un us quispia77i ho77io [ Cla-vis, sub ^'oce
'filius'). Beza regarded the expression as a Hebrew
phrase for man, and suggested the Hebrews' custom of
speaking of themselves in the third person, but also called
attention to the fact that in the gospels no one except
Jesus does so. It is the merit of Grotius to have first
recognised that in Mt. 128 the conclusion must be,
' Therefore man is lord also of the sabbath."
Pointing to Mk. 228 as exhibiting the more original connection
he conclusively showed that the argument would have no
cogency if the Son of man were interpreted as the Messiah, and
could not have been understood, since at the time Jesus had
neither declared himself to be the Messiah nor been willing to
have his disciples proclaim him as such. In regard to Mt. 12 32
he came to the same conclusion as Gcn^brord ; but he refrained
from attempting an explanation of any other passages on the
same principle (Crit. Sac. 6 445yC).

The discovery that upon two occasions Jesus spoke,
not of himself, but of man in general, when employing
this phrase, naturally seemed less important than the
0 K +•+ f conjecture that he constantly used ' the
16. Substitute ^ ^ ^ , jj^ ^^g g^^^g ^f 'this man,' for
lor personal ^^^ personal pronoun. The latter was
pronoun?
maintained by Coccejus (Schol. in Mt.
820), and found its way into the first life of Jesus by
Hess (1160 261 269). Bolten's criticism was important
because through it a third passage (Mt. 96) was added to
the two of Grotius, and the Aramaic term ba7''ndsd was
brought into the discussion (Z)^?-.5fr?VA/i/. Alatth. 1792).
H e called attention to the Syriac use of b'reh de-ndsd with no
more force than that of an indefinite pronoun, found it strange
that the Greek translator should have failed to take note of this
Aramaism, and boldly maintained that in Mt. '2427 Jesus said.
' So will be the appearance of some one,'meaning by ' some one '
himself.
I n r e g a r d to all passages e-xcept Mt. 9 612 8 Paulus
returned to the opinion of Coccejus ('hie homo pro ego'), pointed
out the importance of J n . I234, and suggested a later misapprehension under the influence of Dan. 713 (Ex-eg.
Hdbuch,
1 465 500 2 2iyr). Kuinoel accepted the interpretation given by
Grotius of Mt. 12 8 and, in spite of the well-founded warning of
Eichhorn (Allg. Bibl. 524 [1794]), followed Beza and Bolton in
Mt. 10 23 (Com. 295, 337 [1823]). T h e impossibility of the latter
explanation led Fritzsche, who in general agreed with Paulus,
to the view that Mt. 10 23 and other passages were later additions
(Cojji. in ev. Matth. 320). T h e theory which assumed that Jesus
habitually used an indefinite pronoun or a phrase like ' the man,'
accompanied by a gesture indicating himself, was too artificial to
command respect, and in the general reaction against the
rationalistic school, the real achievements of these earlier scholars
were completely forgotten.

When Herder (Chr. Schriften, ii. [1796] 64) explained
the term as designating the ideal humanity of Jesus, he
_ _ y, ,
- gave a new form to the idea that it was
• intended to leach the human nature of
the Christ.
But in this modernisation the contrast
with the divine nature of the Christ was lost, and an
emphatically high conception was the result. Through
Schleiermacher [Einl. 47gff.) and Neander [Leben Jesu,
1 2 9 ^ ) this view gained a wide recognition.
I t was adopted among others b y Bohme, Olshausen, Lutz,
Reuss, and Luthardt, has more recently been defended by Westcott and Stanton, and influenced Weisse, Holtzmann, Beyschlag,
Hase, Keim, Mangold, Usteri, and Bruckner.

Hofmann (Schriftbeweis, ii. 253) could find in the
phrase no allusion to an ideal of humanity, but regarded
18. Coming man? 'V'^' substantially sytionymous «ith
°
he that cometh, o epxoiievo^, containing no indication of character. Cremer (IVorterbucU^), tifbff.) similarly saw in it a reference to the
man promised in the protevangel, Gen. 815.
.A-lready Scholten [Specimen, 1809) interpreted the
term as a title of the Messiah, the heavenly king
19 Current '^^^''"^'^ ' ° reign as man over men.
Messiamc ^""^'^^ [Leben Jesu, 463 [1835]) expressed
title '
*'^ opinion that the son of man was one
of the current Messianic titles. V. Colin
(Bibl Th. lib [1836]) agreed with hira. Ewald (GeschChristus', 2o2[i855]) pointed to Dan. and En. 37-71 .which
he regarded as the oldest part of the book, as evidence.
'R-ct-c-a.-a [Vie de Jisus, 1 3 1 / ; [1863]) maintained that in

^ G^n^brord, Flaccus, Beza, Grotius.

^ Coccejus, Hess, Bolten, Paulus, Fritzsche.
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certain schools it was a title of the Messiah as judge of
the world and king of the age to come. Bey&chlag
[Cliristolo'c^ie, gff. [1866]) held that it was a Messianic
title in Dan. 713 En.-16 2 ff. and all passages in the
gospels, and that Jesus chose this particular title both
to e.-ipress his consciousness of being a man and his
knowledge of the fact that he was the ideal, absolute,
and heavenly man. Baldensperger [Selbstbeiousstsein
jesu'^^\ i^gjf' [1892]) likewise affirmed that the phrase
was used before the time of Jesus as a Messianic title
and was adopted by him as sueh, not, however, before
the episode at Ccesarea Philippi, the earlier passages
having been displaced.
That Jesus employed the term to express his own
peculiar Messianic consciousness has been the conviction
_
. o f many scholars. But there has been
•
"
,.
much difference of opinion as to his
of a Deculiar
r
1 • •
,•
__ ^•^ . .
reason for selecting it, and m regard to
- its origin. \\'hile some investigators
consciousness?
,
1. _,-.
- 1
endeavoured to discover Us meanmg by
an analysis of all passages, and by connecting the various
predicates with the idea of man, others discerned in it
only a designation of office without immediate connection
with the root idea, and in the predicates saw synthetic
judgments. The majority of critics found its origin in
Dan. 713. Others, however, thought of Ezek., Ps. 8 or
En. 46, while a. few regarded it as an absolutely new
creation of Jesus. One source was deenied sufficient by
some students ; by others the conception was looked upon
as the result of various combinations. As to the motive
for its employment, there were those who thought that
it was chosen openly to proclaim a different Messianic
tide from that suggested by such titles as * Son of
David ' and ' SON OF G O D ' (q.v.).
But many scholars
urged that such a public announcement was improbable at least in the earlier part of Jesus' ministry, and
that he is more likely to have used it as a riddle to
be guessed at, half revealing, half concealing his notion
of the Messiah and his own claims.
T h e various
theories were largely dependent upon different interpretations of passages in O T and the Pseudepigrapha, the
priority ascribed to Mt. or Mk., and the tone of Mt.
82a compared with Mk. 2ro.
In commenting on Mt. 820, De Wette observed that
to those who did not think of Dan. 713 the expression
21 Emphasis ^ ° ^ ^ only suggest 'this man,' whilst
onlowUness ^° those vvho had the Daniel passage
and hnm an in mind it would mean 'this insignifi,, ^ cant man who, in spite of his humble
•^ ^
" • condition, is destined to become that
which the prophet has indicated.' In this pregnant
utterance the thought of Paulus still shows its vitality ;
but it contains the germs of new theories.
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have been little short of an insult, and that it disappeared
because i n t h e church the divinity became more important than
th>; humanity of Jesus.
Strauss was also won for the opinion
ol liaur and Colani; and Schenkel (Bibel-lexikon,
1872) presented a somewhat similar conception based on Ps. S.

Hilgenfeld, like Baur, regarded the term as indicating
lowly external conditions and a humble disposition, but
22 Modified ^'^'^'^^*^ '^ protest against separating it
Messianic ^'"'-'"^ ^*^ source in Dan., and maintained
title ?^
its Messianic significance in all places,
though reflecting the peculiar conception
of Jesus (Zr^Zy^. 1863, p. 3 2 7 / : ) . Baur was led by
this presentation to assume a later Danielle significance
for the eschatological discourses [NTTh. 1864, p. 82).
Bernhard Weiss (Bibl. Th. NT s^ff. [i868|) saw in the expression neither a current Messianic title nor a description of
character, but a term having no intrinsic significance in IDan.,
chosen by Jesus to avoid misapprehension of his aims and yet
to announce himself as the Messiah promised in Dan. T h e
statements made concerning tlie Son of Man were consequently
regarded by _him as synthetic judgments, in the Kantian
phraseology introduced in this connection by Biedermann
(Dogmatik,
226f).
Mangold (Th. Arb. d. rhein. PV 1877, pp. iff.) regarded
the term as a Messianic title, chosen to emphasise the possibility of suffering and death a.-, a man, and the coming exaltation
as the true, ideal man. Usteri (Th.Z.a.
d. Schweiz, 1886,
pp, iff.) strongly urged that the verbal meaning of the phrase
was of no Importance, as it was solely a title of office selected
by Jesus In order to allude to the coming of the promised
redemption to mankind. Essentially this view was held by
Bruce (Kingdom of God, 172 [1890]), and Stevens (Teachifig of
Jesus, giff. [1901]) emphasised the new content which Jesus is
likely to have given to this Messianic designation.

Rejecting Ewald's theory as to Enoch 46_^, Weisse
looked upon the term as an original creation of Jesus
_„ ^
i-f • „ to express his peculiar consciousness ot
, PJ., -^ ° being a human Son of God, and therefore having no familiar connotation to
his hearers but presenting to them a riddle [Ev. Gesch.
I325 [1838] ; Ev.-frage, 22ff. [1856]).
Weisse's philological explanation (' human s o n ' ; like *3x
D^QIJ'.n' supposed Hebrew original of 6 irarqp 6 ovpdvco^, ' heavenly
father') naturally met with no approval, and his confusion of the
Synoptic with the Johannine use was wisely avoided by Ritschl.
Sharing, however, with Weisse, the view that Mk. is earlier
than Mt. and presents in a more trustworthy manner the
course of Jesus' life, Ritschl was led to the conclusion that Jesus
used the term to conceal rather than to reveal his Messianic
claims, as Mk. records two instances of its use before the important episode at Csesarea Philippi (Th- Jahrb. 1851, p. 514).

Wilke (Urevangelist, 633 [1838]) inferred from Mt. 16 13 that
'son of man' cannot be identical with the Messiah. Baur (ZWTh.
i860, pp. 277 ff.) made an important contribution by showing that the passage where the term occurs in the fourth gospel
cannot throw any Ught on its original meaning. His examination
of the synoptics convinced him that the context never favoured
the idea of an ideal humanity and that there was no reference to
Dan. 7 13; and he therefore concluded that Jesus invented the
term, at the .same time to claim for himself a Messiahship without
which he could not attain to a more universal recognition and a
genuinely national work, and to keep aloof from the vulgar
Messianic idea associated with the title ' s o n of God.' H e
would be, not a king coming in power and glory, but a man
deeming nothing foreign to him that belongs to the lot of a
human being, identifying himself with all human conditions,
needs, and interests, in genuine human sympathy, and accepting
all sufferings and sacrifices connected with his work in life.
This has been called an ' emphatically low ' estimate in distinction from that of Herder. I t should be observed, however, that
ic comes much nearer to the old dogmatic position with its
sharp contrast between the title of Christ's humiliation and that
characteristic ofhis glory, as seen, e.g., in Meyer (Com. 1832, to
Mt. 8 20), and that it really sets forth the human worth of Jesus'
personality more clearly than any mere abstraction like ' t h e
ideal.'
Colani (JSsus Christ et tes croyances
Messianiques,

Holtzmann (ZWTh.
1865, pp. 2 1 2 ^ ) pointed out
the determining influence of the first occurrence in INlt.
{820) upon those who maintained the priority of this
gospel, held that in reality the passage suggests Messianic
dignity rather than humility, and inferred from Mk. 210
the Messianic significance ofthe term tothe mind of Jesus,
but considered this to have been a secret until the visit
to Caesarea. Keim thought that Jesus gradually went
beyond this mystifying title to such designations as
' t h e coming one,' ' t h e bridegroom,' in suggesting his
Messianic claims [Gesch. Jesu, '2376). Hase was ofthe
opinion that Jesus chose this term first to conceal, and
then at the proper time to manifest his Messiahship as
the perfection of human nature [Gesch. Jesu, 412).
According to Wendt [Lehre Jesu, 441 Jf- [1890]), the
use of this expression was not so much a riddle, as a
problem provoking to thought and private judgment;
for whilst the hearers by their transcendental conception
of the Messiah were prevented from seeing in the Daniel
phrase ' Son of m a n ' a fit designation of so august u.
being, Jesus found it most suitable to express his conviction that in spite of human weakness and lowly conditions hewas the Messiah.
In Mt. 820 9 6 1119 128 32
and parallels, Holsten (ZlVTh.
1891, pp. 1 / : ) saw the
evidence that Jesus used this term concerning himself
before the scene at CtEs.area Philippi, and in Mt. 1613 the
proof that he employed it to designate himself as the
Messiah.

If'ff- [1864]) held that the expression was unknown before Jesus
because it was he who created it, that by it he designated himself as the poor child of Adam, and also as the object o f a peculiar
divine love, that no one called him by this name because it would

1 Hilgenfeld, B. Weiss, Mangold, U.steri, Bruce, Stevens.
2 Weisse, Ritschl, Holtzmann, Keim, Hase, Holsten, Wendt,
Paul, Dalman, Gunkel, Fiebig.

4717

4718

SON O F MAN
It seemed to Holsten probable that Jesus' Messianic consciousness grew out of his experience, suggesting to him that the
chosen one on whom the unction of spirit rested was to pass
through two forms of existence, one of humiliation, another of
glory, even as the ' Son of m a n ' in D a n . was brought fro[»
earth to heaven to be clothed with power. So profound a
view, however, must have been a mystery to the disciples until
it was revealed to them.
According to Paul (Vorstellungen um Messias, 42
[1895]), the mystery existed for Jesus himself as well as
for his hearers, inasmuch as there was a time in the
Galilcean period when he still doubtfully asked whether
in reality he was the Son of man promised in Dan.
Dalman { Worte Jesu, igi ff. [1898]) clearly recognised
that ' the Son of m a n ' was not a Messianic title in the
time of Jesus, and that bar-ndsd was the phrase used
by him that has been translated 6 vlbs TOU dvQpdnrov.
This, however, he regarded as unknown in Gahlaean
Aramaic at that period in the sense of ' man.'
It would therefore naturally point to Dan. 7 13, a passage
especially attractive to Jesus, because it ascribed the establishment of the kingdom of heaven to God alone. Dalman considered it improbable that Jesus employed the phrase before the
episode a t Caesarea, some pericopes having been placed out of
their chronological order. After that event his disciples regarded
it as a declaration that he was the Son of man of Daniel's vision ;
to the people it was a riddle, the solution of which Jesus did not
give until his appearance before the Sanhedrin, and then at t h e
cost ofjhis life; to himself it was a means of realising a n d
teaching that the child of human parents, by nature weak,
destined b y God to be the ruler of the world, may before his
investiture with Messianic power be obliged t o suffer and die.
Accepting the view that bar-ndsd
was used and
meant simply ' man,' ' the man,' Gunkel ( Z WTh.
1899, pp. 581 _ ^ , Vierte Buch Ez7'a, 347 [1900])
maintained that ' the m a n ' was a secret title of the
Messiah used in Apocalyptic circles, and originating in
Babylonian mythology.
Like Gunkel, Fiebig (^Der Menschensohn, 6\ff, [1901]) regarded ' the m a n ' as a familiar designation of the Messiah ; but as
his philological examination had led to the conclusion that (<(fi^'3^2
was understood in Galilee a t the time of Jesus as meaning also
' man,' he ingeniously argued that the phrase was intentionally
used in a n ambiguous manner, so that the hearers might believe
that he (Jesus) was speaking of man in general, or of ' the man *
—i.e., the Messiah as a third person—whilst In reality h e was
speaking of himself.
T h e conception of the phrase as a mystifying title
into which Jesus poured the contents of his peculiar
-. —
.,
Messianic consciousness was naturally
' • d fl ? 1
favourable to the introduction of various
combinations ; while some scholars were
contented with a single O T passage as the basis for
further development, others thought of several different
ideas blending into a new conception.
•
T h u s Weizsacker conceived of a gradual revelation of Jesus'
Messianic self-consciousness, first on the prophetic side sugested by Ezekiel, and then on the royal side intimated by
)an. (JDTh.
1859, p . 7 3 6 ^ , Ev. Gesch. 426_^ [1864I).
Hausrath found in the term a combination of the heavenly
man in Dan., the man that is a little lower than the angels in
Ps. S, and the prophet in Ez. (NT Zeitgesch.f^), 1879, 1 480).
Wittichen introduced, in addition, the Son of man in Enoch and
the Servant of Yahwfe in 2 I s . (Die Idee des Me7ischen, 137 ff.
[1818]; NSsgen (Gesch. Jesu, issff
[1891]) saw in the expresiiion a combination of esoteric Messiahship suggested by Daniel,
and a phase of existence through which the Messiah must pass
with Its predetermined humiliation and suffering.
Bartlet
(Expos. 1892, p . 427^^) also united the idea of the suffering
servant with that of an ideal representative of humanity and
the kingdom of God. Schnedermann (Jesu
VerkiiTtdigung,
2, 1895, 206 ff.) combined Danielle Messiah, Ezekielic prophet,
ideal man, and human suffering. Charles (Book of Enoch, 312 ff.
[i893l)held that the true interpretation would be found if the
conception in Enoch were taken for a starting-point, its
enlargement and essential transformation in the usage of Jesus
were noted, its subsequent reconciliation to the conception of
the Servant of Vahwe were observed, and the occasional reminiscences of Dan. 7 were perceived. Stapfer (Jdsus
Christ
pendant so7i ministere, 30SM' [1897]) combines in the expression Ezekielic prophet and Danielic Messiah. In the judgment
of Sanday (Hastings, DB 2 62zf.) the ideas of a representative
of the human race, an ideal man, a n d a suifering servant of
Yahwfe are fu.sed into the central idea of Messiahship. This
position is also endorsed by Driver (ib. 4582).

f

1 Weizsacker, Hausrath, Wittichen, NSsgen, Schnedermann,
Eartlet, Charles, Stapfer, Sanday, Driver.
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Whilst Weizsacker found in the customary designation of Ezekiel a means employed by Jesus for suggesting
_
. . .
the prophetic character of his Messiah25. Prophetic ^^.^^ y^^^^^
^^^^ tj,at ' S o n of m a n '
""® •
actually was a current prophetic title
assumed by Jesus to indicate that, like John the Baptist,
he was a herald of the coming kingdom, and subsequently merged into the Danielic ' Son of man ' by
the Church [Id^es 7>tess. 178).
This view has been
carried out most consistently by Cary [The
Synodic
Gospels, 3^0 ff. [1900]) who maintains that by this
term Jesus intended to announce himself as a prophet
sent to warn his people of the danger which threatened
them if they did not turn from their evil ways.
It was not unnatural that the thought should arise
that the ' Son of m a n , ' of whom Jesus is represented as
„„ — .
,.
having habitually spoken in the third
26. Designation
^
-X \
•u
.
\ y
^,
person, was an ideal or spnit not
ot J e s u s o w n j^g^tical with, though closely related
ideal, future
.
, •
j-*
n*v.»,«^, *»*«»**« ^^^ Yixs own immediate self
jyiessiansnip, or
Bruckner ( / / ' T ' A . 1886, p . 272)suggested
indwelling
that Jesus who, in his judgment, never
genius ?
used the term before _ the episode at
C a s a r e a , when ijredicting the return of
the Son of man, thought not of his own personality, of
the man Jesus, but rather of the ideals with which he had
identified himself. A. R6ville (J^sus de Nazareth,
2 190_2?;
[1897]) concluded from M k . 2 i o 2 8 and Mt. 25 that in the
thought of Jesus the phrase designated something more than
a n individual son, though this individual be Jesus himself,
that it was a personification of a principle transcendent above,
and immanent in, all the persons making u p the sum total
of humanity, and only applied t o Jesus m so far as he
identified himself with this principle.
According to J o h .
Weiss (Predigt Jesu, S'^ff- [1892]; Nachfolge
Christi, 33 f.
[1875]), Jesus used the term to indicate his future position.
W h e n he should return upon the clouds, he would be the Son of
man referred to by Daniel. I n the sayings concerning the
death of the Son of man, h e t a u g h t objectively that the coming
Messiah must suffer a n d d i e ; m Mt. 1119 16 13 Lk. 7 34 the
title has been substituted for original ' I ' ; in Mk. 2 10 28 the
philological explanation resumed by Lagarde, Rahlfs, and Wellhausen (see § 29) should-be apphed (cp also Predigt Jesie{%
1900, p p . 360 ff, 201 ff, where the interpretation of some
passages is slightly modified).
I n harmony with his exegesis
of D a n . 713, Grill (l.c., %7 ff.) comes to the conclusion that
J e s u s more or less distinctly conceived of himself as being
dynamically identified with the highest principle of revelation,
the angelic hypostasis introduced by Daniel, and that the
original text read kyvt in M k . 2 10 and 0 dvOpunros in Mk. 2 28.
W h e n the interpretation of Daniel's ' Son of man *
as a symbol of a coming ideal society had won its way
to wide recognition, the suggestion
27. D e s i g n a t i o n lay near at h a n d that Jesus may have
of k i n g d o m
used it himself in the same sense.
of h e a v e n ' ?
Hoekstra maintained that Jesus indicated not himself by this term, but the
new religious community to which the kingdom was to be
given (De benaTning de zoon des Menschen, 1866). Carpenter
(First Three Gospels, 1890, p . 3 8 3 , ^ ) held that Jesus employed
it as an emblem of the kingdom of righteousness, and that
his foUowers, impressed with the conviction that h e was the
Messiah, understood it in a personal sense, and gave such a
colouring to his reported utterances as accorded with this
assumption. Drummond (JTh.St.
igoi) thinks tbat Jesus may
have regarded it as an expression for the ideal people of God,
and for himself as head of this class, giving to it the same
primarily collective, subsequently individual, sense that the
Servant of Yahwfe has.
Whilst many scholars failed to make any distinction
between the words actually uttered by Jesus, and the
28 Creation ^^y^"Ss ascribed to him by the evangelists, and some were content with
by the
e v a n e e l i s t s ' i indicating passages of doubtful authen°
• ticity, others felt the necessity for d.
more searching criticism. As a more correct estimate
of the Fourth Gospel spread, the tendency developed
in many circles to lean all the more heavily on the
synoptics.
It is largely the merit of Bruno Bauer and
Volkmar to have applied the same measure to all the
gospels, explaining each as a didactic work written for
a definite purpose, and naturally reflecting the religious
1 Bruno Bauer, Volkmar, Jacobsen, Pfieiderer, Martineau
Cone, Oort, Van Manen, Baljon, Btandt, Wrede.
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thought of the aiulior and the men among whom lie
lived. From this point of view B. Bauer readied the
conclusion that Jesus never called himself ' Son of man '
ih'ritik d. e-c. Gcsch. 3 [1842] if-), and Volkm.Tr was
led to the view that it was an original creation of Mk.
But "MS really .Mk. the oric^iiiator of it? Cril.ini (Je.-cus
Christ, 140 [1864]) h.id seen thnt .Mk. ]:l6-3= (Mt. '.'4 4-js Lk.
218.36) W.1S ' a veritable .\poca!\ pse lacking nothing csstiuial to
this species of coiiipositi..n.' .Vccording to Jacobseri lliis was
the door through w hich the expression entered into tlie i^ospeK,
whilst it was still absent in the original form of M k. ( Untersuchtinmen tiler die svo. £"z^'. 64, I1883]; Prot.
A'/rchenceit/ini.',
T886, p. 5 6 3 # ) . Pfleiderer (r/v//'_7,t.'. 566, 3S7 [1887]) aKi. inclined to look upon the word as ^if toreign .Vpucalyplic origin,
not used bv lesus himself Cotninced that Jesus aid not put
forth any Messianic claims, Martineau explained the occasional
use of the term by Jesus as F. C. P.aur (§ -c) had done, but
aseribed to the Evangelists the conception of it as a Messi.uiie
title (Seat of Authority,
335^11890]). Orello Cone (A',st,
U'crld, 402 ^- [1801]) also looked upon the.Vpucalyptic passa^^es
as the channel through which '.Son of M a n ' as a Messianic
title found its way into the gospel, though he still thought of
Jesus as having used it to denote that he was ' t h e man who
was pre-eminently endowed from on high.'

In H. L. Oort's dissertation (Deuitdrukking
6 ni. T. d.
in het -'\'T, 1893) the Messianic significance of the term
in the Greek X T was strongly maintained ; its origin
was sought in Dan. and the later .\pocalypses, whence
it was taken by the evangelists, and no eftbrt was made
to trace any of the s.iyings back to Jesus. Van Manen
(Th.T, 1893, p. 544 ; 1894, p. S.-J7Jf.) discountenanced
in principle any attempt to go behind the written
records, and ascribed to the influence of Dan. and
Enoch the introduction of the term as a Messianic title
in the gospels; a view also adopted by Baljon (GriekischThecligisch Woordenboek, 2960). Brandt's position was
fundamentally the sanre as Volkmar's ; but he added the
important suggestion that the identification of Jesus
with Daniel's ' Son of m a n ' would be most natural,
if this Apocalyptic figure had been recently introduced
(E-e angel ise he Geschichte, 562 _/f [1893]). It was probably the Messianic interpretation, llowever, not Dan. 7
itself, as (following Lagarde) Brandt was inclined to
think, that was of recent origin. Thus a deep chasm
was found between the gospels and the actual words of
Jesus, over which no man could pass with any degree of
assurance. How completely this exclusive regard for
the Greek gospels tended to crowd into the background
the whole question concerning the Son of man, may be
seen in the important discussion of the Messianic secret
by Wrede (Das Messiasgeheimnis [1901]), in which it is
scarcely touched upon, except that he expresses a doubt
whether a play upon words can have been intended in
Lk. 9 44, on the ground that the solemn title ' S o n of
Man ' and not ' m a n ' is contrasted with ' men.'
If this in itself perfectly legitimate literary criticism
had the tendency of leading to a wholly negative result,
29 Fresh
"'' ^^ '^^^' ^ " " " I'-l^et, as regards the
recourse to ^'^ °^ '''^ ' ' ' ' ^ ^^ Jesus, there was at
the Aramaic ' ' ^ ^ ' ^ possibility that this result was
due to a serious defect in the method
pursued—viz., the failure to examine the reported
sayings in what must have been approximately their
form in the %'ernacular of Jesus, if spoken by him.
^\ Ith the multiplicity of new and complicated problems
claiming the attention of students of early Christian
literature and the apparent necessity for a division of
labour, it is not strange that even eminent N T scholars
shoulrl have devoted indefatigable labours to what at
best could be only translations of the words of Jesus
M Ithout ever inquiring what the .\ramaic sentences were
that he actually uttered, whilst O T scholars to whom
such a question would naturally occur hesitated to enter
a field no longer familiar to them. The chief significance of Lagarde's and Wellhausen's contributions to
the problem lies in the fact that it was again approached
from the standpoint of Semitic philology. Positively,
the gain was not great at first.
Uloth had only renewed the old explanation of the rationalistic school (Godgeleerde bijdragen, 1862, p. ^t-jff.).
Lagarde,
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like Uloth, saw that Jesus must have used bar-ndsd
and
thought his purpose was to indicate that he was not a Jew, nor
the member of any nation, but a man (Deutsche
Schriften
220 [1878], Ges. .-•-bh. 26). Wellhausen held that bar-ncisa
should have been hanslaled o ai/9p«iTros, but found it exceedingly
strange ihat Jesus should have said ' the man ' instead of ' I,'
thouLih he rightly felt that it was not more peculiar than thc
currently acee|iled view that he said ' the Messiah' instead of
I ' (Isciet,tliche
u.jicd. Gesilctchte,{C)-^1-2I1894I). J. 'Weiss,
following Kalllfs, wisely returned to (Jiotius's exegesis of
Mk. :iio2K; but the improh.ibility of his eschatological e.\pl.malion (see § 26) left the problem still unsolved.

W'hat « a s needed was a search for the Aramaic
original that should at the same time take .account of
30 Basis in "^"^ results of literary criticism secured
generic use and''>'„'""'' ''^^°'^'•' ^^ '^™"° I^'''"^'-'
later trans^ °"'™=^''' ^"'l ^ '•^", ^ ' " " f • ^ ^^e" ^
formation.
^^ "^ '^^"'•' ^ ^'"'='''' ^'"^ "^ Holsten, a
keener analysis of the apocalyptic
sources, and a thorough investigation of the Gnostic
attitude to this title. It is to be regretted that Bruins,
who acutely criticised Oort's failure to consider the
Ar.ini.aic usage [I'h. T, 1894, p. 6 4 6 / . ) , did not follow
up his own suggestions. The scope of De Christus
naar de Ev. (1896) possibly prevented a discussion.
Kerdmans first combined the general position of Van
Manen and Oort with the .assertion that in Mt. 12832
16 13 Jesus used bar-naLi in the sense of ' m a n . ' He
could not find in bar-ndsd a Messianic title, nor think
that Jesus regarded himself as the Messiah. Yet he
considered it jDrobable that on some occasions Jesus
used the term concerning himself in emphatically
declaring to those who would see in him something
more than a man, that he was only a man as well as
they.
As to the origin of the Greek phrase as a
Messianic title, he thought it possible that it arose
through the peculiar form of the Greek translation ; and
the absence of this title everywhere in early Christian
literature except where there was evidence of acquaintance with the gospels, he accounted for by assuming
that it was everywhere a translation of an Aramaic
original [Th.T, 1894, p. 1 5 3 / : , 1895, P- 4 9 / ^ ) The view that Jesus never called himself ' the Son of
man,' indicates that he was either the Messiah, the
ideal man, or a mere man ; that, nevertheless, the
development of this term into a Messianic title was in
part due to his having spoken upon some occasions
concerning the rights and privileges of ' man, using the
word bar ndsd in such a startling manner as to create,
contrary to his intention, the impression among later
interpreters that he had referred to himself, and that
through the Greek translation ofthe Synoptic Apocalypse
it found its way into the gospels, was first expressed by
the present writer in a paper read before the Society for
Biblical Literature and Exegesis in 1895, and published
'\vi JBL\h-iff.
On independent grounds it was considered that only four sayings containing the phrase
placed before the incident at Cassarea can be judged
genuine — viz., Mt. 820 96 I2832.
.A statement of
universal validity to the effect that ' man must pass
away, but he will rise again,' \\as supposed to have
received later colouring in what were misunderstood as
predictions of Jesus' death and resurrection after three
d a y s ; and it was thought possible that in Mt. 2664
Jesus spoke of the kingdom of heaven referring to
Daniel's symbol.
Arnold Meyer (Jesu Mutlerspraciie,
91 ifi, 140 i f [1896])
briefly indicated his belief that in Rlk.'2 10 2S _Mt. I232 an
original bar-n,-cs,l meaning ' m a n ' was used, that in Mt. S 2 0 i t
stood for ' I,'and that in Mt. 1119 it should be translated 'some
one.' H e deferred the discussion ofthe eschatological passages
to a second part of his work which has not yet appeared. But
from later utterances (Die moderne Forschung iiber die Gesch.
des Christentums,
75 tiSgS] and Th.Lit.Z.
1898, col. 272) it
may be inferred that in some places he thinks it possible that
the 'coming of the Son of m a n ' actually spoken of by Jesus
was identical with the ' coming of the kingdom ofheaven.' hie
also brought to light the forgotten labours of Gt^n^brord aud
Bolten, and called fresh attention to the exegesis of Grotius.

Lietzmann [Der Menschensohn [1896]) first observed
that there are no traces of the title outside of the
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Ciospels and Acts before Marcion, and surmised that
it originated in Asia Minor IjuLuutjn the death of Paul
and the year 90 A.D. (On the latter point see § 43.)
In regard to the use of bar-ndsd by Jesus, Lietzmann
reached independent conclusions that approximated
moit closely to those of the present writer, from
^\hom he differed chiefly in not being able to assume a
basis in the language of Jesus for the subsequently
modified sayings concerning his death and resurrection
{see § 40), while he rejected Kerdmans' view that Jesus
occasionally used it to denote himself. He was also
disinclined to accept Meyer's contention that the
occurrence of the phrase in some of the eschatological
passages shruld be traced back to Jesus, without
desiring, houe\'er, to pass a judgment in this matter
beyond the general conclusion that Jesus did not call
himself ' the .^011 of M a n ' (Th. Arbcitexi aus d. Rhei7i.
p7-ed. J'er [1899]).
The tlieory stated above w as accepted and defended
by Wellhausen (Gesch.i^) 381 [1897] ; Skizzen, 6187 ff.
'^^ DpfPnpP of t^^99])- He thought it probable that
t h i s t h e o ^ ° J"'^^' ° " ' ^ (Mk. IO3-34) expressed
jr. apprehensions as to the outcome of his
visit to Jerusalem ; but, as the exact wording cannot be
ascertained, he deemed it impossible to determine
whether the term bar-ndld was used. As the source
was Dan. 713, he regarded it as possible that already the
Aramaic term bar-7idsd had come to be understood in
some circles as a designation of the Messiah.

else.
As the material con'^idcred by Fiehig clearl>' indicates,
and as this scholar himself unhesitatingly concludes, that Jesus
employed the term bar-ndsd (av^^l^^^'^
that this was naturally
understood by his hearers to mean ' m a n ' in general, his farther
a~.sumption that Jesu.<5 meant by it hini^elf as the Messiah
appears somewhat hazardous. If j e s u s was willing to ha\'e his
hearers infer that he cherished such bold and original ideas as
that man for whose sake the sabbath was madevvas alsolord of
the sabbath and that any man, not merely a prie.st by virtue of
his ofTice, has a right to pardon sin, why ascribe to himself as an
arrierePensee the narrower and less logical conception that he
alune a-s the >le:;3iah was lord of the sabbath and had the right
to pardon sin? If he at all entertained such a thought, it
cannot have appeared tn him unimportant, and it is difficult to
see how he could have been willing to spread what in that
case would have been a dangerously false impression by an
ambiguous use of language. Oscar Holtzmann (Lehen jesu,
\2^ff. [1901I) accepts the proposed exegesis of Mt. S 20 Mk.
2 ID 28 and Lk. 9 58, but thinks it probable that Jesus used the
expression on many occasions to indicate his acquiescence in
man's general lot, and to teach objectively concerning the
Messiah which be believes himself to be.

Pfleiderer (New 11 'orld, 444^^ [1899]) ^'^"^ adopted the view,
which was not far from his own earlier position. {On his ingenious theory concerning Lk. 2236-38 see §40.) Marti (DOLS
Buch Daniel, 53 I1901I) indicated his acceptance. On the
linguistic side, Hevan came to the defence against Dalman
(Critical Kev. logg, pp. 1 4 8 ^ ) , and Noldeke added the weight
ofhis approval (in Urummond, I.e.).
A d o p t i n g \ \ ' r e ( l e ' s p o s i t i o n , S t a e r k [Prot.
Monatsh.,

1902, p. "2^7ff.) sees in the mysterious name 'Son of
Man ' a creation of early Christian anti-Jewish polemics,
having one root in some misunderstood Xbyta such as
Mk. 'J 10 etc., and intended to veil the Messiahship of
Jesus during his lifetime. Such a conscious intention
he finds in the fact that men to whom bar-ndsd in the
sense of ' man ' must have been familiar slavishly translated it with b vlbs TOV dvQpwxrov.
Holtzmann \XTTh.,
1897, pp. 246 ff.) finds it impossible, in view of the accumulating material and
Part'fll philological difficulties, to pronounce
aCT-eement P^^^^^P^o^'^y against this theory, and is
°
* inclined to accept it so far as the preCaesarean passages are concerned, while presenting as
a still available alternative the view of Holsten. Fries
(Det fjdrde evangelict, ^7 ff. [1898]) reaches the conclusion that the term was used by Jesus only on rare
occasions to avoid the personal pronoun, and not in a
purely Messianic sense, while through En., where it
only means ' man,' it was introduced as a Messianic
title in the Synoptics {cp § 28).
It is scarcely probable that a new investigation of pelonl
('31^p) or 'otho hd-ts (-j'wn IHTN) as a substitute for Jesus in
certain Talmudic \\Tiiin,us would throw any light on our
question, as Fries thinks; Eliezer no doubt said rc" Jn Vomd
tdb.
The extensive reading of Fiebig (Der
Menschensohn,
1901), including large parts of the Talmud not before examined
in regard to this phrase, corroborated the opinions on which the
theory rested. Fiebig recognised the essential accuracy of the
observations made by the present writer {p. 59), and his criticism
of AS'tjllhausen was scarcely judicious. When the latter scholar
affirmed that the Aramaeans had no other word for the individual
ofthe human specie'; than bar-7idsd, he evidently did not mean
to deny that words originally having another meaning, such as
gabrd and 'ndSii, in cour.'^e of time came to be used also with
that significance, as is clear from Skizzen, 6 ig6 n. (1899). T h e
only word relevant to this discussion, however, is one that could
have been translated 6 utoy roij av9pioTrov, and the only such
word m Amni.'iic is bar-ndsd, since expressions like b'reh degabrd (^•^•2}-! n~\3), b'reh de-'ndsd(ii-c'2t<l mD)< and b'reh dH-harndsd (x-j'3i3n ,-112). manife^tly originated as Christian translations • >f the Greek i<;rm ; but bar-ndsd is the only Aramaic word
that denotes the individual of the genus man and nothing

Because of its far-reaching implications (see § 46), it
was natural that the explanation stated above should
- , . ..
meet with much opposition.
\'an
b .-^i
x^ Manen (I.e.) rightly protested against
Dy m e en
the tendency to assume a genuine utterRPnolflrs

ance behind every saying attributed to
Jesus in the synoptics, and to forget the peculiar
character and manifestly late origin of these writings.
But since even within the synoptics it is often possible
to trace a growth from a simpler form to one unquestionably coloured by later thought, the in\'estigator
certainly has the right to assume that this development did not begin in our present gospels. By testing
a certain word in an approximation to the Aramaic
form it must have had if uttered by Jesus, an entirely
different sense is not seldom suggested that may
readily have been obscured by a natural mistake in
translation, or an equally natural doctrinal bias. As
to Mt. 1613 ff., van Manen is probably in the
main right (see § 39), as well as in upholding the
Messianic significance of the Greek term everywhere,
and in rejecting the survival of Baur's position in
Eerdmans.
On Hilgenfeld's argument based upon
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, see § 42. The
fact that Dalman (l.c.) could find no other Aramaic
term likely to have been used by Jesus than bar-ndsd,
and recognised the improbability of this having been a
Messianic title, is more significant than his contention
that bar-ndsd in the sense of ' m a n ' was a. Syriac
innovation and not likely to have been thus understood
in Galilee in the time of Jesus.
Dalman may, indeed, have indicated a real tendency of
Aramaic speech in Syria ; but the remains of its various dialects
are too scanty and late to determine whether the development
was from an earlier bar-ndsd to a less accurate use of gabrd or
'ndsd for ' man,' 'der Mensch,' a view favoured by the general
spread of Aramaic from Mesopotamia and N . Syria southwards,
or from an earlier gebar or 'nd^ to a later bar-nds.
But
Bevan's point that the various uses o f ' w r t / a n d /'ar-'«rt/which
appear concurrently in Syriac are all found in one or another of
the Palestinian dialects and that no Palestinian dialect employs
any of these forms in a sense unknown in Syriac, is certainly
well t a k e n ; and Wellhausen rightly feels that Dan. 7 13 is itself
decisive (cp also Fiebig, and usage in Ev. Hier., above § 4, iii.).

^ \\'ellhausen, Pfleiderer, Marti, Bevan, Noldeke, Staerk.

The authority of so accomplished a student of
Palestinian Aramaic as Dalman naturally influenced
other scholars. Baldensperger { Z/z. Rundschau, 1900,
p. 2 0 1 ^ ) expressed his satisfaction with the final
defeat of the philological explanation, and hinted at
undue philosophical prepossessions.
Rush Rhees [JBL
1796) also thought that the present writer was hampered
by the prejudgment that Jesus cannot have made for
himself at the outset any supernatural claims. This,
however, was not the case, as the conviction that Jesus
did not cherish a desire to become even a righteous
king, a divinely appointed ruler of Israel and the
nations, was not the starting-point but the rather unexpected result of a long series of investigations.
Klopper [ZWTh.
1899, p. i 6 i _ ^ ) accepts the validity
of Schmiedel's arguments (see § 34), and thinks that
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Tesus, already in the Galilcean period, claimed for himself a peculiar kind of Messiahship by the Danielic title.
He deems it probable that Jesus looked upon his
victory over Satan in Mt. 4 i _ ^ as a reahsation of the
slaying of the beast in Dan. 7 i i 26. It is difficult to see
what ethical content could have been given to a figure
which everybody understood to mean the establishment of
the empire of the Jews that could not also have been
given to the current Messianic ideal.
Clemen
(TLZ, 1899, col. 489) asks why ba7--ndSd cannot
have been a Messianic title at the time of Jesus as well
£is later.
The answer is tliat there is no e\idcnce
whatever that bar-ndsd was e\'er used as a Messianic
title. There is reason to believe that Jesus on some
occasions used it in the sense it commonly and exclusively has in extant Aramaic literature. In these
instances it has been wrongly translated in the Gk.
Gospels by a title not vet drawn from Dan. when Rev.,
4 Ezra, and the interpolations in En. 37-71 were written
in the reign of Domitian. ^
The most serious objection of Krop [La poist'e de
Usus, 1897) is derived from the presence of the title in
predictiotis of Jesus' death and resurrection. How was
the title brought from the eschatological series into so
different a setting? It may be answered that when
once utterances concerning the Son of man had been
placed upon the lips of Jesus, and the expression consequently understood as a self-designation, it may readily
have been substituted for ' I,' as the vacillating tradition
in man}'- places indicates, and adopted in the creation of
new oracles. It is probable, however, that .^ genuine
utterance of Jesus was misunderstood and made the
foundation of these logia (see § 40).
Gunkel's opposition [I.e.) comes from his strong conviction that ' the man ' is a mythological figure.
As to the personality to whom Dan., Enoch, and 4 Ezra
refer, he is no doubt right In assuming an ultimate Babylonian
origin. The conflict between Marduk and Tiamat became
in Judaism one between Vahwe and the great chaos-monster.
What was first ascribed to Yahwe himself was subsequently
assigned to an angel. After the destruction of the beast,
this celestial representative of Israel comes in Dan. 7 with
the clouds to receive the world-empire.
T h e development
of the Messianic idea (cp Schmidt, Son of Man, chap, ti)
led to a transfer of these functions to the Messiah.
But
that the heavenly king, described like other angels as having
the appearance of a man, was known as ' the man,' lacks all
plausibility. Designations suggesting character or function—
such as 'the chosen one,' ' t h e just one,' ' t h e restorer,' ' t h e
bridegroom,' ' t h e lamb'—are intelligible; ' t h e man on the
clouds' would point to Dan. 7 13, and titles signifying this, like
'3:V (Trg. to I Ch. 324) and ''?-}]"i:] (Sanh. g6b), were indeed
formed, as Eerdmans has shown ; but, neither in Babylonian
mythology, nor in Jewish speculation, is It likely that an important personage was referred to merely as ' t h e man,' ' t h e
human being.'

Aa objection is raised by Rose [Rev. bibl., 1900, pp.
i 6 g ^ ) : the close connection between the kingdom and
the Son of man render it probable that Jesus, to whom
thc former idea was of such importance, also occupied
himself with the latter. Two facts, however, are not
sufficiently considered in this view.
Intense speculations concernmg the kingdom and the world to come
are frequently found without any allusion to «.
Messiah, and this is readily accounted for by the hope
centring on God himself as the sole deliverer of his
people and judge of the world.
When Drummond
(I.e.) appeals to the independent tradition of Jn. and to
the fact that ' the apostles must have known whether
their Master spoke of himself in the way recorded in the
gospels or not,' it is to be said that acquaintance with
the synoptics on the part of the Fourth Evangelist can
scarcely be doubted, that the peculiar use of the term in
his gospel (see §45) does not point to an independent
tradition, and that the synoptic gospels were written too
late to reflect, even on points more important than
•^ On the argument for an earlier existence of the title drawn
by Charles from Enoch 37-71 (Hist, of Doctr. of Future
Life,
214/ [1889I), see § 7.
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this, what the apostles must have known, as Drummond
himself would no doubt admit. His weightiest objection is that the Church would have preferred to invent
some higher title. But the impression left upon an
ancient reader of Dan. 7 13 was not that of a frail mortal,
but rather that of a resplendent celestial being ; and
the title was not invented, it grew. Driver (I.e.) recognises that all such considerations would have to yield,
' if it were philologically certain that '' the son of man "
eon Id not have been an expression used by our Lord.'
That bar-7idSd should not have been understood as
' m a n ' in Galilee in the first century, although it was so
used in the second, does not seem to hini quite probable. He therefore goes to the opposite conclusion that
ba/'-ndsa = ' man ' may have been so exceedingly common
that for emphasis Jesus was obliged to use the term
b'reh di'-nd^d, meaning ' t h e Son of man.' But this
Christian translation of d vlbs TOV dvOptaxxov, intelligible
only as a product of dogmatic necessity, would not
have been understood as ' the Son of m a n ' but as ' the
son of the Man.' Realising the precariousness even of
this assumption, he finally quotes with approval
Sanday's opinion that Jesus may have introduced the
term upon some occasion when he was addressing hi
Aramaic-speaking fellow-men in—Greek ! It is not easy
to believe that this Son of man who went forth to seek
and to save that which was lost presented to his
Galilaean fishermen riddles concerning himself in a.
foreign tongue.
Even the
Jesu,^^) iSs)
less violent,
should have
a Messianic

suggestion of Jansen quoted by Weiss (Predigt
that Jesus used the ^Hehxew term, ben-dddm, though
lacks all probability. It is not apparent why he
translated bar-ndsd Into ben-dddm, which was not
title and could not possibly suggest Dan. 7 13.

The keenest criticism of the new interpretation has
been made by Schmiedel [P7-ot. Monatsh., 1898, pp.
2^-2ff. 2 9 1 / : , 1901, pp. 333i^)34. Schmiedel's He is unquestionably right in laying
criticism.
down the principle that ' absolute
credibility should be accorded to that which cannot
have been invented by a tradition replete w ith veneration for Jesus because contradicting it, and most clearly
in instances where, among the evangelists themselves,
one or another has actuaUy effected a transformation
out of reverence for Jesus.' Strangely enough, this
acute critic has failed to perceive that, if the interpretation based on the Aramaic is admitted, the passages in
question furnish most valuable illustrations of his
principle. Has a man the right to assure his fellowman that his sins are pardoned ? The Pharisees assert
that God alone can pardon sin. Jesus affirms that man
has the right to do so. This thought was too bold for
the Church to grasp. She asked, ' AMio is the man
that can pardon sins?' and her answer was, ' t h e
Christ.'
It was no doubt because the translator,
following the custom of the Alexandrian version,
rendered the phrase literally d vlbs TOV dvQpihxrov rather
than in good idiomatic Greek d dvdpioiros that the saying was preserved at all.
It is not necessary to assume that the question debated was
originally connected with a case of healing, and quite_ irrelevant
to ask whether Jesus thought that all men could exercise healing
power, nor is it at all certain that Jesus would have answered
such a question In the negative. Jesus declares that the sabbath
was made for man's sake, therefore man Is also lord of the
sabbath, and the added remarks show that he regarded the
whole cult as of less importance than the principle of love
violated in the charge made against bis disciples. But a view
of the sabbath that put It wholly into the hands of man, was too
radical for the Church. By the misleading, though probably
unintentional, turn given to the expression in Greek, she gamed
the comforting assurance that the Christ was lord of the sabbath,
and would, no doubt, lend his authority to any change made in
his honour. T h e more in harmony with the growing veneration
for le^us this thought is, the more value must be attached to
the earlier and so markedly different form revealed b y a translation ofthe saying back into the original Aramaic.
In Mt. 820 lesus used what sounds hke a current epigram to
indicate the vicissitudes of human life. H e thought of m a n s
lot, the Church instantly thougbt of his ; and the greater the
distance between her meditation upon the humdIatIon_ of her
heavenly lord from the general outlook upon human life sug4726
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gested by the Aramaic saying, the stronger Is the presumption
in favour of the latter. There is pardon, Jesus declares, for
anything that is said against a man, but \\ hen the Holy Spirit
that works his mighty deeds through a man is declared to be an
evil spirit, how can there be forgiveness? \\'hile the Aramaic
saying suggests as the thought of Je^us, that men should .be
wiUing to forgive whatever may be said against them, but that
it Is an infinitely more serious matter to call a manifestly good
spirit pos.ses.sing a man, IJeelzebub ; the Church found it far
easier to think that Je.sus heis given the gracious assurance that
he would pardon even blasphemy against himself, though he
was the Messiah, possibly because his Messianic glory was
veiled, hut that blasphemy against the Holy Spirit could not be
forgiven. W'hen the prophet's death began to appear to him as
the inevitable result of his career, he may have comforted his
disciples with another word of universal application: ' m a n
must pass away, but he will rise again.' Convinced by the
testimony of those who had seen him in heavenly visions that he
had risen from the dead, the Church was better prepared for the
thought that he had predicted his own deatb and resurrection
than that he had in simple confidence bound up his own destiny
with that of humanity. In proportion as the Aramaic sayings
thus disclosed differ from the Greek logia, presenting conceptions that do not, like the latter, ally themselves naturally with
the developing ecclesiastical appreciation of Jesus, they become
precious evidences, both of the historical character of Jesus and
o f t h e peculiar type ofhis teaching.

If ba7--ndU had ever developed into a Messianic title
among the Christians of Palestine, there aid not seem
to be any reason why they should have substituted for the
term which they must then have supposed Jesus to use,
such a phrase as breh dH-gabrd. Schmiedel's point that,
if bar-ndsd could convey to some minds the idea that
the Messiah was meant, there are no grounds, at least
so far as the language is concerned, for disputing that
it may have been so intended by Jesus and understood
by his immediate disciples, appears to the present
writer to be well taken. But it touches only an admission by \\'ellhausen, not necessitated by any unmistakable fact.
If such a transformation had been
effected in Jewish-Christian circles before the end of the
first century, we should expect to find it in Rev. The
absence of the title in this Christian apocalypse, where
there were many natural occasions for using it, is far
more significant than its non-occurrence in the epistolaryliterature where some such motive as Schmiedel has
imagined may have been operative.
Until new evidence, or arguments not long ago
refuted, shall be adduced in favour of the assumption
__ .
- that Jesus spoke Greek, it must be taken
'
, -,
for granted that he addressed his hearers
t h e philo- j ^ j^g Galilcean dialect of the Aramaic.
logical
^^^len this is acknowledged, it follows of
argTiment). jjg^esgjty ti-j^t it is the duty of every
scholar before pronouncing upon the authenticity of
any saying attributed to Jesus to consider whether it may
have been ^vrongly translated. In the performance of
this duty two difficulties are met with : it is possible only
to approximate to the original, and the Hterary material
by which the Galilaean dialect is known apparently
does not go back farther than lo the second century
A.D. On the other hand, the translation in this case is
simplified by the fact that d vlbs TOV dvdpclnxov can only
be the rendering of a form compounded with bar (13),
and further facilitated by the circumstance that of terms
that may be considered, b'reh d^-JiaJd, bj'ch d^-gabrd
and b'reh d^-bar-ndsd must be eliminated. While all
these are manifestly Christian renderings of the Greek
term, b'reh dS-ndsd was apparently not used in Palestine,
b'reh dt'-gabrd cannot have been formed as an allusion
to Dan. 713 and as an original Aramaic expression
uould put the emphasis on Joseph, and b'reh d^-barndsd is ruled out by the same considerations.
The
only available term, then, is bar-ndM.

Schmiedel also argues the probability of an original
Messianic reference in Mk. 228 from Jesus' attitude to
the law. He thinks that Jesus may have been led to
regard himself as the Messiah by the practical question
that he as a reformer was forced to meet, whether the
validity of the law might be set aside. ' The law was
intended to remain forever. If it must be changed, an
explicit authorisation by God was of course necessary.
No prophet had possessed this. It was on the \\hole
conceivable only in connection with the new order of
the world, the coming of the Messianic age. Consequently, only one could be the divine messenger who
would dare to announce it, the Messiah.' This ingenious line of reasoning rests on presuppositions that
are scarcely tenable.
Jesus probably believed that Moses wrote the Pentateuch.
Yet he found in tbe prophetic rolls the most pointed criticism of
the cult. Prophets had in the name of God spoken against
sacrifices, temples, sabbaths, and other ordinances of tbe law.
H e was manifestly much more influenced by the prophets than
by the law. Whilst the question of the validity of the codes
miLiIit seem one of life and death to a lawyer, it is altogether
probable that other things seemed far more important to the
carpenter of Nazareth.
The Essenes did not regard it as
necessary to wait for the Messiah to authorise a remarkably free
attitude tr)\\;ir(.l the temple service. Galilee was notorious for
what were regarded in Jerusalem as laxer conceptions.
The
man of Nazareth who went forth from his carpenter's bench, as
Amos of old from his sycamore trees, Is not likely to have
scrupled to fullow the example of the prof)het.s until he could
persuade himself that he was, or was destined to become, the
Messiah for whom some ofhis countrymen longed.

In distinction from Eerdmans, Schmidt, and Lietzmann, who had looked upon the Greek translators as
the age'iU.s through whom the designation of ' m a n '
became a Messianic tille, W'ellhausen thought it possible
that already the Aramaic bar-ndsd was at one time
used with this significance. It would indeed be interesting to know whether 'Son of m a n ' was employed by
the Aramaic-speaking Christians in the first century,
and if so, what the form was. Unfortunately, there is
no evidence on this point.
We do not know what term in tbe Hebrew gospel Jerome
xendex>2i\ filius hominis, nor the age ofthe pericope in which he
found it. T h e Ez'. Hier. may well be somewhat earlier. But
its iwo terms b'reh de-eabrd Tend b'reh de-bar-nasd are manifestly translations of 6 v'Cos TOV avBpuynov, and only the absence of
b'reh de-nd.sd is of importance as it may show that this Edessene
theological term was not used by the Palestinian Christians.
The latest Interpolations in Enoch 37-71 are of doubtful age and
provenience (see § 7). As to the fragments of a lost apocalypse
preser\ed in the Synoptic gospels, there are too many signs of
editorial activity in the first of the evangelists, or variants in
different copies of the Creek text used, to permit a safe judgment particularly on the important point whether in the Aramaic
original Mt. 2A 30and parallels contained the first mention of the
coming Son of man. It Is altogether possible that the usage In
this Apocalypse was analogous to that in Enoch 46 and 4 Ezra
13, the man being first introduced and then referred to with a
demonstrative pronoun that would naturally fall away in the
Greek when the phrase was understood as a title.
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T h e examination in detail of Aramaic usage undertaken during the last few years, valuable as it has been, was not necessary
to reach this conclusion. But bar-ndsd means simply 'man,'
the Individual of the human species, and is the only Aramaic
form that hy its origin and usage has solely this connotation.
A\'hilst the term occurs with greater frequency in the literary
remains of some dialects, there is no reason to believe that it
was lacking In any (though even this would not be strange), and
it has the same sense wherever it is found. In Galilee it appears
to bave been used more commonly than in Samaria and Jud8ea.
Although, In the absence of older literature, no actual occurrence of the term before the second century A,D. can be quoted,
there is no known fact that even remotely indicates that it was
not employed and understood to have the same meaning a few
generations earlier.

The phrase translated d vlbs TOV dvdpwTxov, therefore,
naturally conveyed the sense of ' m a n . ' This is precisely the most appropriate meaning in the passages
^vhose authenticity on other grounds is least subject to
doubt. It is quite possible that in one or another of
these sayings the indeterminate bar 'nd.^, ' a man,' was
originally used, or that the emphatic ending had already
lost its force. It would then imply only a natural misapprehension, and no violence, if such an utterance as
' .V man may pardon sins' should have been interpreted,
' Even a man—viz., this man,' or ' Though I am a man,
I have the right to pardon sins' ; and the question as
to the authority involved may (so Wellhausen) have
assisted in giving the impression that Jesus referred to
himself. But from this understanding of the phrase to
the conception that Jesus designated by it his Messiah4728
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ship the distance is very great.
A person speaking
Aramaic might of course reler to a third person as ' The
man,' if he had already introduced him. There seem:!,
to be no instance of this among the recorded sayinj^b of
Jesus. There is not the slightest evidence that ' the man '
was a current Messiamc title, and the natural impressmn
upon a person lo whom Aramaic was the vernacular,
that a speaker employing the term bar-ndsd referred to
man in general, any man, renders it exceedingly improbable that this phrase, without further qualification,
cau ever have been used as a designation of thc
Messiah.
Since, in spite of this faet, d I'L <. d. is
sometimes put upon the lips of Jesus \\here the generic
use is out of the question, the recourse to the Aramaic
furnishes a most valuable criterion of genuineness.
But if bar-nd.?d meant simply ' m a n , ' why was it
_
- translated d v'.bs rod dvdpoiTxov, and not
tvi n
IT '^ dvQpojTxos ? The answer is to he found
the CrreeK p^^,^^^, j ^ ^^^ ^.^.^^j, ^^^.^-^^^ ^f ^he O T ,
translation. ^^^ ^^^^^^ j ^ ^j^^ development of thought
in Greek-speaking Christian circles.
The Hebrew ben-dddm \\'as by ip as a rule rendered v'Cus
ai'^puTTOu {vi'os dv9pu>7riiiv jL>bll32i, vios -yriyeeovs many MSS
Jer. 41133"). -'^'I'-i ^'=' ^Iso bar-ends ixi P a n . V 13 ( 0 and tP). T h e
plural b'ucj dddm is translated utot avBpuj-ivujv, i S. 1^ 19 2 S. 7 14
Is.52i4 Mic. U6 P r o y . S 4 3 i Ps. 5V 5 l-iO 2, and ot utoi T^V
ai'dptjirtov, Joel 1 12 and frequently in Prov. ; l-'Kr- fid-dddui is
translated 01 uiot ai^piuTrtiji' in i K. S 39, and ot utoi -oiV avBptirrruiv
in Gen. 11 5 2 Ch. 6 30 Ps. 33 13 14c>i2.
Of most importance is the usage in Ecclus., where the Hebrew has uniformly
b'ne lid-dddm and this seems originally to have been rendered
everywhere ot utot TOI) dvOptiiixov (1 13 238 3 rSyC 21 S i r 93),
ot utot Tilii' dvBpiJi-rTtijy occurring only sporadically in MSS as a
correction and uioi. ifttpujn-ou as an alternative reading In 821
(HP 147 i4g, Aid.).
It is significant that Aquila also
has ot uiol TOiJ dvBpiiiTTov in 8 11 where his text has been preserved. To a Greek this could scarcely have conveyed any
other idea than ' t h e sons of the man,' the man being some
particular person previously mentioned.
Aquila, as well as
the translator of Ecclus., thought In Aramaic, had b'ne 'ndsd in
mind, and used dvBpuiTros as a collective after the fashion of
'ndsd.
In Dan. 021 mibbene endSd is simply rendered
lin-b TWV dvBpii^inov (0). Instead of following this e.xample and
rendering bar-ndsd by 6 avSpiairos, the Christian translator
adopted the more common custom observed in the Greek version
and particularly what seems to have been its most recent form
seen in Ecclus.

A Hellenistic Jew familiar with Aramaic would,
therefore, be quite likely to divine behind d vlbs TOV
dv^poJTToi'an original bar-ndsd, whilst a Greek, naturally
inquiring who the dvQpojxxos was, would be puzzled by
the expression. If this conceivably caused a hesitancy
in some minds to employ it, it certainly was to many
an additional reason for its use. The air of mystery
surrounding it made it peculiarly fitting as a secret
intimation of Messiahship. It is manifest that the
phrase is not a fresh translation of a Semitic original in
every place where it occurs. Possibly this is not the
case anywhere. It may have been employed in oral
teaching and in earlier writings before any of our
gospels were written, and adopted by the evangelists as
an already current designation. The use of 0 vlbs TOV
dvdpiawov, not only in passages where the employment
in the Greek Bible of dvdpiOTxos as if it were a collective
like 'ndsd rendered it possible to see through it a barnd^d in the ordinary sense of ' man,' but also where this
would have been impossible, inevitably leads to the conclusion that it may be necessary to distinguish between
passages having different claims to authenticity.
The idea that we possess in the Synoptic gospels
accurate transcripts of the words of Jesus is already
37 Need nf ^^i^^doned when the 69 occurrences are
literarv
''^(iuced to 39, 40, or 42 by eliminating
criticism ^^^^^^ ^•'"^ deemed unmistakable duplicates.
For if the 22 passages (see § 12) thus
duplicated are examined, a substantial agreement is
indeed found, but not absolute identity, and the differences are sometimes such as cannot be accounted for
by a more or less accurate rendering of an assumed
Aramaic original.
4729

SON

OF MAN

In the case of the 17 passaL^es found only in Mt. or
Lk., some are obviously duplicates of sayings already
recorded within these gospels, others have synoptic
parallels in which the phrase does ncjt occur, and others
still are manifestly later glosses, \ \ h i l e a priori there
is no reason to question the possibihty of a genuine
utterance having IH.CII preserved only in one gospel, on
examination the decidedly secondary character of all
thesr seventeen instaiiees becomes apparent.
Not only is Mt. 10 .••without a parallel In Lk. 12 i i y : , b u t the
whole section Mt. 1017-25 piclicting th.^ sufferinj^s of the
.-Liiosllcs ruMucLs a time when tlic iriissionary activity of the
Chuich w;is still confined to Israel. The all^jiruric^il inttrpiet.-ttion of the p.ir.ible of the tares, fuund only in Mt. i:J ^7-41, sh.^us
the stroii- Iccling a|;;unst Antinomianism in the early Church
but also the wisduin with which some of her leadeis left the
punishment of heretics l^r the MtssiiUi when he should appear.
It is generally recuKnlsed that the Evangelist wrote this commentary. On _Mt._liii3, see § 39. In Mt.lG28 the ' Son of
Man ' Cuming in his kingdom has prubably taken the place of
' the kingdom ofheaven," as is sLiui^'-stti-l l.iy Lk. II27, where ' t h e
kingdom uf 1 iod' Is used, and Mk. '.11, where it is expanded into
' t h e kirij^iloiri of God already uome with power.' When Mt.
\\*-2^f. is cunipared witli Lk. 1829 and Mk.1029, it is clearly seen
that each evangelist has modified the utterance or registered a
peculiar tradition. While Lk. seems to be nearer the original,
the omission of ' l a n d s ' is In harmony with his general attitude,
and 'kingdom of G o d ' is his synonym for the more idiomatic
' kingdom ofheaven.' Instead of ' for the sake of the kingdom
of heaven,' Mk. has 'for my sake and for the gospel's .sake,'
specifies the future blessings, and significantly adds ' with persecutions ' ; -Mt. Introduces the answer by v. 28 and has 'for my
name's sake,'
If ' t h e sign of the Son of m a n ' in Mt.
2\ 30a had formed a part of tbe original apocalypse, It is likely
lo have been preserved by Mk. and Lk, (see § 41). The commentators have not yet discovered what the sign is. Was it a
flame of fire (2 Thess, 18) or a cross? In either case, this
additional feature would not be very old. On Mt. 2.031, see
§ 41. The statement of a fact (Mk. 14 if Lk. 22 if) has been
changed into a prediction In Mt. 262. Instead of for the sake
of the Son of man ' in Lk. 622, Mt. 5 11 has ' for my sake,' but
even this is a later addition.
When Lk. 12 8 is compared
with Mt. IO32 it is apparent that Kaydi in the latter place Is
more original than the title, but also that the whole verse is
secondary. Lk. 17 20-22 Is not in harmony with what follows.
and Paul, Wernle, and Holtzmann have rightly pointed out the
disenchantment of theChurch expressed in 17 22.
Julicher
(GteichnisredcJi Jesu,2 2QS) recognises that Lk. ISSi^ Is a late
addition similarly expressing the painful disappointment as
regards the parousia. The beautiful comment, Lk. 10 10. may
be this evangelist's tribute to Jesus, or an interpolation in this
place as in Mt. I811. The exhortation, Lk. 2134-36, Is undoubtedly, as Wernle (Syn. Frage, 17) observes, the work of
Lk. himself. Holtzmann thinks that Lk. 22 48 is also a creation
of the evangelist and calls attention to its rhetorical character
(HC,'^) 1901, p. 414). In j\lt. 2650 the text Is scarcely sound,
and the account of J u d a s ' treason is of doubtful historicity (see
J U D A S ISCARIOT, §§ 7, 10). It is possible, however, that Lk.
22 48 goes back to an Aramaic original that conveyed the sense :
' Is It with a kiss tbat thou betrayest a man (bar-ndsd)?'
And
Mt. 213 50 may originally have had as a variant ' Why dost thou
betray (Trapet for irapaSiSuys) a friend ?'
Two_men in dazzling
raiment, evidently angels, remind the women in Lk. 277 that
Jesus had predicted the death and resurrection of the son of
man. Addresses by angels do not belong to history. How
little Lk. cared for mere -v'erbal accuracy is seen in the fact that
the quotation made by the angel does not quite correspond to
any prediction recorded.

A study of these passages shows \\-ith what freedom
sayings of Jesus were certainly modified and apparently
created.
If words occurring only in one gospel are naturally
somewhat more open to suspicion than those found in
two or three, it must be remembered, on the other
hand, that the presumption in favour of genuineness
does not necessarily increase by duplication, as it may
only imply the copying of one evangelist by another or
the use of a common source. The reliability of any
saying must then ultimately depend upon the general
trustworthiness of the document where it first appeared
or the current of tradition it registered.
T o assume, as many scholars do, that the evangelical tradition
has been preserved in its purity in Mk. is to draw a ver>' rash
conclusion from the doubtful theory of Mk.'s priority. T h e
fact that no passage containing the phrase is found in Mk. that
is not also found in Mt., or Lk., or both, only shows that Mk.
remained free from some of the later additions to the other
synoptics. It often happens, however, that it is the text of
higher age and greater prestige that because of its wider use is
most enriched in that way. T h u s our best Greek MS of Ecclus.
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has the greatest number of interpolations, while far Inferfor
M SS are relati\cly free from additions to the text (see Schmidt,
' Lci:le>iasticus' in Temple Bible).

person and with the secret name. Mk. (1462) lacks some o f t h e
expressions in Mt. and Lk., but departs widely froni the earlier
tradition by making Jesus acknowledge his ftlessiahship. L p
the searching criticism of Brandt (Ev. Gesch. S'iJf-)-

The evidence of later expansions of Mt., most clearly
In view of this indispensable literary criticism, it is of no
presented by Hilgenfeld, is constantly increasing, and
small importance that it is possible by turning the Greek
new indications of similar accretions to the original Lk.
„
.
lo^ia into the vernacular of Jesus to obalready suggested by Marcion's gospel, are forthcoming.
00. uc^uiiic ^^|j^ some sayings at once so different
T h e assumption that Mk.'s conception of Jesus' attitude
saymgs during ^^^^^ ^j^^ prevailing conceptions of the
to the Messiahship was different from that of Mt. and
Uailiean
early Church and so bold and original
Lk. and more historical can scarcely maintain itself
penoa.
^^ ^^ raise the strongest presumption in
after Wrede's criticism. As the prejudice in favour of
favour of their genuineness. Such are, in the first
Mk., based on a shorter text and a supposed correcter
place, Mt. 9 6 and 12 8 (and parallels), found in all the
\ iew of Jesus' career, is removed, and the different
synoptics. In the former case the question is debated
versions of each saying are compared and tested in their
whether
a man has a right to assure another man that
presumable Aramaic form, an impartial survey of the
his sins are pardoned.
The Pharisees maintain that
facts will show at once how far all the synoptics are
God alone can pardon sin.
I'hey probably regarded
from reflecting accurately the words of Jesus without
absolution in the name of God as a priestly function.
losing touch altogether with the oldest tradition, and in
There is no evidence that the Jews expected the Messiah
^\ hat sense the earliest testimony as to the succession of
to forgive sins, and no intimation that Jesus looked
these gospels, representing the order as Mt., Mk., and
upon this as a privilege to be exercised only by himself.
Lk., is to be accepted. It will then be seen that there
On the contrary, he enjoins his disciples to use this
are passages in Mt. and Lk., not found in Mk., that
power (Mt. IS 18).
Such a simple assurance of forgivemay go back to original sayings of Jesus ; that the
ness, flowing from a living faith in a heavenly father's
only passage found in Mk. and Lk., but not in Mt.,
love, was to Jesus no sacerdotal act. Any man had a
cannot be regarded as authentic ; that there is no
right to extend it.
genuine saying preserved in Lk. that is not also found
In Mt. 128 the generic meaning is equally clear. The
in Mt. ; that there are passages in Mk. as \\ell as in
disciples ha\ing eaten corn as they passed through the
Mt. and Lk. that are clearly of \er\ late origin ; and
Jesus
that there are passages in Mk. as well as in Mt. and j field, are accused of breaking the sabbath.
Lk. in which the phrase may go back to an original I defends them by quoting the example of David, who ate
ofthe shewbread, which, according to the law, he had no
ba7'-ndsd even after the episode at Ca-sarea Philippi.
I right to do, and gave his followers permission to do so.
Among the eight passages found only in Mt. and Lk., Mt.
The point is not that Da\ id and his ' greater son ' may
8 2 o ( L k . 958), 11 19 (7 34), and Vl 32a (12 10a) probably g>.i back
to original utterances of Jesus (see § 3S); I240 (11 30) is an I take liberties with God's law which would be wrong for
interpolation particularly clumsy in Alt,; 24273739(17242630) , others, but clearly that so godly a man as David
belong to tbe synoptic apocalypse (.sec § 41), and 21' 44 (12 4'j) is
recognised that the sustenance of life was in God's eyes
recognised by jiilicher (i.e. 2142 jf.^ as a later gloss. Among
more important than the maintenance of the cult.
the five found in Mt. and Mk., RIt. 17 9 (9 8) refers to the vision
Lest this should be misunderstood, he adds another
on the mountain. In Jesus' lifetime, not even his most intimate
argument. The law permits the priests to work on the
disciples had had anything to relate concerning his luminous
heavenly body. Did this necessarily exclude the possibility of
sabbath, thus regarding the commanded cessation of
a vision of this body before his death? Not to the minds of the
labour as less important than the maintenance of divine
evangelists, since they bad accustomed themselves to the
worship.
The thought is not that he and his had
thought that Jesus had forbidden all such disclosures concerning himself before he should rise from the dead. This vision
priestly rights, for they had none, and Jesus had no
(ppap.a) is thus an anticipation of the vision that spread the
interest in the sacrificial cult, as the next statement
belief in bis resurrection.
T h e Elijah question, Mt. 17 10-13
shows. But even from the standpoint of the law there
•(Mk. 9 11-13), consequently had no connection originally with
were things more important than the enjoined cessation
what precedes ; the text in Mk. is late and confused (so also
Wernle, I.e., 133), whilst tbat in !\It. is in good order and the
of work. Man was not made for the sabbath, but the
conclusion may be a rendering of * So must a man (t;'J"l3) suffer
sabbath for man ; therefore man is also lord of the
h y them," referring to John the Baptist. Mt. 20 28 (Mk. 10 45)
sabbath.
This conclusion alone is relevant to the
comments retrospectively on the exemplification In the life and
death of Jesus of the principle he has just laid down. Lk.
argument.
If it were necessary to prove that the
22 27-30 Is a later and less valuable interpretation that curiously
Messiah might break the law or authorise his disciples
misunderstands the thought that Jesus wished to_ convey. Mt.
to do so, how could so startling a proposition be
26 24/'(Mk. 1421/0 occurs in ^n interpolation which breaks the
established by the general consideration that the sabbath
connection between 26 21a and 26 (14 18 and 22) with an account
that has heen placed by Lk. at the end (22 21-23) ^""^ ^^'^" there
was made for man's sake ? There is indeed no evidence
is probably unhistorical. The occurrence of the phrase In Mt.
that the Jews expected the Messiah to violate or abrogate
2645 (Mk. 1441), not found In Lk. \\here the connection is
the divinely given law.
T h e very suggestion would
better, is no doubt to be explained by the place J u d a s gained
in Christian legend (so Wellhausen). (On Mk. 831 [Lk. 922],
probably have produced a shock.
If Jesus really
see S 40.)
_
desired to convince his hearers that the Messiah had a
Among the eight passages found in all the Synoptics, Mt. 96
right
to
dispense
from
obedience
to
the
law
and that he
( M k . 2 10 Lk. 5 24) and Mt. 12 8 (Mk. 2 28 Lk. 6 5) probably go
was the Messiah, he must have understood that what
back to original utterances. Mt. 16 27 (Mk. 838 Lk. 9 26) is
clearly a later addition, further transformed by Mk. and Lk.
was needed for that purpose was a reference to a recogMt. 17 22 (Mk. U 31 Lk. 9 44) and Mt. 20 18 (Mk. IO33 Lk. IS 31)
nised Messianic passage ascribing such powers to the
is a prediction of his death (see § 40). Mt. 2130b (Mk. 13 26
Messiah or a firmly-rooted tradition to this effect, and a
Lk. 21 27) belongs to the Synoptic apocalypse (see § 41). Mt.
straightforward presentation and vindication of his
2624a (Mk. 14 21^ Lk. 22 22) belongs to the Interpolation considered above. The absence of disciples witnessing the scene,
claims, all the more necessary if he did not wish his
the conflict wilh judicial practice, the absurdity of the false
Messiahship to be taken in a political sense. Were it
testimony, the failure to produce any statement that a Jewish
possible that the Aramaic word he used for ' Son of
court could have construed into blasphemy, and the contradictions and evident Christian colouring render it extremely
man ' could have been interpreted as a Messianic title,
difiicult to beUeve In the historical character of the trial before
the impression left on the Pharisees would still have
the Sanhedrin, (Cp SVNEDRIUM.) In Mt. 2664 Jesus answers
been that he had defended law-breaking on the ground
the question whether he Is the Messiah ' t h o u sayest It,' in Lk.
that the lower, the sabbath, must yield to the higher,
22 69 ' ye say that I am.' T h e plain import Is ' You say that I
a m the Mes.siah, but I have made no such statement.' It is
man, and had made such a. sweeping application of "
significant that these two evangelists should have hesitated to
general principle, true enough in certain circumstances,
put upon the lips of Jesus an aflirmative answer even under
as would allow an)' man to set aside any ordinance of
oath. So strong ua> the tradition tbat Jesus did not in bis lifetime claim to be the Messiah, so firm the conviction that he
God.
guarded his secret to the end.
They felt justified only in
ascribing to him a covert reference to the Messiah in the third
4731
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have nests, but a man has nowhere to lay his h e a d '
(Mt. 820) may be a proverb quoted by Jesus or an
epigram coined on the spot. In either case the scribe
no doubt saw the hint quickly. Man's life is full of
danger and uncertainty.
Where will he reside tomorrow ? Nature cares for the beasts; they are not
driven from home and hearth for their convictions.
The thought probably never occurred to the scribe that
this Galilaean teacher had in the same breath announced
himself as the Messiah, and complained that though he
was so great a man he neither owned a house nor had
a lodging-place.
The enemies of Jesus charged him with performing
his cures by the aid of Beelzebub. Tn this he saw a
blasphemy, because he felt that his success in curing the
sick was due to a divine spirit that possessed him. Vet
he was careful to distinguish between an attack upon a
fellow-man and a denunciation of the spirit operating
through him. Therefore he says, ' If any one speaks
against a man, that may be pardoned, but he that
speaks against the Holy Spirit can ha\e no p a r d o n '
(Mt. 1232).
Xo person in the audience could have
understood him to s a y : ' You may blaspheme the
Messiah with impunity, but not the Holy Ghost,' The
distinction is clearly between the divine spirit and the
human instrumentality.

The first reference to the sufferings of the Son of
40 Basis of "^^" ^^^ found in Mt. 1712 {Mk. 912),
predictions ^""^ ^^""^ '^ '^ probable that the
Q^
origmal Aramaic conveyed the sense
death and
' ^ ° T ^ ^ ^ "^^^ (barlnds) suff-er by
resurrection '•"^"^•' ^ ° ^ ' the disciples understood
that bespoke to them concerning John the
Baptist,' V. 13. Later, this would naturally be misunderstood as a reference to himself.
The original
form of Mt. 2028 (Mk. 10 45) may have been ' Man has
not come (sc. into the world) to be served, but to serve.'
When this was applied to Jesus, the dogma of the
' ransom ' seems to have been added.
In Clem. Hom. 12 29 (ed. Schwegler) Peter quotes the
following words of Jesus : TO. dyo.6a. eKBelv Set, p.aKapios Se <f)r]o-i,
&L' O5 epx^Tat ' oiioLois Kal TO. KaKa dvayKt) ekSeiv, oval fie 5t' o5
epxerai. T h e work in which this Is found probably dates from
the reign of Marcus Aurelius (161-180) ; cp Hilgenfeld, Clem.
Recog. a7id Hom., 1848, p. 3 0 5 ^ . , ZWTh.,
1869, p. 353, Einl.
p. 42. The same saying Is reported by Aphraates: ' good is
sure to come and it is well with him through whom it comes ;
evil also must come, but woe to him through whom it comes '
(5 T, ed. Graffin). Aphraates used Tatian's Diatessaron.
The
generic sense of bar-ndsd in each part of this section, naturally
enough applied to Jesus and Judas In Mt. 20 24 Mk.l4 4T Lk.
22 22, was consequently still preserved in the middle of tbe
second century.

According to Mk. 831 (Lk. 922) Jesus announced his
death and resurrection after three days immediately
upon Peter's confession. Of this Mt. knows nothing.

Of the two passages found in all the synoptics, Mt.
1722 (Mk. 931 Lk.944) and Mt. 20i8 (Mk. IO33 Lk.
1831), the latter furnishes a. more natural situation.
That Jesus cannot have predicted in detail his death
and resurrection after three days or on the third day, is
evident to all critical students.
But the difliculty of
suppressing the political hopes of his followers and the
prejudices and opposition he was sure to encounter in
Jerusalem may well have filled his mind with forebodings
of evil. He fell back, however, upon the conviction
that the highest good, the kingdom of heaven, would
come, and that it would be well with any man who
assisted in its coming and suffered for its sake. He no
doubt believed in a resurrection of the dead, although
his idea seems to have been nearer the Essene than the
Pharisaic conception. As Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
had been raised out of death into an eternal life with
God, so he expected to be raised, Mt. 2223j^ (Mk. 12
i 3 _ ^ Lk. 202o_^). This hope he may have expressed
by some such word as ' man must pass away but he
will rise again.' Even this would be improbable, if
Pfleiderer were right in assuming that Jesus cherished
no doubts as to the outcome of his mission to Jerusalem.
Considering Lk. 2236 as a genuine saying of Jesus,
Pfleiderer [New World, 1899, p. 431 _^) concludes
that, as he ordered his disciples to buy swords, probably
to defend themselves against hired assassins, he cannot
have gone to Jerusalem with the ' purpose of dying there
as a sacrifice for the sin of the world, but of contending
and conquering.' It might be said that, if he advised
his followers to arm themselves, the thought of danger
and death must have been present with him. But it is
exceedingly improbable that he ever gave any such
counsel. If he had actually urged his followers to sell
their very garments in order to purchase swords, without
explaining his purpose, he must have contemplated a
coup d'dtat and there would have been plenty of swords
at his disposal, but there would have been a certain
disingenuousness in his rebuke, Mt. 2652, so thoroughly
in harmony with the doctrine of non-resistance he had
preached, since he was himself responsible for the
presence of the sword and the notion that it would be
an urgent necessity.
The earlier tradition in
Mt. and Mk. knows nothing of such a command given
by Jesus ; but it preserved the fact that one of the
disciples had drawn a sword and cut off a man's ear.
How was this sword to be accounted for ? Jesus had
ordered it.
For what purpose? Lk. 2227 gives the
answer, ' This which is written must be accomplished
in me, " A n d he was reckoned with the lawless."'
Jesus, of course, did not go to Jerusalem in order to
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WeUhausen prefers the reading in Mk. SsayT and assumes
that a misunderstanding arose through the original reading in
Lk. 12 10 which, on the basis of the absence of Xoyov in Marcion,
he translates Into Aramaic and renders ' all that is said by m a n '
(X'J^SipS T::.S* n Sa)- Tbis is an Ingenious suggestion ; but an
omission on the part of Mk. seems more probable than such a
misapprehension.
For, whether the words were uttered by
Jesus or not, they seem to have originated in some such reflec, tion as we find in i S. 2 25.

In Mt. II19 Jesus may be rightly represented as
having said ' John comes neither eating nor drinking
and they say, He has a devil; a man comes who eats
and drinks and they say. Behold a. glutton and a winebibber. '
The account in Mt. 1613-20 of Jesus' question to the
disciples giving occasion for Peter's confession has
39 Thp T»hrfl<!P manifestly suffered by later expansions.
not ucipH at ^"-^^^^ ^^ ^^^ pontifical diploma presented
Csesarea*° ^^^^^ ^" "''^'' ^^"^^' ^^^^ ^^^° ^^^
Bhilintii'
addition ' the Son of the living God ' in
" *
a. 16. In V. 13 a second question has
been preserved in Syr. Sin. Namely, ' W h o is this Son
of man ? ' added to the first, ' What do men say concerning me ?'
' This ' may perhaps be put to the
account of the Syriac translator (so Schmiedel). But
it is also possible that ' Who is this man (bar-ndsd) ?'
is a gloss already in the Aramaic, leading the later
glossator to introduce by contrast the title of Christ's
divinity.
It is evident that the interpolator lived
at a period when the supremacy of the Roman See
was being established. At that time the term ' Son of
man ' would be understood to denote the human nature
as distinct from the divine. Apart from these additions,
Mt. seems to have preserved an earlier text than Mk.
8 2 7 ^ and Lk. 9 1 8 ^ Desirous to proclaim the coming
ofthe kingdom of heaven in Jerusalem also, Jesus
apparently hesitated on the ground that it might be
taken as a political movement. Hence, the question as
to what men thought of him. If the answer was
reassuring so far as the people were concerned, seeing
that they looked upon him as a prophet and not as an
aspirant to Messiahship, he had to reckon also with the
attitude ofhis own disciples. When Peter, utterly misunderstanding the question as to their views, took the
occasion to express his own hope, Jesus was obliged to
' command the disciples that they should not say to any
man that he was the Messiah,' as it is emphatically put
in Mt.
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die, but to proclaim the good news of the kingdom.
Nevertheless he no doubt realised the dangers of the
situation and only put his life into jeopardy because he
deemed it necessary for the accomplishment of his work,
sustained the while by the hope that the kingdom of
heaven would c(jme in the world and to himself a share
in the resurrection from the dead.
In iMt.244-36 ' t h e Son of m a n ' occurs five times ;
in Mk. 135-32 only once, and in Lk. 218-36 twice.

have served as a basis for the first Greek gospel. T h a t It was
nameless, as H a n d m a n n thinks (Heb. Ev., 1888, p . 115), is not
probable. T h e most natural supposition is that it was ascribed
to :\Iatthew. Whether such a tradition was correct, may be
doubted. But, like all other gospels, it undoubtedly underwent
many changes ; and this particular pericope, at least in the form
represented by Jerome, can scarcely have had a place m the
first draft.

Mt. 24 30b ( i l k . 13 26 Lk. 21 27), which is alike
41. The
in all the sjmoptics, has no doubt been drawn
Synoptic
from the last apocalypse. Before It Mt. introA"DOcaIVDSe ^^'-^^ *^^ term twice—viz., in 24 27 which is also
"
^-^ * found in Lk. 17 24 and In 2430.1 which has no
parallel. T h e second occurrence in Lk. (21 3^-) is also without a
duplicate ; while Mt. 2437 39 correspond to Lk. 17 26 30.

If the passage which the three gospels have in common
was the first in the original apocalypse that referred to
the Son of man, it may well be that it conveyed the
meaning, ' they shall see a man coming on the clouds
ofheaven,' and he will, etc. If Mt. 2427 actually preceded it, this sense would not be possible ; but there is
no certainty that the original has been reproduced
exactly or in order. Until further discoveries shall have
been made, it will remain most probable that ' the
man was first introduced as ' a man,' as in En. 46 and
4 Ezra 13, This apocalypse may not originally have
been put upon the Hps of Jesus. When its fragments
once secured a place in the synoptic gospels, the influence upon the conception of the term ' Son of m a n '
must have been profound. If even d vlbs TOV dvQpojxrov
to persons familiar with Aramaic might still have conveyed the sense of ba7--ndsd (see § 36), the man coming
with the clouds or appearing as a lightning flash was too
plainly the celestial being described in Dan. 713 to be
considered as referring to man in general.
A new
mode of thought \vas naturally given to familiar utterances. It \vas this heavenly man who had been without
a home on earth, who had authority over the sabbath
and the right to pardon sins, who had suffered at the
hands of men and predicted his advent in glory and
power.
The title was substituted for the personal
pronoun ; old sayings were modified, new ones formed.
Where Jesus had spoken of the kingdom of heaven
whose coming he expected, the Church spoke of the Son
of man for whose coming she eagerly looked. Among
the new creations none is grander than the judgment
scene in Mt. 25. Its chief significance lies not so much
in the fact that the judge identifies himself \\ith his
brethren, or that the nations are judged by"their treatment of the Christians, as in the fact that they are
judged exclusively by moral tests ; men's eternal w-elfare
is determined by their unconscious goodness in dealing
with their humblest fellow-men.
An indication of the date of the synoptic apocalypse in its
Christian form may be found in the circumstance that it follows
in Mt. immediately upon a passage that in all probability
belonged to the Sotfita roi) Beov, as Strauss has shown
(ZlVTh.,
1863, p. 84 ff.). This ' W i s d o m of G o d ' cannot have been
written long before tbe end ofthe first century, as It contains an
allusion to the murder of Zechariah b. Barachia during the siege
of Jerusalem (cp Jos. BJ iv. 6 4 [§§ 335, 343]).

Terome ( J l r . III. 2.) affirms that in the Gospel according to the Hebrews, which he had translated into
p
Greek and Latin, the statement was
*
P
made that lesus after his resurrecaccoramg to ^^^^^ . ^^^^ ^^^^^^ blessed, brake, and
Hebrews.
^^^^ j^ ^^ James the Just, SKjin^,
" m y brother, eat thy bread, for the Son of man
[filius ho7ninis) has risen from those that sleep."'
Hilgenfeld (ZWTh.,
1899) thinks that the Aramaic
phrase translated by Jerome was b'reh d^-'ndsd.

As b'reh dH-ndsd apparently was not used by
Palestinian Christians, b'7'eh d^-gab7-d is more probable.
But it may even be questioned w hether Jerome wrote
filius hominis, as Gregory of Tours quotes the words :
' Surge, Jacobe, comede, quia jam a mortuis resurrexi'
[Hist. E7'anc. I21).
It is the merit of Lietzmann to have called attention
to the fact that outside of the N T the phrase occurs for
, the first time in Marcion, and was
43. Marcion s used by different Gnostic schools.
gospel.
Marcion's gospel seems to have had
this term in the same places as the canonical Lk.,
except that 72935 II30-32 188 31-34 ^\ere not found in
his gospel.
From Marcion's acquaintance with it, Lietzmann draws the
conclusion that it originated In Asia INIinor before the year
90 A.D. It is not apparent why this year should have been
chosen. Harnack's conjecture (Chro7i. 2g%ff.) is based on an
obscure and manifestly corrupt passage in Clement of Alexandria. Lipsius placed Marcion's birth at least twenty years
later, and his arrival in Rome In 143/4 (ZWTh.,
1867, p. 7 5 ^ ) .
Tertullian's statement that Marcion was the son of a bishop is
scarcely more reliable than that of Megethius, that he was himself a bishop (cp Meyboom, Marcion en de
Mareioiiieten,
3^ff').
But, apart from this, there is no evidence that Marcion
as a child was familiar with the gospel he quoted in Rome in
the time of Pius (cp also Hilgenfeld, Ketzergesch.
32gf.).

According to Irenasus [Adv. hcer. i. 30i-31 2) the
Gnostics called the primeval light, the father of all
TT
f things, npiiros dvQpojxxos (primus ho7no),
'
and the first thought (hvota) emanating
„
.. ^ from him Aevrepos dvdpojxxos (secundus
Gnostics. ,
i
'X . Il '
I J:T
I
• •\
homo), or VLOS avQpcoirov (fihus ho7mnis).
This vlbs dvdpiJiTxov was not, however, identical with
the Christ who, in their opinion, \\as the offspring of
' the first m a n ' and ' the second man * with ' the holy
spirit," while the man Jesus, son of Yaldabaoth and the
Virgin Mary, was conceived of as the earthly tabernacle
in which the Christ took up his abode. Hippolytus
(Philosophumena, 56-ii IO9) reports that the Naasenes
(:;'m = serpent), or Phrygian Ophites, also worshipped
the ' m a n ' (dvQpi^xros), and the ' S o n of m a n ' [vlhs
dvQpilixxov) as a unity of father and son, the father
probably being designated as Adamas (CIN).
In the E7'angeliu7n Maria;, a Gnostic work earlier than
Irenasus, the hi':;hest being is called Tipu)ra.v9pijijros (cp K.
Schmidt, SBAW,
1896, p. 843y!), and m a somewhat later
form of this Gnosis the ' Man of light,' Adamas, occurs (/(f. in
'TU %2g7 3ogff. 658); and the perfect and true man (/ii?w/mrw?
pe7fectum
et verui7i) called Adamas, belongs to the circle of
divine beings manifesting Barbelo, the father and the son, in
the thought of the Barbelo-Gnostlcs (Iren. 129). When the
' H e a v e n l y Dialogue,' quoted by Celsus In bis ' T r u e W o r d '
(about 177 A.D.), declared that tbe Son of Man (6 uto? TOO avOpdiTrov) ^\as mightier than a god (Origen, Co?itr. Cels. 815),
this god was no doubt Yaldabaoth whom his mother, Sophia,
had to rebuke by a reminder that above him were ' the father of
all, the first man, and the man, " the son of m a n , " ' according
to Irenseus. Valentinus also gave the first place in the pleroma
to the TTpoliv dvOpwiros (Clement, Stro77t. ii. 8 36), and Monoimos
represented the divinity a.s man, and in so far as it is revealed,
as ' Son of m a n ' (see Grill, I.e., 355).

It would be interesting, in all these circumstances, to know
what Aramaic term Jerome found in his gospel, and of utmost
importance if it could be proved that the copy he saw in the
library at Caesarea was a faithful transcript of the Gospel
written by Matthew. In its original form, the Gospel according
to the Hebrews may indeed have been of very high age, and

The evident kinship between the Ophite system and
the thought ascribed to Simon of Gitta, renders it not
improbable that the founder of the movement already
was familiar with these designations for the highest
beings. His saying in regard to the divine manifestation as son in Judaea, as father in Samaria, and as holy
spirit in the other nations [Philos. 619) is most readily
understood in harmony with \\'hatever else is known of
his views, if it is assumed that he asserted the divmitv
of man on the basis of the acknowledged humanity of
God, finding in Judaism, Samaritanism, and paganism,
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in Tesus, himself, and Helena, manifestations of that
divinely human life symbolised by the already e.xtant
figures of ' the man,' the ' Son of man," and the feminine
spirit in the pleroma.
That the Ophites existed before Christianity, their
doctrine being a nii.fture of Egyptian and Jew isli ideas,
has been suggested by Baur (Christliclie Gnosis, T.g-\ff.
[1835])' t>y Lipsius, who preferred to think of Syrian
rather than Egyptian influences as preponderating
[ZWTh.,
1863, p. 7 1 8 / . ) , and by Lietzmann, who
quotes Philaster, 11, as showing that the>' ' argued their
heresies before the coming of Christ.'
Lietzmann,
however, is of the opinion that ' man ' as a divine name
can only have originated as a designation of the heavenly
prototype of the Messiah appearing on earth, called
even in early times ' the second man,' though the term
is actually found only in late Rabbinic writings, and
that the Christian Ophites continued to use these
titles, naturally adopting d v'cbs TOO avSpcc-irov for d
SetVepo? dudpioTos.
Hut Grill is probably right in
pointing out an Indian origin for this conception

according to the Hebrews, partly consisting of his own
philosophical speculations on the basis of the Philonian
logos-doctrine. This theory leads him to consider I51
3 1 3 / 5275362 828 and 1331 as interpolations. Only
Vl2\ 34 he thinks it necessary to assign to the original
gospel, but regards these as evidence that Jesus himself
occasionally used the term. Soderblom has indicated
his general agreement with this position (jesu Bergsjredikan, 40 [1899J).

The Yedic Purusha — i.e., ' m a n ' — i s a designation of the
universe, the macrocosm being conceived after the analogy of
the microcosm. A distinction is made, however, in Pig I 'eda
10 90 between Purusha as the absolute being, and Purusha as
the firstborn, and for this derived primeval e.xistence the term
Narayana, ' t h e one like a man,' ' t h e son of m a n ' is used
(Mahd>ia rdyana-Upa?iishad,^
ii).
Gnostic speculation is
altogether likely to have been affected by this Idea.

It is possible, too, that there was a basis in the
mnhical lore of Syria. Adam is not improbably the
name of " Semitic divinity [cp O B E D - E D O M ] .
The
familiar motive of a father, a son, and a mother-goddess
having issue by the son (cp Stucken, AjfAG,
1902,
4 4 6 ^ ) , reflecting as it does a very primitive form of
domestic life, is certainly of mythical origin, and not
the result of late philosophical speculation. The conception of the macrocosmic man and the celestial
protoplast is earlier and more widespread than the
significant names expressing it in Sanscrit sources, and
rendered the introduction of similar terms easier.
There seems to be no trace in Gnostic thought of the
Jewish idea of the Messiah, and the Christ-idea has the
appearance of being a later addition to a system already
completed.
The Gnostic ' Son of m a n ' cannot be
accounted for as growing out of the conception
presented in the synoptics ; rather is it possible that
the Greek phrase, used in rendering the generic barndsd, lent itself to an interpretation akin to the Gnostic
thought, seeing in Jesus an incarnation of a celestial
' Son of man.'
Recent criticism of the Fourth Gospel has had a
tendency to emphasise again its relations to Gnosticism.
AK -TT • While the unhistorical character of the
45. Use in ^
1 •* •
*•
-.u M
Fourth
Gospel, its impregnation with AlexQ
,
andrian,
and
particularly Philonic,
" • thought, and its date toward the middle
of the second century, have been rendered practically
certain by the labours of many scholars, from Bretschneider to Holtzmann and the R^villes (see JOHN,
SON OF ZEBILDEE), questions concerning earlier and
later strata within the gospel, and the attitude of author
or redactor to Gnostic thought, have assumed fresh
importance during the last few years. How profoundly
investigation on these points may affect the interpretation
of the 'Son of m a n ' in Jn. is seen in the works of
Fries, Kreyenbuhl, and Grill, Following the expansiontheory of Schweizer, to some extent adopted by Bousset
and Harnack, in the more radical form given to it by
Delff, rather than the source-theory of Weisse, Freytag,
and Wendt, Fries [Det fjdrde
evangeliet, 1898;
En koptiske evangelium, 1900) has independently elaborated a view according to which an earlier gospel by
the presbyter John has been expanded by Cerinthus
with interpolations, partly taken from the Gospel
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So much is sacrificed to Cerinthus, that 12 23 34 might as well
have been added. For 12 23 is practically identical with 13 31,
and the statement offending the people in 1234, that ' t h e son of
man must lie lifted up,' is found not in 12 32 where Jesus says,
' If I_ am lifted up,' but in 3 14 which is regarded as an interpolation. So far as the 'Son of m a n ' passages are concerned,
they must therefore, c\en on this view, be put to the account of
a Gnostic philosopher, familiar with Philo's speculation, since
the similarity of G 27 to the Gospel according to the Hebrews
docs not extend to this phra.se. The significant tiling is that
the parts which must be considered as most characteristic of the
gospel are thus given by Fries to a Gnostic. Fries may be right
in pointing out a probable use of a Greek translation of the
Gospel according to the Hebrews. T h a t tlie author to whom
we owe the gospel in substantially Its present form, barring
some transpositions Indicated by Spitta and iJacon, and the
appendix, used other sources than the synoptics is not improbable. But the freedom with which Mt.'Jii64 has been
modified In 1 51, and the passion-sayings have been transformed
into predictions of glorification in 814 828 12 23 and 13 34,
suggests the extreme difficulty of ascertaining tbe exact
language and historical worth of any such sources through the
chiaroscuro ofhis thought.

If Fries fell back upon the opinion of the ancient
Alogi that Cerinthus had had something to do ^vith this
gospel, Kreyenbuhl (Das Evangeliu77t der Wahrheit,
1900) has maintained that the present gospel is the
work of Menander of Kapparetsea, the disciple of Simon,
and contemporary of Ignatius, in a work equally marked
by learning, critical acumen, and sympathetic insight.
In accordance with this view he holds that ' Son of
m a n ' in Jn. is intended to be understood not as an
exclusive self-designation of Jesus, but rather as a term
applying to ' m a n , ' ' a n y ma.n,' Jeder Christen77iensch,
Menander speaking out of his Christian consciousness
of being a saviour sent by the aeons into the world [l.c.
AZ7 ff'> cp IrenDSus, Adv. htsr. i. 285).
It is
difficult for the present writer to believe that the slender
foundation in Justin and Irenaeus will bear the weight
of so heavy a structure.
Menander may indeed have conceived of himself as having
come into the world to redeem men from Ignorance, and it is
barely possible that he regarded himself as a manifestation of
the celestial man. But the natural Impression is certainly tbat
in Jn. Jesus Is represented as speaking solely of himself when
he uses the term ' Son of m a n ' ; and no recourse to the \einacular of Jesus does here, as in the case of the synoptics,
suggest a different and universa! significance.
Particularly
important is 0 53, where it seems just as Impossible that
Menander could have spoken of the appropriation of his own
flesh and blood, or of the flesh and blood of man in general, as
tbat Jesus should have used such words. Here the reference is
evidently to the Eucharist, and the Son of man is Jesus whose
body and blood the Church regarded Itself as appropriating in
the sacrament, and whose life-giving words the author deemed
of supreme value.

The interpretation of Jn. 635 from the view-point of
the author's symbolical idealism by J. Reville (Le
quatrieme t'vangile, 17^ ff. [1901]) is more satisfactory
than the present writer's assumption of a strong opposition to sacramentaUsm [JBL, 1892, p. 20). It may be
justifiable to infer that in some circles, ' t o eat the flesh
and to drink the blood of the Son of M a n ' had
developed into a liturgical formula, and this would
show how little Christians hesitated to use this supposed
self-designation of Jesus. It is the merit of Kreyenbuhl
to have greatly strengthened the impression that this
gospel contains a certain type of Gnostic thought. In
view of the fact that practically all the OT, the
Apocrypha, and the Pseudepigrapha are either anonymous or pseudonymous writings, it is time that the
eager desire to fasten the authority of the b'ourth Gospel
upon some person nientioned in Early Christian
Literature should be put at rest. Grill (lc.) rightly
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SON O F MAN

contents himself with tracing the gospel idea of the
incarnation (that does not go back to Philo) through
Gnosticism to its source in Indian speculation, and he
interprets the phrase as designating the celestial ' Son
of man ' who has become a ' man.'

Messiah without the demanded legitimisation, his reticence on the essential point whether he was the Messiah
becomes wholly incomprehensible.
It seems evident
that this pericope is a defence of Jesus' Messi.ahship,
made by his disciples against Jewish attacks upon it on
the ground that he was not a son of Da\id—a defence
made at a time when no one had 3'et thought of
constructing the pedigrees now found in Mt. and Lk.,
both of which are Aery late. The critical estimate of
these passages has not been influenced by the discussion
of the term ' Son of man,' and in almost all instances
has been reached by scholars who belie\'e on the basis
of this title that Jesus regarded himself as the Messiah.

Wendt i.s probably right in regarding avOpdnrov after v'chs in
5 27 as a later addition (Das Johannesevangelium,
121 f [1900]).
In 3 13 the words 6 tii/ fv TW oiipayo) should not be removed from
the te.\t on the ground of their absence in BSL, but emended
into 6 (if e | ovpa-voir, as Sin. Syr. has men semaya ; and in 9 35,
not only HL'S but also Sin. Syr. and E t h . have ' S o n of man.'
In 1^ 34 the ' Son of man ' is not merely an equivalent of the
Messiah (aoJBL, 15 39). T h e assumption is that Jesus claims
to be the Messiah ; but the reference to a removal from earth
renders it possible to doubt whether the mysterious title ' Son of
man ' does not have a different meaning.

When it is recognised that 0 ui6s TOO avSpd-icov is the
translation of an Aramaic bar-ndsd, that this term
„e Tra 4.
cannot, on philological grounds, have
46. Eiiect on .
.
,f, . " ..
..
been used as a self-designation since it
j-^ J
,
naturally conveyed only the idea of
-,.
. . . .
' man ' in general, and that this generic
*^ use is most suitable in all instances
where there is reason to suppose that a genuine utterance is found, the opinion that Jesus regarded himself
as the Messiah loses its strongest support. There are
indeed passages in which the underlying assumption
seems to be that Jesus claimed for himself the Messiahship without using the name. Keim [Jesu von Nazara,
2376) enumerates as such Mt. 9 15 113 13 123 4 1 / 1317;
Beer regards Mt. 915 as decisive (' Enoch ' in Kautzsch,
Pseudepigrapha, 2 3 2 ) ; Wendt [1-c-, 1 7 8 ^ ) instances
Mt. I I 2 5 / : Mk. 11277^ 1 2 3 5 ^
But in Mt. 9 1 4 ^
the justification of fasting by the departure of the bridegroom, and of the non-fasting in Jesus' lifetime (cp Mt.
1118), by the presence of the bridegroom, is as clearly a
vatieinium e.c eventu (Volkmar) as the words concerning the garments and the wineskins are unmistakably
genuine (see Holtzmann, Synoptiker,'?'^ 55).
In
Mt. 113 Jesus is asked by John the Baptist, through his
disciples, whether he is the coming one.
Jesus not
only does not answer the question, but deliberately
turns the attention away from himself to his work,
described in language borrowed from Is. 2 9 1 8 / 3556,
and culminating in the proclamation of good tidings to
the poor. It is the view men have of the kingdom of
heaven that concerns him ; on this point Jesus considered John's conceptions to be as defective as those of
.Moses and the prophets (Mt. I l i 2 / ) . i The ' sign of
Jonah ' is the preaching of repentance to the Ninevites ;
but Jesus felt that his proclamation of the kingdom of
heaven was of more importance than the announcement
of judgment by the unwiUing prophet (Mt. I 2 4 1 / ). If
Mt. 13i7 is genuine, it e.xpresses Jesus' conviction that
the kingdom of heaven, prophesied of old, is coming,
and his congratulation of his disciples for discerning its
advent. But this does not harmonise with the lack of
perception on their part, of which he elsewhere has to
complain.'^ The parable of the vineyard (Mk. 1 2 i ^ )
has been so thoroughly changed, under the hands of
the evangelists (see Jiilicher, I.e., ii. 2386405/), that it
is quite impossible to ascertain what the original utterance was in 1 2 3 5 ^
If Mt. 2 2 4 1 ^ (Mk. 1 2 3 5 ^ ) is genuine, it is either
an academic question concerning the Scriptural basis
for the current assumption that the coming Messiah is
to be a descendant of David, or a serious Scriptural
vindication by Jesus of his claims to be the Messiah
although he is not of Davidic descent. His general
method of teaching renders it exceedingly improbable
that he should ha\x- engaged in such a discussion simply
to confute Pharisaic exegesis without anything of practical importance depending on the decision ; but if he
really attached value to their accepting him as the
1 On Mt. ]2i, see §38.
2 On Mt. 11 2 5 ^ , see So\ OF GOD, § 13.
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Although at first sight the result of recent investigations may seem to be wholly negative and to render
A7 V 1
f valueless the long labours that have been
il * j,-£B
J. expended upon the term, a closer exthe different
...
•,, v.
.u .
u
.t.
..
.
animation will show that each new theorv
- has tended to bring to view some aspect
of the truth, and that the hypothesis that appears lo
explain satisfactorily most of the facts yields the richest
returns for our knowledge of the life and teaching of
Jesus. \\'hen Jesus declared that man is lord of the
sabbath and has the authority to pardon sin, he no
doubt thought of man as he ought to be as a child of
the heavenly father; and thus there w as in his mind an
element of that ideal humanity which Herder emphasised.
That he did not look upon himself as the absolutely
perfect man only enhances his moral greatness. Other
genuine utterances suggest that humble sense of fellowship with man and acceptance of man's lot which Baur
rightly felt.
Those who explained the term as a
Messianic title were right in so far as the Greek gospels
are concerned. But a correct feeling also led many
scholars to the opinion that Jesus cannot have through
this term accepted as his own the current Messianic
ideal. That it served to hide the secret of his Messiahship was also true ; only it was not Jesus himself, but
his disciples, who thus used it. Similarly, the term is
likely to have suggested to early Christians a conception
in which many heterogeneous elements were blended.
The gradual elimination of the Fourth Gospel, the
synoptic apocalypse, the manifestly secondary passages
containing the phrase, as the literary character of the
gospels became more truly appreciated, w.as of utmost
importance. Only on the basis of such careful criticism
could the resort to the vernacular be of any value.
^^'hile no process of criticism can restore the ipsissima
verba of Jesus, an approximation may be possible. For
the work of retranslation knowledge of the linguistic
material is necessary, and also philological insight.
The attempts to explain the use of the term in passages
that are rejected have been of much value, since they
are utterances of early Christians w hose thought, intrinsically important, has exercised a paramount influence in
the world. In their interpretation it is both legitimate
and necessary to seek for light in the mythical and
legendary lore of the epoch.
The more marked the
difference between the thoughts revealed in the Aramaic
translations of the Greek sayings, the more difficult is it
to explain them by the conceptions known to prevail
among the Greek gospel-writers ; the more original and
valuable the obtained utterances, the stronger is also
the presumption that they come from a great personality
whose historical existence thereby becomes assured and
whose tremendous iniluence can be appreciated. If he
ceases to be what he so earnestly enjoined upon his
disciples not to say that he was, a king to be ministered
unto, he becomes more truly than e\'er w hat he would
be, a son of man ministering to the sons of men.
'The most important literature before the nineteenth century
is indicated in the works of Scholten, Appel, and A. Meyer.
.,0 Tj-1.1u
?'*'' " " i ? '^ discussed in every Life of
4 8 . B i b l i o g r a p h y . Jesus, N e w Testament Theology and
.
. Bible Dictionary. All important contributions^ in recent times have been referred to in the course of
this article.
^ f.
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SONS OP T H E P R O P H E T S
SONS OF THE PROPHETS.

SPAIN

See PROPHET.

SOOTHSAYER (npi^, piVD.ete., MANTeyoMeNH)See DIVINATION, § 2 [if.

4], etc., and cp M..\GIC, § 3.

SOP (ifcOMION), Jn. 1 3 2 6 ^ , a fragment or morsel ;
cp YtOMOC, ®. in Judg. 19 5 (6'^'- KAACMA Ruth 214
[for nS]).

See M E . \ L S , § 10.

SOPATER (cconATpoc). a m.an of BEROiA, who
accompanied Paul (for part of the way at least) on his
kst recorded journey to Jerusalem, .\cts 204. T h e
addition Jlvppov (son of Pyrrhus R\', N.XBD) is omitted
by TR.
The mention of the father's name is
unusual, although it may possibly have been inserted
to distinguish him from Sosipater (Rom. I621), with
whom, however, he should probably be identified. See
SOSIPATER.

SOPHERETH (d,c£ct>Hpa.e [B], A c e ^ o p . [A], A C W (|)epeO [L]). Ezra 255 AV, R'V H.-vssoi'HEEETH [f-v.].
SORCERY, SORCERER, SORCERESS. SeeMAOic,
S 3,

SOREK, THE VALLEY OF (pit'

7n: [with L"],

i.e., 'wady of the sorek vine' [see \ ' I N E ] ) , the place
where S.imson fell in love with the Philistine woman
Delilah (Judg. I 6 4 : EN AActAipHX [B]. e n i TOY
Xei\\«.ppOY ccopHX [-^], .
-HK [L]). It is called
by Jer. (051536, cp 297 76) cifarsorcc,- he places it in
the region of Eleutheropolis near Saraa—i.e-, ZoRAH
[f. 7'. ]. This points to the mod. Surik, f hr. W . from
Zorah, on the X. side of the large and fertile Wddy
Sici-,ir. Cp. however, ZOR.AH.
SORES (ccoRHC [A], - p e i c [L], ecoBHC [B], Josh.
15s9. 6 ) .

See S E I R , 2.

SORREL (pit"), Zech. 1 8 RV, AV • speckled.'

See

CoLorKS, § 12.

SOSIPATER (ccociTTATpoc). s. A general under
Judas the Maccabee, w ho fought against Timotheus at
Carnion, 2 Macc. 12 ig-24.
..- One of the ' kinsmen ' of Paul who unites with
him in saludng the Christians of Rome, Rom. 1621.
He seems, therefore, to have been well known to them.
In the Pseudo-Dorotheus he is a bishop of Iconium.
He is probably to be identified with SOPATER [f-v.^
of Ber(£a.
SOSTHENES ( C C O C 9 6 N H C ) .
S. 'Ruler of the
synagogue' (a,pxiavpd'Yca-/os, see SYNAGOGUE, § 9) at
Corinth when Paul was in that city on his second
journey, the first into Greece (Acts 1817). After the
failure of the Jews' concerted action against Paul before
Gallio (see GALLIO, § 2)—in which, perhaps, Sosthenes
had taken a leading part—we are told that ' all' (TrdnTss,
so B.^.\ and others), or ' a l l the Greeks' (-irdvTes ol
"EKXrives: so D d E H L P M , etc.), certainly not ' a l l the
Jews' (-trdiiTes 'loudcuoi or -irdvres ol 'lovdaloi, as some
authorities have; see T i . , Blass, Hilgenfeld) laid hold
on Sosthenes and beat him before the judgment-seat.
It is not necessary to suppose, as many do, that
Sosthenes was the successor of Crispus, the 'ruler of
the synagogue,' baptized by Paul at Corinth (.-Vets 188 ;
see CRISPUS), nor yet to assume, with others, that Lk.
is confusing the two persons. Both may concurrently
have borne the title of ' ruler of the synagogue' (dpxc-crvvdycoyos), and have held the ofifice denoted by it, just
as cases in which there were more than one chief priest
[dpx'epevs) can be cited (cp A N N A S and C A I A P H A S ) .

This Sosthenes has been identified by many since Theodoret, but without reason, with ' the brother' mentioned
in I Cor. l i (see no. 2).
2. Sosthenes ' the brother' appears in i Cor. 11 as
having a share in the preparation of i Cor. T o prove
that the part he took was that of amanuensis merely,
appeal is usually made to i Cor. I621 ; but those who
argue thus overlook the fact that Tertius, who is supposed to have written the Epistle to the Romans, is not
mentioned until the end of that episUe, and then ex4741

pressly as the apostle's secretary [Tiprios 6 ypi-cpa^ T7)V
e-iricTToXriv, Rom. 16 22).
Moreover, no one has ever
thought of taking ' Timothy the brother ' in 2 Cor. 11
C o l l i (cp Phil, l i ) , ' a l l the brethren which are with
me [Paul] ' in Gal. 12, ' Silvanus and Timotheus ' in
' Thess. 11 2 Thess. 11 as having been the apostle's
secretaries in attendance. The simple fact is that the
names belong to the form usually adopted for the
Pauline epistle; one or more persons are mentioned
besides the apostle as writing it, their function being
that of attesting the truth set forth and defended by the
apostle (2 Cor. 13, cp Dt. I915). From time to time
we are reminded of their presence by the use of the
plural (first person), but quite as often the apostle uses
the singular. ' The brother' Sosthenes is otherwise
unknown. He is enumerated among the seventy in
Eusebius [H£'i.l2i)
and elsewhere (see Lips. Apok.
Ap.-gesck. laos-zo-i, 3413, E. 3.
w. c. V. M.
SOSTRATUS (ccoCTRATOC [A], c o e . [ V ] ; the
name is also borne by a priest of Aphrodite in Paphos ;
ep Schiirer, G F / l 514 i;!'.), governor of the citadel in
Jerusalem (en*.p)(OC THC AKROnoAetoc) temp.
Antiochus Epiphanes (2 Macc. 4 27 [28] 29). The post
would, doubtless, be important (cp Benz. HA 47 •,
J E R U S A L E M , § 27).
eirapxps, used in © for nnS (see GOVERNOR, I ) , corresponds to
the Roman prcefeetusFrom it is borrowed the N a b . X31Sn,
the precise nuance of which is not quite certain (CIS 2, nos.
173, 207, 214).

SOTAI (*D1D, meaning? CWTAI [L]).

The B'ne

Sotai, a ^roup or family (see SOLOMON'S SERVANTS) in the great
post-exihc list (see E Z R A ii., § 9 ) ; Ezra 2 55 (o-aret [B], o-wrat [A])
= N e h . 757 (o-ovT« [BA], .TIIJ [N*vid.], . „ e i [Kc.a vid.])=i Esd.
633 (croirai [L], EVom- after lEBA).

SO*0L (^'B^, yYXH ' common to all the Sem.
languages ; but Ass. napislu generally means ' fife,'
more rarely ' soul'). Properly ' breath ' ; but this sense
seems to have gone out in Hebrew. The usual sense is
the soul or individual life (so very often, see, e-g-, Ps.
669 Is. 5312) as distinguished from the ' flesh ' or ' body'
(Dt. 1223 Ps. 3110). By a natural transition ndphes also
means ' a living being,' especially in the phrase ndphes
hayydh (n*n i:'3:), lit. ' a li\tng soul, used of man in J
(Gen. 27) and of animals in P (Gen. 120 24 30 9i2i5_/l
all P ; 219, redactional insertion in J) ; cp i Cor. 1645.
For further developments, see ESCHATOLOGY, §§ 12-ig,
and for the connection of ' soul' and ' heart' cp H E A R T .
None of the three passages cited in Ges.-Buhl for the sense
' breath ' will stand examination, as has been shown by Briggs,
' T h e use of ct'^^ in the O T ' [a critical and exhaustive classificition of passages], JBL l(j [1897] 17-30. These passages are :_—
(a) Prov. 27 9. Here Briggs gives nephes the sense of lebab,
' h e a r t ' ; but it is better to read cB^h its-g ,nay pnpi, ' s o the
sweetness of counsel is healing to the soul' (Toy also .ii^y pnDl)(b) J o b 4113 where sysj, ' breath'(?), is ascribed to Leviathan.
But J o b is a late book ; a reversion to an archaic sense is not
probable here. So Briggs, who renders ' his passion, or fury,
kindleth coals.' T h e parallel expressions, however, point to the
reading WOM, ' h i s breath.' (c) Is. 820, C'DJ.T ' M , R V 'perfume-boxes ' (see P E R F U M E ) . Briggs proposes ' bo.xes of desire,'
or 'smelling boxes.' _ Paul H a u p t ' f S ' W T ' , ' Isa.' [Heb.] 82) has
suspected a connection with Ass. pasLihi, ' to anoint oneself.'
This suggests np'p"D3 'ri3, 'boxes of ointment' (Ass. napsastu,
' o i n t m e n t ' ) . But still better would perhaps be ]^^ ' P | (0 and
S confounded).
T. K. C.
SOUTH, SOUTH 'WIND.
See E A R T H ,
FOUR
Q U A R T E R S OF T H E , and W I N D S .
For Chambers of

the South, see STARS, § 3 e ; and for T h e South as a
geographical expression ( i S . 3O14 i Macc. 665), see
JUD.«A, N E G E B , P A L E S T I N E .

SO'W (YC), 2 Pet. 222 ; see SvviNE.
SOWER, SOWINCJ. See AGRICULTURE, § 6. On
the Parable of the Sower, see GOSPELS, § 19.
SPAIN (cn&NIA [ANV T i . W H ] , i Macc. 83 Rom.
152428).
Carthaginian Spain became Roman at the
close of the Second Punic AVar (201 B.C.); but the
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SPEAR

Roman power was not fully consolidated over the entire
Iberian peninsula until nearly two centuries later (by
Marcus Agrippa the friend and minister of Augustus).
There is no reasfjn to suppose that the apostle Paul
ever carried out the intention of visiting :Spain expressed in Rom. l'l24 28, and the evidence that the
country was e\angelised by the apostle James the Less
(see J,\MES, § i) is too late and legendary to be of any
value. Cp (Ji.oGKAPHY, § 2 5 / ; TARSHISH, § 2.

So RV, but AV A R E U S ( I Macc. 1220, apt^s)', which should
also be read in v. 7 (with Vg. and Jos. [apeioj]) for A \ ' D A K I U S ;
and again in v. 19, for AV O M A R E S (onafalpTj? [^V], -veiap.
[Avid.j), which has arisen from the combination of oveia ( ' t o
Onias '), the last word in v. 19, with dprvi tAriu^), th<j tirst in v. 20,

SPAN (n^T; cniGisMH)See W E I G H T S A N D
MEASUKE.S. In Lam. 220, AV gives the pathetic phrase
' children of a span long' for cnSQ 'V^i' ; RV, however,
has ' the children that are dandled in the h a n d s ' (cp v.
22).
Budde, ' Hatschel-kinder.'
SPARROW. The word sippor, l i S V , of frequent
occurrence in OT, is, with only two exceptions (Ps. 844[3]
1028[7], CTpoyQiON I tendered 'bird,' 'fowl' in EV. Nor
does the e.xcepiionai translation ' s p a r r o w ' imply that
any particular species was intended. The word probably
meant any small Passerine bird, a group which is unusually abundant in Palestine. It is interesting to note
that the common house-sparrow, Passer do7nesticus, is
common in Palestine, but in a smaller and brighter
variety ; three other species of Passer are also enumerated.
Canon Tristram identifies the sparrow of Ps. lO'i? as the
MjnticoUi cyanns or Blue Thrush, from its habit of sitting
solitarily, or sometimes in pairs, on projecting ledges or
some other conspicuous perch, uttering from time to
time a plaintive and monotonous song. The ' sparrow'
is not included in the list of unclean birds ; and it seems
probable that at any rate in N T times (Mt. IO29 31 Lk.
126, arpovQiov) they were eaten, as is commonly the case
in Mediterranean countries to this day.
See B I R D ,
F O W L , § .1.

^ . E.S.

SPARTA (CHAPTH [XV], -TiA [A], i M a c c . l 4 i 6 ;
SPARTANS, cnApTiAT^.1,1 Macc. 1 2 2 / I 4 2 0 / . 1523;
A<NKeA(MMONlOI. AV 'Lacedemonians,* RV '-dasm.,'
2 Macc. 5g).
'Ihe greatness of Sparta was long past when she
came into connection with the Jewish people.
The
final suppression of the liberties of Greece by the
Romans was in part due to her obstinate refusal to
enter the Achrean League (149 B.C.). On the destruction of Corinth and dissolution of that league, Sparta
gained a. favourable position so far as retaining her
autonomy went, but a number of the Laconian towns
dependent upon her were granted autonomy by the
Romans (Strabo, 366; Livy,;j4 29). Sparta at this period
held the rank of a civitas fcederata et libera (Str. 365),
being self-governing and not liable to tribute or to the
jurisdiction of a Roman governor.
Sparta and the
Si^.irtans are mentioned together in connection with a.
correspondence which passed between them and the
Jews in the Maccabean period ( i Macc. 126). About
144 B.C. Jonathan, then leader of the Jews, wishing to
make alliances to strengthen his position, sent Numenius
and Antipater with letters to Rome, Sparta, and elsewhere ( i ALacc. 1 2 i ^ , cp DISPERSION, § 13). In his
letter to the Spartans he lays great stress on a former
letter froni their king Areus to the Jewish high priest
Onias, and on the desirability of renewing the brotherhood which had then existed. The letter of Areus is
qu( 'ted to the effect that it had been found in writing
that the Spartans and Jews were of the same stock, that
is to say, of Abraham, and that therefore their interests
were identical (1220-23). Shortly afterwards Jonathan
died, and the tidings of his dcatli caused great grief in
Sparta (14 16), but on Simon's assuming the priesthood,
the rulers [i.e., the Ephors) of the Spartans wrote to him
•wishing to renew the friendship which they had confirmed with Judas and Jonathan his brethren ( 1 4 1 7 / ) .
The name of the Spartan king is given as ARIUS.^

Although there were two Spartan kings named Arius,
there is little doubt that Arius I. (309-265 B.C.), the
successor of Cleomenes, is tiie one here referred to,
and that the high priest is Onias I.^ It has been suggested with great probability that this letter was written
in 302 B.C. when the Spartans may have wished to
hinder Demetrius Poliorcetes, who was then warring
with Cassander.
That treaties may have existed between Semitic and other peoples at that time is shown
by the league between the Athenians and the Sidonians
before the time of Alexander the Great, to which reference is made in CIG, no. 87 (Schurer in Riehm's HWB
2i536<3).

The authenticity of the letters in i Macc. has been
much disputed.
The letter from Jonathan to the
Spartans (i Macc. 126 j ^ ) scarcely reads like a diplomatic document, and betrays the religious spirit of -^
later age ; though it must be admitted that it is impossible to build too much upon the wording since the
letters are translations of translations.
There is no reason, however, to doubt the fact of diplomatic
relations with Sparta having been set on foot by Jonathan. For
Sparta was too obscure at the time to have suggested itself to
a forger eager to magnify his hero by inventions of the kind.
Again the incident leads to no result in the sequel ; the reverse
would have tended to throw doubt upon the entire episode.
As given both by Josephus and the author of i Macc. the
two letters of the Spartans seem fragmentary and wanting in
definite suggestion. They have the air of diplomatic forgeries.
Especially is it noticeable that whereas Jonathan describes the
Spartan overtures as a declaration of ' confederacy and friends h i p ' (i Macc. 12 8) there is no such declaration in projper
diplomatic terms in the appended document. Yet the ability
to point to actual alliance in the past would have been the
natural and most powerful recommendation ofhis proposals.

A point upon which too much stress has been laid is
the relationship between the Spartans and Jews. Areus
mentions that it was written down that they were
' brethren and of the stock of Abraham.' The unlucky
JASON [q.v., 2) fled to the Lacedemonians (Aa/ceSat^i^tot)
for shelter because they were his ' near of k i n ' (5td r V
uvyyeviav, 2 Macc. 59), and Herod made a favourite of
a certain Spartan ' on account of his country' (Jos. BJ
i. 26i).
There seems to be no good ground for regarding the ' Sparta' of these letters as a corruption of
the Asiatic name Saparda (see S E P H A R A D ) ; and it is
equally hazardous with Hitzig [Gesch. 347) to identify it
with the L3'cinn town Patara. It is conceivable that
the old historians connected the Pelasgians with the
Spartans, and derived the former from Peleg the son of
Eber ; but the relationship insisted on finds a parallel
in the case of the people of Pergamos, \\ho, in making
an aUiance with the Jews, pointed back to similar relations between their ancestors and Abraham^ |Jos. .Int.
xiv. IO22). The old historians and genealoi^ists were
ever ready to account for existing confederacies and
alliances as resting on some ancient bond of kinship,
and numerous analogies may be found amongst classical
writers ; cp G E X E A L O G I E S i., § 3 [3], col.

1660,

See H . J. E. Palmer, de epistolaru7Ji quas Spartani
atque
Judaei imjicet?! sibi 7nisisse dicu7itur veritate, Darmst. 1828;
Schurer, 1 186 ; Ew. Gesch.^317.
g. A. C.
W. J. W.
SPEAR.
I

T h e words are : —

n':_n, hdnlth.

See below (§ 2) and cp J A V E L I N , 2.

2. n.p~l, romah.

See below (§ 3).

3. jll'S, kldon.

See J A V E L I N , I .

J Possibly a more correct form of the name would be dpevs as
in Gk. writers, cp also CIA 2 i, no. 332.

^ Cp O N I A S , § 3. Not Onias I I . and Areus I I . (Ew. Gesch.
4317), for they can hardly have been contemporaneous and
moreover Areus I I . died young, about 257 B.C. (Paus iii 6'distill less can it be Onias I I I . (Jos. Ant. xii. 4 10). A certaiii
Areus IS mentioned about 184 B.C. as a prominent Spartan (Pol
2 J i 1^34).
^
^
^ Cp a note in Steph. Byz., s.v XovULa, ' derived ajro ioi.5atov
2.Traprtav evos eK ®r}pr]s J see Schiirer, l.c.
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rivers of Mesopotamia, is nearly two of their short
horse-lengths ; they charge them above their heads'
(Doughty, 1 334), The Arab keeps this spear continually at his side. M'hen he prepares to encamp the
On the ' spearmen' of l's. t:iS3o see CROCorm.E. For
the ScicdKA§oi of .\cts 'l.'>i-i we ought probably to read sheikh strikes his spear in the ground, ^^'hen the camp
is broken up ' the' spear is the last thing taken from the
with .\. SiiiojibXoc.-, cp the eK-q^bXoi of Jos. BJ'ii. 17 s,
ucpevSoiifiTai and \idoj3i\oi of iii. 7 18, and cnpendovfiTai. ground' (Warburton, The Crescent and the Cross,
chap. •£,). For other spear-like weapons ('dart,' etc.)
ofiv. I3. Cp W.\R.
see W E A I ' O N S , § 2.
Cp S I E G E , W A R .
M. A. ^ .
The spear was a favourite w capon of offence amongst
ancient nations, as it has ahvays been amongst other
SPECKLED.
For (i) «a>W (IpJ), Gen, 8 0 3 2 ^ ,
peoples at an early stage of dc\elo[)nient ;
1. Construc- it was easy to make and could be used
and (-) ;.(/./?,;• (y:3i), Jer. 12 g, see COLOURS, § 12; and for (3)
tion.
s,-cr!:ik ( piL-), ZCLII. 1 8, see ib., § 10.
with great effect. It \aried chiefly in its
size, weight, and length ; this will be seen from the
SPELT is the RV rendering of kussimeih, n p D 3
illustrations in Erman [Life in -inc. Eg.), \\'ilkmson
(Ex. 932 Is. 2N25 Ezek. 49+), for which AV has tw ice T i e '
(Anc. Eg), and Alaspero [Struggle of the A'atioiis),
and once ' fitches.' See FITCHES.
though too much relianee must not be placed on the
[It is possible that nCD2, ' spelt,' occurs also in i S. 2 36, where
representations of spears in ' w orks of art' (cp the remarks
it is said that destitute priests will sue to be put into a priest's
ofCecilTorr. -4ncieiilShips, 8). It consisted, as a rule,
office Dn? 1331 FjDD nn'lJN?, i.e., according to tradition, 'for a
of a wooden staff with i sharp head of flint or metal.
piece of silver and a loaf of bread.' But the rendering ' p i e c e '
It mav be that the early Israelites, as a writer in Kitto
presupposes a connection of JK and t-,-\^, gerdh (^ee W E I G H T S ) ,
[Bibl- Cyclop.) suggests, like other primitive peoples,
which is purely arbitrary. Following Del. j'rol. 149, BDB and
made use of the horn of some animal, ' straightened in
Ges.-Bu. take 'JK to be an abstract noun, meaning ' payment,' cp
water, and sheathed upon la. thorn-wood staff.' ^\'e
Ass. agaru, ' to hire.' But this root does not appear to be known
know with what effect aninrals themselves use these
in Hebrew, nor is an abstract noun probable in this passage.
horns (Darwin, The Descent of Man, 501 ff. [1890]).
Probably the text is corrupt, and we should read n"C3 Icy*"",
'for an omer of spelt.' ©B is without the following words
' ^^'hen sharpened this instrument would penetrate the
pnS "13:31 ^ ; possibly these were added after the corruption of
hide of a bull, and, according to Strabo, even of an
riDDD IDy*?, on account of the concluding mention of ' a morsel
elephant; it was light, very difhcult to break,' and
of bread.' For a bolder expedient see Crit. Bib-—T. t:. c ]
'resisted the blow of a battle-a-xe' (Kitto).
Later,
brass (see COPPER) or IRON [q.v.)ssasi used. Layard
SPICE [i.e., Lat. species, OFrench espice, hence^zVe,(-Vineveh and Babylon, 301 [1853]) found at Nimrud
cp |T, 2 Ch.1614, all species [of spices]; Vg. unguentis
the heads of spears, ' which being chiefiy of iron fell
meretriciis [HJ!]), though now specifically employed to
to pieces almost as soon as exposed to the air.'
In
denote ' a class of aromatic vegetable condiments used
Gen. Louis Palma Di Cesnola's Cyprus (1877), plates
for the seasoning of food, commonly in a pulverised
xxxvi. and xl. (after p. 392), are given gems from Curium
state,' was, in the seventeenth century, apphcable to a
in the Phcenician (.xxxvi.) and the Greek (xl.) style, on
much wider variety of ' species '; in AV it happens to
which warriors are represented armed with round shields
be applied (unless, perhaps in Cant, 82, where ' spiced'
(see SHIELD), and spears which look like sharp-pointed
wine is alluded to) ^ never to condiments but only to
stakes ; cp the long spears on the Sarcophagus from
aromatic odours. It represents ;—
Golgoi (pl. X., opposite p. n o ) . On the other hand,
1. bisem, DC'3 (E.x. 3023t), or bSseni, ct-i (often),
on the silver patera found at Amathus (pl. xix., opposite
plur. D'Db'l, 2 Ch.1614, etc.
That this word must
p. 276) a regular spear-head seems to be represented.
sometimes at least have a general sense is shown by the
Layard \yine-oeh and its Remains, 2343) says, ' t h e
e.xpressions c-c-i-\-.-i\s (Ex. 3O23; see CI.NN.AMO.S"), fc^---^j>
spear of the Ass3Tian footman was short, scarcely exceed(ib-, see CALAMUS) and Di;'3-^| B'NT (Ezek. 2722). On
ing the height of ^. man ; that of the
2. The hlnith. horseman appears to have been conthe specific sense, see BALSAM.
^, sammim, D'BD (Ex. 3O34: EV SwEET S P I C E S ;
siderably longer.
.
The shaft was probably of some
E x . 2 5 6 307 8 1 I I 35 8 15 28 8938 4027 [only AV] Lev. 47 16 12
strong wood, and did not consist of a reed, like that of
N u . 4 16 2 Ch. 2 4 [3] [only AV] 13 1 1 ; EV S W E E T I^CE^•SH;) or
the modern Arab lance.' It would seem to have been
ketireth
sammim,
D'DD TTtp (Ex. 37 29t ; EV I ^ c t ^ s E OF
a stout weapon, since warriors used it to force stones out
S W E E T SPICES and R V in 4027 2 Ch. 24[3]).
of the wall ofa besieged city (seep. 372), The Egyptian
The word sammim is a general expression for fragrant
soldiers of the eighteenth "Theban dynasty carried ' pikes
material in the form of powder, akin to Ar. summa,
about 5 ft. long, with broad bronze or copper points '
' to smell,' as well as samm, simm, or siimni, ' poison,'
^'sl^s-^^xo. Struggle, 213); the spear was not so common.
and to .Arnm. sammd, ' a medicament.'
The e.xact
The Assyrian pikemen of a later date were armed with
history of this group of words is obscure, but probably
equally heavy weapons (ibid., 6 2 7 / ] ) . The Hebrew
the oldest form of root is represented by .-\i-. sanima =
hanith fn'j-) seems to have been a large weapon. It
Aram, sam; and Ar. samm and Heb. c';:c niay both
was used by great warriors (2 S. 223, etc.) ; and it is the
be loan words from .Aramaic (cp Frankel, 262J, On
weapon put into the hands of ' giants ' (2 S. 2821, etc.).
the other hand, the oldest meaning'is perhaps that of the
Goliath is said to have carried a spear ' like a weaver's
Hebrew word and of Ar. Satnm, viz., 'fragrance' ; the
beam (i S. I77), its head weighing 600 shekels ' (for the
notions of poison (in S>'r, sammd dhe-maivl,l) and of
idea of ' giants' see A \ . \ K I M ) . Saul is said to have
medical efficacy may weli be derived from this. In posthurled his hanith at David ( i S . I 9 9 / ) . From such
biblical Hebrew, and sometimes in Sy?',, the word was
indications in the OT we may suppose that the lu'e nith
used with a further extension of meaning—viz., for
had some resemblance to the Egyptian and the Assyrian
colouring matter.
pike.
The use of the word in OT is, as a general term, for
A lighter, and no doubt much older, weapon of the
the sacred incense compounded of stacte, onycha, galkind was also in use among the Egyptians and the
banum (galbanum of sammim), and frankincense (see
3 Th
'
h Assyrians, and is still found among the
INCENSE).
"«• Bedouins and other primitive peoples.
3. nm'fh,
nxbj (Gen. 3725; EV S p i c e r y ; RV-"?This is called in Arabic rumh, and we can hardly be
wrong in identifying it with the Hebrew romah (nDI, see
1 Compare, however, ffiAL ; the latter text has the curious ex^'ll. 257, etc. ; cp Doughty, Ar. Des. I221 228 ; Merrill,
pression aprov Kvpiov (see Crit. Bib.).
_
, ,
. •
East of the Jordan, 482), which, however, was no doubt
2 In Ezek, 24 10 the verb results from a mistranslation, spice
often shorter. ' The beam, made of a light reed of the
A. -,-p, kiiyin (2 S. 21 i6t). T h e text, however, is doubtful. See
IsHBIliENOB.
5. '^•j^i;, Ji/.T'i^(Job 4031+; ' fish spear'). See F I S H , § 3, i.

it well' ; R V ' make thick the broth.'
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SPICE-MERCHANTS
gum tragacanth or storax ; dvfj.idpi.aTa ; aromata ; Gen.
43II ; AV spices, RV spicery; dvplap.a, storax).
See
STORAX.

4. rikah,

n^i. Cant. 82 (apparently not specific).

See P E R F U M E , P E R F U M E R S .
5. dpcofxara, Mk. I 6 1 , etc.

6. &(j.wpi,ov, Rev.IS 13 RV. See AMIJMUM. N.M.
SPICE-MERCHANTS iD^S^in, with a r t . ; T W N
€MTTOPCON). but RV 'merchants,' are mentioned in
connection with Solomon's commercial profits(iK. 1015),
if we should not rather read ' Jerahmeelites.' See
SPIDER.

Xu. 1 3 /

in X U M B E R S [ B O O K ] , g 3 : ^p also Driver,

Intr.\^) 63.

See P E R F U M E .

SoLO.MuN, § 7, and cp PERFUMP:RS.

the accounts which the redactor has welded together, as
well as he could, in Nu. 1 3 / ; it will not only show
the reader the state of the traditional evidence for the
mission of the spies but will illustrate the section on

T. K. C.

1. s^mdf7tith, n'^ODb ] Prov. 3 0 2 8 t ; RV

P

JE

13 3, start from wilderness of 13 26, start from Kadesh (reParan (P).
dactional, but from J E ) .
21, theyexplore the landfrom
22 f they go as far as Hebron
the wilderness of Zin to
(J), or the valley of
Rehob, to the district of
Eshcol (E).
H a m a t h (P).
32, they describe the land as 27 f. ' the land is very fruitful,
one that ' devours its
but the inhabitants can
inhabitants ' (P).
well defend themselves'

(J'-

L I Z A R D [q.v., 7].

•^. 'akkdbis, ty'DSy [dpdxvx], aranea).
Under this
name the spider is mentioned in M T only twice—viz.,
in Is. 595, where the devices of the wicked are likened
to (I spider's web, and in Job 814, where the confidence of the godless is compared to -r^ ' spider's house.
There are several other passages, ho\\e\er, in which,
through an eas}- textual error, the spider has been
supplanted by the moth. Thus in Job \ 19, ' which are
crushed before the m o t h ' [-^v '.^sV) should rather be
'which are crushed even as the spider'^ (i^'^ry 'sS) ;
Mohammed, too, compares idolaters to spiders (Koran,
Sur. 2940). In Hos. 86 the 'calf of Samaria' is also
probably compared to a spider's web,'- and in Ps.
3912 [11] 9O9 (<? ujs dpdxvT\\y'\ in both passages) the
same figure seems to be employed to symbolise the
frailty of human life, according to probable emendations of these two corrupt passages.^ Textual criticism
also reinstates the spider in a fine description of the fate
of the wicked {see M O T H ) , where ' moth ' should probably be ' s p i d e r ' ( J o b 2 7 i 3 il 814; but in (? of li718
dpdxvf] seems to stand for ,-;3D) ^"^ot improbably, too,
' the poison of asps ' in Ps. 1403 should rather be ' the
poison of spiders ' (so Gratz, Merx, after Tg.). In Is. 59 5
' spiders' and ' vipers ' are parallel, with an allusion to
a belief in their poisonousness. See ASP. t?, according
to Grabe, followed by H and P read ' spider ' idpdx'^V'
but the text [BAQ] has Tapaxv) in Hos. 012, where M T
has ' moth.'
T. K. C.
SPIES

(DVr.P.

V ^ ^ l - ^^^^^'

' t o busy oneself

with walking a b o u t ' ; cp 731, 'merchant,' b u t M H mS'DI,
' c a l u m n y , ' and '-'ji, Ps. 163 ' b a c k b i t e ' ; Karao-KOTroi, Gen.4L'9,
etc., Josh. 2 I 623 I S. 2G4 2 S. 15 10'; and virtually L:""in N u . 14 6
KaTaa-Keipap-dvoiv, but Aq. Sym. KaTatrKOTrioi' : C'lHiX N u . 211
AV RVmg-, Aq. Sym. Totv KaTacxK., but see ad fin.).

For the Way Of the Spies (•"}nx.T •^-n)^ Nu. 21 i AV, see
below, § 2, end, and cp A T H . \ R I M , KADESH, § 3. Cp ^^n. ' s p y
o u t , ' N u . 13 2 i6yr etc., and "iin", ' range [of spying? ] ' Job3;>8,
T h e equation '-iji= ^ ^ i (i abo\*e) finds an analogy in the u.se of
D'ln as ' merchants,' i K. 1015 (but see M E R C H A N T , SOLOMON,

The practice of obtaining information by means of
spies as a preliminary to warlike movements was wellknown to the Hebrews. Two notable
1. T r a d i t i o n s .
cases are the mission of twelve (?)
spies by Moses to explore the region which the Israelites were about to invade, and the mission of two spies
by Joshua ' t o view the land, namely, Jericho' (see
JERICHO, § 3). It is the former episode which concerns
us here. Our chief traditional authority for it is in Xu.
1 3 / ! (JEP). but it is also related in an allusive way in
Dt. 1 x 2 ^ , where the writer is presumably dependent
throughout on the narrative of J E ; there is at any rate
no evidence that he made use of P. It may be convenient to lay before the reader the variations between
1 -g and ']£3 are elsewhere, too, confounded.
2 c-23t;' •'3 should be [;''D::>' "np (Ruben, Critical
on H o s , l.c.); cp Vg. in aranearum
telas.
3 See Che. Psahns,^) and cp LOCUST, O W L .
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Ronarks,

.,

14 6, Joshua and Caleb oppose
30, Caleb stills the murmurers
the mutinous Israelites
(J).
(P).
38, Joshua and Caleb (7,- 30, 14 24, Caleb may enter the
Caleb and Joshua) are exland ( J ) .
cepted from the general
doom (P).

It is usual to give the preference to the statements of
J and E (an analysis of J E cannot remain unattempted,
even though [cp N U M B E R S , § 3] the result m.ay be
incomplete). It was from Kadesh, then, that Moses
sent spies into Canaan (cp 328 RQ ; cp NUMBERS,
§ 8), one from each tribe, and the region to be explored
was the Negeb and the mountain-district [i.e., as most
understand, that of Judah). T h e spies did in fact
reach Hebron (in the ' hill-country' of Judah, Josh.
2O7 2I11), where they found Ahiman, Sheshai, and
Talmai. On their return, they gave a very favourable
report of the land, and supported this by a huge cluster
of grapes from Eshcol; but a further statement respecting the Nephilim, the sons of .\nak, who dvveit at
Hebron, made the people despond, and even venture to
express a wish to choose another leader and go back to
Dn:i."D. Caleb alone is excepted from the doom which
Yahwe fails not to pronounce on the rebellious people.
The punishment of the guilty is thus expressed in Nu.
1433 (assigned to J by Dillm. ),i 'Your Httle ones,
which } e said should be a prey, will I bring in . .
But as for you, your carcases shall fall in this wilderness. And your children shall be shepherds iaiD3
.1]::' D'yaiN, and shall bear (the consequences of) your
mfidelity, until your carcases be consumed in the
wilderness.'
Looking at the differences tabulated above we shall
see that the hrst is quite unimportant, since the wilderrt - .,. .
ness of Paran in the wider sense may
have contained Kadesh-barnea (see
PAR.'\N).
T h e third is of some interest, because
(Wellh. PTO/.W 370) Nu. 1332 (?) may reflect the
melancholy feelings of post-exilic Jews, who could only
by faith describe their country as a delectable land
(mon i^M, Ps. IO624). T h e fourth and fifth are important because they show that one at least of the early
narratives did not include Joshua among the spies.
-According to E. Meyer (who allows very little of the
material in chap. 1 3 / to J), the earliest narrative
stated that Caleb [possibly with other spies) was sent
into the Negeb—to Hebron, and said on his return that
the people was strong and the cities fortified, Amalek
dwelling in the Negeb, etc., and that giants too were
to be seen there. T h e despondency of the Israelites
disappears, and with it the divine sentence of forty
years' wanderings.
According to Meyer the object
of the story of the spies was simply to account for the
settling of Caleb in Hebron. ' Caleb of course receives
Hebron because he acted as spy, not because he
remained stedfast.' E, however, looks at things with
a ' theological' interest, and alters the story for edification, while P calculates from Josh. 2129 that foshua too
1 Both Dillm.' and We. deny that v. 33 belongs to P and
hold that the 'forty y e a r s ' ( n j f t:'l'm,S') are a fixed point in
tradition. W e . , however, a.ssigns 14 30-34 to a special source,
distinct from J E .
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must have been born in Egypt, and therefore includes
him among the spies, and makes hini, like Caleb, faithful among the faithless ('Kritik der Berichte,' etc.,
Z.ATW\i3<^ff. [1881]).
One of the most doubtful points in Meyer's theory
is the definition of the object of the st(.>ry. Was Caleb
really the only spy, and the only clan-leader who had
land assigned to him in the Negeb? It is also by no
nieans certain that the threat of the forty years' wandering formed part of the original tradition. It is suggested
elsewhere (MOSES, § 1 1 , end) that in Nu. I433 (as well as

in other passages) HJB' D'ym.s I3"ii':3 is most probably
due partly to corruption, partly to editorial manipulation, and that the original text had simply cany iniDa
' in the desert of the Arabians.'
Po'^sibly, too, in Nu. 1325 (P) the statement that the spies
returned cT C'l'3"iM r p ^ arose through a misreading of C'lrr^
C'3-ij,'{'from the Ar.ihian C u s h ' ) ; l and it is in the highest
degree probal^le th.U [:—'JO in Nu. 13 22 14 2-4 should l.ie read
Mi^iitii, i.e. the N. Aral'nti Mii-^ri (sec M I / K . M M , § 2 b).
Nor are thc^e the only names which have to he scrutinised.
Important as it is ii^ put a rational sense on the traditional
stories in their later tluin. it can haully be less urgent to find out
how the stories oriijinally ran, and what they originally meant.
It has been pointed out elsewhere ( N E G E B , § 7) that it is the
Negeh and the Neceb alone that is referred to as the region explored by the spies.
" 2 " (Hebron) has arisen out of ni3ri~l(Rehoboth), and the mountain-district in 1317 is 'mount Jerahmeel.'3 Int'. 28 -]i' should probably be r^'^'Z"-;, and we thus see
that V. 29 •* is partly a gloss on p'?^^ 'jn K.iO read) in v. 28 (see
NE}HILI.M, § 3, i ).

The second apparent difference in the above table
still remains. Did the spies, according to P, or at least
P's authority, really survey ' the whole land throughout
its entire length from the wilderness of Zin (cp Nu. 211
3336) to Rehob' (either the place of that name in the
teiTitory of -Asher, Josh. 1928, or Beth-rehob, near the
town of Dan, Judg. IS 23'') ? This no doubt is the
general view. Another theory, however, is much more
probable. If not P himself, yet almost certainly P's
authority, meant, not any northern Rehob, but Rehob
or Rehoboth in the Negeb, while nnn (Hamath) is in
many OT passages most probably a southern Hamath,
or more strictly a southern Maacath (see AIAACAH,

end). This accords with the view (see above) that in
Na. 1825 the original text had, ' A n d they returned
from spying out the land, from Cush of Arabia.'
Thus the difference between J E and P in the story
of the spies is much less serious than has been supposed.
The only important variation is the combination of Caleb
with Joshua—himself perhaps originally a Jerahmeelite
hero (cp JOSHUA).
We have no space here to consider the names of the spies according to P ( N u . 134-15). It is quite possible that all, ornearly
all, the names are characteristically Negeb names. But this is
unimportant compared with the right comprehension of the rest
of the composite narrative.
Let it be added, however, that
C'~r,xn"—1 (Nu. 211) is not (as even Knobel supposed) for -JTI
C'"R- (AV ' by the way of the spies') but is probably a corruption of r-n:;-^ - - - (cp Ramathaim-zophim), unless we prefer to
trace it to r^-^-^-r\ i^y ( K A D E S H , I , § 3).
In either case, the
name appears to be an early popular corruption of SNDm'Winckler's theory {GI 2 40f) is ingenious, but cannot here
be discussed.
T, K. C.

SPIKENARD n n : ;

NARAOC. Cant. I12 414; and

^''"''33, N i ^ p A o i . C a n t . 4 1 3 ;

also NApAoC

niCTIKH.

^ Notice the name Sheshai (on which see note 2) in Num.
1322. If we emend as above, the c v of M T will have grown
out of a dittographed o'- For KP fi"*^"^ i^'^ cp Crit. Bib. on
Note that Ahiman represents Jerahmeel ; Sheshai comes
from Cushi (cp note i) ; for Talmai compare Telem and Talmon
(which can be shown to be Ne^eb names). ' Zoan in ^ g y p t '
should be _' Zoan (or Zoar?) in Misrim.'
^ As Dillm. points out, ' go up into the_ N e g e b ' probably
comes from J, and ' g o up into the mountains ' fron-^ ^.
But
if so, is it not natural to take 3 j j and -),nn as practically
synonymous?
^ The other ethnics are probably ' n a m (Rehoboihite), 'h^'^^'til'^
Ishmaelite), 'ii'DN (Amorite), 'i^p (Kennizzite).
5 Wade, Old Testa7nent History (1901), 120.
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Mk. 143 Jn. 123i-).i i. The Hebrew word, nerd, which
is derived from Sanskrit, has passed into Greek and
other European languages : see the references to nard
in classical writers collected by Naber (Mnemosv?ie,
1902, pp. 1-15); according to Lagarde (yi////. 225)
Pers. nal is an equivalent form.^ A connection with
Ar. rand, is very doubtful (see Mordtmann and Muller,
Sab. Denk. 82).
The Aramaic and Arabic nanies
sebelihd and siinbul (more fully snubnl hindi, ' Indian
spike'), like our own 'spikenard,' have reference to the
'spike'-like appearance of the plant from which the
perfume is derived. Accounts of the true or Indian
nard, as well as of inferior sorts, are given by Theophrastus [DeGdor. 4 2 ^ ) , Dioscorides (I75), and Pliny
(/L.\ 12 26 / . VS 2).
Its botanical source in India
was investigated by Sir W. Jones ( ^ j . Res. 2405-417),'^
and was ascertained independently by Wallich and
Royle to be the plant called Nardostachys jata7nansi
DC, of the order Valerianuceir. The drug consists of
the rhizome surmounted by the fibrous remains of the
leaves. It occurs throughout the alpine Himalaya from
Kumaon to Sikkim.
The meanmg of the adjective XXLITTIKT} (Mk. I43 Jn.

1 2 3 ! is very uncertain. Five explanations have been
offered: (i) that it means 'liquid,' from xxivw, (2)
that it means ' genuine,' from TTIUTLS ; (3) that it means
' powdered,' from xxrio-ffeiv ; (4) that it is a local name;
(5) that it = TTto-rd/cT/? ; (6) that it = Lat. spicita. There
is difficulty in accepting any of these explanations ; and
it is possible that the word ma}- have quite another
origin, as Dymock (Pha7-77iacogr. Ind. 2233) gives Pisitd
as a Sanskrit name for the spikenard plant (cp W.
Houghton, PSBA, 1888, 8144-6. N. M.—w. T. T.-D.
ii. I. I n . ^ s c h y l . Pro7n. 4^1 (Lob. p-f\p. 131)7710-70? means'drinka b l e ' (so K. F. A. Fritzsche on Mark, following Casaubon), but
the word is only so used for the sake of a pun ; otherwise TTOTOS
and •noxrip.os, hut never TriortKO?. It is true that iriaTpa (-ov),
-irLo-Trjo are found from the same stem in-, and that according
to AtnenEEUs (689 c) and others, oil of nard, mixed with wine,
was, as a matter of fact, taken as a beverage ; but in Mk. and
J n . the nard is used as ointment, so that, if TTLO-TLKOS is only
added with the meaning 'liquid,' the explanation would be
superfluous.

Naber (as above) points out, on the other hand, that
Clem.Alex. [Perd.2Q, § 64, p. 207 ed. Potter) distinguishes between pibpa vypd and pivpa ^ripd, and Basil
(Hom. in Ps. 449, ed. Garnier, I166 /, also in Stephanus,
sub (XTaKTbs, 7&5of.) between two preparations of ointment, the one fluid (pvxbv) called araKTr} ( = ' dropped,'
stillata, stillatitia), and the other thicker or more
viscous (xxaxoTepov), called o-pivpva. The expression in
Athenasus also (225, p. 46 A : ^KK^Lveiv del Ta xxdxv
TGJV fji.bpo3v), he thinks, has reference to this. Naber
therefore conjectures that there stood originally in Mk.
and Jn. a word (of which no traces can be met elsewhere) axxeia-TiKhs ( = ' capable of being poured,' ' liquid,'
from (TTX^vdoj). By itacism it could also have been
written (XTXKXTiKbs, in which form its strangeness made
it unintelligible, and thus it finally became corrupted
into TxiaTiKos.
*1 Vg. has nardi spicati in Mk. and 7iardipistici (?.o usually
Ital.) in J n .
'^ Meissner has pointed out a Babylonian plant-name larder.
This, according to Hommel (PSBA 21 136 [1899]), the Babylonians borrowed from an Iranian form nard (neo-Pers. lal);
the Indians have for na7-d the later form nata and nata(da).
3 ' A Brdhjnan of eminent learning g a \ e me a parcel of the
same sort, and told me that it was used in their sacrifices ; that,
when fresh, it was exi^uisitely sweet, and added much to the
scent of rich essences, in which it was a principal ingredient;
that the merchants brought it from the mountainous country to
the N E . of Bengal; that it was the entire plant, not a part of
it, and received its Sanscrit names from its resemblance to locks
of hair ; as it is called Spikeiiai'd, I suppose, from its resemblance to a spike, when it is dried, and not from the configuration of its flowers, which the Greeks, probably, never examined.
"The Persian author describes the whole plant as resembling the
tail of an ermine ; and the Jatdmdiisi,
which is manifestly the
Spikenard of our druggists, has precisely that form, consisting
of withered stalks and ribs of leaves, cohering in a bundle of
yellowish brown capillary fibres, and constitutmg a spike about
the size o f a small finger' (op. cit.,
4ogf).
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(146 19 1514). T h e phenomenon has no ethical import. Samson shows that the spirit of Yahwe has
descended on him by rending a lion as if it were a kid.
Similarly the divine spirit produces prophetic frenzy
( i S . IO610 102023), such, e.g., that Saul strips off his
clothes and lies a day and a night naked. T h e spirit
might transport a prophet miraculously (2 K. L'i6).
Sometimes Yahwe sent a lying spirit on his prophets
(I K. 2222) or the spirit of strife into a city (Judg.
923), or a spirit of melancholy madness ( i S. 1614,
etc.).
Far higher is the use of rt'edh in the literary prophets.
3. Iv)li., f'ar. 31, supports Scaliger's derivation from Tn-tixo-en',
T o Isaiah, Yahwe (Is. 31 3) is ' spirit' because he is the
' topuuiii! ' ( K.. F. A. P'ritzsche on Mk. 595), T afcer TT being sometimes dropped out for the sake of euphony (cp e.g., TT(T)epvL^, and spiritual principle in the history of the world and as
Lat. pi(n)so = rmVcra), perna = jxrepvY]). But how, it may be
such invisible. Moreover, the spirit of prophecy is an
asked, could powdered nard be suitable for anointing?
abiding gift. T o ignore the prophet's counsel is to set
4. If it is a local name it has been suggested that it stands
at nought God's spirit which speaks through him
either for 'OTVIQ-TLKOS (from Opis not far from Babylon) or for
'^i.TxaKiKos (from Psittake on the Tigris). Still more likely
(Is. 3O1). In the same sense Hosea had spoken (9?)
would be Ilttrra, an abbreviation—according to the Scholion on
of the prophet as ' a man of the spirit.' But before
/Eschyl. Pe}'s. 2—of a Persian town nluTetpa ; but we cannot
Ezekiel references to ' the spirit' as in the prophets
be sure that this notice (which according to Stephanus refers
to a Thracian town) is trustworthy.
only occur in Is. 30i Hos. O7 and perhaps Mic. 38.
5. E . N . Bennett (Class. liev., 1890, p. 319) sees in the word an
A prophet so deeply spiritual as Jeremiah avoids the
allusion to the Pistacia Terebinthus, the resin of which, together
term ' spirit' altogether ; it had been associated too
with other sweet scents (e.g., ^dKuapov, cp BAL.M, INCE.VSE),
long with frenzy and marvel.
was mixed with the oil of nard. Dioscorides says {Mat. Med.
1 iji) of the TTima.Kt\ ; yevvdTai he Kal ev 'lovtaic^Ka*. 'i.vpia /cal ev
The following are the chief points in the exilic and
Ki^7rpfi>, its resin is ev<ii^y\s, irpoex^ei Se irao'uiv TUiv p-t)TLfiav (he
post-exilic conception of spirit. It is an official
•Je-^i.ritjes nard in I 6f.). Bennett, therefore, thinks that vdpBos
mcrTaKTis is intended.
According to H d n . ii. 4L'.S 24, a n d
rt y J.
charisma, speaking, e.g., habitually in David
Stephanus, TO. i/ziTm/cta would be another form of TO. iricrTaKia,
and fitting the Messiah for the
the fruit of the jrKTTaKTj, which Hdn. (1. 315 i'..) derives from the
nuances. (2S.
discharge of his duties (Is. 112), conferring
town
'^ITTa.KI).
wisdom on judges and martial vigour on warriors (Is.
6. '^'j.-.\-\e(ZNT]J', 1902, pp, 169-171) explains rrKniKos from
286).
It is characteristic of P that he attributes it only
the Latin name nardus spicata : the participle spicatus could be•^ome in vulgar Latin s/>icitus, just zis probatus heca.me probitus
to Joshua, who receives it in increased measure by the
and vocatus vocitus {\Lcn\^dt\, Itala u. I'ltl^ata, p. 296, cp 283
imposition of Moses' hands (Nu. 2 7 i 8 / Dt. Sig). It
[1869, l'-^' 1375], and, more fully, Collectanea pliitidogica, 221-223
is to dwell in the midst of the people as a ' new spirit'
{i%gi\ = ZU 'T, 1877, pp. 409-412) ; next spicitiis was transformed
into TTLfTTiKos. T h e supposition however is not easy ; for as late
(Ezek. 36 z6 Sf.), and to be poured out from on high on
as the second half of the second Christian century we find Galen
land and people (Is. 3215). Thefulfilment of this promise
taking the word over into Greek in the form o-iriKaTa.
is assumed in Ps. 51II [13] 14310; cp Neh. 9=0. Twice ^
The ' nardus spicata' of (Ital. and) Vg. is inteljligible when we
it is called the holy spirit, Ps. 51ri [13] and Is. 6310.
remember tbat the nard-plant—which indeed is called vap&6(XTaxys, spica nardi—resembled in shape an ear of corn.
in which latter passage it is personified (cp Eph. 430),
K. M.—\V. T. T . - D . , i. ; P. W. S., ii.
and twice ' t h e good spirit' (Neh. Oao Ps. 143ici). It
is a cosmic power, producing order (Gen, I2) and
SPINNING.
See L I N E N , W E A V I N G .
fertility (I3. 3215). It is the principle of all-pervading
SPIRIT (H-n, rudh, fem. about seventy-three, masc.
energy (Is.34i6) and omnipresence (Ps. I397). It is
about thirty-two times: in (5 HNeyMA, ^^NGMOC,
the voOs or inteUigence of Yahw6 (Is. 4013), not as in
earlier writers his essence.
Finally, in a very late
1. M e a n i n g
TTNOH, C T O M A , A o r o c , 4)eerM<\,
passage, it is the breath of life which God imparts, and
yyxH,
KApAiA, eyMoc.
NOYC.
which at death returns to him (Eccles. 1 2 / ; cp Job'JTj
Op|-H, O A Y N H , 4)pONHCIC, BOHOeiA, (})COC. Mepoc).
334 34 1 4 / Ps. 1 0 4 = 9 / )• C p F L E S H .
W. E. />.
orit^Mnally 'wind.' and so the point of the compass
In discussing the N T use of TrveDpia., the question
from which the wind blows. In poetry, w hich no doubt
is complicated by the employment of other words,
represents ancient usage, the storm wind is the breath of
Yahwe's mouth or nostrils (e.g.. Ex. 158 10 Ps. IS 16 [15]),
3. Contrasted especially of/jyc/is, ifivx^, soul, to deand since the commotion of nature is a sign of his disthe interior part of man, whereas
with <ra.pi- note
pleasure, the rdcUi of Yahwe becomes synonymous with
crdp^, flesh, is the single word to denote
his wrath (Is. 44 59i9 Zech. 68 J o b 4 9 1630). T h e i-ndh
the material part. As a general thing both words are
or spirit of a man is his disposition, his mental state ;
used with reference to the contrast between the spiritual
he may be ' depressed in spirit,' ' of a proud spirit,' ' of
and the material part, and both words are ennobled by
a patient spirit' (Prov. Ill 1 8 / Eccles. 78). It is natural
this contrast. When Jesus speaks of the value of the soul
to compare the wind, invisible itself but visible in its
(fvx-ri: Alt. I626), and contrasts it with the comparative
effects, with the mental disposition displaying itself in
unimportance o f t h e body (Mt. IO28), and Paul advises
mien and action.
Just in the same way Aeschylus,
the delivering over of the flesh to destruction, in order
describing the changed mind of Agamemnon says that
that the spirit (irneB/ia) may be saved ( i Cor. 5 5), they are
he 'blew an impious veering gale of mind' [(ppevbs
both evidently using different words for the same thing.
7rv4wv dvaae^ij rpoTxaiav, Ag. 217).
And apart from the Pauline epistles and two passages
In a vcr\ early passage, Gen. 63, nidhdenoies the divine
in the epistles of James and Jude respectively (Ja. 815
substance or nature, not necessarily immaterial, but far
Jude 19), these words are used in the same way to
removed from the weakness of mortal flesh. By intere.xpress the contrast between the spiritual part of man
marriage of the ' sons of God ' or angels with women, a
and material things, but are not contrasted with each
portion of this divine spirit has passed to their descendother. But Paul found it necessary to e.xpress this
ants, and therefore Yahwe declares, * My spirit shall
contrast not only in terms of the spiritual and the
not continue (?).for ever in man, since he is only flesh,'
material, but also of the spiritual and the natural
and shortens the span of human life to 120 years. ^ But
( i Cor. 214), and for this purpose he uses the elsewhere
though the spirit or invisible power of God was not
synonymous words, pneuma and psyche.
proper to man, it descended upon the heroes of Israel
The psyche is the vital or spiritual part of the natural
and endowed them with superhuman energy. It fell on
J [Not counting Wi^d. O17, cp "22, where wisdom (ir t h e
Othniel (Judg. 310); on Jephthah (1129); on Samson
enlarged sense n.ntural to an orthodox b u t Hellenised Tew) is
^ On this passage cp NEPHILIM, § 1.
traced to ' thy holy spirit.']
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2. T h e adjective TTnTT-iKdy occurs with the meaning 'convinci n g ' and also 'haviiii^ the power of persuading' (Plato, Gorg.
4S5 A ; Diog. Laert. 437 ; Dion. Hal., ed. Reiske, 6 6 3 1 ; Theophrast, in Aristot. opera mctaph., ed. Sylburg 253, ed. Brandis,
309), though in almost every instance of its occurrence the
variant TreiOTttcds is preferred (Bekker and Stallbaum on P l a t o "
Lob. on Soph. Aj. 151); in later times it means, when used of
l)er-;oiis, 'faithful,' ' r e l i a b l e ' (Liicke on J n . I 2 3 , Index to
(_"e Ireiius). If, therefore, we adopt the translation ' g e n u i n e '
(.Mij>er on M k . ) ^ a n d such a meaning is conceivable—wemust
suppose that tlie word is used rather freely, just as in commercial
IatT..;uaLCe, for instance, attributes which more often applv only
to pjrsons are not infrequently used of goods. Pliny (I-lN xii.
26, § 43) mentions that in commerce nard was apt to be adulterated liy admixture of pseudonardus, a plant resembling it.
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man, and the pneuma is the new part brought into
activity wlien the supernatural man begins
4. Pauline j^j^ career with the entrance of the divine
usage.
pneuma- Pauldoesnotstatc this expressly;
but it appears from his introduction of the human coincidently with the divine pneuma (cp Rom. 8 lo 16 with
the rest of the passage 1-27. And see i Cor. 617 19, t p
14-17 w ith rest of passage). It is e\ident from the passage
in I Cor. that pneuma is not to be identified with nous.
the intelligence, in Ront. 723, where it is used interchangeably with the ' inner man,' which rebels against
the sin of the outer man. That faculty, the S|iirit, is
the organ evidently of the Hoi)' .Spirit, and deies not
appear in the apostle's account of the situation until
the entrance of the Holy Spirit whieh removes the
disability discussed in our passage, Rom. 81-9, cp a.
1016. The faculty which ineft'ectually rebels against
sin in the natural man is the mind. It is very much
as if the apostle had said that when he sinned e\en in
the natural man, he knew better, and his intelligence
rebelled against it, but ineffectually, beeause the \ay
orEjans of action were the seat of sin. But the inner
man after the coming of the Spirit is spirit, which is
freed from the bondage of the flesh.
We must not think, hoHe\er, of the human spirit as
the essential factor in the new man according to Paul.
„, -.. .
The essential factor is the Divine
S
t""^^ Spirit, who effects deliverance for the
P''^' •
nian not by creating or awakening a
new f.iculty in him. but by coming himself to dwell
in him. That is the reason «hy it is the Holy Spirit,
not the human spirit, that is constantly brought
into contrast with the flesh in Paul. This has led
to the statement that the apostle does not speak of
a human spirit. But the use, while infrequent, is
sufficiently distinct. The human spirit is evidently the
part in which, and upon which, the Holy Spirit works,
and through which it controls the man, but which has
no office except in connection with the Divine Spirit.
Without the Divine Spirit it is like ears in a soundless
world. The real agent in substituting holiness instead
of sin in man is God, not man. What is this Divine
Spirit? The answer is not always the same. In the
earlier Jewish literature, it is an emanation from the
One God through which he performs various offices—
e.g., creation—but especially that of inspiring in man
the knowledge and skill needed for his work.
In
general we may say, that whenever God is represented
as a diffused presence, he is represented as working
through the spirit. And in no pre-Pauline writings is
there any indication that the impersonal use is departed
from. But in Paul, and Jn. especially, there is the
beginning of the later doctrine of the Spirit as a distinct
entitv. quasi-personal, in God. He is to God what the
spirit is in man (i Cor. 2 1 0 / ); but in God this is objectified, represented as a distinct personality (Rom. 827
Gal.35Jn.l426 I613).
There is a distinct difference, however, between the
Pauline and the Johannine theology in the doctrine of
6. Pauline
^ P ' " ' ' ^" in
^°'}}'
' "'^
'^T"^'^?
T,
. and "ofj ^ .immanence
God,^ 'the
one through
Johannine
.
^ j j ,1 •
•
whom God dwells m men, conveying
age con- ^^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ truth, not in the external
way by which men communicate with
each other, and which has no power of enforcement or
persuasion sufficient to beget in men the spirit of holiness, but internally and with regenerative power. And
in both especially he conveys to men the grace of which
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Christ is the author. But in Paul, he is the principle
not only of immanence, but of incarnadon. In Jn. it
is the Logos, the W'ord of God, who is incarnate in
Christ. The thought is borrowed from the Alexandrian
philosophy, whieh represents God as creating various
natural products out of the ideas of thc same in his
mind. These ideas are endowed with life and creative
power, so that (iod creates not only out of them, but
through theni. liesides these individual ideas, there is
the colleeti\e idea of tlie universe as a whole, the Logos,
or Word, which is also vested with a life and quasipersonalit)' of its own. The incarnation of this in the
Son of Gml is thus only the final form of the incarnation
which is the generative idea of the Logos. The Spirit,
on thc other hand, is in In. the principle of imnianenee.
If we go back to the philosophy from which the l.'>yos
i(le:i is derived, the Logos is the thought of lind,
distinctly a principle of ine.irnation. But the Pneuma
is the Spirit in which the thought is generated, and this
is as obviously a principle of immanence. .All this is
distinctly different finin Paul's tliought. He has no
Logos doctrine, which is a thought derived from
Alexandrianism, and Paul is not an Alexandrian. He
declares himself a zealous Pharisee, and opposed to any
attempt to translate religion Into the terms of philosophy
(Gal. 114 I Cor. 117-31).
But Pharisaism and Alexandrianism are at opposite poles of thought, and
Alexandrianism is an attempt to philosophise religion.
And yet I'aul teaches the pre-existence of Jesus and his
sharing in the work of creation (Phil. 25-11 i Cor. 86).
What then is the principle of incarnation in Christ ?
It cannot be God himself, as P.aul distinguishes between
God and the Lord Jesus Christ. On the other hand,
whilst there is only one passage which has the appearance of distinguishing Christ from the Spirit (2
Cor. 1314), there are many passages which seem to
identify them. In the first place, the indwelling of
Christ, his mystical union with the believer, is exchanged frequently for an indwelling of the Spirit.
Then the Spirit is called the Spirit of Christ, and Jesus'
divine Sonship is attributed to the Holy Spirit. He is
the Son of God on that side of his being, as he is Son
of David on the side of the flesh (Rom. I 3 / ) .
And
finally it is distinctly said that the Lord is the Spirit
(aCor. 3 i 7 / ) .
Now, it is not as if this was unexpected. If Jesus
was in anv way pre-existent, and that pre-existence
antedated creation, and he had =. share in creation,
then he is in some way an incarnation of the Divine.
And in the Jewish theology the only Divine principle
remaining, after eliminaUng God himself as expressly
excluded, and the Alexandrian Logos as ruled out by
Paul's opposition to Alexandrianism, is the Spirit of
God. In Paul, therefore, the incarnation is of the
H o l y Spirit.
'
E- ?• GT h e O T Theologies of Schultz and Smend, and the N T
Theologies of B. Weiss and Holtzmann ; Kunig, OJfenbamngsbegriff des A T 1 87-210 ; Giesebrecht, Be7. L i t e r a t u r e , rufsbegabuns:
der A'Tlichen
Propheten,
zi^ff. -, H . Wendt, Die Begrijfe Fleisch u.
Geist im biblischen Sprachgebrauch (1878); A. Westphal, t hair
et esprit (Toulouse, 188O ; Liidemann, Die Anthropologic cles
A/>. Paulus (1872); Pfleiderer, Paulinism
( E T , 2 vols.);
Cremer, PJ!£,m
art. ' G e i s t ' ; Gunkel, Tlie irirkungen
des
heil Geistes (1888), 5-62 ; J. Koeberle, Natur u. Geist, nach
der -4ufpassungdes AT(ic)cx>); F. C.Porter, ' T h e Yecer Hara,
a Study in the Jewish Doctrine of Sin,' Biblical and
Semitic
Studies (New York, 1901), where note criticism of Pfleiderer s
interpretation of Paul's conception of spirit and.flesh. See also
SPIRITUAL GIFTS.

W . E . A., § 1 / ; E. P. G., §§ 3-6.
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CONTENTS
Interpretation of tongue-speech (§ 15).
Speaking with tongues : what? (§ 8).
Definition (§ i).
Diffusion a n d cessation of tongue-speec
Tongues not foreign languages (§ g).
XapLcrpa I what? (§ 2).
and prophecy charisms (§ 16).
Acts 2 1-13 and Mk. 16 17 (§ 10).
Delimitation of field (§ 3).
11).
Popular view of spiritual charisms (§ 17).
Tongues not archaic expressions
Classification (§ 4).
Discerning of spirits (§ iB).
N o t figurative (§ 12).
Charisms other than that of speech (§ 5).
Paul's view of spiritual charisms (§ 19),
Tongue, the bodily organ (§ 13)' W i s d o m ' and ' k n o w l e d g e ' ; 'exhorting
Conclusion (§ 20).
Tongue =tongue.speech ( | 14).
(§6).
Literature
(§ 21).
* P r o p h e c y ' (§ 7).
aptitudes which Timothy, as a bearer of ecclesiastict
' Spiritual Gifts
is a comprehensive name for all
office, possesses, or ought to possess : ' neglect nc
those extraordinary and often directly miraculous powers
the charism that is in t h e e ' ( i Tim. 414) ; ' I put tht
of which we learn, chiefly from i Cor.
1. Definition.
in remembrance that thou stir u p the charism of Go
124-11 28-30 Rom. 123-8, that they were
which is in thee ' (2 Tim. 16).
possessed by many Christians of the apostolic age, and,
[c) For us the technical meaning of the word is firs
according to Paul, had their origin in a speciftc operamet with in Paul.
At the same time, we may at lea;
tion of the Holy Spirit, which has for its object the
be certain that Paul did not invent it when he was com
profit of the church.
posing his epistles : for he employs it in his writing
When in i Cor. 12 6 the ' w o r k i n g s ' (evepyrjp^aTa) are assigned
to God, or in v. 5 t h e 'ministrations' (SiaKoviai) brought into
without any explanation, as referring to a matter quit
connection with Christ, we are not to see in this a n y real
well known.
There remains a possibility that he ma
departure from the regular attribution of the spiritual gifts to
have coined the expression, in the course of his observa
the Holy Ghost. The phrase in z'. 5—'diversities of ministrations
tions of the extraordinary endowments intended by it
but the same Lord,'is simply another expression of the purpose for
which the gifts are given—the common good o f t h e church ; for
while engaged in his missionary labours. W e may we]
he who serves the church serves Christ who is the Lord of the
venture upon such a conjecture, seeing that the idea c
church, or, according to another way of putting it, who is t h e
grace [charts) is so specially prominent with Paul
soul of the church which is his body (12 12 f).
T h e phrase in v. 6
on the other hand—' diversities of workings but the same God '—
Yet the expression can also have sprung into existenc
is appropriate in so far as by the ' workings' in question we are
in the Christian churches without the agency of Paul.
to understand according to v. 10 'workings of powers,' or of
X o one of the three leading passages relating ti
miracles (ei/epy^/xara hvvdp.etMv), of which one mo^t readily
thinks of God as the author. They are nevertheless attributed
spiritual gifts in the writings of Paul, as given abov
precisely in the next verse(7'. 11) to the Holy Spirit, a conclusive
proof that no real distinction ought to be drawn here between
3 Delimita- ^^ ^*' ^ ^ " '^^^'^^ ^° ^ ^ ^ complet
him and God as the author of these workings.
+•
f fi IH account, a n d it therefore remains un
certain whether even all three togetlie
T h e word charisma in this connection is plainly used
make mention of everything which Paul reckoned to thi
in a narrow technical sense,
[a) T h a t the thought of
category.
(a) Nevertheless the attempt must b
the grace of God as being the source
2. Literal
made, with the help of these three principal passage
from which the bestowal of a charis7na
meaning
and other subsidiary ones, to form to ourselves som
comes is still ver}' vividly realised is shown
of \d.pi(r\La.
conception of the range of the phenomenon in question
by Rom. \26 : ' having gifts (charisms),
' P r o p h e c y ' (Trpo(ftr)Teta) is t h e only charism that is actuall
differing according to the grace that was given to u s '
named in all three passages ; but in effect so also is ' teachin;^
(^X°*''"^5 x^P'-^f^^'^^ Kara TX]V X'^P'-^ '^^^ Bodetaav rjpuv
(SiSacr/caAta), if we permit ourselves to regard the ' word L
Sidcpopa).
wisdom' (Ao-yo? tro^ias), and t h e ' word of knowledge' (A
yi/wo-ecos), of i Cor. 12 8 taken together as identical with ' teach
In the only N T passage where charistna (xapicpa) is coupled
ing,'—a view which is favoured b y 14 26 ( ' t e a c h i n g ' [StSavTj
with the adjective ' spiritual' {nvevp.aTLK6v), the technical sense
co-ordinated with 'revelation, tongue, interpretation' [OTTC
is, as it happens, a b s e n t ; in Rom. 1 11 it does not mean a n y
Kakvij/LSt yXoiCtra, epp-riveCa]), whilst in 14 6 ' knowledge
special aptitude posse>sed b y Paul, b u t a gift (in the way of
[yviacrts] also is found co-ordinated with ' teaching' (5t5ax^
instruction, encouragement, consolation, or the like) which h e
as well as ' tongues, revelation, pruphecy ' (yAuJo-o-at, anoKaXvipv
hopes to be able to confer upon the Romans in the course ofhis
visit, even if ' s p i r i t u a l ' (wvevpaTiKov) expresses the thought
7rpof/)7)Teia), so that only the * word of wisdom' (A670? tro^Ca
that he himself in turn h a s received it from the H o l y Ghost.
seems to be left as synonym for ' teaching' (5t6axv). In bot
Still further removed from the specified meaning of the word
the leading passages in i Cor. ' gifts of healings' (xapCa-par
cliaristna as given above, though again with a passive applicata/j.aTtui'), powers' or ' m i r a c l e s ' (&vvdp.eLs), and 'diversities 1.
tion (gift that is conferred), are the applications of it which we
tongues ' (yevi) yXojcrcriiiv), occur in addition to the other concepi
find in Rom. 6 23 (eternal life the charisma,
not of the H o l y
already mentioned. Rom. has with the first passage in i Co
Ghost but of God), in 11 29 (the charismata of God^^the favours
(12 5) nothing but ' ministry' (SiaKovCa) in common, but in th:
bestowed by God upon his people Israel a s enumerated in
first passage, as well as in i Cor. 16 15, this word seems to hai
9 4yC), in 2 Cor. 1 11 (without TOV ©eoO : the charisma of Paul's
a more extended application than in Rom. 12 7 ; with the secon
deliverance from deadly d a n g e r ) ; so also in Rom. 615^? where
passage in i Cor, (12 28-30) Rom. has in substance but one concei
the justification of sinful man is the charisma of God and Christ.
in common—on the assumption, that is to say, that we ma
The word denotes the whole aggregate of God's benevolent
identify the TrpdicrTdpevos (' he that ruleth ') with him who hi
operation in the universe in the single passage outside of t h e
the gift of ' government' (Kv^epvrja-is). Peculiar to the fir
N T , and the Church Fathers in which it is known to occur
passage in i Cor. (12 4 - i i ) a r e ' faith, discerning of spirits'{Trt'o-Tt
(Philo, Legis allegor. 824 end, 1103 ed. Mangey : ' A l l things
StaKpto-ts TTvevp^aTbiv), and * interpretation of tongues' (ipprtvei
in the uni\'erse, and the universe itself, are the donation and
y\iiia-au}v) ; to the second (12 28-30) the concepts ' apostle ' (dir
benefaction and gift of G o d ' (5o)pea Kal evepyeirta *cal xdpi(Tp.a
o-ToAos), and ' helps ] (avTiX-^pij/ets) ', and to Rom. ' ad monishin^
®eov TO. navra ocra ev Kocrpno Kol avTOS b K6(Tp.os ea-Tiv).
(irapaKaKiov), ' giving' (p-eTaStSovs), a n d ' showing mercj
(e\eiov).
(b) Very sharply distinguished from these uses is the
(b) E p h . 4 i i and Justin, Dial. 39, can be adduce
technical sense in which the word is employed, whether
only as secondary authorities, so long as it is with th
in the pl. (Rom. 126 i Cor. I 2 4 3 1 ; and, with the
addition of ' h e a h n g s ' [lapLaTOJv], 1292830), or in the apostolic age that we are dealing.
E p h . (on its date see col. 3120, n. 3) noticeably enumerat
sing, with a. negative {1 7 : ' s o that ye come behind in
offices only, not charisms. Of these Paul had already namt
no charisma'), or in a distributive sense ( i Pet. 4 i o :
the 'apostles,' ' p r o p h e t s , ' and 'teachers,' and also the 'pastor
' according as each has received a charisma ' ; cp i Cor.
(•rroLp.eves), if the.se are to be taken as equivalent to the ' ruler
(TrpoL(TTdp.evoL) of Rom. 12 8. Peculiar to E p h . are the ' evang
7 7 : ' e a c h m a n hath his own charisma from G o d ' ) .
lists' (evayyekttTTaC), on whom see M I N I S T R Y , § 39 rt ^. '
In just the same way, in the technical sense, the disthe gifts enumerated b y Paul Justin has only ' h e a l m g ' (ia<xo,
tributive singular of ' g r a c e ' (x^pts) stands in connection
and ' teaching' (SiSaa-Ka\Ca). What he designates ' understan
ing ' (a-iivea-Ls), may safely be identified with ' wisdom * (tro^io
with the plural ' gifts' (SbpLara), in Eph. 4 7 / : ' unto each
and his ' s t r e n g t h ' (la^u?) perhaps with 'power* (Svvapis),
one of us was the grace given according to the measure
he attributes ' strength ' (tcrx"?) to Moses (Dial. 87) T h e ne
of the gift (dujpeds) of Christ.
"NATierefore he saith
elements in his list are ' c o u n s e l ' (^ODATJ), 'foreknowledg
H e gave gifts (dbpiara) unto men.' Not till we reach
(np6yi'uja-ts), which answers only in a very limited degree to tl
' p r o p h e c y ' (jrpo^ijTeta) of Paul, and ' fear of God * (AriSo? ©eoi
the Pastoral Epistles do we find the sing, charism
(x^J-pi-o-p-a), used comprehensively to denote all the Four ofhis seven concepts—'understanding'(o-ui/eo-ts) 'counst
(^ovKri), ' s t r e n g t h ' (itrxv's), a n d 'fear of G o d ' ((/>6j3os ©ecu)
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Justin has taken direct from Is. 11 2f. (!!i, where, according to
his interpretation (Pial. S7), are enumerated the seven powers
of the Holy Spirit which were all of them to rest upon Jesus
from his baptism onwards, whilst the saints of the O T and
Christians never receive more than one or a few of them. In Is.
wc find, besides the four words already gi\'en, 'wisdom' (ero^ia),
'knowledge' (•j-i'wtns), and ' p i e t y ' (evae^eia).
It is plainly
with reference to knowledge (yvunns), that Justin speaks of
foreknowledge (Trpoyvtoa-Ls)^ for he layS stress upon the argument
that in his time 'prophetic charisms' (irpoijyrjTLKd ynpLapara)
are still found among Christians, and that thus the CH' uifi of
prophecy—by which he understands merely [ir^'diitiun uf luiure
gyeiits—has passed over to tbe followers of Cluist {Pial. t'>j,
begin.).

(c) It will be noticed that in all the enumerations
almost no reference whatever is made to the viiiius that
are looked for in every Christian.
l'"vcn ' miin.stiy '
(SiaKovia), 'giving' [pLeTaSidovai), 'showing mercy
(fXfai'K are enumerated only on the assumption that
they have risen to a pitch that is not attainable by
everv Christian. The extraordinary character, rising
in many cases to the level of the miraculous, which has
been noted in § i as the first criterion of charisms in
tiie technical sense, is thus preserved. All the less
have we any occasion to lay stress on the ' fear of
God,' which Justin has merely taken from Isaiah,
or to extend in an analogous way the limits of our
category in the direction in which this would be permissible, if one elected to pay heed only to the second
criterion (see § i)—that they are attributed to the
agency of the Holy Spirit—and, further, to take it as
one's guiding principle that according to Paul the whole
new life of the Christian, with all its ^•irtues, is a work
ofthe Holy Spirit (Gal. 522/".: love, joy, peace, etc.).
It would therefore be a mistake to accept the limits for
our present concept, as these are laid down by Weinel
(below, § 21), who in fact writes not about the ' gifts,'
but about the operations, of the Spirit. T o these of
course belongs the ethically good state of the will, treated
of by Weinel (149-161), with all its effects ; it does not
belong to the order of charisms.
(d) There is still another element included by Weinel
which we for our part must exclude. The receiving of
revelations—apart from the subsequent reporting of
them—or the power to endure martyrdom (or even
ascetic privations) may be traced back to the Holy
Spirit, and may also possess the note of the extraordinary in a ver)' high degree, yet they ought not to
be reckoned to the number of the charisms because they
lack the third criterion—that of utility for the life of the
church.
This criterion must have had very great importance in Paul's
view; for not only does he in i Cor. 127 142-33 make it the
chief goal of his entire discussion of the charisms (although he
has been led to the mention of them, not by this thought but by
that ofthe unity of the Holy Spirit), but also in Rom. 12 6-8 the
same goal is set before him, although the occasion is in like
manner different, namely, the thought of the unity of the church
notwithstanding the diversity of its members. One is not entitled
to suppose that the profit of the church is only an application of
the charisms which Paul would like to see made, not a constitutive element in the concept itself. So far from that being the
case, this criterion is for the apostle so important, that he would
refuse to reckon to the number of charisms in the technical sense
of which we are now speaking, any phenomenon which yielded
no advantage for the community at large.

(e) For this reason we must hesitate before including
in the category in question one manifestation which
Paul himself expressly designates by the name of
charisma. In i Cor. 7 6 / he wishes that all were unmarried as he himself is, but does not set this up as a
positive command, ' because each man hath his own
gift from God, one after this manner and another after
that.'
It would be a mistake to believe that Paul here intends to
contrast a charis7na of marriage with a x'^pio-jU.a ey/cpareiay (as,
following 7 9, we may designate the other side of the comparison) ; for in this whole section h e regards marriage, and the
intercourse of the sexes in marriage, not as a good in itself, but
only as a preservative against evil (7 2 5 g). Rather must we
take a.s the antithesis to the \dpi<Tp.a eyKpaTeCas some one or
other of the charisms enumerated in chap. 12. Paul, however,
would hardly have arrived at such a co-ordination if for his own
personal calling the unmarried condition had not carried with it
a direct and obvious utility for the churches under his care—
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that, namely, of leaving him freer for the preaching of the gospel
and pecuniarily less dependent on the churches, in which freedom
^?S-'" iP^"
?^ ^^ discerned a great advantage for the exercise
ot his othce, and specially for the assertion and establishment of
his authority (i Cor. 7 3 2 / 9i2<^i5-i8 2 Cor. 11 7-12). When,
therefore, ht; speaks of the umnarried condition as a charism, he
will, broadly speaking, be thinking of himself and of those in a
like position with himself. Otherwise we should have expected
him to class as charisms also other forms of asceticism, such as
abstinence from certain kinds of food, or voluntary poverty • but
this he never does.

After defining the field our next task must be a
classification of the charisms of so very various kinds.
4. Classification. i^\ ^* "n.^^ht seem as if Paul himself
had undertaken it when, in the first
of the three leading passages (i Cor. 11^4-6), before
going into details, he sets up these three great
categories—'charisms' (xapla-p-aTa), 'ministries (5(aKoviat), and ' w o r k s ' (4i'<ipyi]p.aTa).
If, however, we decide to takfj Lhe-^i^ verses as setting forth a
strict arrangement, we shall have lo believe that in thedetailed
enumeration mm'. 7-11, where cLtcli charism is traced back to
the Holy S|)ii-ic, only the first of the three great categories
has been specifiually dealt with, since the second and third of
these—'ministries' (SLaKOvCai), and ' w o r k s ' (evepy^/xara)—are
brought into connection not with the Holy Spirit but wiih
Christ,_or God. This again, however, would not be in accordance with V. 10, where ' works ' [' of powers '] (evepy^para [5vvdpetMiv]), are included in this detailed list; and in Rom. 12 7 the
' ministries' (SiaKOvCai) belong to the charisms (xapiapaTa).
Thus 'charism,' 'ministry,' and ' w o r k ' (xdpia-pa, SiaKovia, and
evepyr}p.a), are only three diff'erent names for all, or at least many
of these gifts, and they are chosen with conscious reference to
the three modes of divine revelation. The most comprehensive
would seem to be, according to z'. 6, ' work' (evepyripa), (God
worketh all things in all); according to Kom. 126 'charism'
(xapLo-p-a); in i Cor. 16 15 ' m i n i s t r y ' (SiaKOvia) is used also in
a very comprehensive sense.

(b) Within the detailed enumeration made in i Cor.
128-IO a classification might seem to be hinted at by
Paul himself, when he uses ' other' (dWip) six times and
' different' (eT^pip) twice ; for ' different' [Hepos) may
mean 'ofanother kind,' whilst ' o t h e r ' (liXXos) signifies
merely ' not identical.'
In that case, however, we should have to subsume under the
fixed confidence or ' faith' (TTCO-TIS, V. Q), which is introduced by
the first ' diff'erent' (eTe'/ioi), not merely the gift of healing and
the power of working miracles (which would be suitable enough),
but also ' prophecy ' and ' discerning of spirits ' (which would not
suit at all).
O t h e r ' and ' diff'erent' are thus used only for the
sake of variety, not with the intention of expressing a
difference.

(c) Any attempt to find a suggested classification in
the omission of the particle ' and ' (Bi) in many instances
also breaks down.
In V. 10 the second and third Se are put in brackets by W H .
If in these two cases the particle is taken as genuine, then each
' other' (aAAo)) is accompanied by Se, and ' dififerent' (erepcy) in
both cases is without i t ; the classification would then be the same
as under (b). If both are deleted, 'discerning of spirits' as one
principal division would be separated from ' prophecy ' as another
principal division, although unquestionably the two are not more
widely separated than 'interpretation of tongues' from 'kinds
of tongues' (1429). Thus we should have to reject the first of
the two 6e' and retain the second (so Bern. Weiss.). For this,
however, the authorities give not the slightest warrant, for in
both cases the evidence is almost exactly the same for the retention and also, on the other hand, the same for the deletion.

(d) Thus all that remains for us is to attempt some
sort of classification from the nature of the case. The
points that seem clearest are these : (i) to the ' works
of powers ' (evepyrip-ara dvvdp.eu}v) of 1 Cor. 1210 28 belong the 'charisms of healing' [xapiap-ara iap.dT(*}v) of
vv. 928 which were invariably regarded as miraculous,
and the ' faith ' (TrtVris) of v. g since, in 132. it is spoken
of as able to remove mountains. (2) To the ' ministry'
(dtaKovia) of Rom. 1'27 belong certainly the ' givings'
(p-eTadLdbvai) and 'showing mercy' [^\edv) of 128,
and the ' h e l p s ' [dvTiKx)p.\peLs) of i Cor. I228. This,
if we take BiaKovta in a narrow sense. In a widersense of the word there is a ' ministry of the word'
[ScaKovia TOV \6yov, Acts 64). and in the sense in which
the word appears to be used in i Cor. 1615 other gifts
also might easily be included under it. as Stephanas had
rendered useful service in the guidance of the church at
Corinth as well. Yet (3) it is better to regard the governments ' [Kv^epvr}<7€is) of i Cor. I228 as forming an inde4758
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favourable sense, it always indicates with him the
pendent main division, to which of course the ' governor'
content, not the manner, of the knowledge.
This
(irpdCisTdndios) of Rom. 128 will belong. Most amply
circumstance, however, cannot alter anything in the
subdivided (4) is the gift of the ' w o r d ' ; 'word of
wisdom' [\6-yosc70<plas), 'ofknowledge' (Xoyosyyciicsecos), fact that in our leading passage it is paraUel with
gnosis, and here, accordingly, like the other, must mean
the first of them (or both of t h e m ) = ' teaching' (SctacTKaXia), or, if it is the product of the charism that is a manner of knowing. T h e r e is nothing to indicate
that the practical, as distinguished from the theoretical,
thought of, = 'doctrine' (diSax-ri) ; see § 3 a. Then there
is meant. On the other hand, the wisdom of tlie world,
is also the ' a d m o n i s h ' (irapaKaXe'iv) of Rom. 128 ; but
also very specially ' prophecy ' (TpocpTjTela) together with which is the opposite of that here intended, exhibits
pretty clearly the feature which would offer a clear
' discernmg of spirits' (diaKpicns -irvevni-Tuiv) and the
contrast -.with gnosis as explained above ; it results from
'kinds of tongues ' (Y^/'T; yXcocialbv) with 'interpretation
of tongues' (eppCTjueia -yXcacxa-uii')- An apostle ( i Cor.intelligent consideration of things. A wisdom which
figures as gift of the Holy Spirit must naturally be the
1228) combines the gift of the word with that of direction
consequence of thd inspiration of that spirit ; but
and of miracle-working (2 Cor. 1212).
nevertheless it can in its style and manner display the
The tirst three classes call for but little remark by way
note of discursive thought and reflection quite as
of explanation. It has elsewhere been shown from the
clearly as gnosis can display that of vision and intuition.
„,
.
sources (see GOSPELS, § 144 ; cp also
Holsten seeks to bring out the contrast in the following way ;
in Paul we have to look more for gnosis in .so far as he visualised
a p a r t f ™ h a t ^ ^ ' ? ; r ' ^ J ' l fv?" '^'^T''''^'
d°«-"
f tV
A
' ° " ' ^ ^""^ °f "^® second century, was
the fundamental conceptions of his entire doctrine on the basis
ot t n e wora. ^j^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^
Christians
of that image of the ascended Jesus which he saw in his vision
near Damascus ; ' wisdom' (irocftta) we find more in Apollos. If
possessed the power of working miracles, and very
this is correct, the so-called pneumatic interpretation of the OT
specially that of driving out evil spirits. It is specially
which believes itself able to arrive at the hidden sense, would
important to observe that the same power is not denied
rather fall to the side of * wisdom' (cro^ta), including the form in
which it is employed by Paul in, for example, such passages as
of those who are not Christians, but only attributed in
I Cor. 9gf. 104 1421^ 2 Cor. 3 13-16 Gal. 421-31. According
their case to the agency of demons. This goes to show
to the Epistle of Barnabas, it is true (10 2 q^I), it appears to be
that some kernel of actual fact in the alleged occurrences
called gnosis. Yet here a vacillation of expression is easily
is undeniable.
possible. It must be added, further, that gnosis in Paul, where
It relates to the region of practice (i Cor. 817 1 0 ^ and doubtless
We may seek to explain these from natural causes, a method
also 3 Cor. 66), is a much simpler notion. It is easily
of explanation that presents no particular difficulty, least of all
conceivable that the application of the word to this region may
in cases of casting-out of devils—i.e-, healings of mental disease^
which, however, often enough will have been onljj temporary in
have had a different course of development from that which it
their effect. We may further take it that the faith which saw
had when regarded as a spiritual gift.
miracles in those really unmiraculous events will, without disThe ' a d m o n i s h ' (rapaica\e1ii) of Rom. 128 belongs
crimination, have attributed to those who produced them perentirely to the practical side. Primarily it means not to
formances also of such a nature as would really have been
irreconcilable with the laws of nature. The collection to be comfort but to e.xhort. Consolation, however, is not,
found in Weinel (105-127) shows, however, that the Christian
e.vcluded ; for the literal meaning is to speak to a person.
writers, apart from quite summary accounts, refer, with regard to
It is presupposed that people are in need, not so much
thefirstand second centuries, almost exclusively only to exorcisms,
and attribute miracles of the more pronounced sort to heathen
of instruction as of the effort made, whether gently or
sorcerers and to the gnostics (who, in holy horror, are put on the
more strenuously, always in a friendly and tactful manner,
same level with the sorcerers). Exceptions are the legendary
to bring them, by spoken word, to a better disposition
works in which such magical arts, as practised by Simon Magus,
are imitated by Peter or by Peter and Paul with a view to out.
of will or a better frame of spirit.
doing them (see SIMON PETER, § 33^.), or apocryphal Acts of
W e should completely misunderstand ' prophecy'
Apostles, partly of gno-stic origin, the spirit of which is illusshould we suppose its essence to lie in prediction of the
trated by some examples in JOHN, SON OF ZEBEDEE^ § if.,
and in SIMON PETER, § 46.
7 PrODhecv f""""^- This is not wholly excluded ;
'^
' • but it can have had only a very modest
On 'ministry' (ScaccovLo), see DEACON, § 3 ; on 'government'
(Kv)3e'p;o)(7is) and Its development, see MINISTRY, § 9, and subsepart as compared with more important elements in the
quent sections.
idea. These elements are found in i Cor. 14.
The various forms of the fourth class, on the other
(a) According to 143 prophecy produces 'edification,'
hand, demand careful and detailed investigation. Let
•comfort,' and ' c o n s o l a t i o n ' ; according to K. 24 / it
B • W i s d o m ' '^^ begin with the ' word of wisdom'
can penetrate so deeply as to lay bare the secrets of the
and
(Xi57oso-o0io!) and'wordyfknowledgfi'
hearts of strangers a n d constrain them t o confess
that the spirit of God speaking in the prophet has rightly
' k n o w l e d g e ' ; *^^T'" 7!"i<re«5) ' ? 1 Cor. 128. It is
obvious from the first that the two are
disclosed what was passing within them. Accordingly,
' exhorting.' very closely related; for in 2 7-16 ' know' prophecy
would seem to be distinguished from the ' word
(yivcicTKeiv) figtu'es as the verb to which the substantive
of wisdom' (\iyos iro</>£as) and the ' word of knowledge'
' wisdom' [cyo<j>ia) corresponds.
If. notwithstanding, (\j70s yvciaecas) in this, that it is preaching of a purely
the two must be regarded as characteristically distinct
practical kind, often not unlike the addresses at a revival
in our leading passage, the difference accordingly is
meeting. Yet, according to vv. 31 and ig, the hearers
hardly to be sought in their differing contents, but rather
also learn (/jmvffdiiec.11) and are instructed (KaTTjxeiisffai)
in the way in which the human spirit appropriates the
by it.
Theoretical elements, therefore, cannot b e
same material which is brought before it by each. Now,
wholly absent; the real distinction as compared with
according to 2 Cor. 46 (cp 214), gnosis appears to be
' w i s d o m ' ((ro0ia) a n d ' k n o w l e d g e ' (yi/Qisis) has not
applied to the knowledge of what is perceived in an
yet emerged.
ecstatic condition ; for Paul who had never known Jesus
(b) What is more important to observe is that, accordupon earth can only have seen, in the face of Christ, the
ing to V. 30, it is by a ' revelation' that the prophet is
splendour of God (S6^a is nothing abstract; cp 2 Cor.
led to speak. This feature is in fact so characteristic
37 Lk. 2g Acts " s s i Tim. 616 Rev. 2 I 2 3 / ), in a vision.
that in the enumeration in v. 26 we actually find ' revelaIf, now, gnosis appropriates to itself the impression thus
tion ' (dTTOKaXvxfas) where, alongside of' teaching, tongue,
received and casts it into the form of thought, it follows
and interpretation of tongues' (SiSaxiJ, 7\a<rira, and
from this manner of origination that the mental product
ipHrtvCio, yXiaacrCiv) we should have expected to find
will possess the character of what, in the philosophical
' prophecy' (-icpocp-qTela). In v. 6 also, the two pairs
theory of knowledge, is called intuition. It will thus
are clearly so distributed that the first member of t h e
have the note of immediacy as distinguished from that
one (' revelation') is, if not similar to, at least analogous
which has been reached by the discursive method.
to, the first member of the other ('prophecy') just as
For the explanation of what is meant by ' wisdom'
are the second members of the two pairs (yvunni and
(iro0(o) no such direct hint is given us by Paul. Apart
Sc-Saxn). Here accordingly is seen what is the really
from passages where the word is used in an unessential distinction between prophecy on the one hand.
47S9
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and wisdom and knowledge on the other ; it lies in the
suddenness and immediacy uf the revelation from which
prophecy proceeds. For we must assume that a prophet
spoke from the basis of such a rc\elation even in those
cases where he hatl received it, not as we find in a. 30,
while the meeting was actually going on, but some time
previously—at home, let us suppose.
(c) On the other hand, prophecy has to be distinguished equally clearly from the ' spe.Tkinj; with
tongues' with which it stands in such close p.xrallelism.
U'hilst that which is spoken in tongue-speech remains
unintelligible until it has been interpreted, the ' prophet'
can be understood by any one (v-c. -^f ) because, during
the time of his speaking, he is guided by his ' understanding' (foOs: V. 14). Therefore, also, it is said of
prophecy (v. 32) that ' the spirits of the prophets are
subject to the prophets,' whilst those who speak with
tongues are at the moment in the ecstatic condition.
(d) Taking all these considerations together, we find
that the prophecy spoken of by P.-iul is entirely similar
to the discourse of the O T prophets. In the O T also
the contents of prophetic discourse are for the most
part of a practical character, yet also informing ; the
origin is sought in « sudden revelation ; the manner of
speech of the OT prophets is quite intelligible. This
holds good of the prophetic discourse so long as it
has not, as in the Book of Daniel, or even in Zechariah
or Joel, passed o^'er into the apocalyptic style, but simply
as we find it in the genuine writings of the older prophets,
not as it is described by such authors as Philo and Justin
for whom the OT prophets are men who speak in a.
completely ecstatical condition and are mere foretellers of
the future.
Perhaps we might even go a step farther
and conjecture that the manner in \\ hich the ' prophets '
of the apostohc age were conscious of receiving their
revelations resembled that of the O T prophets who say,
' The Lord spake to me,' and that the contents of such
a revelation, as in the OT, had reference for the most
part to some concrete detail. Frora what has been said
it will be seen that on the whole the most suitable rendering of ' prophecy ' will be ' inspired address ' or ' inspired
preaching.'
On the later stages of Christian
prophecy

see
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LiTER.^TUEE, §§ 30-33] ; on ' discerning of spirits'
(SioKpuris -itvevpATc^v), see below, § 18.
The discussion of the question of speaking with tongues
has been brought into the state of confusion in which we
8. Speakin? ''"'^ ' ' ^^ '^^ circumstance that investiWith tongues • S^""^^ '^'^•'^ determined to take Acts
the pheno- ' ^^^"'3 ^ their starting-point, and to find
menon itself '^^ t™th of that narrative confirmed in
all circumstances, in other words, supported by Paul. T h e student, however, who is not
prepared to give up the genuineness of the principal
Pauline Epistles (as to which cp G.iL.rriANS, §§ 1-9) is
in duty stringently bound to consider the account of
Paul as the primary one, and discuss it without even a
side glance at Acts, and to reject as unhistorical everything in Acts which does not agree with this account.
f<or will it be permissible to urge th.at Paul's information
may have been defective ; for he himself spoke with
tongues more than they all (i Cor. 1418).
(a) The speaking with tongues was unintelligible
(i Cor. 142 9 II16) and therefore of no use to the church,
unless an interpretation followed (vv. 6 9 17). Paul goes
so far as to say (v. 22) that in a mixed assemblage of
t-hristians and non-Christians it has any purpose at all
only for the non-Christians—namely, to be to them c
sign which, in the context, can only be taken as
meaning a mark of displeasure. True, along with this
he concedes that the speaking with tongues has a value
for the speaker himself, for his edification, namely,
because it is a speaking on behalf of God (OT. 2 4 17 28).
From the latter circumstance, and particularly from v. 2
('no man understandeth'), has been drawn the conclusion that the speaking with tongues was in quite low
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tones.
Against this, however, has to be set the
comparison of tongue-speech with musical instruments
which sive out loud tones, if not individually distinguishable, and with a foi-eign language which is heard but
has not been learned (vv. 7-11), as also the statement
that a stranger must regard the tongue-speaker as ono
out of his mind (:'. 23),
(/') The explanation of the unintelligibility of such
speeches must accordingly be sought in this, that
intelligent thought (i-oCs) had no part in their production
[v. 14). For 'unfruitful' (iSrapTros) in this connection
must mean not 'receiving no fruit' but 'yielding no
fruit.
Now, the antithesis to (' speaking' XaXeij/, or
' p r a y i n g ' •wpotsf.ixnaea.i, or 'singing' x/idWeiy, etc.)
'with the understanding' (rep >'of) in z;z<. 1 5 / is 'with
the spirit' (rcji irvciixaTi), but in v. 19 it is ' in a tongue '
(evy\ci}crcxxi XaXeii/). ' T o be in the spirit' (h irveb/iaTL
efcai), however, is in Rev. 110 42 1/3 2110 the terminus
technicus for the ecstatic state.
Hence the meaning must be that not all tongue-speakers were
ill a position to be able afterwards to explain their utterances
(r'K-. 13 28), and that it is only of the prophets that Paul says
that the spirits speaking through them are well known to be
subject to the will of the prophets and could therefore, when a
new speaker came forward, be silent (?'. 32)—although for Ins
own part Paul enjoins silence (v, 28) al.sn on the speakers with
tongues (on occasions when no interpreter is present). H o w
ecstasy was regarded is well described by Philo (1 ^lof ed.
M a n g e y ) ; only, he supposes he is describing the condition of
the O T prophets (in the widest sense of the word so as to include
all the O T saints) when he says : ' [he is] a sounding instrument
of God, invisibly struck and played upon by him . . . The
understanding that is in us goes abroad when the divine spirit
arrives, and returns home again when the spirit departs ; for it is
not right that mortal and immortal should dwell together'
(op-^cj,vciv 06OU ecrrti/ rwavv, tcpavbp-^vov /cal TC\-C\TT6P.^VOV
aopdria^
ilTc' avToH . . , e^ocKb^ejaL e r ripcv 6 vovs Kara TTJV TOV deCov TTVev/naT09 a<^t^ti', K a r a fie Trjv peTCLv6.cr7o.ucv ainov iraXcv e'caocKc^eTac6efjics y a p OUK ecTi OicrfT'ov a-Ucc-vo-TCa crvvocK-cjoac)-

(c) What the listeners actually heard Paul does not
tell, because it was perfectly w^ell known to his readers.
For us this is unfortunate, since on this point, perhaps
the most important of all, we are thus thrown back
upon conjecture, and many are only too readily inclined
to support their conjectures by reference to .Acts 21-13.
If, as we ought, we hold strictly by i Cor., w e learn
from I414-17 to distinguish between a ' praying' (Trpocrebx^csdac) and a 'singing of psalms' (i/'aXXeti'), whilst
the 'blessing' (ev-Xoyelv), since it occurs in a confirmatory clause, is doubtless to be identified with the latter
or with both, as also 'giving thanks' (eixccpicTTeiv)
with 'blessing' (ebXoyeiv). But what are we to say as
to the nature of these prayers, songs of praise (and
thanksgivings)?
They were unintelligible, and were
spoken in the state of ecstasy ; from this we must
conclude that they consisted either of quite disjointed
sounds, cries, sighs, and the like, or, if of actual words
or short sentences, at all events not of connected ones.
A Christian hstener, who naturally did not, like the
stranger in v. 23, regard the speaker as insane, must
yet have had the impression that he was speaking in a
dreamlike state.
((/) W e may, further, adduce analogies from earlier
and later times. W'hilst the prophets of the best O T
period are clearly distinguished from the speakers with
tongues by the complete intelligibility of their utterances,
the oldest stages of prophecy manifest a strongly
ecstatic character. Cp for example i S. 105-12 I920-24.
These prophets, capable of being brought by music and
sensory stimuli, to dancing and frenzy, stand for their
part in turn quite on the same plane with the pagan
oracle-givers (/iai/reis). In this connection we can
appropriately adduce the description of such persons
(fidvreis) in Plato ( 7 ' m . , 7i.e-72b, Ion, <,-i\b-d), according to which they need an interpreter; only, this
interpreter here bears the name of prophet. Within
Christianity, Montanistic prophecy shares fully the
ecstatic character of the primitive Christian tonguespeech. Of Montanus, for example, Epiphanius.(//(S?-.
484, begin.) has preserved an utterance in which he
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the foreign language in question. If, however, we are
says in the name of God ; ' behold the man is as a lyre
to suppose that the interpreter understands the language
and I play over him like a plectron ; the man sleeps and
in question just as little as the speaker, the interpretation
I wake ; behold, it is the Lord who takes away the hearts
would be a miracle of precisely the same order as the
of men, and gives to men a [another] heart :' [idoi/ b
dvdpojTxos 6)<T€i Xbpa Kdyto ^(pixxxap-ai u^ael xrXrJKrpov b tongue-speech itself, and it would be incomprehensible
how
in V. 28 Paul could have supposed the case that
dvOpojTxos KOLp.dTaL Kayw yp-qyopih. Idov KVpibs iffrtv 6 i^iardvwv Kapdlas dvOpcoxriov Kal didoos Kapblav dvdpibxxoLs). before the beginning of a tongue-speech the speaker
could know that no mterpreter for it was present at the
From recent times we may cite the inspired persons of the
meeting. For the gift of interpretation on such a preWetterau and elsewhere (1714-1749) ; also the second
supposition as that under discussion could nevertheless
stage of Jansenism from 1713 onwards, the Irvingites,
the ' preaching sickness' and * reading sickness * in be quite suddenly bestowed on someone immediately
after the tongue-speech had been made.
Sweden, 1841-1854 {see RESURRECTION, § 36 f), many
cases of somnambulism, also the Quakers, and especi(e) That no one in the meeting, apart from subsequent
aUy and above all the Camisards in the Cevennes^
interpretation, understands tongue-speech {v. 2) would
{1686-1707) ; not, however, the Jumpers and Shakers.
not hold good of those listeners who understood in a
natural wav the foreign language, the temporary use of
(ei The ' kinds of tongues' [yivxj yXoxxawv) of Paul
which had been bestowed upon the tongue-speaker in a
points emphatically to a manifoldness of tongue-speech
supernatural way.
with regard to which \\'e are hardly able to form any
(/) The antithesis between ' (speaking) with a tongue
concrete idea. I n t h e ' p r a y i n g ' [Txpocxevxeadai), 'sing[yX(J>(T(jr\ \XaXelv']) could not be ' w ith the understanding'
i n g ' (i^aWetj/), 'blessing' (eL'\o7e(i'), of i Cor. ]4i4-i7
[vot: soz-. 15) or ' bv way of revelation,' ' of knowledge,'
wc have up to the present point become acf|uainted
'of prophecy,' 'of teaching' (eV dxroKaXvypei, ev yvcoaec,
with two (or three) different kinds of contents of tongueiv Trpo<p7}Teig., ev Sidaxf} : so 7'. 6), but must run : ' to
speech ; but that by no means exhausts the subject.
speak in one's mother's tongue." Of this we find noW'e may perhaps think in addition of such contents as :
where the faintest trace.
communication of a vision received, threatening of
judgment, personal confession, and the like. On the
(g) Finally, the main characteristic feature of tongueother hand the expression ' k i n d s ' iyevri) can also be
spe'ch —^ecstasy—would be completely inexplicable.
taken perhaps as intended to denote differences in the
Wherefore this, if the whole matter is simply to speak
form of the speeches according as they were composed
in a foreign language which one has never learned?
of complete but reciprocally disconnected sentences, of
After all, ecstasy is a psychological condition which
disconnected words, or of single sounds or syllables ;
must have its psychological explanation. But if this
w hether they betokened joy or sorrow, delight or terror,
kmd of speaking can really bring ecstasy with it, why
and so forth.
can it alone do so? One might sa)' : the substance of
these speeches \\ as so exceedingly joyful that it transProceeding now, on the basis of the preceding
ported the speaker to an ecstas}'. But why not also
paragraphs, to a consideration of what is meant by the
the substance of many speeches held in one's mother_
expression 'speaking with tongues,' the
tongue? We should therefore have to s a y : on each
1. J*^??®? first thing to be remarked is that in the
not foreign present connection Acts 21-13 must be set
occasion when a communication was received that
cheered to ecstasy, the speaker was endowed in a
° 6 • aside not provisionally, but definitively.
supernatural
way with the ability to speak in a foreign
Nothing is more certain than that ' t o n g u e s ' (y\u}a<Tai)
language. In that case, however, the counter question,
in the case before us must not be translated ' languages.'
Why not in his mother-tongue? would be difficult to
[a) W'ere the case otherwise the expression '(tospeak)
in a tongue' [yXwa-o-r} [\a\elv]) would be quite impos- put to silence.
sible, although in point of fact it occurs not only in the
(h) The latest defender of the view that foreign
mention of a single speaker (I C o r . l 4 2 4 i 3 y ! 1926/!)—•
languages are intended, .\rthur Wright {see below,
where it might be argued that each individual speaks
§ 21), does so in fact quite differently.
only in one language that is foreign to hini—but also
H e points to ' the liitle prophets of the Cevennes' (1686-1701),
in V. 9 \\ here more than one speaker is in question.
children of three yeans and upwards, who, according to Heath
(Conte7np. RdT)., J a n . 1886), preached .sermonb not only in their
(b) Where unquestionably the languages of foreign
mot her-tongue, but also in good French, often for three-quarters
peoples are being spoken of (i'. 10 f) Paul as it happens
of an hour. ' T h e r e was nothing hysterical or wildly excited
precisely refrains from using ' tongues' (y\w(xo-ai) ; the
about their manner, only they were insensible to pain and
could not be induced to stop.' T h e explanation given is that
word he employs is 'voices' [ipitjual), an unmistakable
they were merely repeating sermons which they had previously
proof that in this connection 'tongues' [yXuxxaai) is
heard delivered b y , g r o w n - u p preachers; their memory was
le.served for a different concept, and with these ' voices'
abnormally stimulated by the excitement of the persecutions.
[(pcovai) the speaking with tongues is only compared,
In like manner, according to Wright, the primitive Christian
tongue-speakers in each case were simply repeating discourses
whilst on the other assumption the two would be
which previously—of course without understanding them—they
identical.
had heard with excited attention, especially in Jerusalem, where
(c) Paul concedes that the speaking with tongues is
at one of the great feasts, for example, a multitude of unknown
languages could be heard. H e lays stress upon the argument
fitted for the private edification of the speaker, and
that ' they who spake with tongues are never said to have given
therefore recommends that this gift should be exercised
utterance to distmctly Christian teaching ' and goes on to say :
in solitude [vv. 41828). Hut that speaking in foreign
'Accustomed to the higher tone of St. Paul and his evangelists
languages should have this result would be indeed
the Corinthians found little profit in these Rabbinic exhortations.' H e thus draws his entire view as to the contents of all
wonderful.
the tongue-speeches from Acts 2 11 {' speaking the mighty works
[d) The interpretation of tongue-speech would not
of God '), instead of the notorious overv-aluation of tongue-speech
have any miraculous character at all, and therefore
in Corinth asserts the opposite, and moreover seems seriously
to believe that all the Corinthian Christians, bond and free
have no claim to be considered a, charism, if it rested
alike, who spoke with tongues had previously at one period or
upon acquaintance on the part of the interpreter with
1 Cp Hilgenfeld, Gh-'ssolalie, 115-136 C1850); Goebel, Ztschr.
fiir hist. Theol. 1854, pp. 267-322, 377-438 ; 1855, pp. 94-160, 327425 : Er'an^. Kirchen-Ztif.
1337, No. 54-56, 61 f. \ Hohl,
Truchstdcke <-ius . . . hr-ing, 1S3Q ; Cifir^h^nt, Life of
h''ing,
T-.62 ; Joh. Xic. V,S'A\\.ex^het hi'ingisirie, i876(containsexampIes
of tongue-'^peeches actually delivered); Reich, .?/.AV. 1849,
pp. 193-242; I'ahri, Die neusten Erwecku7i^cn in .4merica,
Irland, etc ( I 3 6 Q ) ; Id., Die F.rweckungen
auf
dcutsche7n
Boden, i?6i ; De!it7j;ch, Bibl. I'sychologie,(^) 316-320 =(2J 364-368
(1861) ; Kerner, Die Seherin vott Prezorst, 1829 and often.

another been in Jerusalem, and there had excitement and
anguish of so enduring a character that their memory could he
stimulated with regard to them in this abnormal way : and this
too for discourses of which they could not by any means have
h.-id the same impression a s t h e Camisard children just spoken
of, that all salvation lay in them, for they did not turn to
Judaism ; at least this is not affirmed by Wright. H e is equally
silent as to what it was that brought on the ecstatic state at
the repetition of discourses formerly heard. H e speaks of the
whole as ' a miracle, not of power, but of p r o v i d e n c e ' ; the
latter he sees in ' the choice of time, the preparation of
the speakers beforehand, the selection of suitable word-^, the
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restriction of the gifts to particular persons,'
Finally, he
nevertheless finds himself compelled to add to his words
quoted above, the following, as an explanation of the
ecstasy; ' the exciting cause may finally have been not merely
mental tension, but the direct impulse of the Holy Ghost.' T h e
interpretation of the tongue - speeches on the other hand he
accounts for by ' a knowledge of the l a n g u a g e ' ; where, however,
it is the tongue-speaker who is himself the interpreter, this
expUination will not serve : for the speaker ' had no recollection
of what he had said.' In such a case, then, 'interpretation'
must mean ' any uttemnce made in the vernacular during the
state of ecstasy.' Wj-ight has been led to put forward his
hypothesis 'from a sense of the very serious danger of calling
in question the historical truth of the Acts of the Apostles.'
With the purpose of obviating this danger he does as great
violence to the language of Paul as a n y of his predecessors.

here the subject can only be 'fire,' the only other subject -which
is grammatically possible, the ' s o u n d ' (yixos) of v. 2 being excluded by the nature of the case. Perhaps the pl. (eKdeiaav) is
nevertheless to be read, as in N*D sah. cop. pesh.

W^hat is excluded by the words of Paul is exactly
what is meant in Acts 21-13: the 120 of l i s spoke
. , „
in the languages of the l^irthians,
1 0 . A c t s 2 i - i 3 Medes. etc.
and Mk. 1617.
^^^^ yj^^ expedients that have been
resorted to are innumerable : the friendly address produced in the foreigners only a homelike feeling ; or they
interpreted the disconnected sounds of the actual tonguespeaking described in i Cor. in each case as utterances
of their own language; or the 120 spoke a. single
language, a new one miraculously intelligible to all,
whether that of Paradise or the future language of
heaven; or they spoke not Aramaic but Hebrew, and
in this the foreigners, who all of them were Jews or
Proselytes, recognised the language of worship to which
they were accustomed at home ; or the 120 spoke only
a few languages, not wholly unknown to them but only
unfamiliar, such as Arabic, colloquial Greek, colloquial
Latin ; or those who spoke were not by any means
only the 120 but all the foreigners who were present
with them.
This and all the like is strictly excluded
by the thrice repeated statement [vv. 6 8 n ) that every
man of the foreigners heard the 120 speaking in his
own mother-tongue.
(b) The only theory still left open would seem to be
that of a miracle of hearing instead of a miracle of
speaking. Yet neither does such a supposition hit the
meaning of the author ; for according to what he says
the foreign languages were not only heard but also
spoken. The words of v. 4: ' they began lo speak
with other tongues' [erepais yXwffffaLs), receive their
interpretation precisely in the statement ' we hear them
speak in our mother-tongue' [rals rjpLeT^pats yXcSa-aais,
V. 11; 'each in his mother-speech,' 'iKaaTos TTJ £5t^
dtaX^KTip, w. 6 8).
It is possible to suppose a miracle of hearing, therefore, only
in the sense of ascribing to the author a confusion of such a
rniracle with one of speech. But why should it have been precisely a miracle of hearing? If it occurred in the ears or rather
in the minds of the hearers, there is no answer to the question
wherefore it was that the Holy Spirit exercised his miraculous
influence precisely in this quarter, whilst it is not only said (v. 4),
but is also appropriate to the situation, that it was on the
speakers that he wrought. According to others the miracle, m
becoming a miracle of hearing, happened during the transmission from the mouth of the speaker to the ear of the hearer.
The Holy Spirit 'interpreted the words during their passage
through the air, so as to present them to the ears of the numerous
listeners, to each in his native tongue.' H e r e one can only ask
in increased surprise why it is precisely t h e H o l y Ghost that is
named as the author of a miracle which is accomplished in no
human being but in a dead object.
(c) Another question : Wherefore the ' tongues as of
fire' (yXCjcraai (hael xxvpbs ) in t'. 3 ? In this view that
a miracle of hearing is intended, they are left wholly
out of account.
Other interpreters have, in view of
what is said of the tongues, supposed that according to
Acts the miracle was one wrought on the organs of speech.
Since 'tongue' in ». 3 denotes the organ of speech this seemed
to be the case also in v. 4; the meaning would therefore b e :
they received in their mouths new tongues and therewith spoke
a new speech. Here, however, not only does one miss all
possibility of conceiving the nature of what happened, so that
one IS compelled to describe the suggestion of it as simply
fantastical; the idea further is not in the least indicated by the
words. The ' tongues as ot fire' of z*. 3 have nothing to do with
the ' other tongues' of z*. 4 ; for the tongues of fire do not enter
the mputh but rest upon the head. Such remains the meaning
even if the reading ' r e s t e d ' (eKdOia-ev: sing.) is a d o p t e d ; for
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(d) These tongues of fire, however, remain out of
account also in the interpretation that ^L miracle of
speech is intended in so far as that interpretation has
been set forth under [a).
Since, however, they cannot
by any means be regarded as of subordinate importance
they urgently call for some explanation.
This has in
part been given already (see M I N I S T R Y , § 21 c).
The
event of Pentecost is there represented as a parallel to
llie giving of the Law on Sinai.
To this parallel belongs
also the loud noise from heaven with which the scene is
opened in 7>. 2
In virtue of this very circumstance,
however, the narrative lies gravely open to the suspicion
that it rests not upon observation of fact but upon the
activity of the imagination.
((•) In what is said about the audience the text has sufl'ered
greatly. ' Both Jews and pro.selytes' ('Iov5a.Ioi Te Kal T,-poaijAuTOi) in z). II is impossible as a clause in the enumeration ; it
has sense only if taken as in apposition to all the other clauses
together, so that what is meant is ; ' a n d in fact of every nation,
born Jews and also proselytes.' Thus it had its place originally
either after ' Arabs ' ("Apa/3ey), or on the margin as a gloss, but a
correct one. I n order that foreigners should be hearing their
mother-tongiie it is not in point of fact enough that born Jews
should be represented as present from foreign countries; proselytes also must be there, to \vhom the foreigh language was
really a mother-tongue in the full and proper sense of the word.
(f) Against this, however, there is what we find in v. 5, where
all the hearers are called ' J e w s dwelling in Jerusalem' (els
'lepov(ra\r)pu KaToiKoui/res 'lovSaloi).
' J e w s ' in fact is wanting
in a ; but even so it is improbable that all these strangers in
Jerusalem had their residence (KOTOIKOOvres) there ; it would be
much easier to suppose that they were there only as visitors at
the feast. T h e circumstance also that ' dwelling'(KaroiKoCi'Tes)
in C pesh. cop. comes before instead of after ' i n Jerusalem,'
and ' J e w s ' in E before instead of after ' dwelling ' can be held
as indicating that both words were originally a glos.s, and in
this case a wrong one. If so it would have lo be attributed to
the desire to produce harmony with ?'. 14 : ' Jews and dwellers
at Jerusalem ' (dvSpes 'lovSaloi Kal ol KaroLKovvTes 'Iepova-a\^p.).
Yet see below, i, end.
(,^) For the same reason ' sojourners ' (ot emSriixovvTes) before
' R o m a n s ' ('PwjaaloO in v. 10 is open to the suspicion of being a
loss if it means Roman citizens who were settled in Jerusalem,
hould it be intended, however, merely to indicate that they were
there on a passing visit, the expression will fitly a p p l y n o t only
to Romans but also equally well to all other nationalities, and
therefore would have had its right place before ' P a r t h i a n s '
(JldpOot.; V. g). That Roman citizens who were settled in Rome
(not in the province) should be intended is excluded by the
article, for this would affirm that they had come for the feast to
Jerusalem in a body.
(li) Finally, ' J u d a e a ' ('loufiaiW) in v. 9 between ' Me.sopotamia' and ' Cappadocia' is very surprising [cp GEonRAPHV,
§ 26, end]. That Jews understood the speakers really did not
need to be said. Already in Tertullian and (once) in Augustine
we read Armenia; in Jerome Syria. Others have conjectured
Jdumsea, India, Ionia, Bithynia, Cilicia, Lydia, and even the N .
Syrian kingdom of Yaudi with which we are acquainted from
the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser [cp UZZIAH, § 7].

f

(i) In other passages (IO46, 196) Acts mentions
tongue-speech without the idea of a speaking in foreign
languages and without the addition of ' other' (hepais)
to ' t o n g u e s ' (yXibaaaLs), so that there is no reason for
doubting that the same thing is intended as that which
we find in PauL
Now, this cannot by any means lead
to our finding ourselves compelled, at the cost of whatever violence to the words, to find the same view of the
matter also in Acts 2 ; but it does doubtless tend to
raise the question whether perhaps Acts 2 also may not
depend on an underlying source which spoke of tonguespeech as fittingly as did those which have been used in
10 46 19 6. T h e same idea is suggested also by the
remark of Peter in 10 47 that Cornelius and his house
' have received the Holy Ghost as well as we ' (cp 1115,
17).
Further it has long ago been remarked that the
reproach of drunkenness in 213, if the languages of
foreign nations were what was being heard, would by
no means have been appropriate, and that the speech of
Peter in 2 14-36 has no relation to hearers from foreign
parts or to any miracle of this description, but explains
the event by the prophecy in Joel (31-5) as to the outpouring of the Holy Spirit with prophetic speeches,
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(y4i>7i yXacraQi') can hardly be distinguished.
(b) T h e
sing. ' spealt in a tongue' (^Xcio-ir]) XaXeiy) or ' pray in
a tongue' (y\cii(r(rri TrpocreixecrSai) can in this view, as
Heinrici himself says, mean no more than the utterance
of a shout of praise or the heaving of a sigh. In that
case the question arises as to how a complete prayer ol
such a kind as to require an interpreter can be produced
It would also be conceivable that a fragment of the source is
(1414) and why Paul should be indisposed to allow more
preserved likewise in the words * Jews dwelUng in J e r u s a l e m '
than two or three such ' speeches ' (v. 27), each of which
(«ts 'lepoucraATjju. KaroLKOvvTes 'loufiatoi) in 2 5. T h e source in
would occupy a minute.
(c) Even a stringing
that case will have mentioned not foreigners but only men of
Jerusalem as witnesses of the occurrence, and it would justly
together of such expressions, for which, according to
Decome a question whether the event occurred at Pentecost (see
Heinrici, the plural ' speak with tongues' (yXcitrcrais
M I N I S T R Y , § 21 c, d). Yet by its whole structure the sentence
XaXetj') is employed, can have resulted in no speeches of
is fitted to describe a speech-wonder. Should ' J e w s dwelling'
such length as to render regulations necessary for their
then not be a gloss (see above, f), we should have to suppose
that the redactor had very unskilfully retained these words
restriction in this respect; on the other hand Paul gives
from his source.
not the slightest hint at discourses in which such
[k) The occasion for bringing in the idea of the
' tongues ' were a characteristic feature, but which on the
giving of the law at Sinai, and thereby completely alterwhole consisted of intelligible words and therefore could
ing the character of the narrative, can perhaps be looked
extend to considerable length.
Heinrici infers disfor in the increasing importance which gradually had
courses of this kind only from a. ig. The statement
come to be attached to the event of Pentecost as marking
here made, however, would be quite ineffective if its
the presumed moment of foundation of the church
meaning was : I had rather deliver five discourses with
(against this see MINISTRY, § 21, d, d). Yet subsidiary
my understanding than ten thousand discourses in which
circumstances can also have contributed to the same
archaic expressions occur. It becomes effective only if
result. One such can be sought for in the passage of
the meaning is (as in EV) : ' I had rather speak five
Joel cited in Acts 219 in so far as it speaks of ' wonders
•words . .
than ten thousand -words.'
(d) W h y
in the heavens above and signs on the earth beneath,*
the Spirit should have inspired precisely expressions of
and of 'fire,' even if this be associated therewith 'blood'
this sort, and how the employment of them could have
and * vapour of smoke.' A still more obvious sugges- served for private edification (im. 4 18/. 28) remains wholly
tion is that the occasion may have been furnished by a
obscure.
(e) For interpretation of this kind of
misunderstanding of i Cor. 14 21 for which Paul himself
' speech' what is needed is not the gift of the Holy
is responsible.
Spirit, but philological knowledge.
(f) But above
In I Cor. 14 21 Paul cites Is. 28 11 f. as evidence of the uninall we must ask. How is to be explained the ecstasy
telligibility and uselessness of tongue-speeches without observing
that accompanies the use of such out-of-the-way expresthat in Isaiah in the case of the Assyrians by whom God is
about to speak to the people of Israel it is not the language
sions? In short, whilst the interpretation of ' tongues'
spoken by them that matters but only the sword by which they
as meaning speeches in foreign languages still allowed
are to destroy Israel. Paul, moreover, contrary alike to M T and
the supernatural character of the occurrence to remain,
the L X X , makes of the whole a divine utterance, and introduces
the words ' saith the L o r d ' (Ae'yei Kvpios) at the end, changes the
that which takes them to mean mere rare expressions is
preterite of the last verb (' they would not h e a r ' ) into a future,
simply a means of eliminating that character along with
and adds, ' not even thus (ovS' OVTW?). By this means and by
the ecstasy. Heinrici says (in Meyer: i Co?-.PI 362 =
the freely chosen composite verb ' will they give h e e d ' (elaaKovaovTai) he has correctly reproduced one sohtary feature of M T
P) 378) expressly that the outsiders alluded to in 14 23
and the L X X . In the interests ofhis parallel with tongue-speech
could have taken the speakers with tongues to be men
what he ought to have taken from the O T passage was : * one will
possessed, because they confounded their condition with
not be able to understand the men of foreign speech.' Paul, however, actually says—quite unsuitably for the purpose he has in
that of the Pythia and others who really spoke in
hand—in real if not in verbal agreement with Isaiah (' they would
ecstasy.
not hear ') : *one will not give heed to them.' Yet it is very intelligible^ that a superficial reader could draw from the entire
Beyschlag (below, § 21) accepts the speaking in
citation in Paul nothing further than that the speakers with
ecstasy, and in fact aetually proposes to explain the extongues had spoken in the languages of foreign peoples.
12 TonRues P""^^^'"" ' speaking with tongues' by
n o t m e t a ™'^^"s of it, referring for the expression
(/) As Mk. 16 g-20 is entirely derived from the N T
literature, including Acts (see R E . S U R R E C T I O N - N A R phorical." ( * ° " S h not for the thing) to Acts 2 3.
RATIVES, § 8 ^, c), there need be no hesitating in
^
* H e holds that the tongues of fire are an
interpreting the ' they shall speak with new tongues'
echo of the fact that the tongues of speakers were
{yXdjffo-ais Xa\^<TOV(nv Kaivats) of z/. 17 simply as meaning actuaUy moved with fiery eloquence. This figurative
' they shall speak in languages' previously unknown to the
way of speaking about a tongue of fire is the origin of
speakers, ' new' [Kaivais) thus being substituted for greater
the name (yXHcrcTa). The pl. ' tongues' is to be
clearness for the 'other'(^W/jats) of Acts24. Itisquiteimexplained, he thinks, even in cases where a single
probable that an independent tradition lies before us here.
speaker is in question, by the circumstance that such a
Interesting but not indispensable is the conjecture of Micheltongue of fire was regarded as having been bestowed
sen (Het Evangelie
naar
Marcus,
29) by which ' n e w '
anew on each occasion of its exercise. The oldest exis made to disappear. W H has before 'will lift up serpents'
pression accordingly was (he thinks) ' t o speak with
(d0eLs dpovffLv) in brackets the additional words * and in their
other (or new) tongues' (eripais [or Kaivah] y>ab<rtraii
h a n d s ' (Kal ev r a l s veptrtV). Out of this ' a n d in t h e i r ' (/cat ev
rals) or rather out of the contracted form (Kai* rals) arose ' n e w '
\a\eiii);
the simpler ' ^peak with tongues ' (yXiicriTais
(Katjiar?) and then ' h a n d s ' (xep<riv) fell away. Instead of ' i n '
XaXeZv) is merely an abbreviation of this. In abbrevia(ev), Michelsen further conjectures that the original text read
tion, however, it has to be replied, it is not usual to drop
i f (edv), and writes ' lift' (apioa-Lv) : ' and if they lift up serpents
with their h a n d s ' (KSLV TAL? x^ptrlv o^ei? dptatrtv Kav 9avdcrip,6v
precisely the most important part of the expression ; the
Tt TxCiixriv ou pLij avTovs jBAai/n)).
correct abbreviation must have been ' to speak with
Returning once more to i Cor. 14, the next interpretaother (or new)' (ir^pcus [or fcoipai!] XaXfi;-). The imtion of ' tongues' (7\tScriTai) that invites our consideration
possibility of this whole view of Beyschlag's is clearly
exhibited, however, in i Cor. 14 26. Along with a psalm,
11 ' T o n g u e s ' ^ ^ ^^® °^^ *^^^®^ °"^' ^^^°^^^"& t °
n o t — * a r c h a i c ^^^^^ ^^^ meant archaic expressions no a teaching, a revelation, and interpretation, a tongue of
fire cannot fittingly be enumerated as a thing which one
exOTessions ' ' ° ° ^ ^ ^ understood among the people,
^
' or, strange and unusual locutions
who takes part in a religious meeting has; for in the
generally, including new coinages. On this head see
connection ' h a s ' (?x") means ' has to contribute.' In
especially Bleek (below, § 21), and Heinrici in his own
more points than one Beyschlag nevertheless comes very
commentary and in Meyer's.
near the truth.
{a) On this interpretation, however, 'kinds of tongues'
Above all, Beyschlag has rightly recognised that the
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visions, and dreams (2i6-i8). Of the various attempts
at separation of sources (see ACTS, § I I ) the simplest
and therefore the most probable is that which holds the
source to have contained v. 4 (without 'other,' er^pats)
followed immediately by vv. 12f ; in fact the conjectui;^
has been hazarded that 431 presents only another
account of the same event.
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literal sense—the bodily member within the mouth—is
_. ,
to be taken as the fundamental mean13. The tongue .^g^f.^^^g^^.
as a boauy
^^^^ r^.^^^ decisive passage for this is
member.
^ ^^^^ -^^^^ j ^ connection with v. 7 /
the sense must be : as the sound of pipe, harp, and
trumpet cannot be rightly understood if they give out
no clear sound, so also what is spoken by \'(ni cannot
be understood if you give forth no clear speech with
} our tongue.
This is the exact logical course of the comparison : to the
musical instruments which give forth cither a clear or an unclear
sound, corresponds as instrument of speech thc member in the
niouth. If hert by ' tongue' \^•cre meant the particular manner
of speech that Is known as 'speaking with tongues,' the
case that an unintelligible speech is given could not for a
moment be suggested as merely a possible case ; for according
to Paul this happens in all circumstances. Nor, ag.iin, have
we here a new example, parallel to that of thu musical
instruments, but one drawn from what is ohserved in ordin;iry
human speech. ^Ve do not reach this till we come to 7'. 10 f ;
and as the application of that example to the Corinthian
speakers with tongues is made in v. 12 by the expression ' s o
also you ' (ovxios «al U|U.et?), in like manner we must regard the
same expression in v. 9 as introducing an application of the
preceding illustrations drawn from the musical instruments to
the same persons. ' T o n g u e ' here thus signifies in actual fact
the tongue of the Corinthian speakers, yet neither as producing
the so-called tongue-speeches nor j e t as producing ordinary
human speech, but simply in so far as it is capable of giving
forth alike the (always unintelligible) tongue-speech, and also a
kind of speech parallel to this, still intelligible, in the church
meeiings—such speech as prophecy, for example.

[b) Here then we have the origin of the expression
'speak with a tongue.' If all discourse is effected by
means of tiie human tongue and yet only this particular
kind of speech is nanied from it, the idea can only be
this, that in the case in question the part it plays is
particularly strong, or even, so far as may be, exclusive.
In excellent agreement with this is the use of the
opposite expression 'speak with the understanding'
(T^ vot XaXeiv). In intelligible speech the ' understanding ' [vovs) has a part, indeed so prominent a part
that it alone calls for mention ; in the contrasted case
it is not engaged, and thus it might seem as if it were
the tongue alone that produced the speech.
Needless to say, the belief was that in ' speaking with tongues '
the tongue was set in motion by the Holy Ghost (z'v. 2,. 15),
just as in intelligible speech it was set in motion by the ' understanding' (i/oO?); but '(to speak) with the spirit' (irvetipari.
[KaKelvi) was not an appropriate verbal expression for this,
because it would have applied equally well to prophecy,
wi.sdom-speech, knowledge-speech, and so forth.
It is also
quite fitting that the designation of so characteristic a matter
should be chosen with express reference to the impression which
It iJroduced upon the senses, and in this case it realiy appeared
as if the tongue alone were speaking. True, that the lips, teeth,
palate, etc., are also engaged. But a designation that is to be
in daily use needs to be short, and here it was enough to name
the most important organ ; and that the tongue is in popular
belief the most important organ of speech is evident.

[c) This explanation nevertheless leaves something
still to be desired. The plural ' speak with tongues '
[yXuKTo-ais XaXelv) is accounted for by it only in cases
where it is used with reference to more speakers than
one (I230 145rt 2 2 / 39); and thus not in 146 (and
V. 18 according to W H ) , nor yet in z/. 5b 1210, although
here the singular, used of the person speaking, has a
collective sense. Where only one speaker is in question,
the attempt has been made to explain the plural
[y\u}(TffaLs) as arising from the idea that in passing from
one manner of speech to another the * tongue' is in
some degree changed ; but such an idea is much too
fantastic to have arisen in popular speech, which nevertheless we must certainly assume to have been the case
with all such expressions as this. And what of cases
in which ' tongues' stands alone, without a verb
(I21028 138 1422)?
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literal sense ; rather is it simply an instance of the
same transition from the instrument to its product which
IS exemplified in ordinary Gretk \\hen 'tongue' (yXwa-ffa)
is used in the sense of 'language.' It is necessary
to assume that this transition was effected anew in the
primitive Christian usage in a narrower sphere, for the
reason that all other explanations have been shown to
be unworkable. If ' tongue ' could mean the language
of a foreign nation, or an archaic individual expression,
1426 would at least be intelligible ; as these meanings
are unpracticable we should havu to render : ' when ye
come together, each one hath a psalm, hath a teaching,
hath a revelation, hath a (human) tongue (in his niouth),
hath an interpretation'—which clearly is meaningless.
' T o n g u e ' must necessarily bi- something of the same
order as the other things enumerated ; and thus i
definite l;ind of discourse which is capable of being
delivered in a religious meeting.
So also V. 6 : ' if I come unto you speaking with tongues,
what .sliall I profit you, unless 1 speak to you | we must supply :
at the same time] ejther by way of rL-\el;ition, or of knowledge,'
and so forth. Similarly too l:i 8 : ' whetlier ih^rc be prophecies
. . . whether there be tongues . . . whether there be knowledge,
it shall be done away.'
Indeed, in the plural ' t o n g u e s '
we now recognise everywhere the different 'kinds of tongues'
(yevYj y\itii7(roiv).

In accordance with the attribution of tongue-speech
to the operation of the Holy Ghost, the interpretation
15 Interpreta- °^ ^^ ^^^° '^ regarded as a spiritual
tion of toneiie ^'^^'
^^^ ^^ '^ '" ^^^ ^^^^ place to be
„ „ „ „ , „ „ " remarked that the tongue - speaker
speeches.
i, •
ir
n
*u
•
'^
himself, as well as another, can possess
this gift. The first is established by 1413, the second
by the co-ordination in 1210 14 26 ; for as not every one
is capable of giving all the kinds of discourse there
enumerated, the meaning must b e : ' when ye come
together each one hath either a psalm or a teaching
. . or 3. tongue-speech or an interpretation.'
In this sense then, we must interpret v. 27 f also. ' If any
man speaketh in a tongue, let it be hy two, or at the most three
. , . and let one interpret.' If this interpreter is one of the
tongue-speakers, who expounds his own tongue-speech, then
what immediately follows will m e a n ; ' b u t if he is not an
interpreter' (edv Se /xr; ^ Siepp7)vevT'i]s)', and this seems to be
absolutely necessary, since the sentence closes with ' let him
keep silence' (crtyaToj), whilst if atl the tongue-speakers \\hose
speech had no interpreter at hand had to keep silence, the
expression ought lo have r u n ; 'let them keep silence' (criydTtao-av). In that case, however, Paul would on the one h.nnd be
enjoining that of the two, or three, tongue-speeches deli\L-n.J,
one, or two, should remain uninterpreted, which is directly
contrary to the principle laid down by him in TT'. 2-1 I 16-19
22 f. 26—and on the other hand he would be excluding interpretation by some other person than the speaker, whilst yet such
interpretation is, according to 12 10 14 26, a spiritual gift. Thus
we must, after all. suppose that Paul, in a somewhat careless
way, thought of ' the person concerned' as the subject of the
singular ' k e e p silence ' (utyaTuj)! and that we ought to render
(with EV) : ' if there be no interpreter.' This too is inexactly
said ; ' let [only] one interpret' (els Siepp-iiveveTVi). What Paul
had in his mind perhaps was : ' let one at least interpret.' The
continuation ' but if there be no interpreter ' fits this well.

If this view be correct, we learn from the passage
before us that those persons in the church who \\'cre in a
position to interpret tongue-speeches were generally
known and thus exercised this function with some
regularity. The possibility was not excluded, indeed,
that some one on some occasion might give an interpretation who had not previously done so. Clearly,
however, Paul is not disposed to rely upon the uncertain, and therefore he prescribes that if an interpretation is not assured (such doubtless will be the intention
of his W(3rds) the tongue - speech is to be from the
otitset suppressed.
(b) What, next, were the means by which an
individual other than the tongue-speaker became able
to understand the tongue-spi.ech ? If this faculty was
All the conditions are satisfied only by one assumption ;
a purely supernatural one, our question has no point ;
tongue' (yXQ<T<Ta, apart from I49) must be rendered but the case was assuredly otherwise.
With what
H. Ton£rue= '^o'^S^^-speech,'—i.e., speech which,
degree of precision the interpreter was able to elucidate
tongue-speech ^" ^^^ manner described in § 13b,
1 Similarly, ' the persons concerned' is to be supplied as the
' seems to be produced by the tongue
subiei:t of the plurals yo/xet rto o-a i' (i Cor. 7 36) and TrapeA.a^ocrai'
alone. This is by no means a. departure from the I (2 "Thess. S 6) as WHmg. and Tischendorf read.
4770
4769

SPIRITUAL GIFTS

SPIRITUAL GIFTS

the sense of a tongue-speech we cannot tell.
The
more one was disposed to rest satisfied with general
renderings, the easier was it to supply them. The tone
of the voice, the gestures, the recurrence of particular
words or sounds certainly offered clues. ^ Further help
was gained from observation of the habits of the tonguespeakers. We can hardly imagine otherwise than that
their speeches readily assumed a stereotyped character.
If, however, at any time a tongue-speaker brought
forth something unaccustomed, a knowledge of what
experiences he had recently been having would certainly
not be useless towards an understanding of his speech.

and without letting us know whether by it he understands the phenomena met with in i Cor. 14, or what
is described in Acts 2. Irenaeus says :

(c) It must be expressly noted that the things enumerated in
14 6 alon^ with tongue-speech—revelation, knowledge, prophesying, teachings-do n c : constitute the interpretation of tonguespeech in some such sense that the meaning will be * when I
come unto you speaking with tongues what shall I profit you if
I do not forthwith interpret these tongue-speeches in the form
of revelation' etc. This misunderstanding is from the outset
precluded by this, that in v. 26 'interpretation' stands in coordination alike with 'revelation,' etc., and with ' t o n g u e . ' On
the other hand, it is possible that interpretation of tongue-speech
is intended in z*. 15 : *I will pray with the Spirit, and I will
pray with the understanding also,' that is to say while I repeat
in intelligible language the substance of the prayer I have
originally uttered in ecstasy. This view is recommended by the
fact that, immediately before (z: 13), the tongue-speaker is
admonished to aim at being able to interpret his own tonguespeeches.

On the subject of the diffusion of the tongue-charism
our information is very defective.
(a) W e are not
(_
,
. a w a r e that tongue-speech (and the
' P^®
^ allied charisms) had any considerable
end ot J'P^S^e- diffusion within the Jewish-Christian
P
.
a r e a ; but neither is there adequate
' prophecy'
ground for denying to the Jewish
charisms.
Christians all aptitude for such
charisms, or for accusing the author of Acts of having
as a Paulinist arbitrarily introduced it into his account
of the primitive Christian world. If he had not found
them in the sources on which he drew for 21-13 1046 f
196, but merely drew upon his imagination, we may be
pretty confident that he would have brought in the
same elements at other points as well. Of course, the
mere fact that they were present in his sources does not
of itself give any security that their picture of the
diffusion of the charisms is historically correct.
[b) In exact proportion to the intensity with which
the charism of tongue-speech was exercised in Corinth
in Paul's time does the complete silence of the Epistle
to the Romans on the same subject invite remark. In
I Thess. 519 ('quench not the spirit') it may perhaps
be intended, or at least included.
In any case
it cannot have long survived its most flourishing
period. The author of Acts certainly can never have
heard it exercised, otherwise he could not possibly have
fallen into the mistake of supposing that it was speech
in the language of foreign nations, or into the confusion
of identifying with this foreign speech the speaking with
tongues which occurred at the conversion of Cornelius
( A c t s l 0 4 6 / II1517).
It is a significant fact that
Justin for his own period (about 155 A.D.) mentions
only prophetic gifts (xxpo<^TLKd x°'P^^M-°-'^<^) but no
speaking with tongues [Dial. 82, begin.).
Irenseus
(about 185 -A.D.), in his detailed treatment of the
charisms of which numberless instances happened every
day [Ha-r. ii. 493 [ = 324] ; also ap. Eus. HE v. 73-5),
speaks only of exorcisms of demons, prophetic visions
and utterances, healings, and some cases of raising of
the dead.
In another place (v. Pu ; also ap. Eus.
HE V. 76) he mentions tongue-speech also, but only as
something with regard to which he hears that it
happens in the case of many brethren in the Church
1 The most familiar example, by which it has been attempted
to explain the process, is the following: a tongue-speaker
babbled disconnectedly the syllables ah and ba ; the interpreter
believed himself to have disc-ivered the Aramaic word abba.
Possibly the matter often fell out so. It must not, however, be
thought that precisely this word was known only to certain
interpreters. As Paul employs it in Rom. 8 15 Gal. 4 6 it must
have been known to Gentile Christians generally.
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' We hear of many brethren in the church possessing prophetic
gifts and speaking through the Spirit in all kinds of tongues and
bringing to light for the general advantage the hidden things of
men and setting forth the mysteries of God ' (iroWuiv aKOvop.€v
dSeK(f)iov ev TJj eKK\r)(TLa TTpo<}}-qTLKd xo^ptV/xaTa exbvTuyv
Kal
TTavToSaTTaZs \a\o-vvTiOV
Sid TOV wvevpaTOS
yAaio-a"ats Kat r i
K p u ^ i a TOiv dvOpuJniat' e'ls tpavepbv ayovToiv CTTI T<^ a~vp.<f)epovTL Kai
Ta p.va-Tr}pLa TOV 6eov eKSirfyovpeviiiv).
I t is t o b e n o t e d t h a t t h e

making manifest of the secrets of men of which Irenseus speaks
immediately after mentioning tongue-speech is in i Cor. 14 24 f.
attributed to the prophets, not to those who speak with tongues.
Tertullian also does not say that there was speaking with
tongues in his d a y ; all that he does is contemptuously to call
upon Marcion to exhibit in the case of any of his followers the
exercise of spiritual gifts which, says he, ' a r e forthcoming from
my side more easily' ( ' a me facilius proferuntur') : 'exhibeat
Marcion . . . aliquos prophetas . . . qui et futura prasnuntiarint
et cordis occulta traduxerint (or : produxerint?) ; edat aliquem
psalmum, aliquam visionem, aliquam orationem, dumtaxat
spiritalem, in ecstasi, id est, amentia, si qua liaguEe interpretatio
accessit' (adv. Alarc. bB, end). T h u s tongue-speech appears,
not as an independent thing, but merely in an added sentence
which with the whole of its surroundings is clearly reminiscent
of I Cor. 14 25_/C T h e ecstatical spiritual utterance, of which
Tertullian speaks, in his time refers not to 'tongue-speech'
but to ' prophecy.

(c) For the ecstatical form of utterance did not
disappear so quickly as did tongue-speech.
On the
contrary it became merged in the exercise of ' prophecy.'
This was favoured in the highest degree by the circumstance that already the O T prophecy was conceived
of as wholly ecstatical (above, § 8b).
This form of
utterance was most strongly prevalent in Montanism.
This may be the reason why stress is laid upon it by
Tertullian ; but as Montanism altogether was nothing
new, but only a strong revival of a tendency which had
once before had prevalence within the church although
subsequently repressed, so also its view of prophecy
was, even if not exactly what might be called the
primitive Christian one, then at least the post-apostolicchurchly one (Weinel, 78-96). It was only by way of
reaction against the exaggerations of this and against
the dangers for ecclesiastical office which grew out of it
that brought churchmen at last to the view which finds
expression in the title of the treatise of Miltiades (Eus.
HE v. 171). ' O n the necessity of a prophet's not
speaking in ecstasy' (txepl TOV fxx} belv xrpo(px}Tijv iv
iKardaeL XaXeXv). As to how it came about that
' prophecy' also in its turn had to recede into the
background and give place to the ecclesiastical ofiice,
see M I N I S T R Y , § 38.

If, finally, we proceed to inquire into the value which
the charisms possessed for primitive Christianity, we
17 Pn Ifj ^^^^^ ^ " ^ ^'^^^ judges differ, (a) In the
--il_. f J.U church of Corinth (which is almost the
,
.
only authority to which we can refer) they
were valued very highly. They were regarded, and quite naturally, as evidences of special grace
and favour, and were therefore zealously striven after
(1112). This zeal, if a right zeal, was manifested in
prayer (1413 does not mean that he who speaks in
tongue-speech is to pronounce this ecstatic prayer
of his with the purpose of interpreting it afterwards :
the meaning is that when not exercising his charism of
tongue-speech he is to pray for the gift of being able
himself to interpret any tongue-speeches he may subsequently receive). But we shall hardly be doing the
Corinthians an injustice ifwe suppose that many of them
sought to secure for themselves those ' gifts' by other
means also — by imitation, or by artificially working
themselves up into a condition of excitement, by efforts
constantly repeated.
Vanity, it would seem, was not
altogether without its part in the matter ; otherwise the
gift most prized and coveted would hardly have been
that of tongue-speech, the most conspicuous indeed of
them all, but at the same time the least fruitful.
In the
mouth of the Corinthian Christians the tongue-speaker
alone was the 'spiritual' person (ixvevpLaTiKbs : I437,
4772
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and, in accordance with this, in all probability 12i
also).
[b) From this we can see, at the same time, what
it was that properly speaking was regarded as the
valuable element in the charisms. It was the extraordinary, the wonderful or miraculous, that quality in
them which conferred a special importance on those who
possessed them. Fundamentally the view taken does
not differ from that of the Greek religion. Man desires
to enjoy the possession of the godhead, bestowing itself
on him individually. The same view dominates in the
OT : and in Gentile-Christian circles al.so the OT conceptions of the operations of the Spirit of God can have
been familiar and influential. This conception has a
marked leaning towards the quaintly, or even, one might
say, grotesquely miraculous. Thus it is the .Spirit that
enables Samson to rend a lion or burst his own fetters,
that is able to convey Elijah from place to place at
ple.isure (Judg. 146 l.'i 14 i K. 1812 2 K. 2i6 ; cp in N T
-\ctsS39). W'hether the thing done has a religious
purpose comes but little into the question.
This way of looking at the charisms is precisely that
which makes it possible t<i attribute the same workings to
.
other spirits than the Holy Spirit, (a)
18. Discerning ,j.^^^ belief in the e.xistence of such spirits
"
• was at that time exceedingly prevalent.
Broadly speaking, they do not fall simply under the two
categories of good and evil, but many of theni are regarded simply as of a subordinate character and as
restricted in their insight. Whether they were called
demons in accordance with pagan ideas, or angels in
accordance with those of the OT, was indifferent; in
either case they were thought of as quite personal and
as very active. Of such a spirit it is, for example, presupposed in 2 Thess. 2 2 that it can produce the erroneous
belief that the day of the Lord is immediately at
hand.
(b) That these conceptions are present in i Cor. 14
also is shown by the plural, ' spirits ' (Trvevfj-ara) which,
for linguistic reasons, cannot be taken to mean ' operations of the s p i r i t ' — a meaning, moreover, which in
V. 32 is excluded by the connection in which the word
occurs (' the spirits of the prophets are subject to the
prophets'). Thus to each prophet is assigned a proper
spirit, conceived of personally, by which he is inspired
(cp Rev. 226 : ' the God of the spirits of the prophets ').
Quite similarly i Cor. 14 14 also : ' if I pray in a tongue,
my spirit prayeth.' Here it is not the proper spirit, so
to say, with which a man is born, that is intended ; for this
the apostle designates rather by the word ' understanding' (vovs), and distinguishes in this very verse from
' my spirit.' From this it follows that v. 12 also is to be
understood quite literally: ' y e are zealous of spirits,'
that is to say, one of you seeks to obtain an inspiration
from one spirit, another from another.
(c) If this were not the meaning, no such thing as the
' discerning of spirits' would be possible.
By the
'spirits' here interpreters indeed have proposed to
understand distributions of the one Holy Spirit such as
in point of fact were actually believed in (Nu. 1125 Rev.
I4 3i 45 56, Hermas, Sim.ix.lPjz
I.01-6 and often).
Only, in this case also, any ' discerning' would be
meaningless. For, beyond question, any act of ' discerning ' would consist in judging as to whether an
utterance founded upon spiritual suggestion was true or
false, one to be followed or rejected, i Cor. 740 shows
us how easily it could happen that conflicting judgments
were put forward on the ground that they were inspired.
Smce Paul here supports his judgment on the subject of
re-marriage of widows with the words : ' I think that I
also have the Spirit of God,' we must conclude that in
Corinth other persons on the ground of suggestion by
the Spirit had decided in the opposite sense. Cp
1^37/ where the best reading (dyvoeirai) is to be pronounced as an imperative (dyvoetre) : if any man is
ignorant, ignore ye him.
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(d) In all places where it occurs the 'discerning of
spirits ' is mentioned directly after ' prophecy' (i Cor.
I210I429, cp I Thess. 621). In itself considered, it is not
easy to see why mention should not be made of it in
connection with ' word of wisdom ' or ' word of knowledge.'
Yet it is easy to understand how it needed
specially to be called into requisition in connection with
' prophecy,' if this last gave definite chrections as to what
ought to be done in definite particular cases (§ yrf).
From I Cor. 14 29 we cannot infer that only those who
also possessed that of ' prophecy ' possessed the gift of
' discerning ' ; ' t h e others ' (oi dXXoi) can include others
also.
(e) The recognition of a ' discerning of spirits' involves in principle a complete abandonment of the belief
in suggestion of the Holy Spirit. W ith the utmost
emphasis Paul insists ( i C o r . TJ4-11 I433) that all
charisms proceed from the Holy Spirit or from God ;
but at the same time they can also come from e\il spirits
and the listeners must decide for themselves as to this,
and in fact decide again upon the basis of inspiration.
Here the most important point is that it is not I-*aul who
introduces the ' discerning of spirits ' as something new ;
rather does it exist in Corinth as a thing of course. Here
reveals itself the impossibility of continuing to hold fast
the belief in divine inspiration if a free use of it is made
in the actualities of hfe.
Already in the O T it had been found necessary to set up
criteria for discriminating between false and true prophets. But
that the one class relate dreams, the others ' speak my word
faithfully' (Jer. 23 28) was, naturally, a quite inadequate distinction. T h a t the true prophet must be a prophet of evil (Jer.
288) may have been true in Jerusalem in Jeremiah's day ; but
at other times, as, for example, in those of Deutero-Isaiah, this
maxim might have been turned against the prophets now become
canonical, and Jeremiah in fact finds himself constrained to add,
* if a prophet prophesies peace and his word comes to pass, then
shall he be known to be a true prophet' (289). The result is set
up as a criterion quite expressly in Dt. 18 20-22, cp Ezek. 33 33.
Not only, however, does this criterion fail to be available early
enough; in Dt. 132-4 is contemplated the case in which it may
prove to have been deceptive, and for discerning the true prophet
the only way left is to ask whether he labours in the service of
Yahwe and (so Jer. 23 22) .seeks to bring back the people from
the error of their ways. [Cp P R O P H E T , g§ 23 25.]

Equally inadequate is the criterion set up in i Cor.
123 : ' no man speaking in the Spirit of God saith, Jesus
is anathema.' As to the difliculties and inconveniences
experienced by the apostolic age from the impossibility
of finding proper norms by which prophets could be
tested, see MINISTRY, § 38 a, b.

But what did Paul think of the charisms? (a) On
the one side he entirely shares the popular opinion. He
., holds them all for operations of the Holy
19. ^^}^^.^
Spirit, and is not sensible of the contraview of the (]i(,tio„ vxhich vie have discovered (above,
charisms. § i s ^, t, c) in his own words, to the effect
that such operations can proceed from other spirits also,
in fact from evil ones. At the close of the discussion,
in order that any remarks of his in disparagement of
tongue-speech may not be misunderstood, he says:
•forbid not to speak with tongues' (i Cor. 1439). He
makes no effort to bring into action a criterion for tonguespeakers analogous to the ' discerning ' applicable in the
case of prophets. That no sueh criterion should have
presented itself of its own accord is to be accounted for,
on the one hand, by the consideration that tonguespeeches were too unclear to admit of their showing
themselves to such disadvantage as in certain cases
definite sayings of prophets did, and, further, that even
in cases where they threatened to do so they could be
explained away ; on the other hand, by the consideration that in the case of a tongue-speaker, one was, more
than in the case of a prophet, face to face \Nith a seemingly supernatural communication which could be received only with reverence and awe. The first-mentioned
consideration would hardly have restrained Paul from
setting up a criterion to be applied to tongue-speeches ;
for his disposition towards them is much the reverse of
4774

SPIRITUAL GIFTS

SPONGE

favourable, and he has every reason for seeking to limit
their undesirable influence. The second consideration,
however, did, in point of fact, hold him back, especially
as, according to 1418, he himself was a speaker with
tongues more than any of the Corinthians.
*
(b) Alongside of this agreement with the popular view
there presents itself, however, in the case of Paul, the
great thought that every Christian has the Holy Spirit
(Gal. 325 etc.), and that the whole hfe of the Christian
is an expression of the Spirit's activities ( i Cor. I 2 3 Gal.
5 5 2 2 / . Rom. 55 84-16). This thought could not fail,
in the case of every manifestation that laid claim to the
character of a spiritual gift, to lead to the question being
asked as to its spiritual value, but also, at the same time,
t o lead to a lowering of the estimate put upon gifts in
which their wonderful character was the most important
thing, and to an increased appreciation of those which
consisted in an intensified exercise of the new Christian
life on its moral side. In the first characteristic of our
definition (§ i ) we have already seen that the idea of
the charisms is by no means uniform. Some of them
are expressly regarded as miraculous, in others it is
very difficult to perceive anything wonderful. T o this
latter category belongs ' ministry' in all its forms ;
' government' also, and the simpler forms of devotional
utterance. It is hardly probable that all these things
owed their designation as charisms to the pagan or O T
presuppositions which had a share In the building up of
the conception 'charism'' (xdpi<r/i,a). Since, then, this
idea must have come to its maturity in the course of
the missionary activity of Paul, under his eyes and with
his co-operation, it is hardly too bold to conjecture
that it was through his infiuence that these comparatively non-miraculous, but, from an ethical point of
view, all the more important, manifestations should
have come to be included in the number of the
charisms.
(e) T o the same order belongs also the most important
modification which Paul applied to the idea of a charism
when he refused to recognise as being such anything
which h.rd no utility for the life of the Christian community (127, T6 cTvpupipov, ' p r o f i t ' ; 1426, OIKOSO/X^,
' edification' ; see above, § 3 d). By this miraculous
manifestations were by no means excluded ; but it was
no longer their miraculous character that supplied the
measure according to which they were to be valued. It
was with this principle as his basis that Paul entered
especially on his campaign against the over-valuing of
tongue-speech.
Broadly speaking, his great merit in
this field consists in his having moralised, in v:cordance
with truly Christian principles, an idea that was only
half religious, and essentially miraculous, and, so far
forth, unfruitful.
W e must proceed still farther in the same direction if
we are to arrive at an ultimate judgment on the historical
„. „
, .
significance of the primitive Christian
20. Conclusion. ,? .
,. •
-i .
„ • • , . , ,
..M. uul^>,lLlI^•uu. j.i,j^r,sn,s
Jt ,s easily intelligible that
the joy of enthusiasm over the possession of a new
redeeming religion should have expressed itself in an
exuberant way which, according to the ideas of that
time, could only be regarded as the miraculous operation of the Holy Spirit.
Apart from the exceptions
specified above (§ 17 a) we have no reason for doubting
that these manifestations were genuine expressions of the
feeling of a strong religious life, not mere artificial imitations derived from the pagan cults. On the other hand,
we know with regard to P.aul that his ecstasies in which
he had visions coincided in point of time with the attacks
of his malady (see G A L A T I A , § 27); we shall, therefore,
hardly err if we bring into causal connection with this
malady the strong tendency to tongue-speech also, which,
in any case, was intimately associated with the ecstatic
condition. The ecstatical has always something of the
unhealthy about it. Thus it is not diflicult to, explain
why extensive circles in the early church kept entirely
free from such manifestations. The church could get
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on very well in their absence. It is, on the other hand,
equally intelligible that, once they had made their appearance they were infectious, tliat they brought the church
life into serious danger, and that they led to reaction.
Paul led this reaction on sound principles; the later
church led it increasingly in the interests of its conception
of church office which was itself very unsound ; Paul by
the endeavour to persuade, the later church too often
by the exercise of force. T h e phenomena in question
owe their disappearance, however, by no means to this
reaction merely, but quite as much to their own degeneration. This degeneration was in large measure due to
the faith in their miraculous character. In this ease
also it was demonstrated that miracles produce a favourable impression only when seen from a distance ; where
they have to be fitted into the daily realities of actual
life they always bring evil consequences in their train.
This holds true of the gift of healing the sick also, and
of miracle-working generally. T h e reaction just spoken
of did not venture to deny the miraculous character of
the charisms. W e for our part, however, are constrained
to do so, and to account for everything in the phenomena
to which a miraculous character has been attributed by
the known psychological laws which can be observed in
cases of great mental exaltation, whether in persons
who deem themselves inspired or in persons who simply
require medical treatment.
The non-miraculous charisms on the other hand,
which, from the outset, possessed a moral character were
of abiding value. Without them the church could not
have lived ; but they have never failed her and are
destined never to become extinct; even should they
have ceased to be called charisms, it will remain everlastingly true that they come from the Spirit of God.
On the whole subject see Dav. Schulz, Geistesgaben,
1836;
Supernatural
Religion [1877], 3 32i-397 = popular edition, 1902,
pp. 753-800 ; and the commentaries on I Cor.
2 1 . L i t e r a t u r e . 12-14. Works o f a more comprehensive kind
a r e : Gunkel, Wirkungen
des heil. Geistes
nach der populdrett Anschauung
der apost. Zeit u. nach der
Lehre des Paulus,
1888; (2) unaltered, 1900; and, following
Gunkel, Weinel, iVirkungen
des Geistes «. der Geister
im
nacltapost- Zeitalter
bis auf Irenaeus,
1899; Beversluis, De
heilige geest en zijne -werkingen volgens liet . . . N. Verbond,
Utrecht, i8g5. On speaking with tongues, see tjleek,
St.Kr.,
1829, pp. 3.79 ; 1830, pp. 45-64 ; Baur, Tub. Ztschr. f.
Theol.,
1630^, pp. 75-133 ; St.Kr., 1838, pp. 618-702 ; Wiesoler, St.Kr.,
1838, pp. 703.772 ; Hilgenield, Glossolalie, 1850 ; Rossteuscher,
l^abe der -c^pracli^n, 1850; van Hengel, Gave der talen, 1864;
Arthur Wright, Some NT Problems, 277.302 [i8g8].
P. W. S.

SPOIL. The words a r e ; (i) ii^E>, mdl.
Gen.
4927 (® 7-/3o0^), etc., (SKoXov, irpovo/j,-/i, Siapiray-^;
(2) 13, baz, Jer. 1513, etc., CTKOXOV, -irpovopc-fi, Stapway-ri;
also (3) nam,
mBissdh,
2 K. 2114 etc., nsfra,
mBnssdh, Is. 4224t Kt.,Tpovafi.-fi, Siapray-^-, (4) r^-o,
terepA, Job 2917 etc., dpiraypca,, Siapwayii.
On the
division of spoils cp T A X A T I O N , § 1.
See also
S A C R I F I C E , § 8.

SPOKES, I. hissHkim, CpES'n, i K. 733AV 'felloe.'
See WHEEL, rb.

2 hissurlm, V\m, I K. ^33 RV 'nave.' See WHEEL, IC.
SPONGE (cTTOrroc), Mt. 2 7 4 8 = M k . 1536 = Jn.
1929t. Neither a-ic'jyyo^ nor 0-067705 occurs in the
LXX. The use of the sponge, however, was early
known (cp, e.g., II. I8414 ; Od. I m ) ; see the Classical
Dictionaries.
' Sponge' is the fibrous skeleton of a marine animal
—the living part of which has been removed by drying, washing, and bleaching—belonging to the group
Cornacuspongiae of the non-calcareous sponges. T h e
most important Mediterranean species are Euspongia
officinalis, the Ixvant toilet sponge ; and E. zimocca,
the Zimocca sponge, and Hippospo-ngia equina, the
horse-sponge.
All these are found at a depth of
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3-100 fathoms along the coasts. The sponge fisheries
of the Mediterranean are still the most important in
commerce, and the Syrian trade is considerable.
A. E. s.
SPOON (f]?, eyiCKH).

See A L T A R ; § I O ; C O O K -

ING, § 5, iii.. I.xcENSE, § 7, and Mi;.\i.s, § 10.
SPOTTED (N^;p), Gen. 3O32/';

Ezek. I 6 1 6 ; see

COLOURS, § 12.

SPRINGS. In a countiy where perennial streams
are rare, and where months of summer nia\' pass w ithout
« . i .1- i.
rain, tlie possession and preservation of
1. Distribution ^^,^^^^^^ j ^ ^ ^ _,,^^ ^^,^ ^_^^J ^^ ^^^^^^^ ^^
and preserva-g^^.Q^g concern.
Water means life,
tion ot w a t e r . ^^^ j ^ ^ ^..^j^^ ^^ ^^^ people of Canaan
is illustrated by manifold references and numerous
beautiful metaphors in the O F . For details concerning
the amount of rainfall in Palestine, see R . \ I N , § 2, and
on the distribution of springs and other sources of
suppl)', see PALI->TINE, Ji 13. Generally speaking, it
may be affirmed that the most poorly watered districts
are the table-land of Judaea on the W. of Jordan and
the heights of the Belkd on the E. ^ Some of these
tracts, however, were once better supplied, cp N E G E B ,
Constructions for the preservation of water rank
among the oldest specimens of masonry in Palestine.
The simplest plan was to dig a hole, with perhaps a
shaft of masonry, where springs were known to exist.
Such a pit [bSer, 1X3, 0p^ap} was often covered over
with a large flat stone, partly, no doubt, as a precaution
against accident (Ex. 2133), and partly to prevent its
being easily discovered. For this latter purpose sand
or earth might be strewn over the cover (cp also 2 S.
17.9).
The water was drawn up by a pitcher [kad. Gen.
"2^16) or bucket (d^li. Is. 4015, cp verb in Ex. 216, 19),
and for the watering of cattle was poured into a trough
(rahat, Gen. 3038 41 Ex. 216, soketh. Gen. 242o 3038),2
When dry a pit of this kind might be used as a
prison, and as no attempt was made to keep it clean
the accumulation of miry mud (til, Ps. 40 2 [3], cp Jer.
38 6) at the bottom added to the discomfort of the
prisoner.
The Heb. and Gk. terms for ' Spring' which require
mention are : -^—
.. ',lyin ([•IT), Gen. I67 24i6 i S. 29i, e t c . ; .-Ws
2 WnrHa ' ^^'^^i' in Gen. 2413 4922, etc., obscures
rendered ''^^ ^°'^'^'^ ^^^ meaning. T h e 'spring of
<„-,_; t Jacob' (Dt. 3328) refers to J's descendants;
^
° ' cp the metaphors in Is. 48 i Ps. 6826 [27].
For particular springs, see reff. above in § i. T h e
connection with 'dyin 'ej-e' is doubtful, nor, if the two
are identical, is it easy to say which is older. T h e
' spring' can scarcely take its name from the circular
shape of the orifice since this (as in English) is called
the mouth (Gen. 2 9 2 / ) . On the other hand, the eye
could easily be called the fountain of the tears (as in
Jer. <.c I [S 23] nj(,'3T ni,?o -T-;).
Perhaps some primitive
belief underlies the usage.
^. mdydn l-^-^z), derived from the above, properly a
place of spririgs, cp Ps. 816 [7], Josh. 1815 (AV
'well'), etc.
3. be'er (nx3, cp above § i, and see CONDUITS, § T
[i]) occurs chiefly in the Hexat. ; for place-names
<:ompounded with it, see N A M E S , § l o i (,5).

4. mabbud (\;\ir^), Eccles. 126 (AV 'fountain'),
IS. 357 4910. Properly a place where water bubbles
or gushes up, cp the verb in Prov. I84 of a bubbling
spring, and metaphorically, of a gushing man in Prov.
1 0 2 28, e t c .
5. m,Ckf,r (llpo), a spring that has been dug (verb in 2 K. 19 24
Is. ^725), Mostly used in a figurative sense (Prov. 13 14 10 22
1^4 etc ).
6. /Kiiir; (.S's'lD), properly, ' place of exit' (cp also above col.
883, ... 2), with D;P, 2 K . 221 Ps. 10733, 35 (S'e'loSos), Is. 37 25
(cruva-yMy-,/), etc.
7. n,'7,eh (-12:, orig. obscure) in J o b 38 16, and perhaps also ib28 11 for -330, see B D B ad loc.
. 8. .jr^'/i'iJM (n^jXjudg. 1 i s t ; seeGoLATH-iUAiM. True mean,
ing unknown, perhaps a Canaanite word. On the supposition
that the word is corrupt see K E I L A H .
9- nllB'X, Dt. 3 17 ].i V'liy , see A S H D O T H - P I S G A H .
10. TTTjy^ (the usual word in 0 for nos. lyC, a,JJ.), J n . 46 J a s .
3 II 2 Pet. 227, etc.
11. c^picip ((B's word for no. 3), Lk. I 4 5 etc., an artificial well
as opposed to Kpijvij (ep PorjL, 2).

i\ full supply of water, rivers on bare heights, wells
in valleys, pools of water in place of a w ilderness, and
3. Sentiment \P"ngs instead of dry land characterise
a n d Beligion. ^ e highest possible happiness to the
°
Hebrew mind (Is.41i8 cp 357 443 Ps.
1073s). T h e possession of water is the one indispensable acquisition without which the right of pasture
is useless.
Hence, as Robertson Smith suggested,
property in water is more important and probably older
than property in land (/I'.SI-I 1 0 4 / , cp CATTLE, § 5).
The digging of a well, accordingly, was an important
function, and a typical specimen of one of the rites accompanying it has been fortunately preserved in Nu.
2 1 1 7 / (see BEEK, col. 515).
Here the spring is
addressed as a living being, and indeed not only is
spring-water called 'living water' (Gen. 2619 Nu. 19i7
etc.), but springs are regarded as endowed with life.
They are regarded with reverence, credited with oracular
powers, and frequently associated with sacred beings.^
On the widespread beliefs connected with springs and
wells among the Semites see IDOLATRY, § 2, N A T U R E -

WORSHIP, § 4, Robertson Smith, j?6l-i (reff. in Index).
Cp also Barton, Semitic Oi-igins, c^2ff. ; Curtiss, Prim.
Sem. Rel., passim ; and the Abbe Bourcais, ' La source
divine et g^n^rale conception Chald^enne dans les
Monuments figures des Collections k Paris,' in Maspero's
Sec. de Trav. 21177-193 (1899).
s. A. c.
STABLE

(ni3), Ezek. 2 5 s ;

See C A T T L E , § 5, I N N

elsewhere

'pasture.'

(adfin.).

STACHYS (CT&XYC [Ti- W H ] ) , greeted by Paul as
' mv beloved ' (Rom. I69).
He is mentioned in the apocryphal lists of the
'seventy, and according to pseudo - Dorotheus was
consecrated first bishop of Byzantium, by the Apostle
Andrew. In the apocryphal -4cta Philippi, a believer
of the name of Stachys is the host of Philip in Hierapolis. T h e name has been found among the remains
of the imperial household (ClL 68607).
STACTE (tltD3, ndisph, ' that which drops ' ; cp Job
3627 ; CTikKTH) is mentioned with onycha and galbanum
as an ingredient in the holy incense (Ex. 30 34 ; Ecclus.
24 IS, RV'"s. 'opobalsamum,' AV STORAX).
A
fragrant resin is obviously intended; but whether
opobalsamum, storax, or some other substance, is
uncertain. Jewish tradition identified ndldph with opobalsamum ; but against this see BALSAM, § 4, and
MYRRH.
Perhaps gum tragacanth is meant; see

^ Full information is given by G. A. Smith, HG 77-79- For
the evidence of place-names indicating the pre.sence of water see
NAMIK, § IOI.
- Other means of drawing u p water are the shaduf'm
Egypt
(Wilkinson, Anc. E':c. I281), and the water-wheel in Babylonia
(Peters, Nippur, 1 135 141 ; cp Curtiss, Prim, Sem. Rel- 198
IHamath]). There seems to be an allusion to the latter in
iccles. 12 6. Cp AGEICULTUEE, § 5.
' Cp also BROOK, CONDUITS, § i, P O N U , POOL.

i This is not confined merely to medicinal waters (cp H A M MATH ; M E D I C I N E , § 2, col. 3007 and reff.) where supernatural
ideas might readily arise.
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ness of references. By far the most interesting is Heb. ! of the sea-shore (Gen. L'-s 2217 264 Jer. 332=), and
known only to God (Ps. 147 4), their immeasurable
1121, cp Gen. 4731, where it is said that Jacob, after
height above the earth (Job22i2 Ob. 4 Is. 1 4 i 3 ; cp
blessing Joseph's sons, ' worshipped upon the top of
his staff' (-irpocTeKvvTicTev eTTt rb &Kpov T^S pd^dov aiJTOu),Dan. S loa), and the brightness of their shining (Job
implying ,-ID';,-I (the reading of @, Pesh., It.) instead of | 2 5 5 3 I 2 6 Dan. 123), formed subjects for comment;
but it was their movements that excited the keenest
.la-Dn. Chabas justifies this reading by a reference to
attention, and opened up the widest field for the
an Egyptian custom.^ But it is clearly wrong, as the
imagination.
parallel passage i K. 1 47 shows. T h e ' head ' of the
To realise the Hebrew conception of this phenomenon,
bed is no doubt a peculiar expression ; Holzinger
it is necessary to make some reference to their cosmology.
suggests that a ' teraphim ' may have been placed at
This bears close resemblance to the
the bed's head. But the true explanation is much
1. Earth and scheme of the Babylonians (Jensen,
simpler, LI'.XT should of course be cny ' c o u c h ' ; cp
Heaven.
Kosmol. 9ff.). and may be thought to
•fix;- c-i-j • the couch of my bed,' Ps. 1323, RV-^e- T h e
have formed part of the common property of the
other words are—
primitive Semitic family.
A- n:i}a>K!, njycD, mas'endh, mi^cfiietli ( ^^/Iyc' to lean),
The earth was regarded as a flat surface, bounded
Ex. 2119 Is. 366, etc. Used of the pastoral rod
upon all sides by the watery deep. Above, the heavens
(, 23:?! in Ps. 234 (see note in Che. Ps.''-').
formed a hollow vault, which, resting on the waters,
2. ey, 'es, of the 'staff' of a spear ( i S. 17? [K-t. is
might be said to describe a circle upon them (Job 2610
wrong], 2 S. 2119 23? i Ch. 2O5).
Prov. 827). This vault was thought to be solid, and
3. -(72, p^lek, in David's imprecation, ' let there not
was spoken of as a firmament (y'pn, rdkid', something
fail from the house of Joab one that hath an issue, or
beaten or hammered o u t ; Gen. 16 etc.), or, in the
that is aleper, or that leaneth on a staff,' etc., 2 .s. 829.
language of poetry, a tent spread out above the earth
So EV after ® (Kpa-rdv cTKvrdX-cjs [-ij, or -T}V]) and Tg. (Is. 4022 Ps. 194).
Upon the farther side of the
Jon. (-\it(2 t]'pnD ; so read, not njNn). The rival renderfirmament, called by the Babylonians kirib sami, - the
ing—' that holdeth the spindle '—does not suit the
inner part of the heavens,' there was again water, ' t h e
context nearly as well (cp H. P. Smith, ad loc), but
waters which are above the firmament' (Gen. 1 6 / . ) .
has a philological basis lacking to the first explanation.
Indeed, one of the earliest of creative acts was the
Moved by Driver's learned note (TBS 192, with n. i)
placing of the vault of the heavens, in order to cleave
Lohr and H. P. Smith adopt 'spindle' for -j'^s (cp
in twain the watery deep (n-,7]r\, tifhbm, Bab. Ti,imat),
Prov. 3119, and Toy's note). Tliere can hardly be a
and thus make possible the appearance of dry land
clearer evidence of corruption ; no philology can save
(Gen, 16-8 Prov. 8 2 8 / ) .
Beneath the earth was the
this unsuitable reading. Read --pr^i, 'i^, ' one that leans realm of the underworld ('?iNtr, Sh^bl), and the whole
on (ht. grasps) a staff'—i.e-, a lame person. In
was perhaps conjectured to rest ultimately upon the
Prov. 3119 the reading is of course undisputed (cp
waters of the deep (Ps. 242 1366).
W E A V I . X U , § 2).
Across the fixed vault of the firmament the heavenly
4. mn, mot, N u . 13 23 (a pole, for bearing a huge grapebodies appeared to move, seeming, no doubt, to the
cluster).
5. -13, /.a(^(in plur.), E x . 25 1 3 ^ i K. 8 7 ^ : (to bear the ark).
o iur....»»...«4.„ Hebrews as to the Babylonians, to
2. Movements . ^
,
• .,
.
6. fiiAoi- (in plur.), Mt. 26 47 Mk. 14 43, coupled with ' swords'
of heavenly
"^ ^ ^
'"
eastern quarter
( J n . 18 3 speaks of iijrAa). Cp the use of ^-C::2 and C13C' ( R O D ,
, J.
^ of the heavens and to make their exit
I, 2).

bodies.

T . K. C.

.

.1.

11.

,

• -1

.X.,

in the W . by a similar means. Thus,
to the poet's mind, the sun has his tent in the heavens,
and at his rising is like a bridegroom who issues from
i. I n I K. 68t, no doubt, c'?^^, lulini (€[c]\iKrij avafidcrc^-,
his bridal chamber (Ps. I 9 5 / . ) .
cochlea) can be plausibly rendered ' winding stairs' (KV ; see
The regularity of the movements of the stars arrested
howevei, Stade, ZA 7"W'3 136_^, and cp TE.MPLE, § 11, n.).
the
attention. They are governed by ' ordinances'
2. In 2 K. 9 13 ' on the top of the stairs' (niH'^n DTJ'7N) can
established by Yahwi and unalterable (Jer. 3 1 3 5 / ) ,
hardly be the right description of the place where J e h u ' s
beyond the reach of human understanding (Job3833).
supporters acclaimed him as king (see J E H U ) .
The spectacle of the heavenly host, led forth in full
3. In N e h . i l 4 it was not on the stairs but on the 'scaffold'
tale, is a wonderful proof of Yahwe's mighty power
(n^VT, m,i',iteb;
ai/a^acrts) prepared for the occasion that
(Is. 4O26). Thus they naturally serve to mark divisions
Jeshua and Bani stood. So -Wmi,' Cp P U L P I T .
4. In Ezek. 43 17 (rn'i^y,'::,'"^"''^'^''''0'stairs' should be 'steps
of time. They are set in the firmament • to divide the
( R V ) ; the steps of the altar are meant.
day from the night' and to ' be for signs, and for
5. I n Cant. 214 ' the secret places ( n U n D ,
mctdregdih;
«x6|U6i'a TOO cpoTecj^CarfjaLTO^; in caverna
maceriie) of the seasons, and for days, and years' ((jen, 114, cp Ps.
10419). T h e Hebrew month (lyin, fibdei; n r , yerah)
stairs' forms a bad parallel to ' in the clefts of the rock.' ,ij-inc,
ni,idrl\..ih (in piur.), is again rendered ' s t a i r s ' i n Ezek. 3s 20 ;
is a lunar month, and the quarter of this period—one
nil ist schiil.-irs suppose 'steep, ladder-like hills' (RV ' steep pla.res,'
phase
of the moon—appears to have determined the
(S 0apayyes) to be the true meaning. T h e word, ho\vc\ er, is
STAIRS.
misleading.

The rendering ' stairs' in . W is generally

week of seven days (see M O N T H , §§ i, 6 ; W'ICK.K, § 1 ) .

suspicious.
6. ' Stairs ' is right for avd^oBp-oi in Acts 2140.
T. K. C.

STALL (p3"ip, marbek,

etc.). Am. 64 etc. See

C A T T L E , § 5.
STANDARD ( ? n ) , Nu. I52 etc.

See E N S I G N S .

STARS.
T o the Hebrews, as to other races, the
heavenly bodies were a. constant source of interest and
wonder. Their great number, comparable to the sand
t Melanges
egyptologiques,c^) I g t .
' H e then pronounced
the ordinary oath, " By the life of the Lord Life.Health-Force,"
striking his nose and ears, and placing himself on the top of the
staff. T h e reference is to the baton which the magistrate kept
stretched out during the ceremony. By this attitude and by
these gestures the prisoner testified his submission towards the
magistrate.'
4779

Since this constancy in the courses of sun, moon, and
stars was so impressive, it is natural that anything
which appeared to be of the nature of an interruption
should, by the unscientific mind, be regarded as a
portent of catastrophe.
Of such a nature would be
eclipses of the sun or moon, meteorites or falling stars,
and comets.
So we find the darkening of sun and moon and the falling of

which baffled the calculations of the ancients, can be spoken
of as ' wandering stars, for whom the blackness of darkness is
reserved for ever,' and thus serve to depict the lot ,.f the renrobate.
^
^ An eclipse of the sun which occurred in the year B.C.
763 is recorded in the Assjrian Eponym Canon. See AMOS'
§ 4-

•'
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To the primitive imagination that which moves is
regarded as possessing hfe. Thus the heavenly bodies
are pictured as Uving beings, and form subject of folklore and legend.
Stars, in particular, aic cloudy
associated with angels.

Peshitta renders by 'iyytitha,'^ which probably has
philological connection with the Hebrew name, and
perhaps upon this analogy we may vocalise ^y, 'dyfif
(Hoffmann), or else, with closer approximation to the
Syriac, v]},'ayyii(, or t-'i', 'lyyhs.

The phrase ' the ho^t I'f hea\'en generally denotes the stars
(2 K. 17 16 21 3 5 2-ii4f. J )t. 4 19 IV 3 Jer. 82 10 13 A-ph. 1 3 ; cp
Gen. 2 I Ps. 336 I^. 40 2f) 4;'i u ) ; but in some cases, esi>eciiilly in
late writings, invisible ai^i^'ncics arc also denoted by tliu same
term (i K. "22 IQ IS. 344 NV-li.'.''-, and perhaps D a n . ^ n O . Cp
aUu I-'^ 242T and the tiin: pOL'tical statement in ItiliitSy (cp
CKIiATli'N, § 2 1 , e).

Special stars or constellations mentioned in the Bible
are as follow :—
(a) L-'v. ' i m (JobOS^jl ; on the versions and on the
supposed form r^'. 'dl (Job9g), see ARCTURUS. The
allusion to the ' childrun of 'dvi^
3. Special stars
limits the possibilities of interpretation
°
^ '
to such constellations as can be
pictured under the form of a mother with children.
Among the ancients there appear to have been two
such—Ursa major, and the Pleiades.
In favour of Ursa major is cited the Arabic title
for this constellation.
Thi.-; is nds, ' the bier,' the four stars forming the quadrilateral
being regarded as a bier, which is followed by three mourners,
bandt 7ui'^, ' the daughters o f t h e bier.'

It is, however, quite impossible philologically to
connect the Arabic word nciS with the Hebrew 'dyi^;
nor is there, in the passage of Job in which 'dyi^
appears, any trace of the idea of bier and bearers or
mourners. It is the merit of M. A. Stern^ ( ' D i e
Sternbilder in Hiob 8 8 3 1 / ! , ' in Geiger's jUd. Zeitschr.
8258^} to have been the first among moderns to adopt
the interpretation * Pleiades,' and to have stated his case
with gi-eat cogency. Stern disposes of the claims of
Ursa major by pointing out that 'dyis, with the three
other constellations mentioned in JobSSsi/"., is cited
by the poet on account of its meteorological importance.
This is evident from the context.
In vv. 22-30 we have
mention of snow and hail, light and east wind, thunder-shower
and lightning, rain and dew, ice and hoar-frost. Then follow
the three z-j. 31-33 with reference to certain constellations ; and
in immediate succession, further notice of meteorological
phenomena—clouds and the outpouring water, lightning and
the bottles of heaven.

Thus the inference is clear that the constellations
mentioned are such as have special significance as
weather-signs. Now Ursa major, as a circum-polar
constellation, never passes below the horizon in the N .
hemisphere ; ^ and, being therefore a conspicuous object
at all seasons, could never be regarded as possessing
any kind of meteorological importance.
Thus its
mention in such a context would appear to be quite
misplaced.
Onthe other hand, the Pleiades, though but a small
group, possessed for the ancients great meteorological
significance.

(b) '^'Df MvV (Job 99 3831 Amos 58) is generally
supposed to denote ORION (q.v.), the most remarkable
of constellations, both on account of the brilliancy and
colour of the three principal stars,^ and the striking
resemblance of the figure to a gigantic human form
equipped with belt and sword.
The position of this
group, a few degrees S. of the Ecliptic, renders it a very
conspicuous object as viewed from the N. temperate
zone, and among the Greeks and the Romans it was
nmch obser\ cd as a sign of the seasons.
T h u s its heliacal rising, southing, and setting are severally
connected with different agricultural operations (He.s. (}pp.
S'^sff; ^ogff., t,\4ff.);
but, especially, the time of its setting
marks the commencement of wet and stormy weather, when
navigation becomes dangerous (Hes. Opp. tiZff.; Hor. Ep. 15 7 ;
Virg..:£•«.! 535 452).

The mention ofthe ' bands of Orion' in Job 8831 is
perhaps an allusion to the three stars of the belt, and
refers to the chains with which the giant—'dull-witted
obstinate' giant—(S'DD) was thought tohave been confined
by the Deity. If man can loose these bands—the poet
seems to mean—he may then hope to gain control over
those changes in the season which the constellation
marks. In Job 99 Amos 58 k^sil appears to be cited
on account of its great brilliancy.^
(c) nD'3, kimdh (Job 99 8831 Amos 58) is translated
' Pleiades' by EV and many moderns, in accordance
with the rendering of @ in both passages of Job,"^
Symm. and Vg. in Job 8831, and Symm. and Theodot.
in Amos. If, however, the grounds upon which 'dyis
has been identified with the Pleiades can be considered
sufficient, it is evident that we must look elsewhere for
the constellation represented by kT7ndh. Stern presses
the claims of Canis major with its bright star Sirius—
by far the largest of the fixed stars—known to the
Greeks as rb dar pov par excellence.^
A constellation of so great a meteorological interest
as Canis major and possessing a star of such brilliancy
as Sirius, may naturally be expected to find mention in
Job 38 ; and the identification with kimdh is rendered
plausible by the close connection with k^sil, just as the
Great Dog lies nearly to the S. of Orion and close to
his feet. A further point is the allusion to the ' chains ^
of Kimdh' (nD'3 maiyp), which on this interpretation
yields a good sense, since Canis major is the hound of
Orion.
(d) The meaning ofnn^D (Job 8832; see MAZZAROTH),
is highly uncertain. By most scholars the term is supposed to be identical with ni'?ra (see MAZZALOTH), the
worship of which, in conjunction with that of the sun, the
1 T h e same rendering is employed for ^V, J o b 99, ?D3, J o b

By their rising at dawn the Greeks and Romans divined the
approach of summer, whilst their setting at dawn, heralded the
approach of the wet and stormy season (Hesiod, Opp. 3^3f
5 7 1 / ^}9ff-\ Virgil, Georg. ^23rff.\ Ovid, East.h^ggff).
The
expression ' '(^j/z'j with her children ' bears close resemblance to
the name * hen with her chickens ' applied to this group of stars
among both eastem and western peoples and actually employed in this passage as a translation o f t h e Targum ("7^ KnJJl

1627, ?'D3, Amos 58. T h e Talmudic Nnv,^«Mrt (note above),
perhaps represents the same word with rejection of y.
2 ajS-y Orionis, named Betelgeuse, Rigel, and Bellatri.x : the
first and the second, of the first magnitude; the last, among the
largest stars of the second magnitude.
3 On the phrase 'their khitiift' (Dn'7'p3) in Is. 1310 see

p3-a-)n Knn-iDN).3
The name 'dyi^ may then be thought to denote, not
the group as a whole, but the principal star, known to
astronomers as Alcyone. It must be deemed uncertain
whether the Massoretic vocalisation ty'^; is correct. T h e

4 In © J o b I'g, 6 TTOtoii' IIAetixSa /cat'Eo'Trepoi' KOX '\pKTOvpov
Kat Tapeia NOTOU, it is quite clear that the order of the constellations has been changed, r\:2'p being brought to the
beginning and rendered IIAetaSa as in 38 31, whilst c'i'. which
thus stands second, is translated "Ecnrepov as i:"V i" 'J^ 3^- This
change of order, which seems to have been o\ eriuoked Ijy critics,
is substantiated by Pesh. J I Q ^ ^ I ^ O J L ^ Q ^ D f ^ ^ ^ ? o d *

ORION.

1 Stern is followed by G. Hoffmann (ZA TW Z 107 f) and by
Noldeke (.5/<5. Z,(7X. 4370).
^ Cp Homer, Od. ^275, OITJ S' dp.p.op6s ea-Ti XoeTptav '^Keavolo.
Virg. Georg. 1246, Arctos Oceani metuentis aiquore tingi.
Ovid, Met. IB 727, Arcton ajquoris expertem.
^ It is also worthy of notice that R . Yehuda's explanation of
' ^ / as unViJ'dthd
(Berdkhoth
s^b) is interpreted by later
'i'almudists as n'?a 331) ' tbe tail of the R a m ' (;>.,Pleiades), or
i<^il}-i B'N-i, ' t h e head ofthe Bull' (i.e., Hyades).

5 For the ancients Sirius marked the time of greatest summer
heat (Hom. //.'2227-31, Hes. Opp.417, Sc. 397^; etc.), and its
connection with this period is still preserved in the popular
expression * the dog days.'
D T h e rendering 'sweet influences' AV, RVmiT- can he traced
back to Sebastian Munster (1535 A . D . ) , but appears to be philologically untenable.
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moon, and all the host ofheaven, was put down by Josiah
(2 K. 2-'J5) ; and O in both passages employs the transliteration pia^ovpujQ, whilst Targ., in accordance with
Kings, uses in J o b the rendering N'"?!,:) ^ycz'- In Rabbinic Hebrew the mazzaloth are the twelve zodiacal signs
(Berdkhoth 32^5; Shabbath pSf^), but also the planets,
regarded as stars of goodoriIlfortune(5tV£r/ii'/,^ rab.,^ 10,
IOC, etc.). In agreement with this latter signification,
we have, according to the restoration of de Vogii^, the
dedication nyj '^los answering to the Greek 'Ayadrj
Tvxv in a Phcenician inscription from Larnaca of about
the 4th century B.C. (ClSlgs).
It is doubtful, however, whether we can safely argue back in explanation of
the earlier useof the expression. In Arabic z«a«c?7 denotes
a'lodging-place' o r ' m a n s i o n ' ;
a.ndthepluT3.\al-mandcil
is used of the twunty-eight ' m a n s i o n s ' of the moon.
In Assyrian, according to Friedr. Delitzsch (.-^AJ. HIVB),
7nanzazu denotes ' a place of standing,' from the root
nazdzu ' t o stand' ; just as in Heb. nipo, 'place,' is
derived from nip. Manzazu occurs on the fifth table
of the Babylonian Creation series (see C R E A T I O N , § 2)
which be'^ins ^ ' H e made the mansions (7na?izazi) of
the great gods.'
Further, there is a fem. form of
marizazN—-<\7..., 7nanzaltu [=7nanzaztu), mazallu.
For
this Delitzsch quotes 3 R. 59 35a : ' T h e gods in heaven
in their mansions (TTian-zal-ti-sn-n/i) set me.' Jensen
(A'osmol. 2>\7f) mentions the same facts.
Whilst,
however, Delitzsch identifies these 7nanzalti with the
zodiacal stations [P/'ol. 54), Jensen thinks that they
were perhaps fifty in number,'^ corresponding to the
number of the great gods, and represent, not merely
the signs ofthe zodiac (cp Lockyer, Dawn of A stro7iomy,
1 3 3 ^ ) , but rather certain fixed stars and planets, lists of
which are to be found in the inscriptions, but of which the
identification appears to be possible only in a. few cases
[Kosm. i.\6ff).'^
Here, then, it m a y b e supposed that
we have the original of mazzdldth of 2 K. 285 ; though,
as is plain from the diverse opinions noticed above, the
precise reference of these 'mansions,' as objects of
worship borrowed by tiie people of Judah from the
Babylonians, still remains uncertain.

but this is certainly inferior to the derivation adopted
above (see further MAZZAROTH).
(e) The expression, ' the inner chambers of the south
(Job 9 9 ' p-n •^^^, liadre themdn), is too indefinite to b e
taken as a reference to any special star or group of
stars, such as the bright star Canopus or the constellation ofthe ship to which it belongs (Stern). Probably
Dillmann is correct in suggesting that the author of Job,
as a man of travel, would know that in journeying towards the S. more and more stars and constellations
appear in the heavens, and might therefore reasonably
refer in such terms to the stars of the southern hemisphere.

With regard to mazzd7-dth, Stern is undoubtedly
correct in stating that in the words of Job 8832 ' Canst
thou bring forth mazzdrdth in its season (iny3),' mazzaroth in conjunction with ' in its time (iny3) denotes a
plurality which can be spoken of as a unity, and so a
group of stars which form a single constellation. This
consideration, which gains weight from the connection of
mazzdrdth with 'dyis, k^sll, and kimdh, each of which describes a single special star-group, cuts at the root of the
identification of mazzaroth in Job with mazzdlOtk as mentioned in 2 K. 2^5, upon the view which has above been
taken ofthe latter. T h e special constellation represented
by 7nazzd7'oth can, however, in default of evidence, be
merely conjectural.
Stern's view, that the word denotes the Hyades, is not open to objection, and is to
some extent supported by the position of in,izzd/'uth after
kimdh and ^"(r/Vand hefoxe'dyis, acccording to the position of constellations in the heavens. But that this is the
intention of the order of citation may be questioned,
since in such a case the more natural method would be
to reverse the order, and to speak of Pleiades, Hyades,
Orion, Canis major, according to the order of rising.
The Hyades were of meteorological importance to the
ancients, who regarded their heliacal rising as the
P'jrtent of wet weather (Hom. / / . 18486 ; Hes. Opp. 613 ;
\'irg. .E.n. 1744, etc.). Stern, who would identify
7nirzzdrdth and 77iazzdloth, attempts to connect 7nazzdloth
with the verb "^-I.T (hizzil) in the sense 'rain-producers';
1 See Jensen, Ko<;mol. zSSff. ; Schrader, COT 115.
2 T h e nuini'cr of the 7nanzazi appears to have originally
been given in the Creation tablet.
3 Jensen finds allusion to the zodiacal signs in the Mctsi stars
of /. 2 of the Creation tablet above cited. T h e word
misrdta
(not tnizrdta) or i^dta, which occurs in 13, cannot, with Sayce
(Religion of Bab. 389), be identified with
Mazzdrdth.
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(f) On kevjdn as a representation of the planet Saturn (Am.
5 26), hc-ll-l (?) as the planet \'enus, and Dioscuri^?, the constellation Gemini (indirectly referred to in Acts 28 i i ) , see CHIUX,
Lucn-"ER, CASTOR AND POLLUX. [There is according to Crit.
Blb., reason to think that the Arabic name of Saturn. zich,ilu,
underlies the ^t^jn of i K.IL'15.
I t is held that the ' H a z a e l '
referred t o wa.^? probably a N . Arabian, not a Syrian, king.
Adhuc sub jiidice lis est.]
It is highly improbable (cp C A L F , G O L D E N ) that the

Hebrew tribes in Egypt came under the iniluence of the
4. S t a r - w o r s h i p . ^^yP'i^n '•<=lig>°n. J^hich was based
^ upon the worship of the sun.
But such place-names as Beth-shemesh in SW. Judah,
Har-heres, Timnath-heres, and Heres on the E . of the Jordan
permit the inference that the local Baal of the Canaanite, whose
cults confronted the Israelites on their immigration into Canaan,
was sometimes connected with the sun. See, however, SLN,
and on this and other difficult points which here suggest themselves for consideration see .VSHIORKTH, B A A L , PHCENICIA, § i r .
On the much disputed statement of Am. 626 see CHIUN A N D
SICCUTH, SALMA.

.•\m. 526 introduces us to the subject of star-worship.
The compiler of the Book of Kings regards the worship
of ' all the host of heaven'—doubtless introduced from
Babylonia—as one of the causes of the fall of the
northern kmgdom (2 K. 17i6).
In the case of the
kingdom of Judah we possess fuller information. Starworship was here, apparently, not introduced before
the time of Man.tsseh ; but of this king it is related that
he built altars to all the host of heaven in the two courts
of the house of Yahw6 (2 K. 2I5).
Priests were
appointed to offer sacrifice to the sun, the moon (see
MOON), the maazdlbth (see above, § 3 [rf]), and all the
host of heaven, and special horses and chariots were
dedicated to the worship of the sun, probably to be employed in processions (2 K. 284511).
Cp N A T H A N MEi.ECH, It was not until the reformation in the i8th
year of Josiah (B.C. 621) that measures were taken to
root out this Babylonian astral worship (2 K. 23), owing
to the influence of the book of Deuteronomy which
contains special injunctions against the worship of th?
sun, moon, and stars (Dt. Ylif.; cp 419).
Josiah's efforts, however, were by no means wholly
successful. T h e new cult seems to have been largely
embraced by private individuals, who worshipped the
heavenly bodies upon the roofs of their houses, burning
offerings and pouring out libations (Zeph. I s Jer. 82
1913). More especially does the worship of the QuiEN
OF HE-VVEN (q.v.)—i.e., probably, Istar as a celestial
goddess—appear to have enjoyed popularity among
women2 (Jer. 7 18). T h e reformation of Josiah, which
must have been mainly concerned with public and
national religious abuses, could not eradicate such
private cults. Ezekiel (writing in the 6th year of the
captivity of Jehoiachin, 591 B.C.), pictures the worship
of the sun as carried on at Jerusalem within the Templecourt (Ezek. 8 1 6 / ) ' and, as Jeremiah assures us, even
after the fall of Jerusalem the Jews still persisted in the
worship of other gods, and especially of the queen of
1 Also in 3V 9, reading with Duhm, [.^-n for N'nPI, and omitting
ll in Tinn. For the mezdrim of the corresponding clause ( E V
' n o r t h ' ) , cp MAZZALOTH, and ou this passage and on SSrjT.^R
s e e C h e , , / . 5 i 17io3jf:[i898].
^
''
2 See C h e . / ^ r . , his Life and Times, ig8.
8 'The ' holding of the branch to the nose,' in worshipping the
sun is commonly traced to a Persian origin.
See however
TAMMUZ.

'
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heaven (Jer. 1-1). The reference in Job 3 1 2 6 / to the
adoration of sun and moon by kissing of the hand
sufficiently shows the danger \\hich still beset the Jews
when the poem of Job was written.
The only distinct reference to astrology in the O T
occurs in Is. -iTia, where the exilic writer, in predicting
Astroloffv ''^'^ imminent downfaU of I'abylon,
°^" advises her in mockery to resort to her
astrologers, if perchance tlie\' may save her from the
impending catastrophe.
Several peculiar expressions
are used (see ' I s a . ' SBOT).
The phr.ase 'dividers of
the heavens' alludes to a division of the sky for the
purposes of astrology, and the reference of ' the monthly
prognosticators,' or, ' those who make known at every
new moon' seems to be to the official repi )rt^ drawn up
by the Babylonian astrologers to be sent in to the king
month by month (see M A G I C , § 3 [5]), Many such
Assyrian reports are still extant, and one of them gi\es
us an astrological calendar, each month or da)- of which
is noted as being lucky or unlucky for the commencement o f a campaign, or for other operations.^
The interest and importance of astrology to the Babylonians is well known, .-\ccording to the Chaldean
priest Berossus (quoted by Pliny, j\'H 7 57) astronomical
observations had been carried on by the Babylonians
for 490,000 years before his day. In the sixteenth
century B.C., a great astrological work was drawn up
on seventy clay tablets, and deposited in the library of
S.irgon of Agade (see S.\vce in 'TSBA 1 4 5 ^ ) .

reference of 'his s t a r ' would not necessarily refer to the conjunction t.iken as a whole, hut rather to one member ofthe con.
junction, whieh, by its peculiar position, was calculated to cast
the nativit> of the King of the Jews.
For .sl.u-worship see further N A T U R E WORSHIP, § 5. Cp
Campbell Ihomson, /,•,•/,.,-/.•,- ofthe Magicians and
Astrologers
of .\in. and hab. in thc P-rit. Mus. (1900).
c. F. B

STATEE. 'Ilie word CTATHp means properly a
weight, and was used generally by the Greeks for the
uiiit of weight, corresponding to the eastern sbL<kel.
There is no reason to doubt the current derivation of tlie word
from the leut OTCL-, to weigh ; the attempt to connert it with
Istar (Jensen, ZA 14 1,-3, and Johns, A.,.-.yr. Deeds and D„cumeut..,, 3 =!;.(), apLut fi„m philological ilinieulties, rests on the
assumption that money was originally coined in Nineveh, and
that some early coin might bear the head or figure of the city
goddess I star.

The word is used in Mt. \'a-j (AV ' piece of money,'
RV 'shekel'), where it means a stater or four-drachm
piece of the Phoenician standard. As regards the actual
coin intended, it must have been a stater either of Tyre
or of Antioch, since at the time concerned these were
the only mints issuing coin of the right standard.
Under S H E K E L (§ 5) will be found an illustration of
the silver didrachm or half-stater of Tyre ; the figure
given here represents a silver stater of Antioch.

The word C'£?-'X, ass.lpti'nn, which (in its Aramaic as well as
its Hebrew form) occurs several times in the Book of Daniel, is
r e n d e r e d ' a s t r o l o g e r s ' b y - W ( R A ' ' e n c h a " ? r s ' ) ; but this interpretation is merely a.ssumed. T h e word is of Assyrian origin
(asiapu, asapii, etc.), and means rather sorcerer,
charmer
(COT oa Dan. ^4 ; Del. Prolog. 141 ; cp Syr. dsophd),

-\ late evidence of the celebrity of Babylonian astrology appears in the narrative of the Messiah's star
in Mt. 2. [On the star cp N A T I V I T Y , § iS.] For whatever the description dish dva.To\Oiv (' from the E a s t ' )
may mean, the title magi [pcdyoi: see ZOROASTRIANISM)
implies that the lore of the ^vise men was Babylonian.
The star which they saw at its rising [ev r-rj dvaroXyj)
was evidently such as to be regarded as a portent only
by practised astrologers. Herod and ' all Jerusalem '
appear not to have noticed the phenomenon until their
interest was aroused by the inquiries of the strangers,
and then the king had to ' inquire diligently' the time
of the star's appearance. Thus the hypothesis which
represents the star as a comet or new star of exceptional
brilliancy may be considered to be excluded. Kepler
(De J. Chr. servatoris nostri vero anno natalitio, 1605
A. D.) thought of a close conjunction of the planets
Jupiter and Saturn in the constellation Pisces, which
occurred in the year 747 A. u. c., and in this view he has
found many followers (cp Ideler, Handb. d. Chi-onol.
-399.^).^ A similar conjunction in the year 1463 A.D.
led the Portuguese Rabbi Abarbanel (1437-1509) to
infer (Comm. on Daniel) that the birth of the Messiah
was shortly to be expected. J. H. Stockwell [Astr.
Jour. Nov. 26, 1892; quoted in Xature, I>ec. 22, 1892)
argues in favour of a conjunction of Jupiter and Venus
which took place in the spring of 6 B. c.
It should be observed that the objection of Meyer (Comm.
nd loc.),^ that the hypothesis of such a conjunction is excluded
by the singular acsTrjp, is quite alien to the question, since the
' [In Is. 47 13 W. Muss-Arnolt (AJSL
16 223 tigoo]), developing an idea of Zimmern, would read C-^ca I:•^2^, 'those
who scan the heavens,' U—\Z being regarded as = baru the Assyrian class-name for the soothsayers called seers. Another
view, proposed in Crit- Bib., is to read line 2 of stanza 5 of the
Song of Triumph thus,
'Let the spell-repeaters of Ishmael, the diviners of Jerahmeel,
deliver thee,' supposing ^ 3 3 to mean the capital of Jerahmeel in
N. Arabia.
"
T. K. C. ]
2 See, on the other hand, the damaging criticism of this view
by C. Pritchard in Smith's DB, ' Star of the Wise Men ' ; also
-tlein- Roy. As- Soc. 25.
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Stater of Antioch.
T h e obverse bears the head of Augustus with the title
KAISAPOS 2EBA2T0Y.
On the reverse is a fi.gure of the
Fortune of the City of Antioch seated on a rock, wearing a
mural crown, and holding a palm branch ; at her feet is the
river-god Orontes, in the attitude of swimming, half-emerging
from the waves. (This type is a copy of the famous group by
the sculptor Eutychides set up soon after the foundation of
Antioch.)

I'he coin is dated ' in the thirtieth year of victory'—
i. e-, of the era of .Actium— -and ' in the thirteenth consulship ' of the emperor ; hence it belongs to the ye.ir
2-1 B.C. This specimen weighs 229.3 grs. troy. Others
of other dates bear the name of Antioch [^h.vTiox^cav
jtiT^rpoTruXews).
Staters or shekels are probably meant by the word
dpyvpia used for the ' thirty pieces of silver' (.Mt. 2615
273 5).
T b a t denarii (see P L N N V , § i) cannot be meant is proved b y
the analog^' of Ex. 21 -<2 (thirty shekels of silver the price of a
servant gored by an ox) and Zech. 1112 f- (where denarii are out
o f t h e question). On the other hand, the 50,000 pieces of silver
of ;\cts 19 19 (Ihe value of the magical books) may have been
denarii, as indeed the A'ul.L^ate translates them.
G. F. H.

STATUTE (pn, np^n ; .yppn, ' t o engrave,' and so
* a statute, fixed by being engraven, or inscribed, on some durable surface,' Dr. Dt. 62), Dt.f>s 8 n . See generally L A W
LITERATURE ; L A W AND JUSTICE.

STEEL.

For n;."n?, nfhoseth;

see BRASS ; and for ^ch^,
IK( ' N ,

fildddth,

HC'irii,

nc'lwsdh,

Nah. 23 [4]'|-, see

§ 2, col. 2 1 7 4 .

STEPHANAS (cTecJjAN&c [Ti. W H ] ) , a member of
the Corinthian church. His ' household ' (cp the household of C E S A R [q.v.'\), ' the first fruits of Achaia,' had
been baptized by Paul, and us members had afterwards distinguished themselves by the zeal with which
they had set themselves to minister to the saints ( i Cor.
I16 16is), the ministry intended being doubtless chiefly
that of hospitality. Of Stephanas personally, all that
we learn is that, along with Fortunatus and .-Achaicus, he
had brought news to the apostle at Ephesus which had
' refreshed his spirit' ( i Cor. 1617/!).
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(see

LIBERTINES,

D I S P E R S I O N , i^g 1 7 / -

^^'

CILICIA,

§ 3, PROSELYTE, §§ 3 / , also the Lucan touch in Lk.
2116. ' delivered up by kinsmen '). The circumstances
T h e narrative in Acts
T h e speech (§ 4f).
(§§ ^f 7).
Style of the narrative (§ 8).
of their origin rendered Hellenists often somewhat
Tlie charge (§ 3).
Significance of episode (§ 9).
suspect
in the eyes of rigid Palestinian Jews. Hence,
Bibliography (§ 10).
by the operation of a common psychological law, many
Stephen (cTe4)A.N0c) in the N T is the name borne
of them—so far from being more liberal and openby an early Christian agent in Jerusalem, who was the
minded—cultivated exceptional strictness and suspiciousfirst to suffer for his faith. As narrated in Acts (61-S3,
ness in the practice of their religion.
Just as the
cp 1119 22 20) the pregnant and tragic episode of Stephen
convert frequently outdoes those born in the faith by
falls into three sections : [a) the prologue (61-15), conhis eager zeal to accentuate the difference between his
taining an account (i.) of Stephen's appointment as one
past and his present, so Hellenists were by no meanS
of the St;\en, and (ii.) of his subsequent arrest; (b) the
ipso facto emancipated from the particularism of the
speech (71-53) which he is represented as having delivered
Jewish faith. Their ' colonial life' did not naturally
upon that occasion ; and (c) the epilogue of his murder
create an atmosphere in which ' the hard lines faded
and its effects (754-83). Although by common consent
and the ideal depths were opened.'^ In practice and
this narrative is regarded critically as undeniably histortheorv, as the subsequent narrative shows (cp 929 21 27,
ical, it requires to be subjected to a close analysis before
223 f),
they often attached themselves to the most
it can be employed as evidence for its period.
pronounced and bigoted habits of Judaism practised by
The isolated character of 61-6 [7] indicates that
the Pharisees. And this throws light at once upon their
the editor here has a special source or tradition before
antipathy to Stephen, who perhaps had set himself to
him.
Note the first occurrence of
labour among his former associates [Qg f),
no less
1. Acta 61-7. .
'disciples,' pLadrjTaL, the solitary instance than upon his own exceptional character.
To their
(in Acts) of ' the Twelve (cp Lk. 81), the church still
scrupulous conscience he appeared a. renegade, a dismeeting as one small body (as against 44 614), the
credit to them personally and a. revolutionary force
conception of communal charity (cp COMMUNITY OF
within the religious praxis of the nation. They were
GOODS, § 5, and O. Holtzmann, Ztschr. fur
Kirchenthe first to detect and challenge this liberal preacher,
gesch. 14327-336), and the strange position ofthe Seven
and their antap^onism proves that his wider outlook and
(ACTS, § lo) who, though ostensibly appointed to the
unique grasp of the spirituality of religion were by no
delicate and responsible subordinate task of superintendmeans an inevitable product of his training. As in the
ing charity and money-matters (see Field, Otium
case of Paul, so with Stephen : Hellenism furnished
Norvicense, pars te7-tia, 1899, p. 113), really do as
merely the soil ofthe religious growth (658 10).
spiritual work^ as the apostles (cp 6 8 / . 8 4 / . 2 1 8 ;
The dual nature of the narrative in 68-15, fluctuating
Holtzmann, HCI2 [1901], 52-54).
The irrelevant
between the riotous justice of a mob and a trial before
summary of 67 is certainly an editorial addition which,
n h ^ ao
the Sanhedrin, is patent.'^ As almost
like 514, interrupts the run of the narrative. For the
'^^' all the critical editors are agreed, the
increase of the church has nothing to do with what
conception
of
a
trial is editorial or subordinate, and the
immediately precedes, and the conversion of priests has
alternatives are to regard the passage as a combination
no connection with what follows. 68/". is the original
of two sources or as a single source edited and modified.
and natural sequel to 61-6. 61-6 has, indeed, a retroIn the case of a single source, the alterations and
spective glance. It sums up the primitive Jerusalemadditions (possibly due to a correct enough impression
period (18) of the history, as 67—where otherwise the
of the speech and situation) are to be found in vv. 11 f.
words ' in Jerusalem' (iv 'lepovaaX-qp.) would be super(13) 15 (in whole or part) ; so e.g., Weiss, Wendt, and
fluous—is meant definitely to show ; but its main object
Moffiitt, In the case of two sources, it is most tempting
is prospective. The editor's aim is to introduce two
to agree with those (Spitta, J. Weiss, Hilgenfeld) who
new figures in Philip (84-39; see col. 3697-8) and
find the second (inferior) source in 125-15 (123-14, Jungst).
especially Stephen (6S-83), whose activities form the
The isolated allusion to miracles in v. 8, and the better
pivot of the next stage in the early church's history, as
connection of v. g with either 5 or 7, suggest that v. 8
well as to connect Antioch (65 1119-21) with the new
is also editorial.^ Why the Sanhedrin-notion was intromission-impulse. There may be a dramatic touch in
duced, it is not easy to say. Probably the editor regarded
61/"., where the preceding outward success of the young
the
Sanhedrin as the representative body of the Jews, just
church is set beside the first sign of inner friction. Yet
as he concluded the apostles to stand for the Christian
the immediate interest of the historian is not this juxtacommunity, and considered that here as hitherto any
position or even the office of the S e v e n ^ a vague order,
Jewish prosecution must proceed from or at least through
who drop out of sight at once—but with the man who
them, to be judicial and regular. Whether this idea was
was their most prominent member, and who found
purely pragmatic, or based upon some independent oral
before long that his energy led to his arrest 68-15.
Like some or all, perhaps, of his fellow-officials
•^ Martineau (Seat of Authority,
631), who goes on, however,
to point out that the fusion of Jewish and heathen thought in
Stephen was probably a Hellenist—i.e., a Greek-speakHellenistic
culture
could
not
of
itself
have produced the Christian
ing Jew resident in some Greek city (HELLKXI.'^M, § 2)—universalism. T h a t reaches back, past Stephen, to Jesus and
and it is significant that his opponents (probably in' his_infinite longing to open the soul of man to the life in God,
unhindered by the mediation of priest and ritual. Thus the
cluding Paul himself, 223) came from his compatriots
* T h e pragmatism of the editor is shown in 66 where he
sugge.sts that the apostles' ratification was needed for every new
ofiice and departure (cp 13 1-3) in the church (even though in
this case the recipients of their blessing were already full of the
Spirit, V. 5), and that those who afterwards became preachers to
the Gentiles were sanctioned by the heads of the Chri.stian
community.
It is certainly not Stephen's eff'orts in charity
organisation which involve him in the controversy of 6 9_/; On
the other hand, the incident of this internal discission and its
satisfactory treatment indicates not merely a certain liberaliry of
spirit—however lardy—*on the part ofthe Hebraist majority but
also an absence of ecclesiastical pretension on the part of the
apostles, since their action showed that the church was to be
a church i n d e e d : ' n o t a mere horde of men ruled absolutely
by the .Apostles, b u t ' a true body politic, in which different
functions were assigned to different members ' (Hort,
Christian
Ecclesia, 52). I'.i^th of these ideas were probably present to the
editor of Acts (cp CHURCH, § 11). Cp also i Pet. 4 11.
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fountain of catholicity is in no confluence of philosophic, no
combination of external conditions, but in the unique personality
of J esus of Nazareth,'
- Similarly in the account given by Josephus (Ant. 2Qg) of
James's murder some thirty years later (see J A M E S , § 3 ; and
von Dobschutz, />/£ Urchristtichen
Gemeinden (1902), 1 1 0 /
^21 f , 272). It is curious that these two m a r t j r s , who represented the opposite wings of early Christian sentiment, should
die—or be represented as dying—in somewhat similar fashion.
=* Bacon drastically regards 6 ii-7 i (reproducing Mk. 1455-fio),
'^ 55-56 58 a-to S I <z c, 3 (reproducing Acts 22 4f. 20 2C, 10 Lk. 22 69
2/J ;4 46) as editorial modifications added to bring the speech into
Hne w i t h t h e general Lucan s c h e m e ; whilst the reference to
miracles in 6 8 has been substituted for the substance of 929
(unhislorically—cp Gal. 1 21-24 —tran.sferred to Paul), and the
words ' and of them of Cilicia and Asia ' (Kal TOII/ aTrb KiAiKtay
Kal "Ao-ia?) in 6 9 are an editorial (cp 7 5 8 8 1 ) addition to a
source which knew of only one synagogue (i.e., an Alexandrian
or Xorth African one).
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tradition which alluded to an appearance of Stephen
before the Sanhedrin, or an inference from the r61e
undoubtedly played by it in the subsequent persecution,
we are not able to delerniine.
The slight obscurity
resting on the details shows that the editor's distance
from the period prevented him from supplementing in
strictly accurate fashion the gaps in his source. Fortunately the haze does not blur the main outlines of
what happened: Stephen's arrest was the result of a
popular c'tneute, which restrained itself just long enough
to allow him to defend hiniself before a suspicious and
exasperated audience, which numbered—perhaps unofficially—several members of the Sanhedrin.
Stephen's persistent propaganda had created quite a
new situation. The people (612 cp 247 5'3) \\LTenow up
in arms against Christianity, and the
3. The charge charge was both grave and religious.
against Stephen. ^\i,^,jh„. e „ or 6 1 3 / be taken as
the original source, the accusation was that of rank
blasphemy against the Mosaic law and the templecultus. To rigid high-churchmen, like these Pharisaic
Hellenists (cp .^POC.VLYPTIC L I T E R . \ I U R E . §§ 56,

58),

and indeed to the people as a whole, especiaUy in the
capital, where prejudices naturally ran hot and hard, it
seemed a horrid impiety to suggest that these ancestral
privileges (law and cultus) wore neither final nor absolutely essential means of grace. Stephen had probably
appealed to the authority of certain familiar sayings of
Jesus, analogous to, if not identical with, those cited in
Mk. 713-23 132 1458 (cp 1529 II. ) i Without suggesting
that Stephen spoke disrespectfully of the law or of the
temple-—which would have been untrue to the spirit of
Jesus (particularly when Lk. had expressly niaintained
the genuinely Jewish piety of Jesus and his attendance
on the temple, Lk. 222-49), as well as out of keeping
with the normal tone of contemporary Christianity—Lk.
implies that Stephen had assumed an attitude less of
antagonism than of comparative indifference to such
nation.al institutions, refusing to treat [e.g.) the sacrificial
system as of absolute validity for Jews who believed in
a Messiah about to return and establish a spiritual era.
Zealots are angered as much by a refusal to echo their
beliefs to the letter as by deliberate opposition ; to
ignore their tenets is as keen an insult as to attack them ;
and it is a fair inference from the historical data to
assume that the negative and positive aspects of Stephen's
preaching were alike interpreted by the sterner fanatics
as a danger and a defection. Their fierce attachment
1 Cp Keim, / . v. -Vac. ( E T ) , 1 71 f- 5 226-230. There can be
little doubt (but cp .SON OF MA.V) that Jesus did actually antici.
pate a messianic triumph for himself which involved at his return
the downfall, not merely the supersession, ofthe Jewish temple ;
and yet a passage like Rev. 11 if indicates how unable certain
Judaistic circles of primitive Christianity were to sympathise with
this outlook. It is true that, even beyond the Essenes ( E S S E N E S ,
§ 5), there were abroad in Judaism movements of thought which
attached quite a subordinate value to the sacrificial cultus and
the temple itself (cp Holtzmann, NT Theol- 1 104 f 391 f).
These, however, could hardly be very influential in Jerusalem,
nlthough the Alexandrian culture of Stephen probably made him
susceptible to such tendencies parallel with the teaching of Jesus.
He does not notice, what a modern reader would be impressed
'jy, that the very temple in question (6 13) had been erected by
a man whose sympathies could not be termed—in any sense of
theterm—Jewish by conviction (see ISRAEL, § 88). A rather
ancient reading which adds, after ' n a t i o n ' (edvos) in Lk. 23 2,
' and destroying the law and the p r o p h e t s ' («at ccaraXvovTa TOV
vQ/xov Kai Toi,? irpo(^^Ta?)—is found not only in some Latin
MSS but also in Marcion.
2 The greater prominence assigned to the temple in Stephen's
oration is due historically to the fact that Jesus, to whom he
appealed as his authority, had—once at least—spoken more
explicitly upon the cultus than upon the law, and intrinsically
to the fact that the one involved the other. Since the exile ' the
cultus was but a portion of the law, to be minutely maintained
no doubt, but maintained because the law ordained it. God's
glory and Israel's were realised, not in the temple-worship, but
•11 the fulfilment of the law of which that worship was but a
part' (Montefiore, Hibbert Lect. 387).
Notice that if Lk.
omits Mt. IT 24-27 he also omits Mt. 12 6. On the early Chnstian
conception of God's spirituality and the universalism it implied,
see Titius, Die vulgdre Anschauung
von der Seligheit
im
Urchrist. if. (1900).
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resented his looser attitude as bitterly as a Roman
procurator's public insults. Like one of their nuniber,
who afterwards recanted, they were shrewd enough to
anticipate disastrous consequences to Judaism, if such
liberal ideas prevailed (Gal. 1 1 3 / ).
In its e.xtant form the speech put into the mouth of
Stephen is, like the other addresses of Acts, the com4 The speech • P ° ^ ' ' ' ° " °f ™ author who possesses
i t s nature ' <^°"^'derable historical insight into his
subject; the diction, style, and general
standpoint of the address are sufficient to show its
Lucan colouring and ability (cp 1316-41, and the frequent analogies to Lk. 1-2, Acts 748 = 1724, etc.). In
the nature of the case, too, it is impossible to think of
hearers t.tking down a verbatim report, or of the author
having access to such archives of the court as furnished
later martyrologists with graphic and accurate details
of --- Christian's last defence and struggles. But, from
the verisimilitude of the contents as a whole ^ and the
points which differentiate it alike from Petrine and from
Pauline speeches, it is plain that the source drawn upou
by the editor, to say nothing of such oral traditions (from
Paul and other eye-witnesses, like Philip) as may have
reached him, must have sprung from the vivid memories
of some early Christians, possibly Hellenistic refugees
at .Antioch or Csesarea ; judged on the principles of
comparative historical criticism, the speech therefore
takes high rank as substantially exact.
It is not
difficult to suppose that so memorable a death —
memorable for its consequences to the early church, as
well as for its intrinsic details^made an exceptionally
deep impression upon contemporaries,^ and that this
impression passed rapidly into some literary shape.
Certainly the speech, as it stands, does not give one the
impression of an unpremeditated reply, and (as many
scholars have noticed) it hardly lies in line with the
historical situation presupposed, even when the latter is
critically analysed. But though the report is probably
inadequate, it echoes an impromptu survey of history
delivered from .. familiar position.
Elaborate rather
than extempore, yet with gaps for all its elaborateness,
it is an outline or authentic summary, representing in
all likelihood ideas often repeated by Stephen in his
synagogue-preaching as he encountered objections urged
by people who, in ostentatious reliance upon the
authority of Moses, found the rejection of Jesus by his
nation an insuperable barrier to faith in him as the true
Messiah, and also cavilled at his attitude towards the
ancestral law and temple of the land. The speaker
does not seize the occasion to preach repentance to the
audience. Nor does he even attempt to clear himself
specifically from the charges brought against him, being
sensible from the first that the case was hopeless. His
aim is to say all he has to say,^ and he manages to do
this by giving a reading of history in the light of
religious experience—a light that is intensified as the
speech proceeds, and hurriedly closes with a flash of
lightning.
In several details of this speech, as elsewhere. Acts illustrates

1 ' In psychological truth it has not its like in all A c t s ' (Spitta,
117)
Af the same time ihis long speech, the longest in the
whole book, is evidently meant and (less evidently) arranged by
thc aulhor to subserve the general apologetic motives of the
volume. The writer's sense of the situation and the literary
ability he displays here are the kind of evidence which miikis
it not irrelevant to say that Acts is ' the only one of the M
books which anyone would think of calling clever (W. H.
Simcox, Early Clmrch History, 41).
2 It is certain, however, that Stephen died under the stones.
T h e narrative lends no support to the idea (Wendt) that lie
recovered (cp 1 * 1 9 / ) in time to breathe his last among pious
Christians who heard him repeat his testimony. The devout
men who buried him were, in all likelihood, respectable Jews
who had little or no sympathy with the fanatical excesses of
their fellow-citizens.
--•..„.
u
.i,
3 Consonant with the Lucan idea of Lk. 2113, where the
sense of Mk. 13g is altered into that of arrest givmg an
opportunity for witnessing to the gospel.
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the midrashic tendency which had already embellished O T
stories with rabbinic modilications and en5. JYlldrasniC largements (see CHRONICLES, § 6, HiSTo;aelements.
CAL L I T E R A T U R E , §§ 14 f).
N o significance
attaches to the appart:nt confusion of Horeb

the temple, he argues (40-43 44-50) that neither law nor
temple had come until comparatively late in the
national history, the temple in fact only in Solomon's
reign ; yet, previously to that, the spiritual revelation of
God had been earned on in foreign lands (for Abraham,
V. 'z, Moses, vv. 30 33, and Israel, v. 38). Even the
temple itself, as the prophets testified, formed no
adequate or absolute medium for such a spiritual
revelation (the tacit inference being, of course, that it
could not therefore be any blasphemy or treachery to
O T religion to assert, as Jesus had done, that even the
temple was not indispensable or final ).i And as for the
law of Moses (b), with its divine vitahty and power (to
which, answering 6 1 3 / i , Stephen docs ample justice,
38 53), not only had it, like the temple, been preceded
by revelations [e.g., of circumcision), but its founder
had been misunderstood (725 Lk. 250), rejected, and
thwarted by the very people (in Egypt 24-35, ^" the
wilderness 36-39) to whom God had sent him as ruler
and redeemer.
Thankless, perverse, and obtuse :
such had been their nature all along.
Hence their
failure to welcome Jesus with his authority and creative
power to establish a new and final form of worship
which should correspond to the ideal of the O T .
This
resistance, so far from being loyalty to religion, spelt
both unfaithfulness and disaster to it, representing
indeed A conservatism to the letter and the form of
religion which the fresh and fuller current of the spirit
would leave stranded.
Moses predicted ^ that the
Messiah would be a second Moses, and Stephen
argues vehemently (in quite a characteristic Lucan
fashion, cp Lk. I 6 2 9 / . 2 4 2 7 / Acts 2823, etc.) that
the true observance of the Law would lead its devotees
to Jesus ( 5 1 - 5 3 ) : real loyalty to the Law and the
prophets culminates in Christian faith, the line of continuity running from the O T prophets to the gospel of
Christ.
Whereas, he grimly suggests, Jesus had been
indeed a second Moses: ^ his rejection, due to the same
obstinacy and rebeUious spirit (51 / . ) that Moses and
his successors* (52) encountered, is really a proof ofhis
genuine Messiahship. In short, the argument ends with
a flashing retort.
Stephen hurls back the charge of
disloyalty on his accusers, implying, in characteristically
Alexandrian and yet also in O T fashion, that the Jewish

and Sinai (7 zgf,

cfD K \ . 3 i ; M I D I A N , S I N A I ) , the use of

the

round number 400 in Z'. 6 (as occasionally in Josephus), the
divergence between 729 and Ex. 2 14 f. (cp Heb. 1127), the loose
version of 2 S.l 2 f. in Acts 746 and of Ex. 1 16 22 in Acts 7 19, or
the alteration of ' D a m a s c u s ' i n t o ' Babylon' (v. 43). Other
variations and innovations,^ however, are more serious. Thus
(a) in 7 2 the theophany to Abraham is antedated (as by Philo
and Josephus), nor can an interpolation (Blass, St. Kr. 1896,
46oy;) be suspected ; (b) Terah's initiative is ignored and his death
antedated in 7 4 (as in Philo ; see rabbinic traditions cited by
Hamburger on this point) ; (c) Jacob's family is numbered (z'. 14)
not after the i\Iassoretic (70 = Gen. 46 27 E x . 1 5) but after the
© text (75 : known already to Philo) ; (d) Shechem is confused
(z'. 16) with Machpelah in Hebron, and all the patriarchs—
instead of Joseph only—buried at Shechem (perhaps a Lucan
home-thrust [see GOSPELS, g tog] at the contempt felt by rigid
Jews for the Samaritans ; see Lk. 9 51 f. 10 33 17 11 f Acts 1 8
8 4f.), a curious divergence not only from the O T narrative but
even from the tradition followed by Josephus who buries them
all at Hebron (Ant. ii. S 2) ; (e) zi7. 20-24 are tinged with the
Jewish legends (IMOSES, §§ 20f),
current also m Philo and
Josephus, upon Mij-^e-.' beauty, eloquence (in contradiction to
E x . \ 10f),
wisdom, and martial prowess, v. 25 (acquitting
Moses of rash violence and making his chivalrous interference
the first step in the deliverance) being reproduced from the
tradition in Philo, Vit., Mos. 1 8 f and J o s . Ant. ii. 9 2f ; (f)
the rabbinic division of the lawgiver's life into three periods of
forty years each, is followed in zru. 23 36 ; (g) the ' Red Sea '
(z'. 36) is an Alexandrian touch(\Visd. 10 i3 I97 i Macc. 4 2 H e b .
11 29), taken evidently from Ass. Alos.yS 10 f 'nonne hoc est
quod testabatur nobis tum Moyses in profetiis, qui multa passus
est in lEigypto et in mari rubro et In eremo annos quadraginta' ;
(//) the association of angelic agency with the law (7 36 53),
though free from the depreciatory spirit of Gal. 3 29 Heb. 2 2,
etc., is like them'(cp Everling, Die paul. Angelologie, 61-65)
due to the rabbinic development of Dt. 33 2 (^ (cp J o s . Ant.
XV, 5 3) ; and ( /) the citation from Amos in z>v. 42 f. reproduces
the mistranslation of an obscure and corrupt original (cp AMOS,
§ 13, C H I U N , M O L E C H , g i), Stephen arguing—in opposition to
the normal and traditional view—that while the wilderness
period had its divine means of grace (v. 44), it was yet a period
of idolatry and apostasy punished by the Exile.
Such phenomena, though quite minor in importance, indicate
a spe.aker or an author who is drawing upon his memory of
popular religious tales and has been trained in the spirit of
that Alexandrian Judaism which, for all its re\'erence, could sit
wonderfully free to the letter and even the traditions of the O T
records.
In his brilliant and skilful address (72-8 9-16 17-43
44-50 51-53), Stephen urges one or two extremely
.
.
effective and apposite arguments, which
* amount to a counter-accusation against
his opponents.
In the opening sketch of patriarchal
history, which is quite in keeping with the sententious and discursive style often affected by Orientals
in unfolding some prave issue, the speaker is mainly
concerned to explain the origin of the covenant and
promise 2 which culminated in the Mosaic legislation
and the Solomonic temple.
But he manages indirectly
to express his personal reverence for God {611, cp
7255) and the temple (613, cp 77), as well as the
common ancestry of Jew and Christian alike [our
father, 72, cp 12, etc., also Lk. I73). Then comes the
development of two leading ideas ; one already suggested, the other novel, yet both showing his desire to
justify himself by an appeal to the original basis and
trend of O T revelation,
(a) Charged with depreciating
1 T h e use of etc^cArjo-ta (38, cp 8 i 3) is deliberate. T h e author
hints at the normal position of the early Christians, who never
dreamed of founding a sect but of continuing and developing
the ancient people of God—to whom they served themselves as
lineal heirs.
2 Cp Rom. 9 4 ' Israelites, whose is the glory [Acts 7 2] and
the covenants [cp Acts 7 8] and the giving of the law [Acts 7 38 53],
and the [divine] service [Acts 7 7] and the promises' [Acts 7 5]—
('la-par}\iTaL, S}v 17 5o^a, wal at Sta^TJKat, Kat i) vop.ode<rCa, Kal
TJ Aarpft'a Kal al eTrayyeXCai). T h e allusion to the other prerogative
of the ' inheritance ' (T) KKr)povop.ia, Acts 7 5) is too incidental to
afford any basi.s for a theory (Bacon) which regards this section
in the speech as an attempt to show the Alexandrian spiritualising of the territorial ' i n h e r i t a n c e ' into a non-local worship
(Lk. I73-7S)- 7 5 is answered by_7 45. Stephen does not, like
the author of Ep. Bam., spiritualise ' the inheritance ' by denying any local material fulfilment of it ; he merely argues that,
however real, the local and national culmination of it in the
history of Israel wa*; not final, implying that its fulfilment lay
in the far future (cp Heb. 4 if. 8-11).
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1 Stephen's reference to the Solomonic temple is curt and
cool, but intended to depict its relative worth rather than its
utter incompatibility with O T religion. His point, driven home
by the citation from Is. %^ if, is that God is not bound to the
temple in Jerusalem, but free to reveal himself in wider and less
external ways ; compared to the spiritual worship of God given
by Jesus (41 48), even the temple service is merely another
golden calf. I t is obvious that, in a book circulated after
70 A.D., this line of argument would be specially apt, proving
that the destruction of the temple was no irreparable loss to
religion.
2 2,, 27 is of cardinal moment to the argument ofthe speech in
its extant form, since it destroys the Jewish claim that the
Mosaic cultus and legislation were final. T h e prophet-Messiah,
as a second Moses, at least equal to the first in authority, must
have the right to supersede or transcend previous revelations.
True, the J e w s had rejected him whom Stephen claimed as the
true Messiah. But that was no decisive argument against him,
for they had done the same to the first Moses. Thus, although
v. 37 has all the appearance of a parenthesis or editorial addition of Lk., even so it would only sharpen an idea already
present in the original and (like 611) reflect a correct reading of
the primitive source.
2 So the Lucan addition (7 10) ' a n d wisdom' wat o-o^tai'(cp
2 2 ) = L k . 240 52 (Bacon)? T h e idea dominates the Clementine
Recognitiojts(e.g.,
I36). Cp ActsS i 3 y : = 7 35 (Lk. C 2 2 / ) . Of
course the^Messianic interpretation of Dt. 18 isf, reproduced in
Acts "37, is a misapplication of the original sense, which refers
not to an individual but to a succession or order of prophets in
Israel.
4 W h y the prophets (42-52)? Because ( W R S , OTJC, 2 9 4 / )
they had vainly but vigorously protested against the formal
tendencies o f O T piety which with the temple became crystallised
into yet more ceremonial wor.ship. Without pronouncing the
establishment of the temple itself a fresh token of the nation's
sensuous bias, the speaker plainly hints that the Levitical ritual
had thereby acquired a fatal prominence which tended to
obliterate that spiritual worship for which the prophets stood,
and to produce the further effect of rendering the worshippers
incapable of estimating God's better and spiritual revelation.
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rejection of Jesus was an integral part of the sensuous
temper and externalism \\ith which they had all along
been blind and dull to tiic spiritual significance of the
Law and the prophets.^ Circumcision they had h a d ;
but it had brought no moral devotion (8, 58). Prophets
they had had ; yet only to disbelieve and persecute (37
42 48 52). A spiritual and heavenly law (,\o7ta i'ujira,
' vim vitalem habontes,' Blass) they had rccci\ctl ; -'^ yet
only to prove unfaithful to it (38/I, 53) by turning it
into a dead letter.
As we possess only an epitome of the speech, it is
useless to inquire whether I'v. 51-53^ huply some
interruption on the part of the
7. Acts '
^' angry audience, now awakening to
the speaker's drift, or w hether some part of the sciurce
has been omilicd by the editor (Schw^anbeck). The
words are abru[)t and final. This curt, stinging thrust,
which formed the climax of the harangue, roused a
heat of anger in the audience which, at Su-[)licii's
further blasphemous cry (56), passed into a scream of
horror. Nothing is said about any formal conviction
before the Sanhedrin. The offender is simply stoned
to death outside the city—the regular method and place
of punishment for blasphemy (Lev. 'J414-16, cp Lk. 429).
For the Jews to put any criminal thus to death upon
their own responsibility was utterly illegal (cp Jn. I831) ;
and the difficulty of the story is enhanced by the
absence of any explicit evidence to show that a year or
two after the death of Jesus Roman authority in the
capital was seriously relaxed, or that — as after\vards
(61, 62 A.D.) at the murder of James the brother of
jesus—an interregnum between two procurators was
taken advantage of, or that the sentence of the
Sanhedrin ^vas formally connived at, if not ratified,
by the Roman officials. At the same time, the broad
unquestionable fact that the Jews proceeded to persecute
the Christians without hindrance, whilst the Christians
not merely fled from Jerusalem, where the Roman
power was strong, but never had recourse to the civil
power as a shield against their tormentors, suggests
that the Jewish authorities must have had some sanction
or other "* for their outburst, although the historian—
wishing perhaps ^ to convey the impression that such
1 Stephen makes no attempt to explain the cause of this
obduracy. H e seems to regard it as innate. In Ep. Barn.
9f,
where the allegorical interpretation of the Mosaic customs is
propounded as their original sense, the failure of the Jews to
apprehend this is attributed to the influence of an evil angel
(etrotjii^ev avTOvs) and to their lapse into idolatry.
Stephen's
speech, upon the other hand (as Sabatier rightly points out), is
at onue the complement and the development of Jesus' parable
in hk. 20 gf.
As a historical retrospect it is unduly severe;
but as a word for the immediate situation of the speaker it
possessed a telling force. T h e thought of 7 s^f is remarkably
m line (cp O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu, 336) with Lk. 13 34 f.
(cp 11 49), where Jesus speaks in the name of God, who has
repeatedly sent messengers to the Jews, and finally the Messiah,
only to meet the same fate. See Ep. Barn. 5 i r ' S o the Son of
God came In the flesh in order that he might sum up and complete the sins of those who persecuted his prophets to the death.'
2 Stephen does not go nearly as far as Ep. Barn. (46-s) which
flatly denies that the Jews possessed the real law of God : ' ours
it is, they lost i t ' by the idolatrous aberration mentioned in
Acts 739-41. H e distinctly upholds the living authority of the
Law (in contrast to Paul, Gal. 8 2 1 ) ; only, whilst Ep.
Barn.
141-4 denies that the Jews ever got this divine covenant,
Stephen argues that they got it and failed to keep it (Acts 7 53).
So 4 Esd. 14 29 _/ from the Jewi.sh standpoint: ' o u r fathers
received the law of life which they kept not, which ye also have
transgressed after t h e m ' ; also Acts 15 10.
3 Lucan close to original (48-50), Holtzmann, ZWT (1885),
434-438. McGiffert finds In them the theme o f t h e speech, vi/.,
that temple-worship is not enough, demanding obedient and
spiritual hearts among the worshippers. But there is nothing
distinctively Christian in such an attitude.
4 Though this finds no support in the words ' I gave my vote.'
KaTtpieyKa ^x\^ov (26 lo), which are merely a rhetorically vi\id
expression of agreement (8 i). Paul was not a member of t h j
Sanhedrin.
^ Consonant with his usual tendency to emphasise the Jews
as the real enemies of the faith and to avoid blaming the
Roman authorities, "rhe first martyrdom of Christianity was
brought about by false evidence and tumultuous justice on the
part of the Jewish authorities (as 12 r / , etc.), and betokened no
collision ofthe Roman authorities with the new faith.
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violence was illegal—has failed to notice it. The fairest
solution of the critical problem is to suppose that
Stephen perished in a fanatical riot, the account of
which ended with 82. The editor, however, has added
not merely 6 1 1 / . , 15 but also 758 81^, 3 to the original
source, drawing in the latter interpolations upon c^
tradition which was no doubt accurate.
The editorial hand, or a different source, in at least
758 81(5, 3 is widely reeugnised—e.g. by Bleek, Weiss
(adding 7s5 S'-)b c), Clemen, Sorof, Kruger ( TLZ
1885, 299), Wendt, Hilgenfeld (adding 56, 59),
Schmiedel (.Vers, § 10), Moffatt (Historical New Test.,
429, 431, 667-^70), and Bacon. Originally the source
( 5 8 / ) ran 'they stoned Stephen,' etc. [iXido^oXovv
Tbv ^Ti(paPov K. T.X.) ; the insertion of 58^ left ' stoned '
without an object, and necessitated its repetition
awkwardly in 59. Again Sia is obviously parenthetic,
whilst 8 3 repeats the proleptic 81b c unless the latter be
also excised (as by Weiss and Schmiedel). It is plain
that Stephen died, not on the testimony of witnesses
(613 758^). but on account of his own recent word and
confession.
The references to Saul, which are quite
authentic, link the source to what follows, and it is
needless to dwell on the dramatic effect ^ of this silent
figure watching the opening struggle of a campaign in
which he himself was presently to play so di\erse and
prominent a part.^
A similar result in general is
reached by those who bisect the whole narrative—e.g.,
Feine (61-6 12-14 7 2-21 29-34 44-50 57 f. 8 i<z 3 with 611 15
722-2835-4351-5354-5659/ 8ib-2), Jungst ( 6 9 / i2<:-i4
7i-2i 29-34 44-50 s^b-6oSib c, with 61-6, 7b c-B n 15
7 22-28 35-43 51-58(2 8 la 2-3), and Spitta (6 1-6 g-i2a 7 2-54
57-5812 81^-2, with 67/". i2b-i5 7 I 5sf 58^-60 Sia 3), or
by less radical investigators such as Blass (759^^. a. Lucan
touch) and Ramsay (758 81, Lucan touches reproducing
Paul's agonised confession when Philip narrated the
episode, 69-839, at Caesarea).
If one is disinclined to
follow those who (Spitta, J. Weiss, Hilgenfeld, etc.)
adhere to the substantial integrity, as to the historicity,
of the speech, the most tenable alternative is to consider
that it represents a single source more or less edited
(B. Weiss, Wendt, Holtzmann): it is quite in keeping
with the author's practice in the third gospel (A\'ernle,
Synoptische PYage, 18, cp 146) to deal more freely with
narratives than with discourses in the traditional
materials which lay before him.
The chief linguistic terms characteristic of 6 1-8^ (especially
in the speech), which do not recur elsewhere either in Act.s^or in
the rest of the N T literature, are:—'defend,' idp-vvdt (1 24);
'murder,' fa^'aipea'ts ( 8 1 ) ; 'resist,' t«i'''"tTrtTrTtiJ (7 51) ; ' uncir1 T h e whole story is full of admirable effects produced by an
author who could write effectively as well as piously ; e.g., the
literary art shown in the sonorous opening of the speech,
dramatic touches like the glow of 615, 'they understood not,'
' and kept it not,' and '• he fell asleep' (contrasting this death
with the three already mentioned, viz., Judas, Ananias, ^and
Sapphira), the virion of 7 59 with Jesus standing (not ' s i t t i n g '
as usual) to welcome his martyr (cp Rev. 5 6), the contrast of
Stephen's denunciation and his forgiving _ spirit, and the
oratorical handling of the various themes in the harangue.
7 5 9 / seems to echo a belief that the spirits of the dead
(especially the martyrs) passed directly to God ; cp Titius, 45 ;
Schur. Hist. ii. 2 180.
2 See PAUL, § 7. Mommsen (ZNM', igoi, 8 5 / ) , taking ev x^
yevei pov (Gal. 114) in its local sense ( = birthplace, cp Acts 4 26
18 2 24), considers that Paul directed his attack upon the separati.sts(includingf.^., Andronicus and Junias? Rom. l(37)in Tarsus;
which gi\cs a good sense to Gal. 1 22, but hardly fits in with
Acts 8 3 0 I /: I n a famous passage (Essay on ' Secret Societies,'
{•{'orl-s fi86^] 6 285-2P9) de Quincey discusses the uneasiness
and fasc in ran jn stirred by such martyrdoms in some ofthe more
thoughtful spectators, and argues that the radiant countenance
of Stephen 'bringing down to earth some revelation of a
brightness in the sky, the fountains of which were intercepted
to Paul, perplexed him ; haunted him sleeping, troubled him
when awake. . . . Upon this we may be sure that Paul brooded
intensely, and that the noonday scene on the road to Damascus
did but quicken and ante-date a result which would at any rate
have followed in the end.' [Cp col. 4o8iy:i The psychological
nexus, alluded to in this passage, is reflected in the narratives of
Acts, and probably formed one of the subordinate aims which
the writer had in view as he fused the Stephen-source and the
Pauline tradition together. See further below.
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new faith only served to accelerate the extension of that
cumcised,' fairepiTprjxos ( " 5 1 ) ; ' g n a s h , ' t^PvX'<'(" 54); ' c o m e
after,'fitafie'xojuai (7 45); umpire,'tStxatrTJJ?
faith to the Gentiles. But, further, it was an epoch when
8. L i n g u i s t i c ( 7 2 7 3 5 ) ; 'cvpusc,' t-«:f^eT05(7i9); 'coming,'
persecution broke upon the Church in general as well
f e a t u r e s of
e\eva-is (752): 'thrust out," e^ujOiuj (745
as upon individuals, owing to the fact that the Jewish
narrative
i-l39'^^: 'bev-nd,'ttTrcVet.'a (743) ; 'daily,'
narraLive.
^^g^^epivos ('i i ) ; ' ill-usage,' iKdKujais (7 34); authorities for the first time {within a year or so of the
'deal craftily,' tt'^rao-o^t^OM*'' ("19); ' pos.session, \KaTd<rx^<Ti.'; Crucifixion—i.e., 30-31 A . D . )^ realised the radical con( 7 5 4 5 ) ; 'lamentation,' fKon-eroc 0^2); ' r a v a g e , ' Xvp.aivop.aL
sequences of the gospel as preached by more outspoken
( S 3 ) ; ' redeemer,' fkvTpuiT-qs (7 35 ; cp Heb. i^ 12 L k . 168 2 38);
Christians, who could appeal honestly to the authority
• remove,' t^^fToi/ct'^u) ( 7 4 4 3 ) ; ' make a calf,' M'^CT.XO'TO'^UJ (7 41) I
' neglect,'Trapa^ftope'to (6 i) ; ' corn,'(rtrt'oi' ( " 1 2 ) ; ' stiftneuked,' I of Jesus himself.
Hitherto these distinctive principles
f TKKy\poTpdx''\Xos (751); ' s t i r u p , ' o-uyKti'tio ( 6 1 2 ) ; ' b u r y , '
tri-'YKci;xtfu> (8 2) ; ' set at one,' (TvvaXXd<7<ru> (7 23); ' slain bea-^t,' of Christianity, with their far-reaching issues, had been
+ T<l>dyLov (7 42) ; ' suborn,' V7ro^dA.A(D ( O n ) ; ' sustenance,' tolerated mainly because they had not been adequately
V(6pTaa-pa ( 7 i i ) ; ' b u y , ' t'^^'t'oM-'*'' (^1*5); 'appeared,' ^IO^OT)
expressed.
Hence the fitful and comparatively in( if sudden human appearance, •? 26). Of these 31, no fewer
effective attempts of the authorities to keep the new
t.ian iB (marked f) come from the L X X or Philo, a fact which
movement in check, as well as the general popularity
(especially as the citations are loose a n d unintentional) corroborates the impression of Hellenistic or Alexandrian colour.!
enjoyed by the Nazarenes in Jerusalem.
T h e twelve
ICven more remarkable is the absence of such distinctively
lacked neither courage nor sincerity.
For various
Lucan traits as dv with optative, Se Kai, eyeVero with infinitive,
reasons,
however,
they
do
not
appear
to
have
shown
ev TW with infinitive, Kafl' T}pepav, Kal avros, bv6p.aTL, Tra; (aTras)
o Aaoy, TLS with a noun, and TO or TO. before prepositions.
anything of the same insiglit into the tradition of
Jesus which they preserved, as outsiders like Stephen,
At the same time, the Lucan phraseology of the passage
shows that if a written source underlies the record it has been
Philip, and Paul.
Upon men like these fell the brunt
worked over2 by the editor: see the following fa\-ourite or
of the advance which had to be made, if Christianity
characteristic Lucan traits (words peculiar to Lk.-Acjs marked
was ever to be anything more than a Jewish sect. With
with an asterisk)—'holy,' ayio? (6 13 7 33); ' b r i n g , ' oEytu (0 12) ;
[i.vdyui7 41]; *bringup,'*ai'aTp€'Aw(7 2o); ' m e n brethren,'ai'Spes'
the spiritual freedom and universal range of the new
aSeA^ot (7 2); 'look steadily,' aTevL^oi (615 7 5 5 ) ; 'till,' aypt
faith, as urged by Stephen and others, the twelve
(7 18) ; ' a n d there arose,' eyeVcTo fie (8 1) ; ' babe,'^pe'i^o? (7 19);
probably were in essential sympathy ; indeed there is
'ministry,' SiaKovia ( 6 1 4 ) ; 'open,' itai-otytD (756); ' c u t , '
*&LaTrpt<ii (754); 'scatter abroad,' 'Stao-n-etpco (81); 'arrange,' every reason to suppose that Stephen carried the
StaTtitro-oj (7 44); 'just,' SiKtxtos (Me-sianic title, 3 14 "52 "J- 14);
'seventy,' ' e^Bop-riKOi'Ta (714); elpi with dative ( 7 5 4 4 ) ; majority (yet cp 21 20-22) of the church, wiUingly or
reluctantly, with him in his outspoken statements.
It
elTxev Se ( 7 1 3 3 ) ; ' e\po.se,' *eKTi9r}pi (7 21); 'bef.:)re,' crojirtof
( 6 5 ^ 1 , 7 4 6 ) ; ' t h e following [day),' *T^ e-mova-f} [ij/xepa] ("2-.);
is one thing, however, to approve a course of action,
* in those days,' ev r a t s y)p.epaLS Tavrais ('Ji)! 'send forth,'
another
and
a
nobler
thing
to
start
it.
All
credit
for
e^aTTOtTTeAAtu (7 12); 'year,' CTOS (76 34 42); 'devout,' *e{iAa^i7s
the more difficult step, with the wisdom and courage
( 8 2 ) ; 'find grace,' evpicrKUi xaptc(7 46 Lk. 1 30, cp Heb. 4 ib);
' rejoice,' ev^paivoi(7 41) ; 'come upon,' e^CcrTr}p.L (0 12); 'bavint; which it involved at this period, is due to Stephen,
kneeled down,' deis Ta yoi/ara CTto cp L k . 2 2 4 1 ) ; ' n a m e d , '
whose stand had a further liberating effect—hardly
KoAovpevos (758); 'behold,' KaTo.i'oea) (731, cp Heb. 3 i *-'j4);
contemplated by himself—of forcing the early Christians
'famine,' Ai/nd? (7 11); 'after these things,' /lera -ravTa ( 7 - ) ;
'summon,' *p.eTaKdAeui (714); 'month,' p^^v (7 20);
young
into a consciousness of their real relation to the orthodox
man,' *veavLas (75s); 1/0^.1^0) = suppose (7 25= Lk. 2 44); now,'
Judaism, side by side with which most of them had
vuv (743452); 'house of Lsrael,' OIKOS 'ItrparjA (742); ' w i t h
hitherto lived in peace.
T h e break had to come,
oneaccord,' bpoOvpaBov (757); 'sight,' opapa ("31); os in
attraction (7i6f. 45); ' a t the feet,' Trapo. TOUS iroSas (7 58);
although as yet both sides had been for different reasons
TTATJ^OS (625 = community, Deissm. A''eue Bibelstudien,
59);
slow to disturb the status quo."
' There is an inner
'multiply,' TrA?)0i;i'tij ( i i i ) ; ' except,' TrAiji/ ( S i ) ; 'full of the
freedom which may grow side by side with an aUegiance
[Holy] Spirit,' TTA^PTJ? Trj'eu^. {dyiov] (fi 3 5 7 55); ' avenge,'
^rroieiv fK5iKTj(7iV Ttfos (Lk. 18 7/T Acts 7 24); 'betrayer,' Trpofostered by birth and custom, prejudice and piety.
6trr)s (752 Lk. 0 16 2 Tim. 34 only); ' sh-.u before,'*TrpoKaTayBut men first become conscious of this freedom when a
yc'AAtu (752); ' g o before,' ^Trpon-opet'ui (7 10 Lk. 176); ' u n t o , '
TTpos, of speech (73); 'word,' f)rjp.a ( • i n ) ; 'host,' *<TTpaTLa. demand is made that restricts it, or when it is assailed
(7 42 Lk. 213); ' kindred,' ^o-uyyeVfia (7 3 14 Lk. 1 61) ; <7vv
on account of some consequence already deduced from
("35)1 'seize,' *<TvvapTxd^iii (612); "^approve," owevSoKeM (S i);
'stop,' <Tvvex(o (757); 'deliverance,' o-corrjpi'a (7 25 L k . l y i ) ; it by the enemy, but not as yet patent to the mind
Such an awakening
T e ( 6 7 i 2 7 2S 8 3 ) ; 'of forty >ears,' *T€craepaKOVTaeTT)s (723, cp that cherishes i t ' (\Veizsacker).
1318); TOU with infinitive ( 7 I Q ) ; TouToi' = him (735, cp 223
came to early Christianity at the martyrdom of Stephen.
631); uTTcipYw (755); '[the] Most High,' ""[o] vtpia-TOs (748, cp
H e first expressed a latent antithesis of principle,
Lk. 1 32 Heb. 7 i ) ; 'voice,' (/tuji/n with yiyvopat (731); ' k e e p , '
<}>v\da-<TO} (753, cp Lk. II2S); widow,' ^rjpa (f>i); 'region,' grasping the gospel of Jesus with «. thoroughness and
^tilpa (8 i ) ; tis = when (7 23) ; da-eC (6 15), impf. with ptc. (S i) ;
penetration which enabled him to formulate certain
besides the proper names like 'Libertine,' •*Ai^epT^l•os;
questions, afterwards elaborated differently yet along
' Chalda;an,' XaASatos ; 'Hellenist,' 'EAATJI/IO-TJJS; and ' Rephan,'
the same line by one who had been an accomplice in
Pe^dv; the phrase ' S o n of M a n ' (7 56 = Lk. 2269, almost only
use of name outside gospels), 7 9 = 5 1 7 (Clem.Rom. 4f.)', the
his murder.
This is all the more remarkable, because
conception of Jesus as the prophet like Moses (737, cp 3 22
the stimulus originally came not—as in later controand Lk. 71639 11129/? 2427), Acts 7 27 = Lk. 12 14 ; aKoveiv
versies—out of practical exigencies due to the unlimited
with ptc. (7 12, cp Lk. 423), Acts 6 10= Lk. 2115 Acts 7 22 =
Lk. 24i9—'preserve alive,' ^ttioyovela-Bai (Lk. 17 33 Acts 7 19
preaching of the gospel, but entirely from the inward
I Tim. 611, only); 'visit,' e'rTLiTKe\paiT9rLL (7 23, cp Lk. 1 j'i 7 16);
fidelity of one man (who had not belonged to the
and one in--tance ofthe Lucan partiality for Is. 40-66 (Acts 7 477^;
original disciples) to the principle of religious freedom
as in Barn, lii 2 with 17 TIS for Kat TTOIOS and ovx^ for yap).
in the spirit and sayings of Jesus. ^
The ^i'j;inficance of this episode for early Christianity
_.
.is thus twofold.
It formed one of
0. bignmcance ^^^^^ outstanding crises when, as the
01 episoae.
j^jstorian of Acts loved to show, the
fanatical and malicious opposition of Judaism to the
1 Peculiar to Hebrews and Lk.-Acts (including Acts 6-8 3) are :
' g o o d l y , ' aerretos ; ' star,'a(7Tpo»'; 'custom,' €0os (except J n .
1940); ' b r i n g in,' cto-ayetf-ecr^at (except J n . 18 10) ; 'trembling
for fear,' cvrpoiios; Red Sea, 'Epu^pa SaAatro-a; 'devout,'
tuAa^>7S (group); ' he that bears rule,' -^youiLtecos (except Mt. 26
citation) ; 'rest,' /caTaTraueti' -trts ; ' change,' or 'remove,' peTaTiBevai (except J u d e 4) ; sojourn -er, jrapotKe'to -OS (literal sense):
' patriarch,' TraTptapxTJS ; /i.^'^/of God (e.xcept i Pet. 5 6) ; ' made
with hands,'vftpoTrot'vjTos of temple (except JNIk, 14 58). See also
Acts 7 4 4 ^ Heb. 82-5.
•'3 This is perhaps betrayed also in the occasional roughnesses
of construction—e.g., the change of subject in 4 ('removed,'
/i.ertjxierei'), 8 (' begat,' eyevi'y}(Tev), and 10 (' made,' KaTetTTritiev),
thoilgh We'ss goes too far in taking passage^ like iotr-i6 and
ici ''-23a. ^'i-'-ig, 3 6 / ; , as editorial additions inserted in view of
Lk.'s Gentilc-Christian audience.

The dependence of the Stephen-narrative upon several of the
best authenticated portions of the Synoptic tradition (for the
Johannine, see Wendt's Lehre Jesu [ E T ] , 23^f.)
has been
already noted ;4 the general similarity of several details in the
accounts ofhis death and of the trial of Jesus (e.g., Lk. 22 66=
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1 One early tradition, followed by Usuardus, Pcia\'ius, and
other mediaeval and later scholars, p u t Stephen's martyrdom in
the same year ;LS the Ascension.
- As the subsequent history, down to the third century,
shows, there was a recurring tendency to gravitate back into
Judaism on the part of certain Christian circles (cp Harnack's
Dogmengeschichte,
E T 1 294,/?).
3 In its account of the persecutions conducted by that
'inimicus homo'(A^., Paul), Clenf. I\ecogn.\7of,
like Hegesippus, ignores S t e p h e n ; James is for Hegesippus the protomartyr, though in E u s . HE v. 2 5 Stephen reappears as the
model witness of Christ.
4 It depends upon the critical view taken of J n . 421-24,
whether that passage be regarded as a later expansion of the
idea suggested in Acts 7 48^:, or as embodying a genuine logion
of Jesus (cp J n . 219-22) to the effect that only spiritual worship
in his name answered to the true ideal of the OT" revelation.
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Acts 6 12) is not unnatural in a historian who is concerned to
describe how loyalty to the authority and ideas of the great
proto-Martyr brought one of his followers to a like fate. Such
conformation was inevitable, though it is not easy to determine
how far it was conscious and literary. It is distinctly curious,
however, that false witnesses and an allusion to Josus' saying
about the temple should be introduced here by an author who
deliberately omits both facts from his narrative of Jesus' trial;
and also that the authentic saying on the Cros.s (Lk. '23 34^1)—
which does not form part of the original third gospel (see ll ist.
New Test. 654)—should be reflected in Acts 7 so (cp Lk. 6 28,
Acta 3 17 13 27), just as it was actually quoted bj- the brother of
Jesus at his martyrdom (edtjKe r a vdi'aTa \4yuiv Kvpie 6ee Trarep
d^es aiiTois' ov yap otSao-t Tt Trotouo-tr, cp § .'), and by the Lyons
martyrs (Eus. HEv. 2 5). There is one \cri- significant change,
however, in Acts 7 59 ( = Lk. 2$ 40), emphasised by the preceding
words 'calling upon,' eTrtKaAoup.ei'Oj/ (sc. 'l-r}a-ovt') T h e similar
parallels between Stephen and Paul {(>i3 = 2l28 69 = 212127,
cp 2411') are of no literary significance whatever, nor is
Stephen's speech a literary expansion of certain Pauline ideas.
For, whilst criticism has learned to do justice to the powerful
impression (see above ; also R. H . Hutton's Theological
Essays,
3itf, and Feine, Das Gesetzesfreies E^'a'i:;. des I'a/i/us, 1899,
pp. i6f. 88_/C) made by Stephen's religious consciousness upon
Paul, Stephen cannot be described as a forerunner of Paul
without serious limitations. I n Stephen an original element
worked like a ferment, which differentiated him not simply
from his leading contemporaries, but from the line subsequently
followed by Paul. T h e ver\' occurrence of similar ideas—e.g., in
Rom. 9-11 (Acts 7 52 = 1 Thess. 2 14 f , see Origen on IMt. 1^57)—
is one of several proofs that such ideas were widespread in
certain circles of early Christianity, and the points of difference
are upon the whole more tangible than the points in common
between the two men. Paul was not interested in the cultusquestion at a l l ; Stephen was. Yet Stephen never raised the
question of the Gentiles,^ as Paul did from the first. N o r did
he, like Paul In general, view the Law as superseded by g r a c e ;
in Hellenistic fashion Stephen traces a spiritual current through
Jewish history, believing that a proper interpretation of the
Law, and obedience to the spirit, would have saved the Jews
from their ancient lapses, even from the culminating lapse at
the crucifi.xion. Per contra, as has been already indicated
(S§ 3, ^), Stephen had not advanced to the position which in later
writers may be termed distinctively Alexandrian.
The scanty and worthless legends upon Stephen, collected
by Tillemont (.Mei?ici?-es; E n g . ed. 1735, pp. 353-359), mainly
cluster round the place and time ofhis death, and the finding ofhis
relics. According to one tradition of the fifth century, he was
buried, thanks to the friendly intervention of Gamaliel, at Kafr
Gamala in presence of the lamenting apostles. H i s festival
seems to have been held generally on the 26th of December, the
day following Christmas ; which occasioned Augustine's saying
that unless God had first become man to die for men, men would
never have found courage to die for God. Epiphanius (Hcsr.
20 4) numbers Stephen among the Seventy, and one curious
tradition (followed by Dante, Purg. 15) describes him as a youth.
In addition to the critical editions of Acts, ad loc, the monographs on source-criticism (ACTS, § 11), and various biographies
of Paul, see especially *Baur's
Paulus
10. B i b l i o g r a p h y . ( E T ) , 139-62 ; *Zeller's Contents
and
Origin of Acts ( E T ) 1 237-246 2175-176;
Ewald's History of Israel, E T 7 155-164 ; Gfrorer, Die heilige
Sage (1^3%), I408/C; Renan, Les Apdtres, chap. 8 ; Ranch,
St.Kr. (1857), 352-368 ; F . Nitzsch, ibid, (i860), 479-502 ; *Witz,
JDT (1875), 588-606 (finding the red thread of the speech in
748 / : ] : W. Schmidt, Bericht
d. Ap.-gesch.
iiber
Steph.
(1832); Sabatier, L'apdtre Paul (KT), 39-46; Pfleiderer, Das
Urchristenthum
(1887), 5 5 9 / : ; Feine, JPT (1890), 89-108;
Beyschlag, NT TheoL ( E T ) , 1 3 2 7 / ; Ramsay, St. Paul the
Traveller, 372-377 ; J . Weiss. St.Kr. (1893), 489-501 ; Absicht,
10-15; *Kranichfeld, St.Kr. (igoo), 541-562, ' D e r Gedankengang in der Rede des Steph.'; *B. W . Bacon, Biblical and
Semitic Studies
(Yale Univ., U.S.A., 1902), 211-276, and
Grieve, Hastings' /).5 4613-615; Harnack, die Mission
und
verbreitung des Christentums
(1902), 34-37 ; and on the apocryphal Revelatio sancti S., P. v. Winterfeld (ZNTIV,
1902, p.
353). The papers by K . S)chxnidt(Bc2veis des Glaubens, 1892, pp.
69-06); E . H . Plumptre (Biblical Studies, 347-375), and iHosgen
(IVcuc Kirch. Zeits. 1898, p p . 661-687) are unduly conservative,
and the older sketches by Krause (1786), Luger (1836), and
Thiersch (1849) have been largely superseded by more recent
critical researches prompted here, as in so many lines, by the
genius of Baur. Adequate materials for historical^ study may
be found in the monographs marked by an asterisk, supplemented by Spitta's Ap-gesch. (1891), 96-123, and discussions such
as those of Weizsacker, Das Apost. Zeitalter (KT), 1 62-75, and
McGiffert, Apostolic Age (1B97), 76-93.
J. Mo.
STEPS ( n i S i ; D ) , 2 K . 2 0 i i = Is.388RV^ff-; E V D I A L .

STEWARD. A convenient and familiar term used for:
I' ri'D"*?!; t^'N, lit. ' t h e man over the h o u s e ' ; cp Gen. 43 19
1 K. 16 9 (see A R Z A ) .

1 One proof that the speech rests on a special source ; for the
idea of universalism was thoroughly Lucan (cp Lk. 2447 Acts
28 2sf).
In 7 42 another comparatively isolated feature occurs,
in the reference of sin directly to providence (Titius, 23^:).
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2. ' n ' 3 pEJD-p, Gen. 15 2, 1 difficult phra.se, on which see
E L I E Z E R , I , and cp Dillmann, Delitzsch, and Crit. Bib. ad toc.
3. I5b, Is. 22 IS RVmg. ( E V 'treasurer'), applied to S H E B N A
(q.v.).
4. 1i''?0, Dan. 1 I I AVmg.; see MELZAR.
5.
6.
EV
7.

IK', I Ch. 28 I R V • ruler.' See P R I N C E , 3.
oUoco/xo?, Gal. 4 2 R V , etc. Hence otKoi'o/ita, Lk. 16 2^^^:
'stewardship.'
etrtVpoTros, Mt. 208 (of the master of the vineyard) Lk. 8 3

(cp C H U Z A ) ; see PROCUKATOR.

8. dpxtTpt/cAtfos, J n . 28.

See M E A L S , § 11.

STEWPAN (Dn^3). L e v . l l 3 5 t RV^ff-.

See COOK-

ING, § 4 ; cp POT'iERY, § 4.
STOCKS. For punishments involving restraint of
the person, see L A W A M . JubTiCE, § 12 (end), and cp
C H A I N S , PRISON.

The word is used to render •
I nDDHD ; see col. 3850 (7).
2. D^y. Prov. 7 22 AV ; see A N K L E T S , col. 171, and n. J,
3- pJ'3;; see COLLAR, 3.
4. "ID, J o b 13 27 33 II E V (probably an Aramaic loan-word),l
here mentioned specifically as an instrument for confining the feet.
5_. ^v\ov. Acts 1624, lit. 'wood.' On the 'inner prison' Into
which Paul and Silas were cast on this occasion, see PRISON,
§ I (end).
S T O I C S ( c T O i K O l [ T i . ] . C T 6 0 i K O l [ W H ] , A c t s 1718).
T h e S t o a w a s f o u n d e d a t A t h e n s , a b o u t 3 0 0 B.C., b y
Z e n o ; a n d m a n y of its d i s t i n c t i v e d o c t r i n e s w e r e a d d e d
during the third century by Cleanthes a n d Chrysippus.
S t o i c i s m w a s b r o u g h t t o R o m e b y P a n s e t i u s a b o u t 140,
a n d m a n y d i s t i n g u i s h e d R o m a n s l e a r n t its principles
from Posidonius (about 86-46).
It w a s t h e l e a d i n g
p h i l o s o p h i c a l s c h o o l in t h e e a r l y e m p i r e ; t h e chief
w r i t e r s a r e S e n e c a ( 4 - 6 5 A . D . ) , E p i c t e t u s (flor.
ciixa
100), a n d Alarcus Aurelius ( 1 2 1 - 1 8 0 ) .
T h e Stoic
d o c t r i n e w a s d i v i d e d i n t o logic, p h y s i c s , a n d ethics.
I n logic its m o s t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c f e a t u r e is t h e s e a r c h for
a c r i t e r i o n of t r u t h , a n d t h e p l a c i n g of this criterion in
t h e feeling of c e r t a i n t y .
I n p h y s i c s t h e Stoics r e t u r n e d
t o t h e c r u d e p r e - S o c r a t i c views, a n d especially t o t h o s e
of H e r a c l i t u s .
T h e y w e r e strict m a t e r i a l i s t s , a n d c o n ceived G o d , o r n a t u r e , t o b e in e s s e n c e a fiery p r o c e s s .
I n ethics, Z e n o f o r m u l a t e d t h e e n d of life a s T 6 bpLoXoyovpLhojs
^TJv, ' c o n s i s t e n c y ' ; b u t this w a s e.xpanded
by Cleanthes into 'life consistent with n a t u r e , ' a n d by
C h r y s i p p u s i n t o ' life a c c o r d i n g t o o u r e x p e r i e n c e of
what happens by nature.'
T h u s ethics w a s set o n a
b a s i s of t h e o r e t i c a l k n o w l e d g e — t h o u g h t h e p h y s i c a l
t h e o r y d o e s n o t furnish a n y v e r y o b v i o u s e t h i c a l g u i d ance.
V i r t u e a l o n e w a s g o o d , vice a l o n e b a d . O t h e r
t h i n g s w e r e i n d i f f e r e n t — e . g . , life a n d p l e a s u r e , d e a t h
and pain.
B u t of t h e s e t h e f o r m e r w e r e n o r m a l l y
preferable t o t h e latter—only normally, however, so
t h a t w h e n life w a s b l i g h t e d suicide w a s l a u d a b l e .
The Stoics were the first to introduce into morals the idea of
law—which is law for man because it is the law of the universe.
In passing from ' e n d ' to ' d u t y , ' from 'virtue* to "conscience,'
they are the forerunners of modern ethics. But in abandoning
the Greek standpoint they fall Into rigorism, and set up in the
passionless sage a colourless and uninviting ideal.
It was entirely In a practical spirit that ethics was developed
by the Romans. Seneca dwells chiefly on the wickedness of
man and on the constant war which must be waged against sin.
Epictetus' teaching is summed up in his maxim acexou Kal
an-e'xou, and that of Marcus Aurelius in the words, ' t o be
sufficient unto oneself by doing justly and thereby having calm.'
S t o i c i s m o w e s s o m e t h i n g of its c h a r a c t e r t o H e r a cUtus, s o m e t h i n g t o t h e C y n i c s , s o m e t h i n g t o t h e
political indifference of t h e t i m e s .
B u t its p r e o c c u p a t i o n w i t h c o n d u c t it p r o b a b l y owes t o a S e m i t i c origin.
Z e n o c a m e f r o m C y p r u s , a n d w a s c o m m o n l y called ' t h e
P h c e n i c i a n ' ; C h r y s i p p u s c a m e from Cihcia.
Babyl o n i a , P a l e s t i n e , S y r i a , Cilicia, P h r y g i a , a n d t h e P h c e n i c i a n c o l o n i e s w e r e t h e h o m e s of t h e sect, of w h i c h
E u r o p e a n Greece p r o d u c e d not a single distinguished
member.
Naturally then there are resemblances between
S t o i c i s m a n d s o m e of t h e post-exilic biblical w r i t i n g s .
T h e a u t h o r of E c c l e s i a s t e s h a d p r o b a b l y « g c n c i a l
1 Cp P O T T E R Y , § 8 (2).
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acquaintance with Stoic ideas (see ECCLESIASTES, §§
10, 13). Some of the apocryphal writings—4 Macc.
and the Wisdom of Solomon—display rather more than
this. Seneca has very many sayings which recall the
words of Jesus (especially in the SERMON oN' T H E
MOUNT [(^.•E'.]) and ofthe Epistles (and above all those
ascribed to Paul). Many of the parallelisms are more
apparent than real ; but the frequency and closeness of
those which remain exclude the hypothesis of mere
coincidence, and it is almost certain that the influence
was reciprocal, Seneca may well have met Christians
and heard Christian views at Rome. And Paul must
have known something of Stoicism, of which Tarsus
was perhaps, next to Athens, the headquarters. Stoicism
would have its attractions for a Pharisee. Paul can
quote the Stoic Aratus {Acts 17 28), and he has at least
two conceptions which owe something to Stoicism—the
world-wide city of God ( i Cor. 1 2 i 2 / . 27 Gal. 828 Eph.
2ig Col. 3IT), and the avTdpKeia of the Christian (2 Cor.

step towards identification of ancient
* precious stones' is to record what
3. S t o n e s
stones are actually found to have been
actually
-^ ^^^ ^^ ancient sites of different
known to
^
^^^ countries : as in the table
t h e a n c i e n t s , ^^j^^^.
From this it will be seen (i) that universally the
commoner have preceded the more ' precious' stones ;
(2) that even quartz and its varieties (chalcedony, sard,
agate) were not much worked, except in Kgypt, until
late Babylonian and Assyrian t i m e ; (3) that really
hard stones, such as beryl, are ^ery rare until the time
of Alexander the Gixat ; and (4) that it is only after
his time that the wealth of the farther East became
available except by accident.
For this latter period,
however, the centre of the Hellenistic jewel trade was
in Alexandria ; the translators of the L X X were therefore most favourably situated for the collection of
authentic evidence as to the names of the stones.

610 98 II

Tt isnot to be expected, therefore, that the biblical vocabulary
will be either copious or precise; or that the Hebrew terms,
being of (at lowest) pre-Alexandrine date, will be found to
correspond accurately with those of 0? ; for the latter belong to
a period when the influx of gems from the far East had recently
depreciated many stones which thitherto had been relatively
'precious.' Still more is this tbe case as between the ancient
versions and AV, the vocabulary of which represents a similar
period of acute transition, due mainly to the recent exploitation
of the sea-routes to farther Asia and to America ; moreover AV's
vocabulary seems to be used quite at random—e.g. the persistent
interchange o f ' e m e r a l d ' a n d ' c a r b u n c l e ' ; and the u.se of ' ruby'
for ' coral.' RV is equally erratic, but without the same excuse.

10.

w , D. R.

STOMACHER ( T m S ) , Is. 324!. See M.VNTLE,
§ 2 (9).
STONES, FIGURED, AND SACRED. See IDOL,

STONES (PRECIOUS)
Vague terms (§ i).
Hebrew names classified (§4).
V-.'.^'-. of stones (§ 2).
Greek names (§ 5).
Stones known (§ 3).
H . Priest's breastplate (§§ 6-20).
i. odem (§ 7).
ii. pi.;ddlt (§ S).
iii. bdrcketh {% n).
'v. nhphek (% 10).
V. sappir(^ 11).
vi. ydljlidh
{it 12 f).
\ i i . lesem (§ 14).
viii. sebo (^ \~).
i.\". ahldjHilh (>ii 16).
X. tarsis (% 17). xi. sdh.iii! (S i3). xii- yahdli'm (>;§ 12-19).
Cuvci-iiiy of Kin.^ of T y r t (§ 22).
Result (§ 20)
¥• 111'! Litiuns uf New Jerusalem (§ 23).
Kadkod (% 21)
Bibl!ti'-;r:ip]iy (§ 24).
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Serpentine .
Jasper
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Cairngorm fY. Quartz)
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Jasper .
Garnet ,
.
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,
Sard, Carnelian. A g a t e
Jacinth (zircon)
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Mediterranean.

Bab.-Ass.

Ba b y .
lor ia.

X X X :x

I'Dn, 'abne hephes, XiOovs eKkeKTovs,
N a m e and Colour.
lapiJes desiderabiles,
Is. :.-!: 12 [cp Pr. 815 8 1 1 ] ;
| n J3K, 'dben hen, (UKTCO? ^apirwi' (^i), gemma
gratissima Prov. 17 8 ; D'X'^O '32N, 'eil-iie jnilliTint [from N^O
' fill up '], XLQOVS eis TTjr y\v(l}^v, gem77ias ad ornandunr
[ornatum],
E x . 2 5 7 ;3.^i9 = ToiJs Ai0ovs rrfs TrATjptiJcrewj,
gemmas,
E \ . 3 6 2 7 ; T|1D "J^N, ^ahne puk, \L9OVS TTOLK(A(ni<r. [latidcs] diversorum
colorum, i C h . 2 9 2 : the
l.isi-named pass:ii;e gives several of these phrases toi;utlv. v. See also M A R B L E , CULOLKS, and the names of > Red—
Marble
. . . .
particular stones.
P o r p h y r y a n d Felspar

Egypt.

^

: x:

<'

1. V a g u e n e s s v^^^- °'"'S- 'hea\'>''; cp 2 Ch. 36;
of t e r m s .
'•^^" 'rare'; cp i S. 3 i ] : cp 'JDN

:::

(HX, *^ben y,'-hdrdh,
\C9os TLp.L0S, lapis
ge7nma, 2 S. 1230 i K.102io_/r 1 Ch. SOz
-'l'2 2Ch. 9 I gf. and frcq.
\yekdrdh,

It is only with long experience, and wide
knowledge, that the distinction between * precious,' 'fine,' and merely 'ornamental' stones
becomes established.
The majority of the
* precious stones' of the modern world were
unknown in Western Asia, and still more in
the Mediterranean, until Ptolemaic and Roman
times ; and even then they were regarded merely
as rare varieties of the commoner stones which
most nearly resembled them—e.g., the many
varieties .of smaragdus known to Pliny, which,
even so, do not include the modern ' emerald."
X.itural stones which are in any way remarkable—for brilliance, colour, cr}'stallineform,
or any other property—are prized and
2. Uses.' ,treasured by many primitive peoples;
either simply for ornament, or, more commonl}',
for use as charms (for real or imaginary influences! ; as engraved seals (for their hardness
and resistance to wear) ; or as currency (for
their rarity, value in exchange, and extreme
portability).

Place a n d Pfrinrl.

nu..:,.y.

; xxx

nn^'*
Pretiosus

S T O N E S A C T U A L L Y KNOW'N T O A N C I E N T S

: XXX

In addition to the more specific names for
precious stones to be discussed later there occur
th'e following more general terms :—

The Hebrew phrases [e.g., i Ch. 292) clearly include
4 Hehrpw ^'^ ranks of valuable stones, from 'stones
*
to be set' and treasured gems to the ' stones
of divers colours' which are coupled with
' m a r b l e s ' [ab7ie sdyis, ^'''L^ 'J^N, Txdptov, ma7-mor

Transparent.

H E L L E N I S M , §§6,

xxx: : :

See
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;:XXXXX
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Pa7-ium), and were used simply ' to garnish the house.*
No hard and fast line, however, can be drawn between
these ornamental stones, and the 'precious stones' in
the stricter sense ; and the word Sdham in particular,
though it occurs in the ' breastplate' of the high priest,
and is used for the engraved ' o n y x - s t o n e s ' (A\') on
his shoulders, seems also to be used generically for the
whole category of variegated or brightly coloured stones
(see § 18, below).

2. ilDJ, 7ii>phek, E x . 28 18, etc., h a s been compared with E g .
m-fk-t
and Ass. lupakku.
T h e latter is more probable: see

The interpretation of the several names does not
take us much further, except to classify the qualities
for which different stones were prized.
Of the
descriptive names :—[a) the majority refer simply to
brilliance and must be restricted to transparent or
translucent stones ; they give no clue as to colour.
.. npns, I'dreheth, Ex. 28 17, etc., from \ / ' flash ' ; set § 9.
2. n"pN, ekddh. Is. 54 12, from \ ^ ' k i n d l e ' [cp CRYSTAL],
Ip KLQOS KpvcrrdWov arises from confusion with nnp, kerah,
Mce'; Aq. A. TpuTrai'itr^oi) gives the sense 'kindle by r u b b i n g '
—/.f., either 'polished' or 'striking sparks.' Compare Ezek.
2S1416, 'stones of fire' (C'N""]^N, on which, however, cp
CHERUB, § 2, n. 2, with the Ass\rian reference).
3. 1313, kadkod. Is. 5412 Ez. 2716, from \-" strike
fire';
but perhaps=Ar. ' red,' or a place-name. tS variable : see § 21
[and cp CHALCEDONY, 1].

(b) Next come descriptions of colour, without reference to brilliance, though not therefore to be confined to
opaque stones : these names are rare and doubtful.
I. C~N-. odem, Ex.. 2S17, etc., properly ' r e d ' ; © cdpSLOv
(cp Pers. zerd, ' yellow-red'); but perhaps a place - name
'Edomite stone"; see § 7.
-.i. ^ic, sedo, E-\. ".28 19, etc., m a y perhaps = Ar. ' r e d ' ; but is
more probably a loan-word or a place-name ; see below, S 15.
3. C J - ' , scham, E.x. 2S 20, etc., from \ / ' p a l e ' = Ar. j^(Via7M,
or perhaps Ar. musahhatn
'striped g a r m e n t ' (Ges.), which if
established would be decisive in favour of a banded stone : or
Ass. sdmtu, a dark, stone from Meluhha In W. Babylonia (Del.
HIVB, S.V., and Schrader, COT^) 1 30 [cp, however, B E R Y L ,
§ 4]): or a place-name : or c o r r u p t ; see ONYX, and § 18 below.
(c) Other names describe qualities or uses other than
brilliance or colour : —
I. MC'?nx, ahldmdh, E x . 2 8 1 9 , etc., perbaps from \ / ' d r e a m , '
which identifies the stone as the well-known charm against
bad dreams and drunkenness = © dpedviTTos, the mod.
'amethyst.' [But see A M E T H Y S T , end, and Hommel, AHT
2 0 5 / 283.]
•^. "^'-T. sappir,
E.v. 28 19, etc. from v " e n g r a v e ' ; the
' Inscription stone' par excellence (Tg. says the Tables of the
Law were made of i t ) ; or perhaps akin to Ass. supncr ' thumbnail' signature—i.e., signet-stone, see § 5. It is described as
'like the body ofheaven,' Ex. 24 10 ; and © craTr^etpos Identifies
it as lapis lazuli.
See S A P P H I R E .
3. l'-^', sdfnir, E z e k . S g , etc., from v^'sharp,' ' h a r d , ' E g .
astner, Gg. a-p.'vpis, Germ. Smirgel, E n g . e7nery, is not strictly
a * precious stone,' though translated ' d i a m o n d ' in Jer. 171
AV, and ' a d a m a n t ' in Ezek. 3 g Zech. 7 12 ; see A D A M A N T .
4- '^71, y aha torn, E x . 28 18, etc., from -v/'strike h a r d ' : cp
perhaps halldmis 'flint,' and A^-;. eltiii'^ii, a hard stone used
for rings and on chariot wheels f/T/U/f;, 40 728), [To the
references in F L I N T (g.v.) add ZDMG A'') 570.]
(d) Others again are clearly place-names,
denoting
the source of supply:
_i. kadkod(^ee a, 3, above) for wbich © has ^opx^p in Ezek.
-i 16. In Is. .'i4 12, Symm. has Kapx^SovLov ; cp Plin. HN'-'>7 30
for the 'Carthaginian carbuncle,' and Pesh. karkednd for sJbo
in E.x. 2S19 39 12.
2 ri'^sn, ramoth,
Ezck. 27 16 © paptop, Vg. sericum, R V
'coral,' need not be a stone at all. [See CoRAL, but cp also

E M E R A L D , and § 10 below.

3- '^y-^^ pitdah, E x . 2S17, etc., seems to be Ass. hipindu.
T h e Skt. pita, ' palu-yellow,' is unlikely; see TOPAZ, and § 8
below.
4- sebd (see /.2, d3, above), E.x. 2S 19 may be Ass. subu;
but perhaps also Ar. ' r e d ' ; or tlie place-name ' P s e p h o , ' see
b and d above.
5. '"'-•^'.,\ ydsepheh, Ex. 28 20, etc. seems to be Ass. yaspu^
aspu; and perhaps a l s o = E g . h-s-p-d, see g 13 below.
These vapue terms [see also P E A R L ] obviously give
little information ; and in no case do we know the
colour of the Assyrian and Kgyptian equivalents.
If
any conclusions, therefore, are to be drawn from them
at all, it must be by means of the renderings of (?.
T h e (in.-i-k vocabulary may be classified in the same
way as tiie Hebrew.
(a) Brilliance is denoted only by dvOpa^ and a-p.dpaySos.
' a i / ^ p a ^ , ' h o t coal,' for n6phek (§ 4, e 2, above); o-juapaySos,
'dazzling,' for bdrcketh (g 4, ai, above), and also for soha7n
p
. (§ 4. b3, above), E x . 28 9 3527 39 6 (cp p.apayeio,
0. u r e e K p.apavyeta, and perhaps p.appaLpeiv; Skt, maranames,
kata is a derivative, like It. es7neratda and
Eng. emerald;
ap. itself may be a corruption
of bdrcketh above).
(/') Colour gives vaKivdos, \L6OS b irpduivos, xP'^<^^''^P<^<xos and
Xpv<roKi6os ; cp trdpSiQv below (only in N T : from the blue
flower of that name ; the Ind. jacut seems to be a derivative,
like Eng, jacinth).
irpda-Lvos (A. 6 Trp. for sdha7n [§ 4, b 3, above}, Gen. 2 12 ; cp
XpviToiTpafTos, Rev. 21 20), 'leek green.'
XpvaoKidos (for tarshish [§ 4, d4, above]), ' gold-stone.'
(c) Other qualities give the following:—
aSap-avTLvos, 'Intractable.' In class Gk. =*steel-like.' For
sdmir (§ 4, c 3, above), jex. 17 i ; cp iTTepea n-erpa, Ez. 3 9, and
the corrupt Sta TrarTos (aSdp.avTos), Ez.'A9,
dp.e6vuTos, 'charm against d r u n k e n n e s s ' ; for ahldmdh (% 4,
c I, above), the Greek superstition taking the place of the Hebrew.
KpvuTa\Kos, 'ice*—i.e., 'cr^'stal.' Tn Is. 54 12 a misreading
of nipN (see § 4, (12, above). In Rev. 46 22 i a simile for clear
water ; in Rev. 21 r i KpvaToXki^QVTL, ' turning Into crystal."
ovv^, ' finger-nail' (for soham [§ 4, b 3, above]. Popularly
supposed, later, to be descriptive (Plin. HNZ7 24) ; but probably
a loan-word, see below.
crapSovv^—i.e., ' s a r d - o n y x ' ; Rev. 21 2o\,hutcpV g. sardonyx
for soham, ev oi'i'XS Job28 16.
(d) Place-names are responsible for the following :—
axdT(\s (=scbd [§ 4, b2, d3, e4]), from the river Achates in
Sicily.
KiyvpLov ( = liscin \% 4, ei, above]), from Liguria in N . Italy.
The descriptive talismanic KvyyovpLov does not occur in ©.
frdpSiov ( = 'ddem [§ 4, b 1, rt 5, above], popularly derived from
Sardis in L y d i a ; but probably originally a l o a n - w o r d ; see
below (e).
VO.AKTJSWI' (Rev. 21 igt only), from Chalcedon in Bithynia.
Cp Odpceis, papuiO, and xopxop, transliterated, and the
Kapx'n^ovLOV of Symm. in Is. 54 12 i^ = kadkod[% 4, a 3, di]lauTTis).
(e) Loan-words, finally, are the following :—
^TjpuAAtoc ( = soha-m [§ 4, ^ 3 , above], and [by error] yasi-pheh
[& 4, e 5, above], see below); Pers. bitlaur, Skt. vaidiirya,
Prakt. vetnriya, Pesh, b-r-w-l-a.
"ladTvis (=ydseplieh), H e b . cp As-^. aspu.
o-dirtpeLpos ( = sappir [§ 4, c 2, above]), H e b .
a'dpSiov(='bdem f§ 4, b i, d^, above), though actually obtained
near Sardis in Lydia, is probably from Pers. zerd, 'yellow-red.'
TOtrd^Lov (=pitddh
[§ 4, e3, above], perh. H e b . , cp Ass.
hipindu;
but derived by Pliny (HN'A7s) from the word ' t o
seek ' in the language pf the ' cave-dwellers ' of the Topaz-island
in the Red Sea. In Ps.]19i27 T07ra^i,oi' = Tb ird^iov—-paz (IS),
' refined gold ' ; cp Tra^ in Cant. 5 11 [on which see GOLD, ^ if ;
T O P A Z , § 2, n. i ; U P H A Z ] .

ovv^, hi'vxLov (popularly derived from ovv^, 'finger-nail') is
probably Ass. unku, 'ring,' cp tcunuku, 'conical s e a l ' ; cp
E g . ««<^^'(Muss-Arnolt, Se7n. Words, 139). T h e explanation,
ocuf^'finger-nail,' occurs first in Pliny, HN'il 24 (quoting
Sudines), and is supported by the remote resemblance of a pale
onyx (the black onyx was not worked till late Hellenistic times)
R ' • v.,\-. ]
to
a finger-nail with its lunula In the flesh beneath. But the
3. sebo (see ^ 2 , above), E x . 28 ig IJI'12, may be the \pe<]}io,
word is as old as Ktesias (about 400 B.C.) and may have arisen
'Psepho,' of Strabo, 822, Theophr. 34, an Island up the Nile,
from
the Assyrian custom of using the impression of the thumbS. of Meroe, celebrated for its gems ; but it is perhaps a loannail (supur; suii sappir, above) as the signature o f a clay-tablet :
word ; see below, % 15.
6vu| would theil mean ' thumb-nail stone' in the sense of ' :?Ignct.'
4. ^''y-n, tarsi-?, V.x. 2820, etc., cp 'stone of Tarshish,' Ezek.
For the interpretation of this Greek vocabulary, we
109, etc. ; see T A R S H I S H .
have fortunately a good and slightly earlier authority in
5 and 6. 'dde7n ( ' E d o m , ' see bi, above) and st'dtain (see b3,
above ; sdhim, ' Soheim' in Yemen) may also be place-names.
the treatise of Theophrastus, xxepl XlOwv (about 300
(e) F i n a l l y , s e v e r a l n a m e s , w h i c h h a v e n o c l e a r
B.C.), which sums up Greek knowledge on the subject
significance in H e b r e w , a r e p r o b a b l y
loa7i-words:—
just at the moment when Alexander's conquest had
thrown
open the farther East, but before its effects had
I. Cw'*^, Ushem, E x . 2 i i 9 , etc., recalls E g . reshemCH.oxxime\,
become generally felt.
For the interpretation of the
AHT, 283). [For another view see JACINTH.1
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additional terms added by the Apocalypse, we have
again a nearly contemporary commentary in Pliny, who
represents the abundant materials, but mainly empirical
classification, of the lapidaries of the Early Roman
Empire. That the vocabulary of the LXX is probably
trustworthy, is suggested by the general uniformity of
its rendering. Su uniform, indeed, are these, that in
the four cases in which serious discrepancies occur (see

its superior hardness, from ' false topaz,' or yellow rockcrystal, it is possible that the latter is meant. T h e
Toxxd^Lov of the Greeks was a translucent, goldencoloured (xpyaoeibh dixofyxiX^ov (piyyo^, Strabo, 770),
or yellow-green, stone [e vi7-enti gene/r. Plin. HN
378), probably the modern 'chrysolite,' or 'peridot'.
This was 1 noble variety of olivine, and consequently
of the yellow ' serpentine ' (Ar. 'asfar, 'yellow'), which
was in common use for scarabs and cylinders of all
dates. It is identified by Petrie [and independently by

under AGATIC, BERYL,

O N Y X , and below), it is prob-

ably safe to assume that it is the Hebrew text which is
at fault. T h e phrases in the Apocalypse, also, display
close acquaintance with current terminology, and supply
more than one striking confirmation of the conclusions
derived from the comparison of M T and the LXX.
W e may, therefore, proceed to discuss the identifications supplied by the L X X renderings. Of these, by
fi IT' Tl ' t' ^^^ ^^^ greater number are contained

Cheyne ; see G O L D , § I ^ ; O P H I R , § i ; T O P A Z , g 2]

with the original pitddh; the only objection to this being
that hipindu was a ' flashing ' stone. This ' chrysolite'
was found in the Levant, and occasionally in considerable masses; but the ancient supply came from an
island (roTrdftos p^ffos) in the Red Sea, which was the
monopoly of the kings of Egypt (Strabo, 770 ; Diod.
Sic. 8 3 9 ; Plin. HNZl^ij34).
Like chvine, 'chrysolite'
'breistplate. ' j " * ' ; ^'^f " P ' ' ° " °f * ^ high priest's
is
soft and easily engraved—eade/71 sola nobilium limam
^
breastplate, Ex. 2 8 1 7 ^ , to be read
sentit
(Plin.
//A"37
8).
with the parallel passage Ex. 39io_^ and the corrupt
variant, Ez. 2813 (the 'covering of the king of T y r e ' ) .
iii. Bdrcketh, apLdpaydos, smaragdus, Ex.2817 3910
It will therefore be convenient to take these stones in
(Ez. 2813, (xpidpaySos ', but bdz-ifketh [s77iaragdus'\ changes
the order in which they occur, and to append ( § 2 1 ^ )
9 Bareketh ^^^^^^ \yith yahdIdm [iaspis], cp § 1 2 /
those which do not occur in the breastplate.
' below) ; Rev. 2120 has (XpLapaydos, S7na~
ragdus, in the place of bd7'^keth, and Rev. 4 3 has
Two preliminary considerations should be noted,
lpi%
. 6pLOLo^ bpdaei ap.apay8lvu}. In Ex.289 352?
(i) T h e BREASTPLATE (q-v.), when folded for use,
396, apidpaybos translates sdha7n [Vg. ony.x) where it is
measured a span (about 8 in.) in each direction. T h e
used of the high priest's shoulder-stones. Both bdrcketh
space available for each stone with its setting was thereand <x}j,dpayho^ originally denote/v7///a??f:e only; e.g.,
fore as much as 2 x 2^ in.; and if the same proportion
Herod. 244 describes \ (JTT\XX] (probably a columnar
was observed between stone and setting as was
natural crystal) <Tp.apdybov XiBov XdpLwovTOS rd? vvKTas
customary in ancient jewellery, the stones themselves
p.iyados,^ ' so large as to give light at night,' but says
may have been as large as 2 x i ^ in., and cannot have
nothing of the colour either of the stone or of the
been much less than half that size. They were theregleam. Of this same apidpaybos Theophrastus (25)
fore each a good deal larger than the average size of
says that it was of the ' Bactrian' variety, el pJr} &pa
the common Babylonian cylinder or Egyptian scarab.
-ipevdxjs ap-dpaySos, and he adds (24) other instances of
W e are therefore probably safe in excluding, on the
gigantic specimens which came to Egypt, iv dupois
ground of size alone, stones which are really rare and
Txapd TOV 'Ba(3vXi>jviojv ^aaiXiws, but confuses them all
'precious,' even if these stones themselves could be
with the ' copper-emerald' (dioptase) of L'yprus and
shown to have been known.
(2) Each stone was
Chalcedon [xciXKr}5(i}v, Rev. 2120).
Now, only two
engraved with the name of a tribe, and some of these
brilliant stones occur in such columnar (TT-qXai—the
names are of some length. This again postulates a large
'rock crystal.' and the 'beryl.' In favour of 'rock
surface and low hardness. T h e private Jewish namecrystal' we may quote ( i ) the comparison of the rainbow
signets vary from ^-i.j in. in length, and are of avery
with (x/j.dpay5os in Rev. 43 ; (2) the statement of Pliny
moderate degree of hardness (7 or less).
(//A'3764), quoted by Petrie (Hastings' DB), that Nero
i. 'Odem, ffdpdiov, sardius, Ex.2817 3910 (cp Ez.
used a (x/j.dpaydos to aid his sight—a statement to be
2813, and sardius, Rev. 2120). Both names signify
compared with the superstition, which survives, that
7. Identification i f " ' < ' " ^ ^ove, m ^Ji.
S'^). and
better spectacles are made from rock crystal than from
c .
rtm
the stone is no doubt the modern
01 stones, O T :
,
,
j . .1.
glass; (3) Martial's association of smaragdus with
irtj '
red or orange ' sard, the commonest
Odem.
r
11
J
.
adamas (v. l l i ) ; (4) the probability that hexagonal
of all engraved stones m ancient
beryl in its paler varieties was regarded as a harder and
times (cp Plin. HN'M 106). T h e best of them came in
greenish variety of 'milky quartz' ; (5) the certainty
Greek times from Sardis and Babylon, and a fine deep
that, as early as Theophrastus, a very large number
red kind from Yemen (hence perhaps [cp S.\KDIUS]
of stones, all brilliant, and of all shades of green, from
' Edi")mite stone,' from the proximate source of suppl}').
aquamarine to dioptase (xaX^^Sojj'), were included
The material (translucent quartz stained with iron) is
generically under (jp.dpayho%.
quite common, and merges in the clearer and lighterIn favour of 'beryl,' on the other hand, are the
tinted ' carnelian ' and ' red agate.' As this is probably
(i) From Theophrastus
deantcd by s^bo dx^TX}^ (% 15), it is not impossible that following considerations.
onward the fffxdpaySos was more or less definitely
'odem may originally have meant the opaque blood-red
coloured—Theophrastus,
however, does not say what
jasper.^ which is common in early Egypt, was used in
Babylonia and Assyria, and also in (Greece, and was colour—and was believed to originate by the action of
water
upon
green
jasper
[taaxxvi,
Theophr. 27, see § 13).
\alued as a charm against hemorrhage.
ii. Pitddh, Toixd^iov, topazius (Ex.2817 3910, cp Ez. (2) Both the ' b e r y l ' and its deep-green ' e m e r a l d '
variety have been universally believed to gi\'e relief to
28 13 ; in Rev. 2120 xoxxd^iov is exchanged with aaphhw^,
the eyes ; but this was through their restful colour, not
8 P i t d i h ^^^ below) is identified with Ass. hipindu, a
through their refractive powers, and 'beryls' in particular
^
' ' flashing stone' which recalls the ' stones
had already given rise to It. barelle and High-Germ.
of fire ' in Ez. 28 14 16. and the abne ekddh in Is. 5412.
The rendering Toixdi'iov makes it clear that the LXX brille, before the invention of spectacle-glasses. (3) The
understood by pitddh, a stone which was (i) translucent,
Budge kindly supplies the further information ' w e have no
(2) yellow, As the modern * topaz ' was hardly known ^ cylinders which may be certainly called topaz, but I have seen
several in Mesopotamia among the natives ' ; he adds that nos.
before Greek times, and is indistinguishable, except by
1 So F . Petrie, in Hastings' DB, s.v. ' Precious Stones'—a valuableand su'_'^esti\-e commentary'based largely upun new material.
2 Bfdt. .Vu.-.. liuide to Bab. and Ass. Antiq. (p. 136) gives both
* emerald ' and ' topaz' in a lUt of materials used for cylinders;
and nos. 27 and 39 in the Babylonian Room are apparently of a
variety of base emerald or beryl ( ' m o t h e r of emerald'). Dr.

128 and 679 (of PehlevI time) are of ' topaz.' In PEEQ, 1902,
p. 326, the announcement is made that a fragment o f ' e m e r a l d '
has been found in a pre-historic deposit at Gezer; but no
authority is given for the mineralogical determination.
1 So MSS. ; see Stein ( T 8 8 I ) .
Wiedemann defends the
conjecture peydXuis, ' shining with great brilliancy,' and ascribes
the glow to ancient use o f a phosphorescent paint.
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kindred belief that ' beryl' shed a light of its own was
and Greece from prehistoric times, and was frequently
known to Theophrastus [I.e., 23), and has survived in
sent as ^. present from Bnbylon to Egypt in the TellIt. brillare (Low Lat. bcT^llarc*) and Eng. brilliant.
el-Amarna period.
As its Hebrew name implies, it is
(4) The probability that ap^dpaybos could be imitated
easily engraved, and occurs in large enough masses to
[^evbx]s (xp.., Theophr. 25) suits the prevaihng greenish make tablets like the 'Tables of the L a w ' (ace. to
tinge of ancient glass better than a quite colourless
Targ. I cp the temple dedication on lapis lazuli, Brit.
stone; cp, moreover. Rev. 46, 6dXa<X(xa vaXlvx] bpLola Mus,
[Depart. Assyr. Antiq.] No. 91013).
[Cp
KpvcTdXXip. (5) The collocation of KpvffTaXXip with
SAPPHIRE.]
ffpapaybivip in Rev. 4 "ov. 6 3 suggests that after all this
vi. ]'ahdld7n, tacrxxis, iaspis (Ex. 2718 3 9 i i ) ; in
writer distinguished ' rock crystal' and 'smaragdus.'
Kzek. 2813 I'ao-TTis remains, but yahdldm [Vg. iaspis]
As to bdrdketh, the probability is (i) that originallv
12 Yahaiom ^^^"^^^ places with bdriketh [s7na7'agit meant the colourless flashing 'rock crystal,' which
and YaSfepheli "!!"'] ''''':}?); ,,^' [' " ' ? , ' iniprobable
was commonly used for engraving, in Eg^•pt of all
in MT
ynUpheh [% 13) could have so far
periods, in Mesopotamia from the later Babylonian
changed its significance that laaxxiz
time onwards, and more rarely in prehistoric Greece ;
should be used by preference to render yahdlo7n. [Cp
(2) that this meaning did not wholly die out even after
J.VSPER, adfn.].
Either i'a(T7rts, therefore, ox yahalom
the LXX translation was made, but survived in the
must be transferred to the twelfth place (§ 19), and
use of (Tp.dpay^o'i in Rev. 43, and in the confusion with we have seen reason already (under bd/'t'keth, § 9) to
yalidlom in M T of Ez. 28 13 i^sce below, § 19) ; (3) that
suppose that ydUpheh should be restored here, and
the obvious likeness between the words, and the current
yahalom transferred to no. xii. For other reasons
confusion between the hexagonal forms of ' quartz'
identifying jj'rt,^a/^"w with no. xii. see below, § 19.
and pale * beryl.' caused the LXX to render bdn'keth hy
Yasfpheh, which is a loan-word (Ass. yasptl. aspu.
(xpdpaydos, and provoked the substitution for ydsijheh
Eg. fy-s-p-d), gives no clue, save that asp-A was large
of yaha Id7n in MT, so as to separate what now wei'e
13.YaS6pheh. < > " ° " g h . / " d not tr,o hard, to be
two adjacent^^-^rt-^w stones.^
^
employed for the royal seal of Asuriv. Ni'phek, dvdpa^, ca7-buneulus [Kx. 2SiS 3 9 n ) ; in
bani-pal (Nabunahid stele).
That iacxxiz, on the
Ez. 2813 dvdpa^ remains, but 7idphek [\'g. carbunculus']
other hand, was (i) a dull or opaque stone, is shown
by the combination Idoxxihi KOX aap5i(p in Rev. 43 (see
10 NScliek *^^^"Ses places with sappir [sapphirus'] of
§ 23, below), by the compound terms iaspachates and
^
' g I I . In Ez. 27i6 the LXX mistransiasponyx known to Phny [HN, xx.wii. 1054 937), and
lates, and Vg. has simply ge77i7nam; Rev. 2120 substiby Martial's association of iaspis with sardonychus (v.
tutes x^^^'^^'^^)If nophek could be identified with
H I ix. 6O20); and (2) that it was «. green stone is
Egyptian 7n-f-k-t(see E M E R A L D [end]), either malachite
probable from association with the ap-dpaydos of the
or turquoise would be meant ; and this is supported by
Cypriote copper-mines in Theophrastus (27 ; cp IdcxxLOc
the equivalent xaX^"'^5wi' (copper-emerald) of Rev. 2120;
KpvaTaXXi^ovTL, ' jasper turning into a clear ice-like
see § 23, below. But this identification would ignore the
stone,' Rev. 2111) and from its mediEeval character (see
uniform rendering of both the LXX and Vg. ; and as
JASPER). But (3) it had many variants ; among them
Suvdpa^ [earbuncuhis) is descriptive and appropriate,
a red ['laaTxis =^kadkod Is. 54iz, cp Symm. Kapxx}56viov,
whilst nophek (probably a loan-word) gives no clue, it
cp iasjachates, above), a yellow (fulva, Virg.
.^n.
is better to accept the identification of the LXX with a
translucent 7-ed stone. This latter, since the ' r u b y ' of 4261), and an opalescent, perhaps actually the ' o p a l '
[opalus, PHn. HN ^121 : ^^Skt. opala, 'stone'). [Cp
Ceylon and Burma, and likewise the true 'carbuncle,'
J A S P E R . ] All this combines to show that yasipheh,
were unknown to Theophrastus (see CARBUNCLE), must
'laa-TTLs,
is the modern 'jasper' (opaque massive silica),
denote the large class of red ' garnets' (' pyrope,' ' almanand especially its green variety, which is widely distridine,' etc.), which are found in abundance and of very
buted, often of considerable size, and easily engraved,
considerable size, were known in Egypt from prehistoric
being used commonly for Egyptian scarabs of all periods,
times, were commonly used for signets in Hellenistic
for Babylonian and Assyrian cylinders, and for the sealtimes, and are easily engraved. As to nophek itself, the
stones of prehistoric Greece (for engraved specimens
alternative derivation, from the lupakku of Am. T a b .
from the Syrian coast [in Louvre], see Ledrain, Notice
20216 [cp EMERALD, 2], may probably be accepted. Of
So7nmai7'e des Monuments Phitnieiens, Nos. 408, 427,
the colour of this lupakku we have no information ; but
4 3 2 / . 437). All varieties of jasper are liable to occur
we know that it came as tribute to Egypt from Ashkelon
together, and are associated, and easily confused, with
—i.e., from the XE.
This fact is compatible with
the green chalcedony (' plasma,' ' prase ' ; the common
the occurrence of nophek among the wares sent from
'bloodstone' is plasma spotted with red jasper), with
Syna to Tyre in Ez. 27 16.
the more opaque varieties of agate, and with the opal
v'. Sappir, (rdxxfpeipos, sapphirus (Ex. 2818 3 9 n ) ;
group,
which all have practically identical composition.
in Ezek. 2813 ad7X(p€Lpos remains, but sappir [Vg.
The j^rffw jasper, being the rarest, was not unnaturally
11 '^flnn" sapphirus"] changes places with nophek,
the most prized in antiquity, and gave its name to the
^" ' [carbunculus'] [§ 1 0 ] ; Rev. 2120 has
group. As the Cypriote pas.sage (Theophr. 27) shows,
ffdTX(peipa). The true ' s a p p h i r e ' (blue corundum) was
green jasper was not clearly distinguished from the
almost unknown before Roman Imperial times, and
harder varieties of ' malachite' and other green copperwhen known was included, from its clear blue colour,
minerals (see § 18, below).
under vdKivdos^ (see § 23, below).
The ada77ias
vii. Lt'sem, Xiy^'piov, liginliis (Ex.2819 3912); in
Cyprius, which occurred in the copper-mines and was
Ezek. 2813, © has dpyi'>piov Kai xpfcrto;' Kai Xiy. ; M T
known to Pliny for its sky-blue colour, was probably
,
Vg. omit, ending the list with zdhdb
'azurite.' Sd7r0ei/)os, on the other hand, is identi14. Lesem. (^„^„,„j j ^ the tenth place, see § 22,
fied (Theophr. 3 7 ; cp 55, Ki/ai/os <XKV07]S, and Plin.
below (Rev. 2120 gives xpt'o-t^Trpatros in the correspondIIN ZI 120 ' optime apud Medos'), with the opaque
ing place : see § 23). Lisein, probably a loan-word
blue 'lapis lazuli' of Turkestan, and the tiknu of
(? Eg. reshem, but cp JACINTH), gives no clue.
Babylonia and Assyria, which was known also in Egypt
kiy-bpiov was taken by some to be a place-name, and
^ The ' oriental emerald ' (green corundum) is in any case out
the slone seems to have been confused with ' amber,'
of the question. I t does not seem to have been known in antifrom its electrical quahties (which are possessed by
quity, and Sanscr. marakata,
apparently a loan-word from
several different gems) ; but Theophr. 28 gives X17Gk., suggests that, when discovered, it was regarded merely as
a superior variety of ap-dpaySosyo6pLov [i.e. XvyKbs ovpbv) with a folk-tale about its
p The only indubitable description is that of Solinus, see
origin, and a distinction between a clearer and <•.
King, Nat. Hist, of Pree. Stones, 24s f ', the earliest specimens
darker tinted variety. RV gives 'jacinth' (with mg.,
arc noted in King, l.c. 253.
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The rendering dvBpa^ may be a reminiscence of the
' or, amber ') ; but there is no evidence that the jacinth
Carthaginian 'carbuncle' (Plin. / / - \ ' oT 25, see § 21,
was either found in Liguria, or was known at all till
below), ' Tarshish' being taken for Carthage ; and
Roman times. Probably a clear yellow stone is meant,
vdKLvOos similarly may point to either ' sapphire' or
like 'cairngorm' or 'false topaz' (iron-tinted, quartz).
' zircon ' as one of the products of an eastern ' Tarshish '
The rendering of Rev. 2120, xpi^o''^''"pci(Tos, suggests a
towards India (see T A R S H I S H ) .
greenish yellow stone, and perhaps serves to differentiate
thc adjacent yellow xp^^^^'-^o^ (§ ^7)[For other solutions of the problem of the Tarshish-stone (to
retain the traditional name), see T A R S H I S H , Six>.\'i; O F . ]
viii. S^bd, dxdTTjs, achates (Kx. 2^19 39 12 : in Ezek.
xi. Soha7n, ^TjpvXXwv, onyckinus
( E x . 2 7 20, onyx, E z e k .
2813 <?> has dxdTTjs : 6 M T Vg. omit ; Rev. 2120 in
2S 13 ; in E x . 39 13 ovux'-ov, 07iychinus : ^rjpvWiov being transS*b6 ^!^^ corresponding place has vaKtvOos).
V,
ferred, cp § 19. Josephus, too (BJ v. 5 7) gives
SSbd may be a loan-word (.\ss. subn) or
1 8 . S o h a m . 6i/i»f and for yalidlom, ^^7puAA^o^'; but he also
the place-name •^e0cj, an island S. of Meroe, noted for
makes -sebo and ahldmdh change places, as also
sappir and yahalom ttao-Triy]. Elsewhere also, sbha7n is ^ery
its gems (Theophr. 34, Strabo, 822). [Cp CHALCEDONY,
2.. ] 'AxctTT?? (also a place-name) is definitely the ' Sicilian variously rendered in iS, by updpaySos, E.x. "28 9 3527 39 6 (of
the high priest's shoulder-stones); Ki9os 6 irpduLvos, Gen. 2 12 ;
agate.' Pesh. ka7-kednd in Ex. 2819 3912 may be a
A. (TapSiov, E x . 39 9 (same context as 39 6; perhaps for
corruption of Kapxif^JVLos (cp Symm. on Is. 5412,
(rp.apdySov miswritten <rpapdpSov, perhaps a variant for 6rux''<"'i
cp sardo7tyx, J o b i?y 16, Vg.) ; ocu^, J o b - S 16 ; At'Sos ovvxos,
kadkod, and § 21, below), or of kadkod itself
For
1 Ch. '2'.) 2 (with 5 I (Toop.=Sidiam transliterated). Vg. has 07iy.v
(i) Sicilian stones going eastward would probably travel
or onyckinus
everywhere ; except J o b 2'ii n., sardonyx,
where
via Carthage, (2) similar 'agates' may have been found
1^, however, has ovv^.
[Cp B E R Y L , § 4, O N ^ X . ]
in N. Africa, (3) a Carthaginian 'carbuncle' is known
Thus the versions everywhere vary between (a) a green
to Pliny, HN 379295. What particular variety of
stone [Xldos 6 TxpdaLvos), whether clear (ffpLdpaybos) or
' a g a t e ' (banded translucent silica) was exported from
cloudy [^xipvXXiov),^ and (b) an opaque banded stone
Sicily is not known : but banded agates, particularly
[6vu^, sardonyx ? (xdpbiov), the rendering adopted in
of the deeper red varieties ^ (approximating to sardonyx
EV. Between these two renderings we must decide
and iaspachates) were in common use in Egypt throughaccording to (i) the evidence as to sohai'i itself, (2) the
out (the source here may well have been ^e(poj on the
evidence as to yahdld7n (MT ydsiphch) in xii. (§ 19),
upper Nile), in Greece from prehistoric times (esp.
which hkewise shares ^-^pvXXiov and bvvxic-ov in @, and
common in early Crete), in later Babylonia, in Ass\ria
has probably contributed to the confusion.
throughout, and on the Syrian coast (engraved specimens
I. The word soham has no clear meaning. It may be
in Louvre, Ledrain, I.e., Xos. 413, 420, 422, 440,
a loan-word (rt) from Ass. samtu, the ' d a r k ' or 'cloudy'
449 red ; 409 white).
stone, (b) from Ar. ' p a l e ' (Ges.), which suits ' o n y x '
ix. 'Alild77idh, dpiidva-TOS, amethystus (Ex. 2819 3912 ; (see § ig, below) or ' b e r y l ' (the commoner varieties,
in Ezek. 2813 © has dxdTX]^; M T Vg. omit; Rev.
and the 'aquamarine,' not the deep green 'emerald,*
, . , . _ _, 2X20, dp.ido(XToi). The folklore of the
ap.dpayho's) almost equally well, (c) from Ar. 7nusahlia7n,
16. Amaman. j^gi^j.^^^ ^^^id Greek names identifies
'striped garment' (see § 41^3), which, if it were
with the modern 'amethyst' (transparent purple quartz),
established, would be decisive in favour of a banded
which was commonly used, and freely engraved in
stone ; or it may be, (a) a place-name (cp Ar. Soheim
Egypt throughout (esp. under XII. dyn.), in Greece
in Yemen), which would not be inconsistent with the
from prehistoric times, on the Syrian coast (Ledrain,
indication in Gen. 212 that 'S6ha7n (Xidos 6 xxpdffivos)
l.c. Nos. 407, 414, cp 392, 421), and more rarely, in
came from H A V I L A H (^.T/. ). It is clear, however (from
Babyloniaand Assyria. [See also references in § 4 (c), 1.]
passages hke Job 2816 and i Ch. 292, cp Ex. 2.'»7 3()g
X. Tarus, xpoabXtdo^, chrysolithus (Ex.2820 3 9 i 3 ;
3527), either that the word had a wide generic sense
in Ezek. 2813 © has xpffo^i^oshere; and M T 'Tarshish,'
[e.g., ' variegated stones '), or that some form of sohamVg. chrysolithus at no. iv., see § 2 2 ,
stone was important enough to deserve separate mention
17. Tarsis. below; in Ezek. IO9 Vg. has chrysolithus,
apart from ordinary 'stones to be set." Moreover, in
but 0 dvOpa^ [perhaps by identification with the
i C h . 292 soh-a7n is coupled with abne puk, 'stones of
Carthaginian carbuncle of Plin. H.V, 3725, see § 21,
pigment,' which is likewise generic, and here Sdhain
below] ; in Dan. 106, dapcreis, chrysolithus / in Cant.
might well mean ' variegated ' or ' striped ' stones.
514 © 0ap(xeLS, Vg. hyacinthus; Symm. has vdKivdos
Now there is one such stone, not }'ct accounted for in
here and Ezek. I16 2813 ; in Ezek. 116 (p has 6ap(X€U, our list of identifications. It was common in Egypt in all
\'g. visio 7naris).
TarslS is simply a trade-name and
periods, obtained from the Sinaitic mine-country, and
gives no clue. XputjAXi^os is vaguely descriptive. A
used throughout, both solid and as a ' stone of pigment.'
stone may be a 'gold-stone' in three different wavs.
It was known to Babylonia and Assyria, probably from
(i) It may apparently contain grains of gold—e.g.,
the copi'm.s Siberian source. At the same time it is
'avanturine quartz,' and the epithet xpi^fiTratrros applied
green enough (though only rarely and partially transto 'sapphire' (Theophr. 23, cp Plin. HN 3831, 'aurum
lucent) to be compared with upidpaybos (which we have
in sapphiro scintillat,' 3738, ' a u r u m punctis conlucet').
seen was regarded by Theophrastus as the 'noble'
(2) It may be golden yellow and opaque—i.e., yellow
offspring of the opaque green tauixis) and still more
jasper or yellow serpentine. The former is adopted here
with the cloudy 'beryl*; and also opaque and striped
by Petrie (Hastings, DB, s.v. 'Precious Stones'), and
enough to be described as a variety of ' onyx.' This
both were used commonly in Egypt and Babylonia at
stone is the 'malachite' (green copper carbonate) with
all periods, and in prehistoric Greece. (3) It may be
its wavy or concentric bands and dourly [sd?ntu) patches
golden yellow and transparent.
This w^ould be inartistic
of light, vivid, and dark green, and its occasional
in juxtaposition with the transparent yellow///f/WjXtYt'pioy
crystalline varieties.
It is soft enough, hke 'lapis
(?) 14), but would agree better with the later uses of
lazuli,' to be easily engra-\-ed, and occurs in large
chrysolithus, which seems to represent the modern
enough pieces to serve as a tablet for a six-line inscrip* topaz' (as topazius is the modern ' chrysolite,' see § 8,
tion like that of the high priest's shoulder-stones. If
above), and was found of very large size in Spain
soham (X. 6 xxpdfnvos, par excellence; cp the later Gk.
(' Tartessus '), Pliny, IIN :i7i27. Petrie notes that the
p.aXaxtTLS, 'marsh-mallow stone') be idrntified with
topazius of the ancients (peridote) is actually a ' m ible'
'malachite' (the Eg. m-fk-t,
according to \V. M.
variety of yellow serpentine, and so may have taken its
Muller) the association of loham with sappir in Job
place as the ' stone of Tarshish' in course of time ;
2816 (© ovvxl TipLi'j} Kal (Tatrfpeipq}) would find a close
compare the correlation of 'iacxxxi-i and <xpidpaydo^
parallel in the 'pyramids of g^een and blue stones'
(opaque and clear green) in Theophrastus, 27.
1 For the beaiing of this on Rev. 2120, vdKivOos, see below,
§23.

^ 1 Whence Petrie (Hastings, DB, 'Precious Stones') concludes
m favour of ( i ) 'green felspar,' passing later into (2) ' b e r y l ' :
cp the argument in favour of the latter s.v. BERYL (g.v.).
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which are quoted to illustrate the wealth of Rameses
Thus the high
III. (Brugsch, Gesck. 596).
20. High priest's
In Greek times, 'malachite,' owing to its comparabreastplate.
tive softness, and its profusion in C}prus and other
sources of copper, either ceased to be held in regard,
HIGH
or was confused with green jasper (iWTris). Meanwhile,
other ' striped stones '—namely ' onyx,' ' sardonyx,' and
iii. B a r e k e t h
'banded agate'—came rapidly into vogue, as soon
I. kocK CRYSTAL
as the art of engraving through a surface-layer was
white ; ttear
^. G N E E N HKRYL
perfected ; and consequently Soham came to be rendered
green : clear.
either by words for ' g r e e n ' [^y^pvXXLOv, (xp.dpaySos) or
by words for ' b a n d e d ' [dvbxi-ov • saj-dony.v). Consevi. [YasSpheh]
quently, confusion arose on the one hand between
G R E E N J.A.si'iiR
soham (onyx) and its neighbour i'<//'ii/(J;« (which includes
green : opaque.
the white-faced ' o n y x ' ; see below), and on the other,
l.\. A^ilamah
between Sohaxn (green malachite) and ydsijheh ( g n e n
AMETHYST
jasper), as soon as yahdld77i and ydsi'pheh WL-re interpurple : clear.
changed owing to the ambiguity of bdrcketh m No. i.
(see above, § 9}.
2. For the correlative argument from yahalom, see
next §.
xii. [ Y a h a i o m ]
xii. Yahalom ( E x . 28 20 39 13, M T ydsi-phch;
E/ck. 2813,
IMT bdriketh) = (i) jSijpv'AAioi', E x . 39 13, Josephus ( = Vg. beryllus, Ex. 2820 39i-. ; be7-illus, Ezek. 2813):
19. 7 a h S I o m . =(2) hvvx^ov (Ex. '2S 13 Ezek. 28 13 cp § 18 ;
^'g. has beryllus throughout). T h e transposition ofyiiiic'dom has been discussed already in § 12, above,
where the L X X latrTris presumes an original ydsCpheh.
For
xii. the balance of textual evidence favours onj'xtoi^ in the
LXX, just as it favours ^rjpu'AAtoi' in xi. ; and beryllus in Vg.
may result from the same source as that followed by Josephus.

The word yahdlom seems to be connected with ^/DSIT,
'strike hard,' and (possibly) with u'-c'^n, halldmiS,
'flint' [xxeTpa (xrepia, Job 2S9, aKpirrofios, ' abrupledged,' Ps. 114 8); with Ass. elmesu, Aram, 'almas;
and with Greek 'pyrites'—[i.e., 'fire-striking stone').
[Cp

FLINT,

but

also

DIAMOND].

The

Assyrian

elmesu was a hard and probably colourless stone
(nowhere either 'clear' or ' brilhant') which was
used, with gold, to decorate chariot-wheels (cp the
'stone of Tarshish,' Ezek. 116 [RV ' b e r y l ' ] ) ; and
also alone, for whole rings (Del. Prol. 85, HWB,
s.v.). What is wanted, therefore, for yahdld7n is a
hard stone, colourless or of indifferent colour ; of which
whole rings could be made ; and recognisably akin to
the 'fire-striking stone,' to the hard stone for hammers
and pounders, and to ordinary ' flint' or ' chert.' T h e
alternatives are rock-crystal and white chalcedony;
the one clear or milky, the other milky or opaque.
Both were fairly common, in association with either
quartzite or flint; but both were rare in their ' nobler'
varieties. Both were used for whole rings, as well as
for engraved seal-stones, in prehistoric Greece, and in
Egypt of all periods ; and also commonly for later
Babylonian, and for Assyrian cylinders.

- priestly breastplate, as a whole,
"'">' ''^ conceived
as having
presented the following series of
stones : —
PUIKST'S BKEASTPL.VTE

W H I T E CARNELIAN
or
CARNELIAN-FACED
ONVX

ii. F i t d a h
. FAI-S1'; loi'AZ
yc-llow : ctiur
2. ClIRVSul.nE
yullow: char.
v. S a p p i r

red : op.-iijue
SARD

red:

dull.

iv. N o p h e k

L A P I S LAZULI

<i.\RNET

blue ; optxque.

red : clear.

viii. S6bo
RED

AGATE

red : opaque
striped.

vii. L^Sem
CAIKNCOKM

y-liow: clear
? CniiVSOPRASE
(Rev.)
yellow-green : dull.

xi. S 5 h a m

X. T a r s i s

MALACHITE

I. Y E L L O W
SERPENTINE

grt:<jn : opaque
striped.

yellow;

opaque

2. CHRY'SOLITE

white : opaque.

yellow: clear.

or, in order of colours :
j_opaque
'ODEM
Red
TARSIS
Yellov
Green
YAsfiPHEK

NOPHEK
PITDAH
BARI^KETH*

Blue
White

AHLAMAH
BAREKETH *

SAPPIR
YAHALOM

i. Odem
? R E D |.\SJ'ER

clear

(later)

striped S £ B 6 ^
? greenish L E S E M
.striped S 6 H A M
(purple)

(originally)

One stone remains, which does not appear in the
breastplate, but is mentioned in several other passages.
91 TT AXi'A This is ,4afif/&(J£/(AV ' agate,' R V ' r u b y ' ) ,
' which is rendered in Is. 5412 by (Wyrts,
iaspis, Symm. Kapx^l^oviov, and in Ezek. 27 16 by xopX^Pi
chodchod. The word kadkod may be from ^/TTD ' strike
fire' (cp Ar. r e d ' ) ; but the renderings X''^9X^P '^'^'^
Kapxv^bviov suggest confusion of d and r / cp Pesh.
ka7'kednd for sibo, [dxdrTjs] in Ex.'2Si9 3912, T h e
rendering KapxxjSbvLOv suggests the ' Carthaginian
carbuncle' of Pliny^ and if, as seems probable, a red
stone is intended, the tao-Txis of Is. 5412 must be interpreted as a 7rd, not a gree7t jasper. See Ydiepheh,
§ 13 above, and cp AG.ATE, RUBY.

For sdmir (' emery ') which is not a ' precious stone,'
and for the descriptive ^ekdah and I'o'mdth, see
above, § 4.
.\ distorted version of the ' high priest's breastplate '
is oftered by the ' covering of the king of T y r e ' ^ in
,.
Ezek. 2S13, the individual stones of
• ^9^®^^^^ which have already been discussed
-At this point it should be recalled that the etymology
OtK-ingol above.
In this passage the L X X
' finger nail' for hw^ (§ 5) cannot be traced back earlier
^^®"
repeats its list of Ex. 2817-20, in
than Pliny—i.e., among Roman lapidaries, who took over
the same order, but inserts Kal dpyvpiov Kal XP^^^'-^^
an apparently G7-eek word, and gave it its Greek sense,
between taaxxLs (vi.) and Xiyvpiov (vii.). This arose
though it is not at all an adequate description of the
probably through ( i ) u misreading, ApfYPlON for
majority of 'onyx-stones.' Meanwhile the compound
(xapSbvv^ shows that to denote a white-and-re^ ' onyx' AlfYPiON' ^""^ (^) ^ niisunderstanding of the last word
in the list ih M T [cdhdb^X'i!,. au7'um), which would
it was the red which must be specified ; the white
be facilitated by the double meanings of both Xt7. and
surface therefore is the essential character of the generic
ijXeKTpov. On the other hand, M T followed by ^'g.
'onyx.' On the other hand, the etymology, 6vv^ =
gives only nine stones, and in a new order, as follows :—
Assyrian unj^u, 'ring,' would make 6vv^ an obvious
equivalent for a 'ring-stone,' like el77ieSu or cognate df/em, pitdah, yahdlo7n ( = the 'first row,' (i.) and (ii.)
of Ex. 28 7 7 / , followed by (vi.) interchanged with (iii.),
words—especially as elmesu was apparently colourless,
and }!^vv% meant a stone which had a surface, at least, by confusion of yahdlom and bardketh); then tar<is,
Soham, ydu^phi-h ( = t h e 'fourth r o w ' [x., xi., xii.] of
of 'white carnelian' or 'chalcedony.' It follows from
Ex.) : so that ydSSphch is brought into its right place
this identification \h2X yahalom was liable to be confused
on the one hand with bdriketh (in the sense of 'rock- at (vi.) of the present list [ — ta<Txxi% of d?) ; then, sappir,
crystal') ; on the other (together with hvv%) with ^5ha7n ndphek, bdriketh (=:the 'second r o w ' of Ex., but with
sappir and 7idphek transposed, and bdriketh instead of
(in the sense of 'striped stone') ; and yet again with
yahdlom); then zdhdb (Vg. aurum, ' gold'} as noted above.
ydsifpkeh, when later study had once revealed the many
intermediates (e.g. Pliny's iasp-achaies, iasp-onyx and
^ [Cp C H E R U B , § 2, P A R A D I S E , § 3, and Crit. Bib. where
sard-achates, HN, 3754)the text of Ezek. 28 12 jf. is considered. ]
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These derangements are instructive.
That they
represent an old te.\t is clear from Vg. ; but that the
corruption is later than (P is probable, firstly because 6
follows E.x. 28i3_^ (the variant dpy. K. XP- being
mainly explanatory of Xiy.), secondly, because the
derangements are all explicable on the single supposition that they are intended to remove difficulties
which are raised by the identifications propounded by
the LXX.
(i) The identifications odem = (xdpBiov, and ndphek =
dvdpa^, brought two red stones together. So long as
'odem, which is ' red' in any case, meant red jasper, it
was opaque, and gave a certain contrast.
'Sards,'
however, are often nearly clear. Hence a. difficulty,
which was removed by transposing nophek and sappir;
the further difficulty thus created, that the red nophek is
brought next to the red sibo, dx'i'rT^s, not being felt,
because, as we shall see, the 'third row' dropped out
altogether.
(2) The identification bdriketh ~ (xp.dpayho$ had
already brought about the transposition of ydsipheh
and yahdlom, so as to separate the two green stones,
and had caused the confusion in the LXX between
bv{'xi-ov and ^ripvXXwv in xi. and xii. In MT it has
had the further result that bariketh in the old sense of
a clear colourless stone became interchanged with the
opaque colourless yahdlom.
Moreover bdriketh, if it
meant (xp.dpay8o$, meant ' green' ; and 'iaaxxis was
' green,' whereas ffp.dpaydos was ambiguous, and
vahdldm had no special colour. S<:) on all grounds
bariketh went down to (vi.) ^nd yahdlo7n up to (iii).
(3) Further, to restore ydsipheh to its proper place
at (vi.), and perhaps as an alternative method of
separating odem and ndphek, the whole of the * fourth
row ' was interpolated between rows one and two.
(4) Finally and consequently, the 'third row' fell
out altogether ; l<^sem. Xiyvpiov, being taken for
-fjXcKTpov—i.e. dpybpiov Kal xpt'ctoi'—and confused with
the zdhdb [=Vg. auru7n), which actually ends the
description both in MT and (?.
Another distorted version of the same list of stones is
supplied by the 'Foundations' ofthe Xew Jerusalem,
«« r.
J in Rev. 2119/".
Here, as regards the
23. Founda,
,
-^ , ,
,
,
,
,.
„ .JJ
order, the problem has been, how to
tions Ot wew ,_^^^^^^ ^^^ twelve stones of the breastJerusalem, pj^^^^ .^ ^j^gj^ ^^^j^ rows-of-three, to the
foundations of a ' foursquare' city. The result is as
follows : —
I.
II.
IH.
I\ .

tao"Jris
(TpdpaySos
xp^croA'^o^
xpvtTOirpatros

(rdiTtfieLpos
(rapSoinjf
^TjpvAAtoi'
-itdKLvdos

;:^aAKTJ6tui'.
(rdpSiov.
TOJrafioc.
dpie9v(rTos.

STOOL
The confusion between (xapbjvv^ and Toird^iov suggests
that the authority, which is followed, read JSTJPVXXLOV for
Sohafn at no. xi. (§ 18), and 6vv^, or aapbbvv^ for
yahuld7n at no. xii. (§ 19). (2) The x^-^x^Scov which
takes the place of dvdpa^ at no. iv. substitutes c^ green
gem ('dioptase' or copper silicate) for the 7'ed ' g a r n e t ' ;
giving some slight support to the discarded rendering
m-f-k-t ('malachite') for ndphek, but confirming the
view that <jp.dpaybos in Rev. does not mean a g7-een
stone merely—for x^^f^V^^^ ^^^^ itself regarded as a
variety of (xp.dpaydos. Xp.dpay8os here, therefore, may
perhaps still be translated ' crystal' as in its primary
meaning. (3) The xp^^^'"'P°-^°^ which takes the place
of XiyvpLOv and is not otherwise found in O T or N T ,
belongs, like x'^^'^'^^^^
^ " ^ (xapdbvv^, to i more
advanced stage of experience, when intermediate tints
were recognised ; it may represent either a g7-eenish
'chrysolith,' or, more probably, the opaque applegreen
'chrysoprase' (chalcedony tinted with nickel oxide),
which is intermediate in tint between a yellow serpentine
or yellow jasper, and the Xidos b ixpdaivos (cp fiaXaxins)
of Gen. 2 12. The modern 'prase' (deepgreen chalcedony)
and its variant the jasper-spotted ' bloodstone' were
used for scaraboid gems as early as the sixth century
B.C. in the Levant (^.^. Myres and Ohnefalsch-Richter,
Cyprus Muscnni Catalogue, No. 4581), but are not
clearly to be identified even in Pliny. (4) The hdKivQos,
which takes the place of dx^rr\s, is similarly mentioned
in OT or N T only here and in Rev. 917. \}aKivdivos\
cp Enoch 7I2 (of 'streams of fire'). Pliny (374°)
represents it as a dull sort of 'amethyst.' Solinus
describes what is evidently the modern ' sapphire
(blue corundum) and says that it came from Ethiopia ;
probably he is thinking of a port-of-exchange on the
Red Sea, and consequently of the true Indian gem.
Later, the meaning expanded, including many differentcoloured varieties (five according to Epiphanius, six
according to Ben MansiJr [quoted at length in King,
Nat. Hist, of Pree. Stones, 2 5 0 , ^ ] ) . But the useof
hvaeinthus m \'g. Symm. to render tarsis in Cant. 514
(where the LXX has dvdpa^) as well as by Symm. in
Ezek. 116 28 13 (where the LXX has the normal xputrjXidos) suggests that an early use of vdKLvOos may have
been to render the native Indian word which appears
in Arabic as v-/"//?/—this denoting the modern 'jacinth,'
a ' noble' variety of 'zircon ' (zirconium silicate), which
is a transparent deep-red stone. Now the vdKLvOos of
Rev. 2120 takes the place of c^ dark-red translucent
stone, sibd, dxdrxjs. The epithet vaKtvdivovs of Rev.
917, too, is coupled witli xrvpivovs 'fire-like' (cp Enoch
712, above, and the equation hyacifithus = dvdpa^ in
Cant. 514), so that in both cases 'sapphire' is out of
the question, whilst the sultry glow of the 'jacinth' is
e.xactly what is wanted. Moreover, both vaKLvSos and
dxdrxjs might very well stand as parallel attempts to
transliterate j-ff^/i^/, and the displacement of the one by
the other becomes in every way intelligible.

Of these rows-of-three, the first row is the second
row of the 'breastplate,' given in re-oersed order, (vi.),
(v.), (iv.), with xttX/ciySwy for [ndphek) dvdpa^ at (iv.).
The second row is the first row of the ' breastplate,' also
in re-u'crsed oxder (iii.), (ii.), (i,). with a-apS^vf^ exchanged
for TOTxd^Lov at (ii.). The third row is the fourth row
Other passages in Rev. dealing with ' precious stones' have
heen noted already above — e.g. laa-ms, Kpva-TaXKC^uiv, 2111
of the ' breastplate ' in direct order (x.), (xi.), (xii.), but
(§
13) ; LpLs opOLOS opdrreL <Tp.apaySLVia 43 (§ o) ; QaAaccra VOXLVT}
with TOTxd^Lov exchanged for o-apdbw^ at (x.).
The
bpola Kpv(XTd\\ic 4 6 (§ 9). T h e striking simile op.oLos bpdtxei
fourth row is the third row of the ' breastplate' also in
KiOtp iacTTriSt Kal a-apSCw recalls the portrait statues of Roman
direct order (vii.), (viii.), (ix.), but with xP^'<^^'t^P°-<^o$ forEmperors and others, in which the raiment Is worked out in
hard-coloured stones—a fashion introduced in the last years of
XiyvpLOv at (vii.) and vdKtvBos for dxdrr^s at (viii,).
the Republic from Ptolemaic E g y p t .
J. L. M.
j
••
jjj
That is to say, the ' Foundations'
C. W. King, Natural
Hist, of Precious Stones;
Antique
are conceived as in the diagram
Gems
(1866);
S.
Menant,
Glyptigue
Orientale
(1883);
N . Story
I.
! iv. appended, and to describe them
Maskelyne, Catalogue of the
Marlborough
2 4 . B i b l i O g T a p h y . Gems (Introduction); J. H . IVliddleton,
I
the writer has started from the
Ancient
Gems ( i 8 g i ) ; Flinders Petrie,
angle * between sides IL and III.
IV.
II.:
'Precious Stones' in Hastings' DB;
Furtwangler,
Antike
He has first described II. and I.,
Getnmen (1900).
VI.
in
correct
sequence
;
but
when
he
IIL
STONING.
See LAV^T AND J U S T I C E . § 12.
reached IV. and III., he has
recurred to the traditional order
STOOL,
in
2
K.
4lo, represents NDD, kisse [}i,\^poc)f
within each of the ' rows-of-three,' or has perhaps
on the original meaning of which word see T H R O N E , I.
attempted to work outwards again from his startingOn the c;33N, dbndyi7n (RV * birthstool'), of E x . 116 cp
point at the angle between II. and III.
P O T T E R Y , § 8, and Baentsch's note, with the references in
This account also adds several minor points, (i)
B D E , s.v.
,t8ii
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STORAX. i . It is plausible to find the storax (so
RV^e-) mentioned in Gen. 3037 as 11^2?, libneh, where

STRANGER AND SOJOURNER. This phrase,
together with 'stranger or sojourner' and 'sojourner
1 Terms ^^ stranger,'_is used by AV to translate
P's phrase :i^'in'l l.il; RV more consistently
has 'sojourner' for 2 0 n uniformly.
nj, gUr and
ac'in, toshdbh denote a resident alien or p^hoiKos, a
foreigner settled for a longer or shorter time under
the protection of a citizen or family, or of the state ; as
distinguished from "larja. ben-nckhdr, or nD3. 7iokhri
(fem, nn3j), which simply denote a foreigner. -ii, zdr,
is a more general term, including both foreigner and
stranger. It is used in Ku. 16 40 of anyone strange to
—i.e., not belonging to—the priestly clan. It is often
used of persons who might also be called nokrl. Is. 1 7.
The distinction between ger and toshdbh will be considered later (§ 1 1 / ) . The verb -nj, gur, is sometimes
a denominative of ger in its technical sense of resident
alien, and sometimes has the more general sense of abide.

EV has

POPLAR (PABAOC

CTYPAKINH ;

Ar.

lubnd

= storax). In Hos.-113, however, the libnch is mentioned as a shady tree ; this does not suit the storax,
which is a mere bush. The shrub called storax by the
ancients (Diosc. I 7 9 ; Phn. ///VI21725) is the Styrax
qfficl7ialis, a showy shrub covered with a profusion of
white flowers, found throughout S\ria and Palestine
and abundantly in the hill regions of Gilead, Carmel,
Tabor, Galilee, etc., and other places (FFP '>,t^\).
Storax exuded a gum, which was used for incense (and also for
medicinal purposes), and at an early period formed an important
article of Phoenician tr.ide. I t is to be carefully distinguished
from the modern article, which is the product of the Liquidambar Orientate.
Lagarde (Mitth. 1 234) has suggested with
great probability that the name Stora.K is derived from the H e b .
n ^ , sdri ('balm ') ; but whether the two words denote the same
thing is doubtful. See B A L M , § i.

2. RV"^- also gives ' s t o r a x ' in Gen. 3725 4 3 n for
nX33. nSko'tk (after Aq. exxvpa^ [in both], Sym. arijpa^,
and Vg. storax [in 43 n ] , which was adopted by
Bochart); EV, however, has S P I C E R Y , S P I C E S

(q.v.).

More probably (so RV'"^-) the gum intended is the
Tragacanth (Ar. 7iakaa, Syr. an kath aiid, cp Low, 24),
which is the resinous gum of the Ast7-a^alus gu7nmifer,
of which numerous species exist in Palestine.
Like '"li (in connection with which it occurs), tragacanth was
an article of commerce imported to E g y p t (according to Ebers,
Egypten, 292, the word has been found in Egyptian), and also
to Tyre (Ezek. 27 17, see Co. ad loc). There is no reference to
this product in the "7123 n ' 3 of 2 K. 2013 Is. 39 2 (EVmff
'hou.se of his s p i c e r y ' ; so Aq. Sym., Vg.), on which see
TREASURY.

3. AV has ' s t o r a x ' for oraKTiJ in Ecclus. 24 15; but R V (as
EV in il E.\. 3O34) has S T A C T E (q.v.).
T h e fragrant resin intended may perhaps be the gum tragacanth mentioned above (2).

STORE CITIES, STORE HOUSES (niJ3pp), E.x.
I n I K. 919, etc. See C I T Y ( / . ) , P I T H O M , § 4.
According to Winckler (GI2 210), the phrase means * cities of
the governors' (Ass. saknu, plur. sakniitu;
Phcen. JJD I c p
FRIEND).

'

STORK ( n T p r t ; from n o n ' p i e t a s ' [see LoviNGKiN'DXESs], in allusion to the mutual affection of parents and
young; L e v . l l i g D t . l 4 r 8 [ i 7 ] J o b 3 9 i 3 l Ps. 104i7 Jer. 87 Zech.
59 ; 0 a\a\a\e\i.Sa [in J o b and Jer.l, e-rro'^ [in Zech.], epmSios or
dp. [in Lev. and Ps.], ireKeKdv [in D t . ] ; Vg. herodio [in Lev.],
kerodius [in J o b and Ps.], onocrotalus [in Dt.], 7nilvus [in J e r .
and Zech.]). One of the unclean birds.

Both the \Miite (Ciconia alba) and the Black Stork
(C. nigra) are found in Palestine.
The ^^''hite Stork is a well-known visitant to Europe,
and is occasionally, though rarely, seen in Great Britain ;
in Palestine it is usually met with during the month of
April (Jer. 87), on its way N . to its breeding-places from
its winter quarters in Central and S. Africa.
It is
regarded as a sacred bird and never molested, and in
return acts to some extent as a scavenger. It frequents
the haunts of man, and usually nests on such prominent
structures as chimneys or towers, more rarely on trees.
Many legends and stories have grouped themselves
around this bird.
The Black Stork has a black head, neck, and back ;
it winters in Palestine, and, avoiding the habitations of
man, frequents the deserts and plains, especially in the
neighbourhood of the Dead Sea. As a rule it lives in
small flocks and breeds on trees or rocks ; in the summer
it migrates northwards.
A. E. s.
STORY WRITER (o [ e i c ] TA n p o c n i n r o N T A ) .
I Esd. 217.

See R E H U M , 5.

STRAIT OF JUDEA ( T O Y npiONOC
loyitMAc). Judith 39. See J U D E A .

THC

'- AVmg. and RVmg- both recognise ' s t o r k ' as the right
rendering of hdslddh.
T h e former gives, * or the feathers of the
stork and ostrich,' the latter, 'TJut are her pinions and feathers
(like) the stork's?' I n the text AV, ' o r wings and feathers
untp the o s t r i c h ' ; but R V (agreeing with Di.), ' But are her
pinions and feathers kindly?' T h e text is difficult, and most
probably corrupt (see Budde and Duhm).
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© usually has irpoayiKvTos for ger, less frequently TrdpoLKos \
which latter is the usual rendering of toshdbh; gilr is usually
TrapoLKeui; and dWorpios is the usual rendering alike of noklirf,
nekhRr, and zdr; zdr, however, is often rendered by oKKoyevr^s.
The Vulgate does not clearly distinguish these terms, but uses
advena, colonus, and peregrinus,
etc., for ger and toshdbh;
alienus, etc., for nekhdr and zdr, and gives very various renderings of nokh-n.

I. Foreigners, other than gerim [strictly so-called), in
the land of Israel.—Jud. 1 ig 21 27-36 (Jj) make it clear
2 R p m n a n t ^^^^ Canaanite clans maintained them-'«„
.i.^„ selves in the land long after the settle01 Canaamtes.
.
A* c *
r .1,
1
ment.
At nrst, many of these clans
stood to the Israelite tribes in the ordinary relations of
neighbouring independent states. In conquered districts
surviving Canaanites would be reduced to slavery.
Where, however, they were too numerous, or submitted
on conditions, they were employed in forced labour
(coT^iie), u:h . . • Dtyi. Jud. I28. Thus in Josh. 927, JE, the
Gibeonites are spoken of as temple-servants. Probably
the status of such subject-clans was similar to that of
the gerim; but the data do not enable us to decide
whether they were formally reckoned as gerl7n, or
placed in a distinct category. The deuteronomic editor
of Joshua supposes that the Israelites exterminated the
Canaanites at the Conquest, Josh. 1040 1120. Such a
view could not have been held unless, long before the
exiles, the Canaanites in Israel had disappeared as a
distinct class and been absorbed in Israel and its gerim.
This absorption is also attested by the inclusion in Neh.
/^7 25 57 60 of the Gibeonites, Solomon's Servants, and
the Nethinim among the Men of Israel. ^
Many of the slaves owned by Israelites were of
foreign birth ; but the slaves became members of the
_,
, family and shared its sacra, and thus virtu•
.
' ally became Israelites.
Thus, in Israel,
. ^
the slave was circumcised (Gen, 1712/. P),
^^^®^- kept the Sabbath (Ex. 2010 E), and the
Passover (Ex. I244 P). See SLAVERY.
The examples of Moses, Boaz, David, Solomon, etc.,
and the law as to marriage with a female captive (Dt.
2110-14), show that Israelites during the monarchy
frequently married foreign wives.. These, like the
slaves, became Israelites in civil and religious status ;
thus Ruth, though a widow, assumes that, if she remains
in her mother-in-law's family and settles in her late
husband's native land * thy people shall be my people,
and thy god my god ' (Ruth 116).

See M A R R I A G E .

The trade of Israel was mostly in foreign hands, and
trade-routes passed through the land. For the most
_
,
part traders would enter or pass through
-iraoers, ^^^ country in caravans.
Similarly,
nomads,
nomad clans would be occasional
mercenaries. ^-.^^-^^^^^^ especially in the border lands.
In ordinary times such caravans and clans could rely on
1 Kittel, Hist, of Isr. ( E T ) 2 187, points out that the subjection
of Israelites to the corvee, i K. 12 4 18, must have tended to
obliterate any surviving distinction between Israelites and
Canaanites. i K. 9 2i 22 is b y a late editor. [Cp SOLOIVION, §6.]
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their own strength and the general moral sentiment
without seeking any special protection.
Dt. 2 2 7 /
gives us the terms on which caravans might pass
through a foreign country. They were to keep to the
beaten track and pay for food and water. Eurther,
the more powerful Israelite kings were anxious to foster
commerce, and no doubt did what they could to afford
a general protection to traders. Facilities for foreign
traders were sometimes guaranteed by treaties ; e.g.,
the ' streets or quarters which the Syrians had in
Samaria, and the Israelites in Damascus, i K. 20 34. Cp
T R A D E A \ D CO-MMERCE, § § 4 6 / : T h e mercenaries of
the royal bodyguard formed another important class of
resident foreigners (2 S. 818 15i8 2O7 23 i K. I38 50 44

too, the Kenites might stand in the same i^elationship.
See M I N G L E D P E O P L E , K E N I T E S .

^,
•^ from the absence of any public police.
°
'
The guarantee of security of life lay in
the blood-bond between -. man and his kinsfolk.
He
was protected by the assurance that his kinsmen would
avenge his murder upon the criminal and his kinsmen.
Thus the foreigner, who was far away from his kin, was
at the mercy of any evil-disposed persons. His ouly
safety lay in putting himself under Israelite protection,
by becoming the ger or guest of an Israelite family.
He then became included in the blood-bond, and his
hosts defended or avenged him as if he were of their
own kin.
As in Arabia, such protection was freely
accorded even to complete strangers.
Abraham and
Lot (Gen, 187^) press their hospitality on unknown
travellers. In Judg. 19 the depravity of the men of
Gibeah is shown by their inhospitable behaviour ; and
in Job 3132 it is a mark of the righteous man that he
does not leave the ger—i.e., the stranger who wishes to
be received a s ^ J r — t o lodge in the street. In Arabia
(WRS, Kin., 41 ff.) the stranger becomes a ger by
eating or drinking with his patron ; ' even the thief who
has surreptitiously shared the evening draught of an
unwitting host is safe. Nay, it is enough to touch the
tent-ropes, imploring protection.' Further (259), ' h e
who journeys with you by day and sleeps beside you at
night is also sacred.' But the hospitality so readily
accorded can be enjoyed unconditionally only for three
or four days. The ger who stays longer ceases to be a
guest and becomes a dependent (Bertholet, 27). But,
while the relation lasted, the obligation laid upon the
host to protect the ger was stringent ; the stories of Lot
and of the Levite at Gibeah show what extraordinary
sacrifices a host would make to defend his guests. The
latter narrative reminds us that, in earlytimes, an Israelite
in a strange tribe was almost as helpless as a foreigner.
Analogy suggests that whole clans or tribes might put
themselves under the protection of a more powerful
people and become itsgerim.
' The several
6. Clans, Jewish clans of Medina were compelled by
their weakness to becomey^riJ« [geri77i) of
etc.
the Aus and Khazraj. Or a group might attach itself
to its cousins—i.e., to c tribe with which it reckoned
kindred' (WRS Kin. 42). Thus the Israehtes were
geri7n in Eg\pt, Ex. 222i ; Bertholet, 50, considers
that the subject Canaanites became a kind of geri7n to
Israel, and that foreign traders and mercenaries may be
considered gerim of the kings ; but the terms ^^r, gtir,
are not applied to any of these classes. Both the
Israelites and the Canaanites rendered service to their
patrons. \A'e might perhaps regard as bodies of gerim
the 'mixed multitude'—Ex.1238 J E niy, Nu. I I 4 J E
r - , t ; j v ^ t h a t went up from Egypt with Israel. Possibly,

The traveller's necessities might be met by a few da}'s'
protection ; but foreigners often came into the country
„ T,
, needing a permanent home.
Like
7. P e r m a n e n t Jacob, ^ they ^might have pro\okcd the
ier.
dangerous hostility of powerful enemies.
In Arabia, ' men are constantly being cut off from their
own tribe, generally for murder within the kin, sometimes for other offences against society, or even for
dissipated habits.
.
There were, however, many
other circumstances that might lead free Arabs, either
individually or in a body, to seek the protection of
another tribe and become its ji7-d7i' (A'in. 42). In
such cases ihe ger became for a longer or shorter period
the settled client of a clan, or chief, or other individual
head of a family.
Bertholet maintains with great probability that such
geri77i \vould often attach themselves to the king ; and
that he would welcome them as a means of strengthening his authority. He includes among the royal gerim
the mercenaries and foreign traders. He further supposes that a foreigner might attach himself to a sanctuary as gir of Yahw6, and understands Ps. 15i 614 as
referring to such cases.
The Gibeonites would be
another case in point.
The express references io gerim in Israel, however, deal
with the^<?r who is a dependent member of an ordinary
family ; in E.x. 2020, etc., the ger is grouped with the
slaves and the cattle. There are constant exhortations to
deal justly and generously with t h e ^ ^ r (Ex. 222i, etc.);
he is grouped with other needy and helpless classes, the
Levites, orphans, widows (Dt. 2611-13 Ps. 916), and the
poor (Lev. 1910). The ger was at the mercy of the
individual or the clan within whose gates he took refuge.
They could take advantage of his helplessness to accord
protection only under oppressive and burdensome conditions.
The prophets (Ter. 76 148 223 Ezek. 22729.
Zech. 7io Mal. 35) and the Law (Ex. 289 Dt. 24i7 Lev.
1934) alike protest against such oppression. It appears,
moreover, from Dt. I16 2417 27 19, that the ^^r was not
wholly at the mercy of his patrons ; disputes between
them might be referred to judges.
The gerim, however, were not always poor ; Lev.
25 47 contemplates the possibility that the^^r may prosper
and purchase impoverished Israelites as slaves. Shebna,
Hezekiah's treasurer (Is. 2215), was probably a foreigner,
and the captains of foreign mercenaries and other foreign
courtiers would readily acquire power and wealth.
The relation of ihe ger to his patron was voluntary^
on both sides, and there was nothing in the nature of
the relationship to prevent its being terminated at will
by either party ; but circumstances—the need of the
ger and the power of his patron—tended to make the
relation permanent. In Arabia [A^in. 43) 'sometimes
the protectors seem to have claimed the right to dismiss
their jirdn at will
. at other times
. protection
is constituted by a public advertisement and oath at the
sanctuary, and holds good till it is renounced at the
sanctuary.'
The terms upon which gerim were received were
matter of agreement between them and their patrons,
and their position was similar to that of ' hired
servants,' I'^b, sdkhir, with whom they are classed
(Lev. 25640 Dt. 2414). Only, the ger was more helpless
than the native sdkhir, and less able to insist on favourable terms. Jacob at Haran, Israel in Egypt, rendered
service for their hosts ; David fought for Achish—or
pretended to do so.
Micah's Levite came to Mt.
Ephraim to find someone with whom he might live a s
ger (I^JS, Idgiir), and agreed to serve Micah as a priest
for board and lodging, and ten pieces of silver and ^
suit of clothes annually (Judg. 17). The prosperity of
Jacob illustrates the possibility of a ger becoming rich ;
and his stealthy flight shows that a ger might- find it
difficult to leave his patron.
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2 K. 114 RV);

cp C H E R E T H I T E S and

PELETHITES.

It

is noteworthy that David addresses the mercenary
captain Ittai the Gittite as c^ nokhri who came but
yesterday and might be expected at once to quit a
service that promised little advantage (2 S. 1519). On
the other hand, in Uriah the Hittite we have a foreign
soldier who married a high-born Israelite woman (2 S. 11).
II. Gerini in the technical sense.—The peculiar status
of f^\e gir arose (i) from the primitive sentiment that a
J. rp
stranger was an enemy, an outlaw ; (2)
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Naturally—just as Jacob married Laban's daughters,
and Moses Jethro's—^eri7n somctnucb married Israelite
women—e.g., Uriah and Bathsheba. But the case of
Jacob and Arabian parallels (iVrtholet, 62) suggest
that ct ger who returned to his native land could not
compel his Israelite wife to accompany him. T h e
o-i'ri/n, as a class, would necessarily be landless. Moi'cover, both prophets and lawgivers did llu'ir be.st to
keep familv estates in the family. Their rffdrts, and
the sentiments that prompted them, would tend to exclude even the rich <.vv- from acquiring land.
In pre-exilic literature i;er is essentially a t m n describing civil, not religious, status.
I'.ut civil status
p
... involved religious consequences. \'arious
. ,
religious observances were matters of
P
* public order and deceiKv, and as sueh
would be required from geri7n. Thus, in the Book of
the Covenant, the duty and privilege of the Sabbath
extend to the geri7n (Kx. 20io 2;3i2 ; ^ cp AmosSs).
Further, a fove'i^n ger would naturally wish to worship
Yahw6 as Lord of the land of Israel, without necessarily
renouncing his allegiance to the god of his native land
(cp 2 K. 1724-41). Moreover, it is probable, though by
no nieans certain, that the ger may sometimes have
been included in the sac7-a of his patrons, as a member
of the family. On the other hand, Moabite, Ammonite,
and Phcenician connnunities at Jerusalem maintained
their native worship for centuries (i K. 115 7 2 K. 2313).
But in any case the religious obligations and duties of
the_^^rare simply the consequences of his civil status
as an inhabitant of the land of Yahwfe, a guest of the
people of Vahw^ ; they are limited by his non-Israelite
blood.
In Deuteronomy, the ger seems expressly included in
the family sacra ; in 16 9-17 the ger is to share in the
Q T "nt rejoicings at the feasts of Weeks and Tabernacles—i.e., partake of the flesh of sacrifices, amongst other food.
T h e teaching of the
prophets and Deuteronomy, which drew a sharp
religious distinction between Israelites and foreigners,
naturally furthered the assimilation of the ger to the
Israelite—the only alternative, the entire exclusion of
gei'im, was impossible.
Thus, in the deuteronomistic
passage Dt. 3112, the ^ir is to be exhorted to study and
obey the law, and in 2910-13 the ger is to enter into
co\-enant with Vahwe.
The exile and return further promoted the religious
identification of Israel and ihe geri7n ; those who shared
in T a t
these experiences with their patrons became
united by close ties. Moreover, in the restored community, ger lost its civil, and acquired a
religious meaning.
A subject community, under a
foreign governor, hemmed in by settlement of foreigners,
was not likely to include a class of dependent foreigners.
The tendency was for the Jews to unite with their
neighbours to form a heterogeneous community. They
were saved from this fate by asserting an exclusive
relation to Vahwe and his Temple. Under such circumstances the foreigner who united himself with Israel
had to become a worshipper of Yahwe, ger came to
mean proselyte. Constantly, especially in the Law of
Holiness, laws are said to apply equally to the Israelite
and the 13. according to the common formula kagger
kd ezrah (Lev. 2416, etc.). T h e gerim must refrain
from idolatry (Lev. IS26 20:^), from blasphemy against
God (Le\.24i6), must observe the Day of Atonement
(Lev. 1629-31), the Passover (Ex.121948 Xu. 914; but
cp below), must abstain from eating blood (Lev. 17 10-13).
and must observe certain rules in offering sacrifices
(Lev. 17 8 2218). T h e religious status of the .;-(> is
almost the same as that of the Israelite—almost, not
quite.
In Lev. 23 42 it is the native Israehte, the
^ezrdh, who is to observe the Feast of Tabernacles, in
express contradiction to Dt. 3112, which includes the

STREET
glT: but in view of this, and of tlie fact that eveiywhere
c\i,s'ezrdh is cumbined with^t'r,' Bertholet suggests that
in Lev. l.c. ger may have dropped out. E.x. I248 lays
dow n that if the ger \\ ishes to eat the Passover he must
be circumcised. Probably, with circumcision, the ger,
or at any rate his descendants, attained to the full ci\il
and religious standing of an Israelite, f o r in Dt. 23 8
\N'e are told that the children of the Edomites and the
I'.gyptians shall I'liter into the congreg.ation of V.ihwo
in the third generiitiou, and this may be extended to
gerim generally. It is true that, in spite of Ezekiel's
direction th.it gc'rlni should be given land in Israel
( I 7 J 2 / . ), l''s Law of the Jubilee theoretically reserves
the land for the original Jewish holders. Such a law,
huwever, eould scarcely have been enforced against
foreigners in a country under foreign rule. .And generally, the tendency must have been for ,^^^7'-families to be
absorbed in the Jewish community. The main distinction between the gi/- in P and the later proselyte is
that the glr is still thought of as coming to live in a
Jewish community.
On the use of ger as proselyte,
as in z C h . 3O2S, see PKOSELVTE.

III. The dl,Unction bet-ween gUr and toshdbh.—
Outside of the Priestly Code Ibshabh occurs only in Ps.
H

G'er and ^^.'^^* ^ ' ^'^' ^^'='• •'" *'-"'" P^^^^^g^^
'.- C-.-CI it is either coupled with, or parallel to,
ger; in three others it is, like ger elsewhere, coupled \\ ith sdkhir; and in two others it is
qualified by haggdrim, ' t h a t are ga-'s.'
Neither the
usage, nor the versions (see above, §1), suggest any clear
distinction of the two terms, and of the many distinctions
drawn, none have met with much acceptance. Probably the passages in which toshdbh occurs represent an
unsuccessful attempt to substitute a new term for the
old ger. The older gerim were now incorporated with
Israel, and a new term—either ger qualified by an
addition, or simply toshdbh—niight have served to
distinguish newcomers from the descendants of former
gertm, and to indicate that the status of ne-\v foreign
adherents was different from that of the old gerhn.
The familiar term ger, however, persisted.
Lev. 2535, ' A n d if thy brother be waxen poor, and
his hand fail with thee ; then thou shalt uphold him :
.
..p.
as 3. stranger \.ger\ and a sojourner
12. Lev.li)3S. ^t^;iia,i,h-\ shall he live with thee,' RV,
or better ' thou shalt uphold him as a gier and tbshdbh,
and he shall live with thee ' presents peculiar difliculties.
Glr and loshdbh are usually the antithesis of ' brother.'
The Hebrew naturally implies that the poor Israelite
would actually take the position of a ger—i.e.,
fall
from his full Israelite citizenship ; it might, perhaps,
be strained to mean that he was to receive the same
help and protection ; or this meaning might be obtained
by reading 3 ' l i k e ' before ger with (S. Driver and
White (SBOT), with Dillmann and Siegfried-Stade,
excise ger isf tbshdbh as a gloss.
Litcrctture.—Bertholet,
Die Stellung der Israeliten und der
Juden
zu den Fremden (to which this article is greatly indebted); WR.S Kin- 4 2 ^ , 142; ReL Sem. -jiff.; P.eiiz. HA
ZZ-iff- ', Nowack, H.i 1 3 3 6 ^ .
W. H. E.
STRANGE

WOMAN.

For (i)

TTsryS..

(Judg. 11 2), see J E P H T H A H ; for (2) n^'}?3, nokriyyah

ahhdrcth
(Pr. 2 i 6 ,

etc.), see STRANGER, § i.
STRANGLED.
A V 'things strangled,' R V ' w h a t
is strangled' (TCVCCCTOV), ActblS2029 2l25t. See COUNCIL O F
J E R U S A L E M , § 11, FOOD, § 11, and SHAMBLES.

STRAW (\yP,. Gen. 2-I25 etc. ; cp J 2 n p , Is. 25io).
See .\GKicui.TL-KE, § 8 ; C A T T L E , § S 1 cp also B R I C K .

STREAM OF EGYPT (DnVD hm),

Is. 2712.

See

E G Y P T [ R I V E K OF].

STREET ( 3 i n i ) , Gen. 192.

See CITY, § z, c.

^ The references to the ger in these verses are sometimes
ascribed to a deuteronomic editor.

1 N u . 15 13 is onlyan apparent exception ; ^ ^ r o c c u r s in v. 14.
2 Toshdbhe in i K. 17 i is a misreading : either an accidental
repetition of ' the Tishbite,' or, as © B , eK ©eo-fSui/, for ' of Tishbeh." Cp TiSHBEH.
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STRING

SUKKIIMS

STRING ('?''n3). Judg. I 6 9 RVi"B.

See CORD.

STRINGED INSTRUMENTS (D'SD), Ps. I5O4 ; see
M U S I C , §§ 6 - 1 0 .

STRIPES (nSO), Dt. 253.

See L A W AND J U S T I C E ,

§ 12.

STRONG DRINK ("!?£;'). N u . 63.

See W I N E A N D

S T R O N G D R I N K , § 8.

STRONG HOLD ("lV3p),

2 Sam. 24?.

See F O R -

TRESS, M I L L O .

STUBBLE,

(i) CQ, iias;

KAAd.MH i Ex. 5i2 etc.

(2) j'liri leben; so rendered in J o b 2118 ; e l s e w h e r e ' s t r a w . ' See
A ;RICULTURE, § Sf; C A T T L E , § 5. (3) Kab-dfjuri; i Cor. 312, cp
I above.

STUD (i) O'DQ")!!, hdrammdktm,
See H O R S E , § I [5].

Esth. 8io RV.

(2) nilj?:, B^Wrfo/.^, Cant. I n t .

Graetz

very plausibly emends to D'piy (see N E C K L A C E , 3).

S U A (cOYA [B]). I Esd. 529 R V = E z r a 2 4 4 , SiA.
SUAH (niD ; xOYX[e]l ffl' Coye [AL]), a name in
a genealogy of A S H E R (^.2*., § 4 , ii.), i Ch. 736.
SUBA,

RV

SUBAS

(COYBAC

[B.-^]),

a

group of

children of the servants of Solomon (see N E T H I N I M ) in
the great post-exilie list (see E Z R A , ii. § 9, § 8 <:.), one

of eight inserted in i Esd. 634 @^^ (om. @^) after
Pochereth-hazzebaim || Ezra 2 57 = Neh. 7 59.
SUBAI

(cYB^ei

[BA]),

i

Esd. 5 30 = E z r a 2 46,

(2) .As to I K. 7 46 (and the |l). T h e true text probably state
that Hiram the artificer cast the vessels in .Maacath-jerahmffl
between jMaacath and Zarephath. See T E L A H .
"

The other occurrences of the name in M T are vet
doubtful. It has been inferred from Gen. 3317 (J
where Jacob appears to have crossed the Jabbolt befor
moving on to Succoth and thence to Shechem, thf
Succoth lay on the S. side ofthe Jabbok, near the poii
where it forces its way into the Jordan. This is thougl
to agree with the representation in Judg. 85, whet
Succoth is apparently the first town reached by Gideo
after crossing the Jordan somewhere near Zerera
(Zeredah) and Abel-meholah. This may possibly hav
been the notion of the redactor of the narrative ; but
is not what the original story intended to convey
' Succoth' is a corruption either of .IDSD, Salecah =

inSa, Salhad, the border city at the S.E. corner ofBasha
(cp J E G A R - S . \ H A D U T H A ) , or, more probably, of Maa

cath, a district ofthe Negeb.

(Cp, however, GIDEON.

In Ps. 60 8 108 8 the ' valley of Succoth ' is thought to be tha
part of the J o r d a n valley which adjoins Succoth (cp Josh. 13 27)
but this unique and obscure phrase is improbable. T h e bolde?
but also perhaps the most critical conjecture is that the psalmis
wrote ' I will mete out Cusham and Maacath ' (see Ps.i-^)).
© also recognises a place.name Succoth in i K. 20 16 (e
cTOKxc^B [B], €c croKxco (AL]). Both here and in v. 12 probabl
we should read DniyD3"Sy, ' O" their t h r o n e s ' ; see Crit. Bib.
2. A station (ni3p) mentioned repeatedly in the Exodu
narrative (Ex. 12 37 [croccxaBcL BF^, croxcaOa F*, croxad L] 13 2
croxcO [L] N u . 3 3 5 / o-ox<u» (B» z'. 5]). See E X O D U S , i. § ic
G O S H E N , and P I T H O M , § 2. Here, too, ' M a a c a t h ' ma
originally have stood (sub juctice lis est). See W I L D E R N E S S 01
WANDERINGS.

T. K . C.

SHALMAI.

SUCCOTH-BENOTH (T\M^ n i S D ; poxxcoeB&i
NeiGei [B], coKXiA)eBeNieei [A], -B<\Neie<\ [L]), .
SUBURBS (i) C^'Q, migrds, n e p i c n o p i A and
Babylonian idol introduced into Palestine (2 K. I730)
a^cc^pccTfieva in Josh., Trepio-jropiaand irepiirdAta [L] in Ch. [KaracTj^ecrecii^ or -wi/ a-inSiv 1 Ch. 13 2], 7rpocL(rT[e]ta in N u . [a^opt'tr/naTa, As some critics think, a Hebraised form of Sarpanitum
V. 3, (Ti/yKupot't'Ta, Z'. 4,'ofj-opaor ofj-opovvTcx, F om -,V- 5], fitacmj^a
in Ezek., [iypoi] acpctipccsfievoL in Lev. [cpriji' acjicapcafi-evrjo 2 S. 8 1 , consort of Marduk (on the name see Jastrow, SBA
121 [Germ. ed. 115], 449). So Rawlinson, Schrader
and see I \ I E T H E G - A M M A H ] ; Lev. '2534 N u . 352-5 7 Josh. 2111.19
21-37 39 7^ Ezek. 45 2 4S 17 i Ch. 6 4 0 ^ [ 5 5 . ^ ] 13 2, RVmg.
Hommel. Delitzsch {Par. 215) explains Sakkut-binuti
'pasture-lands.' See C A T T L E , col. 712, n. 2.
('supreme judge of the world'?).
But surely if th(
(2) D'lTlS, par-iodriin,
2 K. 2 3 i i .
R V 'precincts.' See
usual explanation of .Am. 626 is correct we ean hardl)
PARBAR.
doubt that it is a corruption of p - j rn3D, Saccuth-Kewai
(two names of Saturn combined; see C H I U N A N I
SUCATHITES (D^na-IE*), I Ch.25S RV, AV

SICCUTH).
There is, however, a better theory.
It is probably of thc
non-Israelite
N e g e b that the original narrative spoke as lh(
SUCCOTH ( n i S p , i.e- 'thickets' or [see Gen. 3817]
' booths' ; usually crcnc-j^caQ ; in Josh. 13 27 -Ba [B], crcaxa [A], country from which the new colonists of the cities of ^^-]^c^ (set
cTcxciB [ L ] ; 2 Ch. 4 17 irexciciid [B*vid.] aexxc^B [Bl], croxc^^ t L ] ; S H I M R O N ) came. Among them were the men of ^22—i-eCKvjcat in Gen. 33 17 Ps. 608 108 8 [crcCTjvcit^aTa «]).
J e r a h m e e l ; the idol they made was of n O r , or rather ri-V3
' C u s h i t h , ' a title of the so-called ' Q u e e n of H e a v e n ' (or, ' o
I. .\ town in Gadite territory (Josh, 1827 : G A D , § 12
J
e r a h m e e l ' ?) worshipped by the N . Arabians.
See Crit. Bib
[col. 1587]) in ' the valley' (Hmch). It is also mentioned
m
j 3 possibly comes from niDl ('3 written too soon). T h e mer
in I K.746, 2 Ch. 4i7, in connection with Solomon's
of Cuth, or rather Cush, made Nergal—/.f., Jerahmeel (a nami
foundries, which were in ' the clay ground (?) between
for the Jerahmeelite B a a l ) ; those of H a m a t h (Maacath) mad<
Succoth and Zarethan.' T h e description has been held
Ashima—i.e., Ishmael ; the Arvites (Arabians) made Nibha
to point to'.Ain es-Sakut, an old site, close to the Jordan,
and Tartak ( = T e r a h ) ; the Sepharvites (Zarephathites) mad<
but on ' this' side, some 9 m. S. of Beth-shean (so
Adrammelech and Anammelech ( = Jerahmeel).
T. K. C.
SUCHATHITES.

See SOCOH.

Robinson), which is supposed to be referred to in these
words of Jerome [Quaest. Hebr. in Gen.), ' est autem
usque hodie civitas trans Jordanem hoc vocabulo in parte
Scythopoleos.' Against this view, however, see ADAM.
Merrill {PEFQ, 1878, p. 83) and Conder adopt as the
site the large Tell or mound now called Der 'Alia, about
I m. N . of the Zerka, diseovered by Warren ; ^ the
special reason is that the Talmud identifies Succoth with
n'^yin, Ter'ala (Neub., Giogr. 248), which seems to be
this Der '.\lla. This is rejected by Moore as not agreeing
with the topographical details in Judg. 84-17. All this,
however, is precarious, unless supported by a thorough
te.xtual criticism.
( i ) As to Josh. 1327. T h e text must originally have belonged
to a geographical survey of the Negeb, in which ' the rest of the
kingdom of Cushan, king of H e s h b o n ' was assigned to the
Gadites. rn^O is mentioned just before ia^ (see ZAPHON), and
most probably is miswritten for nDJ/Di ' M a a c a t h ' (in Negeb).3
1 See Trelawney Saunders, Introd. to theSumey
of U^- Pal.
(18S1), 158.
2 ' I n the valley,' Josh. 13 27, should be ' i n Maacath.' Cp
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SUD (COYA [ B A Q ] ; stir [Syr.], sod), ^ Babyloniai

stream (canal) near which Jewish exiles are said to hav(
been settled (Bar. I4).

Cp B A R U C H [ B O O K ] , §§ i, 4

There must be some error in the text. Since Bar. 11
38 probably had a Hebrew original, we may venture tt
assume a confusion between 1 and n, and read eithei
HD, Sur, i.e., Sora, the seat of a famous Jewish academj
(so first Bochart), or more probably inc', ' Shihor,' th(
name of a wady in the Negeb, assuming that Snn in th(
source from \\hich the writer drew meant Jerahmeel
See SHIHOR.

For a less probable view, see \\'etzsteit

in Del. /es.i^\ 7 0 1 / .

T. K. C.

SUD (coYi. [ B ] ) , 1 Esd. 529 A V = E z r a 2 4 4 , S I A .
SUDIAS (COYAIOY
HODAVIAH 4 .

[B.^]).

1

Esd. 5 26 = Ezra240

SUKKIIMS, RV SUKKIIM (n^>3D ; TpcofoAYTA
TBA] TpcorAoiYT&l rcp.-^^wete] COYXI6IM [L] ; Tro
glalrtiT var. [Libyes scilicet] Trogodxta^). In 2 Ch. 12
Ps. fiOs.}, where ni^D poy represents a twice written n j l D (sei

SUN

SUSANCHITES

the army of SHISHAK {q.v.) is described as consisting of
soldiers 'of Egypt, the Lubim [i.e. Libyans), the
Sukkiim (D"3;)I and the Ethiopians.'
By Sukkiim,
evidently an .Vfrican nation is meant ; and considering
the position between Libya and Ethiopia, one understands why tp and Vg. guess at the Trog{l)odytce [\he
1 correctly wanting in B). This, ho\\e\'er, is only a
guess; no such name is known in antiquity. T h e
Egyptian name for those nomadic tribus of Hninitic
blood, living between Egypt and the Red Sea, was . /////.
This seenis to have about the same meaning as the Greek
name, viz.. ' inhabit.uits of roeks, cliff-dwellers.'^
Gesenius's explanation, ' dwelkrs in booths ' (niSO) is philo.
logically and practically impossible. C. Niebuhr, OLZ3(9,
b.is
observed that the name is almost the same as the D"3n (tukbiyyioc). I K. IO22 2 Ch. 9 21, the supposed ' p e a c o c k s ' (see
PEACOCK) bnui^ht to .^nlomon, and conjectures that the word
really means there 'black sla\es,' correcting into sukkiyylm, as
above. .As such a word or name remains unknown, ^^^ I\I. Miiller
proposes, '1 209, to assume c ' ^ j n . ' ,i;rey-hounds ' (from Egyptian
ts»t), as the original re.ading in tbe .\fiicaii curiosities brought to
Solomon, and thinks that the chronicler mistook this for a name
of an African nation. Thus C. Niebuhr's observation, which is
undoubtedly correct as far as the similarity of both words in
vocalisation, is just reversed. Of course, the last explanation
rests on a somewhat bold assumption.
\\. M. M.
SUN ("'CL", D^in ; on etym. see BDB).

As to the

gender of the sun. Semes or the corresponding word is
ni.isculine in Heb. generally,- .Aram, and Ass. In
.\rabic it is feminine, but the heathen Arabs knew Sams
as a sun-god (see further below). For sun-worship among
the early Israelites there is little positive evidence, and that
little (one would far rather think otherwise) threatens to
disappear as the result of - searching criticism of the
place-names Beth-shemesh, En-shemesh, Har-heres,
Kir-heres, Timnath-heres, which it is possible are comparatively late corruptions of Beth-cusham, En-cusham,
Har-ashhur, Kir-ashhur, Timnath-ashhur (see Crit. Bib.
on I .'^. 612 Judg. 135, and other related passages). T h e
ordinary view, of course, is that t'ce', semes, and onn,
htres, in the traditional forms of these names, prove that
the places to which the names are taken to have belonged were centres of the cultus of the sun-god. W e
must remember, however, that the solar character of the
Baals has not been made out ( B A A L , § 2 / . ; N A T U R E -

WORSHIP, § 5), and (not to fall into repetitions) that it
is in S. Arabia that the worship of sun and moon was
'strikingly prevalent.'
On the other hand, Winckler
has produced a considerable body of evidence (most of
it, to be sure, is uns.afe) from the early narratives, to
show that solar and lunar mythology is represented in
Hebrew legends, and holds that the god variously
called Ramman, Hadad, and Yahu is not only the
storm-god, but at the same time the god who, in the
spring-tide, restores fruitfulness to the earth, and one
of whose forms is the well-known Tammuz [GI 278).
In Gen. 4910, where Dillmann supposes the moon to
be represented by Joseph's mother, Winckler holds
that, since -nzv may be feminine (see Gen. 1517; and
cp Ges. -Thes., s.v. c^-z-6'\ and xp.-, ydredh, neither is nor
can be feminine, the mother is the true representative
of the sun, and we have here a sign of the infiuence
ijf a different form of mythology from the pure
Babylonian—viz., the S. Arabian, in which the children
of the moon-god are 'Athtar, who is masculine, and
Sams, who is feminine. Winckler also [G11 70) thinks
we may infer that in the early Hebrew myth (which
was also the original Semitic as well as S. Ar.nbian
myth) Sams, the sun-deity, was the mother, 'Athtar
the i\ife of the moon-god. Zimmern [KA T(^K 365,
] [For a consideration of the question whether 2 Ch. I 2 2 1 2
refers to Mizraim or Mizrim, and to Shishak or to Cushi, and
how C1..3Q should be read, see S H I S H A K , § 3, and Crit. Bib.]
^ Masculine in P s . 104 19 ; feminine in Gen. 15 17. In Sam.
Pent, it is sometimes constructed with a feminine where M T
has a masculine. I'ice versd, in Jer. 159 K t . has nK3 where
Kr, has (ia (of the sun).
154
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369) gives t qualified support to Winckler's theories,
but thinks that Egyptian influences on Hebrew cults
may be presumed, in addition to Babylonian. If we
throw back this influence far enough, the possibility of
this may be granted. But, so far as the biblical evidence
goes, it is surely Babylon (directly or indirectly) rather
than Egypt which is indicated as the source of such
influences. W'e must also desiderate a much keener
and more methodical critieism of the Hebrew texts,
especially of names and phrases bearing on cults and
my ths, than is yet habitual among biblical and archasological scholars. For instance, is it safe to build either
on the place-name Beth-shemesh, or on the personal
nanies SAMSON and SHKSHBAZZAR (j'y.z/.)?

However

this may be, the worship of the sun and moon and of
the ' host of heaven' in general among the Israelites in
the seventh and sixth centuries is not doubtful (see
M O O N , N A T U R E - W O R S H I P , § 5, STARS, § 4, TAMMUZ).
Cln the relation of Yahwfe to the spring-sun god Marduk, see
CNEATION, § S, and cp Zimmern KA TX^), 369, 509; on other
points, see CHARIOT, § 13, HORSE, § 4, N A T H A N - M E L E C H .
See also ECLIPSE.
For S U N - D I A L (IS. 38b) see D I A L ; for
SuN-oATE (Jer. 102 AVmg.) see POTTERV, H A R S I T H , cp
J E R U S A L E M , § 24 ; for SUN IMAGES see MASSEBAH, § i, c.

T. K. C.

SUPH (ei-ID, THC epYSpa^c [BAF], T. e. GAAACCHC
[ L ] ) , the name of a locality, from which, Dillmann
conjectures, the f]'1D"D^ {yam suph; EV R E D S E A
[^.Z'.]) took its name, Dt. 11 f (cp 0 ) .
The neighbouring names in the traditional text are as perplexing
as Suph, and there is some reason to think that D^ has,
either by accident or under the influence of theory,
misread an earlier text which lay before him.
*11D ^10 may originally (cp ©, Nu. 2114, e(|)A6yt(re=,-isiD)have
been n s n ^ l 7ID, and the whole verse may have run, 'These are
the words which Moses spoke to all Israel in Arabia of Jerahmeel, in the wilderness [in Arabia], opposite Zarephath, between
Paran and Peleth and Libnah and Misrim.' I n Nu. 21 14 the
same name appears as Suphah (,n31D). See V A H E B , and CrilBib.
T. K. ^.

SUPPER (AeinNON). IVIk. 621 etc.

See MEALS,

§ 2 {b), EUCHARIST.

SUR (CCYP [B»i=X='='t = =.A]; T. [ N * ] i ACC. [B*];
Syr. Siiryd), one of the coast-towns of Palestine which
submitted to Holofernes (Judith228).
Fritzsche too
boldly corrects to ' Dora' (Dor). If, however, OciNA is
Accho, this violates the geographical order of the places.
Most probably Judith (like Tobit; see T H I S B E ) was redacted from a narrative in which the scene of the events
was mainly in the Negeb. The place-names easily
adapted themselves to this view. ' Sidon and Tyre,' as
often, represents nixo, 'Missur,' ' S u r and Ocina' {v.l.
the Kenites), iipi nisD. ' Missur and Kenaz."
T. K. c .

SUR, GATE OF ("l-ID W ) , 2 K. 116; cp 2 Ch.
235. An unexplained riddle i n a doubtful text. See
Kittel, and Crit. Bib., also JERUSALEM, § 24.
SURETY

(\/3"!^|).

Gen. 439.

See L A W

AND

J U S T I C E , § 17, P L E D G E , § 3, and T R A D E AND COMMERCE, § 82 (e) I ( 4 ) ; ep EARNE.ST, DEPOSIT.

SUSA (6N COYCOIC [BSA'L^]), Esth. I I 3 .

See

SHUSHAN.

SUSANCHITES,RVSHUSHANCHITES(*<''?^?i-"'l^',
C0YCYNdi.XAI01 [B], COYCAN. [.-^L]). one of the peoples
represented among Osnappar's colonists (Ezra 4 9 t ) .
Delitzsch (Par. 327; Calwer Bib. Lejr.P) 876), following
Lenormant, compares Shushinak, the name of the capital and
of the chief god of Susiana on tbe native Elamite inscriptions.
If, however, the present writer's theory that Ezra-Nehemiah has
been recast, on the basis of a mistaken historical theory, by a
Jewi.sh editor, be accepted, ' S h u s h a n ' will(cp Q'DID m ' s . 1*20)
have arisen out of Cushan (cp CUSH, 2)and ' g u s a n k a y e ' ( E z r a 4 9)
out of Cushanaye 'Cushanites.'
See SHUSHAN, and on Osn a p p a r ' see Crit. Bib.
T. K. C.
I Perhaps written ' s l y .
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SWINE

SUSANNA
S U S A N N A (COYCANNA, i.e. n j E ' i E ' , ' l i l y , ' § 6 9 ) .
1. T h e pious and beautiful wife of Joakim, in one of t h e
apocryphal additions to Daniel. See D A N I E L ( B O O K ) , § 5.
2. One of the women who ministered to Jesus (Lk. 8 3).

with the sacred ibis (Ibis cBthiopica ; but see H E R O N ) ,
or with the purple gallinule [Porphyria eccruleus) allied
to the moor-hen. See, however, OWL.
T h e same Hebrew word is found in Lev. 11 30 in the list of

SUSI C p I D ; coycLell [BAFL]), a Manassite, father * unclean quadrupeds, where AV has M O L E (q-v., 2), R V C H A M ELEON.
See L I Z A R D , 6.
A. E. S.
of Gaddi, Nu. 1 3 i i [ i 2 ] (col. 2919, n. 6).
SWEARING (x/U3E', Gen. 2123, etc. ; oMNyeiN,
SWADDLE, SWADDLINGBAND. The verb ('?nn.
Mt. 534, etc.).
See O A T H .
hdthal, in Pu. and. Hoph.) is found in Ezek. Id4 ; the
SWEAT,
BLOODY.
Of the passage in Lk. 22 44
noun Mthulldh (n^nP!), in Job 889, figuratively of the
(the agony in the garden), ' and his sweat became as it
dark cloud enveloping the circumambient ocean.
were great drops of blood falling down upon the ground'
T h e mortal speaker in Wisd. 7 if. says, ' I also when I was
(/cai iyivero b iSpCis aiVroO cotrei Spb/ic^oi at/Miros Karaborn, drew in the common air, and fell upon the kindred earth,
uttering, like all, for my first voice, the selfsame wail. I n
paivovTos i-irl rrjv 7?>'), three interpretations are current:
swaddhng clothes was I nursed and in [watchful] cares (evxrirap[a) that a literal (and preternaturaP) exudation of
ydvoLS dveTpd<^j\v KOX kv ^povTifTiv).'
See also Lk. 2 7 12 (ecTTrapblood is intended ; [b) that the sweat-drops resembled
ydvmtrev, eir7Tapya.vtiipi.evov). C p RoLLER J FAMILY, § 1 0 ;
blood-drops in colour, size, abundance, or the like; [c)
M E D I C I N E , § i. In Lam. '2 22 the verb is nSQi tippah, more
probably ' d a n d l e d ' : so R V . See S P A N .
that the expression is to be taken rhetorically, somewhat
as the modern ' tears of blood.'
SWALLOW.
I . " i n i , dSror-. Ps. 843 [4], Prov.
It is to be observed that irv. 4 3 / are absent from
20 2 t ; T^cr^w in Ps., cnpcniOoC in Prov. See below.
many MSS (see the discussion in WH264 ff.). It is a
2. DID, sUs, Is. 3814 Jer.87,t Kt.;' D'D Kr.; x^^'^iuvi;
question whether they were suppressed by the ' orthodox'
correctly rendered in RV; AV \vrongly CRANE (^.V., for
[dpBido^oi. di dcpelXavTO rb p-tirbv, Epiphanius, Ancorat.
explanation of error).
31), or whether they are to be regarded as a later inCanon Tristram considers that diror is rightly intersertion, explicable perhaps on some such principle a s
pretetl swallow or martin, whilst the identity of sls^
that suggested above in col. 1808, middle. Among the
with the swallow or swift has been satisfactorily proved
by Bochart 2 i 10 (cp Lagarde in GGA' 1888, p. 6 / . ) , most recent commentators Holtzmann accepts them a s
genuine, whilst B. Weiss rejects them.
There is a
and receives interesting confirmation from the fact that
recent discussion of the subject by Harnack [SBA IV,
Tristram heard this name given to the swift (Cypselus
1901,
251-255),
who
holds
it
to
be
certain
that BNA
apus, L) by the present inhabitants of Palestine
give an intentionally shortened text, and places the
{FFP. 8 2 / . ) .
excision perhaps in the beginning of the second century,
Although zoologists place the Hirundinidae (swallows
but perhaps also many decades later. His arguments
and martins) some distance from the Cypselidaa (swifts),
are four : (i) Every feature in the disputed passage
swallows and swifts are very frequently mistaken for
which can be compared with certainly genuine Lucan
each other, and it seems improbable that the ancient
passages bears the Lucan stamp.
(2) There is no
Jewish writers distinguished between them.
There are three species of swallow, Hirundo,
now f o u n d i n
direct evidence that the words were wanting in the
Palestine, ( i ) T h e common swallow, H- rusticii, which, like
MSS. before 300, whilst Justin, Tatian, and Irenasus
its congener (2) H. rufula, returns from its winter quarters
attest them for the first half of the second century. (3)
towards the end of March, whilst (3) H. savignii^ the oriental
In two important points the passage could not fail to>
swallow, winters in the Holy Land.
Four species of martin
and three species of swift are known in Palestine, one of them
offend the orthodox : [a) the statement that an angel
being the common swift, Cypselus apus, referred to above.
strengthened Jesus : we remember how earnest was.
The swifts fly, like the swallows, with great rapidity,
the struggle in the earliest times for the super-angelic
and their return from the S. in the early spring is a
dignity of Jesus ; (b) the dyuvla with its consequences
most striking event (Jer. 87). It usually occurs at the
was produced not by external attacks but by a terrible'
beginning of April. ' Clouds pass in long streams to
inward struggle (this goes beyond Heb. 67). (4) W e
the north, but still leave prodigious numbers behind.*
cannot, it is true, give a full answer to the question
They return to their winter quarters in November.
whence the fourth evangelist drew his material; but it
It is thought that the reiterated complaining cry of the
is clear that in the narrative of the Passion and t h e
swift is referred to by the prophet (Is. 8814) rather than
Resurrection he had no other source than the Synoptics.
the more musical and less frequent note of th^swallow
Now is it not highly probable, asks Harnack, that
(see further Che. ad loc.).
Jn. 1 2 2 7 ^ is the Johannine transformation of Lk.
Both swifts and swallows frequent towns and villages. T h e
swallows build their nests of mud (Ps. 84 3). T h e swift usually
builds its nest of straws, feathers, etc., cemented together by
saliva; it uses such materials as it can obtain without recourse
to the ground, as with its long wings and short legs it experiences
difliculty in rising from the earth.

2243/ ?

3. ("lljy, 'agur -. Is. 3814 Jer. 8 71), rendered in R V C R A N E
(a-v.).
A. E. S.—N. M.

1614, etc.

[It seems probable that n»y should also be substituted
for MT's JIN in Job 76.
' My days are swifter than
a crane' will be instinct with pathetic force to those who
remember travellers' descriptions of the migration of the
crane. See Crit. Bib.
T. K. c ]
S W A N ( n a B ' J n , tlnUmeth, Lev. 11I8[TTOP<J)YPIWN
[ B F L ] - P 6 0 N [ A ] ] , Dt. 14i6 [(e)lBPC BAFL]).
Two species of swan, Cygnus
ntusicus (C. ferus),
the
Whooper or Wild Swan, and C. olor (C. tnansuetus),
have
been found in Palestine ; but they appear to be comparatively
rare, and scholars do not now defend AV.

Following © in Dt., Tristram identifies

iinSitneth

^ X^Xi-Bviv represents both DID ^nd mjy in I s . , in J e r . xs^tfi""
ay/>ou = oiD or D'D- '"^Q- iTiros in Is. 8 8 1 4 ; Sym. X^XLSMV in
Is. 3814, TCTTtl in Jer. 8 7 ; Theod. c t j in Is. 38 14.
3 This form, which is the Kre in Jer. 8 7, is also supported by
T h . in Is, 88 14 and is the name which Tristram heard (see
above).
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C p CROSS, § 5.

SWEET
REED,

CANE (nJiJ),

Is. 4824 Jer. 620.

See

ib.

SWEET ODOURS,

(i) C o b ' s , blsdmim.

See SPICE, I ; cp BALSAM.

Lev. 2631, etc.

2 Ch.

2. D^nin'J, nihohtm.

Cp SACRIFICE, § 36.

SWEET SPICES (D'DD), Ex. 3O34.

See SPICE, -.L.

SWINE ( 1 7 0 i cp P\ss. humsiru ;'' y c i XOipoCi Lk.
832/. 1515/. etc.). Apart from the prohibition of eating
_ . , . . . swine's flesh (Dt. 148, cp Lev. 117) there
rfifJpti'pM ^ probably no pre-exilic reference to
reierences. ^j^;^ aamai. in the O T .
T h e fine
proverb comparing a * fair woman without discretion'
1 According to Professor Macalister (Hastings, TIBZ'i'i.oa)-.
'There are no modern trustworthy cases of genuine bloody
sweat; and although in some older writings comparable instances
are quoted, none of them are properly authenticated.'
2 ^umsiru and piazu are two animals which belong to the
class represented ideographically by SAf^ (i-e., swine). They
lived in reedy, marshy districts. Whether humsiru is quite
the same as the Arabic hinzlr is uncertain; but the affinity
must be ^reat 0ensen, ZA 1 309). The Aramaic hizird is, like
the Arabic form, derived from Babylonian; cp references in
Miiss.Arnolt, s.v. humsiru. * Narrow-eyed ' (IBDB) is not a.
satisfactory explanation.
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to ' a jewel of gold in a swine's snout' {Prov. II22)
may already presuppose the proximity of Gentiles who
kept s\\'ine. This is certainly the case with the two
most familiar iS'T references to swine—viz., ' he sent him
into his fields to feed swine' {Lk. I515), and 'neither
cast ye your pearls before the swine' {Mt. 76). But
we can go deeper into the meaning than this. It is
difficult not to think that, at any rate in its present form,
the crowning error of the ' prodigal son' consisted in
his becoming paganised ^ (an e\'er present danger of
Jews in the Roman period) ; ' the swine,' as well
as ' t h e dogs' (note the article) in Jesus' warning,
are Gentiles of the class described so often in the O T
as ' the wicked ' {contrast Is. 4.14/O. Such passages are
intelligible only at the period when both Judaism and
the young religion of Christ were confronted by an alien
religious system in the very midst of the sacred land.
Xo more striking exhibition of this perpetual contrast
can well be imagined than that in the narrative of the
demoniacs of Gerasa (see Gb^KAS.^). This place was
(like Gadara) in the heathen territory of Pera;a, where
a 'herd of many swine' (Mt. S30 Lk. 832)—we need
not lay stress on the too definite detail in Mk. 513^
('about two thousand ')—was a familiar sight.
It is probable that the story of the Gerasene
demoniac or demoniacs has not reached us in its
earliest form, and that the departure of the ' legion'
of demons into the half-legion of swine is a secondary
element.3 If so, we gain a. fresh illustration of the
Jewish way of regarding heathenism as a ' swinish'
error (see Weizsacker's weighty remarks, Apost. .4ge,
265). The author of
Peter regards the immoral
heresy of his day as just such another {2 Pet. 222,^
where EV ' sow,' Cs).
There are three references to swine in (B which are not found
in i l T . Probably, however, they are due to corruption of the
text. Sefe 2 S. 178 (where ip» appears to insert tos vs rpaxeta
ev neSito; but see Klo. ad Ice.) anti 1 K. 20 19 22 38 (where the
[at] ues of BAL and BA respectively has evidently sprung out of
K-vves).

The swine occupied a highly honourable place as a
sacrificial animal in Asia Minor, Greece, and Italy, but
2 A „„- J was neither sacrificed nor eaten by the
animal
J^ws.^ Their feeling of repugnance was
not shared by the Assyrians, who relished
swine's flesh ; ^ though the hog, which was only halftamed, was not included among their ordinary domestic
animals." In Egypt the pig was unpopular, if not
tabooed.^ Swine were certainly kept, but only in
certain localities—e.g., in the district of el-Kab {the
city of Eileithyia). Among the live stock belonging to
Renni, whose tomb is at e l - K a b , 300 swine are
mentioned. As Renni {13th dynasty) was a prophet of
the goddess at el-Kab (perhaps to be identified with
Selene; cp Herod. 247), it is probable that he had to
provide swine for sacrifice ; for swine, as Herodotus
states, were sacrificed to Selene and Dionysus (Osiris).
The drove of swine depict<jd in the tomb of Paheri
(i8th dynasty) at the same place may be for agricultural
1 The parable is even literally accurate. T h a t Jews were
sometimes tempted to keep swine is proved for the time of John
Hyrcanus by a prohibition quoted by GrotiuG in his comment
on Mt. 832.
2 Keim's statement (fesu von Naz. 2457) is correct; * the
report of Matthew is by far the simplest, the most original.'
Cp Badham, S. Mark's Indebtedness, 42 f
^•^es,t\e (Philologica Sacra, 21) suggc-sts that the story may
have arisen as a popular explanation of a place-name such as
Ras el-hinzir, 'swine's h e a d ' (or 'promontory'), or TeU abu-1hinzir, 'hill of the father of swme.'
•* In this passage the reference to the wallowing of the swine
appears to have sprung from a misreading of a well-known
proverb (Prov. 2611).
^ Cp Frazer, Pausanias,
4 ly] ff.
® On certain days it was expressly forbidden to eat it (Jastrow,
Relig. Bab. Ass. 381). W a s it sacred to Bel a t N i p p u r ? See
Peters, Nippur, 2 131.
7 Maspero, Dawn of Civ. 560. T h e illustration given by
Maspero represents a sow and her litter in the reeds of the
marshes.
8 Erman, Egypt, 441.
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purposes. Elsewhere swine came to be regarded as
embodiments of Set and Typhon, and were loathed
accordingly. T o the Syi'ians and Phceniciaits, however,
the swine was sacrosanct and its flesh prohibited (cp
Lucian, Dea Syr. 54). Antiphanes states that it was
sacred to Aphrodite or .\starte (Athen. 849).
Probably it is from the European boar [Sus sc7-ofa)
that the domesticated swine of Palestine is derived,
though this is still to some extent a matter of conjecture.
Swine are very uncommon in Palusiine, and there may
have been the same scarcity in Jew ish territory in ancient
times on account of the repugnance of the Jews to this
anmial. This repugnance (which is shared by Mohammedans) is not to be explained on mere sanitary grounds
{cp Plut. De Is. et Osir. 8). It is but the reverse side
of that earlier veneration for the swine as sacrosanct.^
which also accounts for the original taboo upon swine's
flesh ; and the legend of the death of A U O M S may be a
primitive (Phcenician) explanation of this change of
feeling, ''rhere is indeed some evidence among the
Jews of a survival of the ancient feeling in certain
quarters. As Robertson Smith has pointed out,- the
strange statements in Is. 664 (cp 6617) and 6^)3 are
most easily explicable if the flesh of swine was partaken
of in secret sacrificial meals.
The correctness of this \iew is by no means bound up with
his view of the date of Is. 0.5yC, which later criticism regards as
belonging to the time of Nehemiah, and referring to certain
unorthodox rites practised by some at least of the Jews and
by the Samaritans, or the N . Arabians (Che.), and denounced by
the adherents of a legal orthodoxy. It has also been made a t
any rate plausible by Robertson Smith that the swine, the dog,
and the mouse (see D O G , MOUSE) were the totems of the Jewish
families which took part in the mysteries described in those
strange prophecies.'*

The BOAR in Hebrew bears the same name as the
swine.
T h e Talmud for clearness uses the phrase
~i3n Tin (cp -)3, ' t h e open country,'
tn hnarq^^ J o b 3 9 4 ) ; a psalmist (Ps. 8013 [14] o-iJs
t o oodrs. |.g^-|_ p^ [X'ART]) once speaks of ' the
boar from the jungle'^ ("ly'D, EV ' o u t of the wood').
This is in fact the more descriptive phrase. It is.in the
'jungle' of the Jordan, from Jericho to the Sea of
Galilee, that the wild boar specially dwells, though he
is also to be found in the lowlands of S. Philistia and
Beersheba and on the slopes of Hermon. ' A party of
wild boars,' says Tristram [NHB ^^, 'will uproot a
whole field in a single night.' The Assyrian storm-god
in his fury is likened to ^ wild boar [humsi7'u) ;. not
unnaturally we may interpet Ps. 80i3[r4] of the havoc
wrought in Palestine by the armies of Artaxerxes Ochus.
Similarly in 4 Esd. 1630 the CARMANIANS \JI.V.'\

are

compared to ' t h e wild boars of the forest' (in one of
the late additions to 4 E s d . ) ; and in Enoch 8972 the
Samaritans who attempted to prevent the rebuilding of
the Jewish temple are symbolised by wild boars.
A. E. S.—S. A. C . — T . K. C.

SWORD [T\J\,hireb; A\£kX<MpA, pOA\cJ>ikiA. 5ict)0c)In Ecclus. 46 2 pop.(()aia (EV ' sword)' represents
kldon, jn'3. See JAVELIN, I , 5. In Job2025, bdrdk,
pns, lit. 'lightning,' is poetically used for ' s w o r d ' or
' b l a d e ' ( c p D t . 3241)1 T h e theory of the primitive sanctity of the swine is unassailable (cp F I S H , §§ 9 ff.). Callistratus's explanation of this
sanctity (Plut. Syfnpos.'^ s) may be absurd; _but the fact
remains.
Cp Frazer's important remarks in his
Pausanias,
4 1 3 8 ; and see C L E A N A N D U N C L E A N , § 8 ; F O O D , § 16, and

JQR, 1902, p. 422.
2 Kimhip, 307 J ? : ; RS^) 343, 357. 368. (Other illustrations
o f t h e subject of this article will ali,o be found in RS^).)
3 [See S H A P H A N , SANBALLAT, ZERUBBABEL, and especially

Crit. Bib., where the evidence relative to the captivity o f t h e
people of J u d a h and their subsequent relations to their oppressors
is considered, and Is. 664 663 r / are restored to what the present
writer takes to be their original form. H e would g l a d l y h a v e
come to other results, as the new considerations compel him to
abandon the brilliant and plausible theory adopted from W . R.
Smith in Intr. Is. ^tbff.—r. K. C ]
4 On the reading see HIPPOPOTAMUS.
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Other words doubtfully or wrongly rendered ' sword *
are :

As. u. Eur 375) ; and we meet with it again on the
silver patera found by Gen. di Cesnola [Cyp7-us,
pl. xix., opp. p. 276) at Curium.i por cutting, a
curved sword, like a sickle, was often used. In the
nineteenth dynasty the Pharaoh himself is represented
as fighting. ' He even takes part in the hand-to-hand
fight, and his dagger and sickle-shaped sword are close
at h a n d ' (Erman, Anc. Egypt, 527).^ T h e Assyrians,
whose martial equipment was remarkable, used swords
of various kinds and sizes. T h e spearman, besides his
spear and shield, often carried a short sword in his belt
{Maspero, Ancient Egypt and Assyria,
321).
But
Assyrian soldiers also used long swords ; ' the swords
were worn on the left side, and suspended by belts
passing over the shoulders, or round the middle'
(Layard, Nineveh and its Remains, 2342) ; some of the
swords have quite a modern appearance (see Ball, Light
from the East, 199). That amongst the Israelites the
sword was sometimes slung in the same way seems to
be shown by such passages as 1 S. 1739 2 S. 208 i K.
21) II. Both sword and sheath amongst the Egyptians
and Assyrians were often highly ornamented (see
Wilkinson, Anc. Egypt, I210, Layard, Nineveh a7id its
Remains, 2298 ; cp also the poniards found in the
coffin of 'Ah-hotep, as shown in Maspero, Egyptian
Archceology, 3 1 8 / , Struggle of the Nations, 97).
Amongst the metal objects found by Bliss (A Mound
of Many Cities, 105) were spear-heads, lance-points,
and knives, but apparently no swords. On p. 106,
however, he gives what he describes as ' a large knife,
which fitted on to a wooden handle, as a few slivers of
wood sdll cUnging to the end show.' Perhaps this was
rather a poniard. Schliemann in his Mycenaean explorations [MycencB, 283) found swords the length of which
' seems in a great many cases to have exceeded three
feet
. ; they are in general not broader than our
rapiers.' Bnt, strange to say, he found no swords on
the supposed site of Troy (see Ilios, 483). At Hissarhk
' weapons of copper and bronze occur frequently—lanceheads, daggers, arrow-heads, knives, ifwe may designate
these as weapons—but no swords' {Preface by Prof.
Virchow, xii). T h e reputed sword of Goliath was
preserved as a sacred object in a sanctuary ( i S. 21 8/!).
There are Babylonian parallels (see G O L I A T H , § 3), and
Lubbock (07'igin of Civilisation^^), 323) points out that
to some peoples the sword itself has been an object of
veneration and even of worship.
M. A. C.

i.. selah, n'^:^, J o e l 2 8 ; R V ' w e a p o n s ' ( E V ' s usual rendering).
' D a r t ' would be better (n'^c, to send, shoot). So in N e h .
4 17 [ I T ] , and elsewhere, ' w e a p o n ' should be 'dart'(®^^'^Po^''«)2 niekerdh, n-OC, Gen. 49 sf. So AYmg., RV. T h e meaning is suitable ; but the sense has no philological justification
(see Spurreil's note). See S H E C H E M .
3. resah, n i l , Ps. 4 2 r o [ i i ] ; tJ5 KaTa^Ado-at (-eAio-flai [Nc.a]) ;
AViii^^-, ' O r , killing' ; RVmg., ' O r , crushing.' Baethgen agrees
with R V , comparing 62 3 [4]. See Che. Ps.'^), W e . SBOT, on
the text of both passages.

The hireb or sword (the sheath of which was called
lyn, td'iir, or p j , ndddn) was suspended from the girdle
((ien. 4822 I s'1739 25 13 2 S. 208), probably on the left
thigh (cp Judg. 3i6, with Moore's note), as was also
usual with the Assyrians {see Layard, quoted below)
and the Greeks. Though so frequently mentioned in
the O T , we need not infer that it was in very common
use ; the sword cannot have been so easy to make as
the arrow (see W E A P O N S , § 2) or SPKAR.

Nor must

we suppose that an instrument of the same size and shape
is always intended by hireb ; the same word may have
denoted the most primitive form of sword, as well as
the later knife-like weapons (cp Josh. 62 and see K N I F E ,
2), including scimitars and the longer poniards.
Taking a wider survey of the evolution of the sword,
we notice that the earliest form of this weapon was of
wood ; the antelope's horn, merely sharpened, which is
still used in every part ot the East where the material
can be procured, may also, as a writer in Kitto suggests
{Bibl. Cycl.), have served the same purpose. T h e
Egyptian soldiers of the first Theban Empire were
armed in some cases with wooden swords (Maspero,
Dawn of Civilisation, 452), and swords of heavy wood
are said to be still used in N u b i a ; in Mexico and
Yucatan the wooden sword was provided with a flint
edge, and ' the destructive powers of this formidable
weapon are frequently dwelt upon by the early Spaniards'
(Wilson, Pi'ehistoric Man, I190).
Later, bronze and
iron were used.
The sword, however, would not appear to have been
a favourite weapon in ancient times.
Where it is
found, it seems to be carried as a rule as an additional
security.
T h e Chaldasan soldiers, whose equipment
was of the rudest kind, though they seem to have used
the dagger, did not apparently carry a sword (see
Maspero, Dawn of Civ. 722). According to Erman
[Life in Anc. Egypt, 516), the sviords (hu7-pu) imported
into Egypt in the eighteenth dynasty came from Syria.
Wilkinson [Anc. Egypt, l2iof.)
gives the following
description of the Egyptian sword :
' T h e Egyptian sword was straight and short, from two-anda-half to three feet in length, having apparently a double edge,
and taperinL; to a sharp point; and Herodotus compares the
sword of Cilicia to that of Egj'pt. I t was used for cut and
t h r u s t ; but on some occasions they held it downwards, and
stabbed as with a dagger. T h e handle was plain, hollowed in
the centre, and gradually increasing in thickness at either
extremity' (cp the picture of the storming of Dapuru, the
fortress of the Heta, by Rameses I I . , reproduced above, col.

SYCAMINE TREE (CYK<\AMNOC, Lk. 176+) is, as
all agree, the mulberry, that being the invariable
meaning of the Greek word (Cels. l288_^).
Both the black and the white mulberry (Mo7~us nigra L . and
M. alba L . ) a r e at this d a y commonly cultivated in Palestine.
The Greek name is probably derived from H e b . C'pi?^, sikmim,
though this denotes a different tree—the sycomore or fig-mulberry. T h e Mishnic name for the mulberry is nw- * Mulberry
t r e e s ' as a rendering for D'NDS is a mere guess. Cp M U L BERRY T R E E S .

N . M.

This is very like the sword of the bronze age as we
find it elsewhere (cp the bronze swords given in Evans,
The Ancient B7'onze of Cereal Britain, 273-300 ; Wilson,
Prehistoric Annals of Scotland, 1 352).
Like other
bronze swords it is without cross-piece^ or handguards ;
and like these, in spite of what \^'ilkinson says, it was
perhaps ' intended for stabbing and thrusting rather
than for cutting' (Lubbock, P7-ehistoric Times^^\ 30).^
The swords of the Mediterranean pirates seem to have
been of the same kind (Wilkinson, 2 4 6 ; cp W M M ,

SYCHAR (CYX-^P ["^i- "^^^D- mentioned in the
account of the conversation of Jesus with a Samaritan
woman (Jn. 45). It was a 'city of Samaria,' and it
was ' near the piece of ground (xojplov) which Jacob
gave to his son Joseph.' ' Jacob's fountain ' [xrxjyi}) was
there, by w'hich we are told that Jesus sat, ' wearied
with his journey.' From the expression ' a city .
called Sychar' (cp 11 54, ' a city called E p h r a i m ' ) we
may plausibly assume that the place referred to was
not very \\ell known. On the other hand, it is not
impossible that the redactor of the Gospel may have
misread the manuscript \\hich lay before him, and that,
not knowing any places called Sychar and Ephraim, he

3 Cp the earlier broadsword of the ante-Norman period ; see
l-.vans, Ancient Armour and Weapons in Europe, 1 '^iff.
2 ' T h e handles of the bronze swords are very short, and could
not have been held comfortably by hands as large as our-;, a
characteristic much relied oii by those who attribute the introduction of bronze into Europe to a people of Asiatic origin'
(Lubbock, op. cit.).

1 T h e weapons of Cy;prus were greatly prized ; ' Alexander
had a Cyprus sword given him by the king of Citium, and
praised for its lightness and good q u a l i t y ' (p. lo).
2 Cp the curved sabre of Ramman (A(dad)-Nirari I . ; Maspero,
Struggle of the Nation.-., 607 ; Ball, Light from the East, 133.
T h e Etruscans also used the curved sword ; Dennis The Cities
and CemetcTnes of Etruria, 1 201 2 442,
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may have modified the phraseology so as to suit these
apparently obscure places.' N'atur.iUy there has been
much debate as to this ' city called Sychar,' otherw ise
unmentioned ; and the theory which has the first claim
to be considered is that which identifies • .Sychar' with
(Tiixe/i (Sychem)—i.e., the chief city of the Samaritans,
Sheclieni.
From the time of Eusebius, no doubt has been
entertained as to the identity of ' Jacob's fountain.' It
_ is called later in tlic gospel narratix'e a
1 - ^ y ^ * ^ " well [cppiap = ^m. bi'ir), and this double
iS IIG Cxl c jn. •

title IS, m fact, applicable to the venerable ' Jacob's \ \ ' e l l ' of our day, if the various reports of
travellers are correct. It is no doubt rain-\vater that
produces the softness claimed for the water of ' Jacob's
\\'ell' ; but it may nevertheless also be true that, as
Conder savs, the well fills by infiltration.'- Few of the
sacred sites in Palestine thrill one so nmch as this, because
of the beautV of the narrative w ith which it is eonnectefl,
and because of the unquestioning and universal acceptance of the earlv tradition. Jacob's ^\'e^ is situated
lA m. E. of Xablus, i i o o yards from the traditional
tomb of Joseph (Josh.'2432). It is beneath one ofthe
ruined arches of the church which Jerome, as we shall
see (§ 2), speaks of, and is reached by a few rude steps,
being some feet below the surface. The situation is
verv appropriate, if tlie well was designed for the use of
the workers in the grain-fields of el-Mahna ; ^ for it is at
the point where the \'ale of Xablus merges into the
plain of el-Mahna. The reputation of its water for
sanctity and for healthfulness might conceivably have
led a woman to go there from Shechem (if Sychar =
Shechem) to draw water, although the well was ' deep.'
A doubt may, indeed, arise as to whether the city of
Shechem could have been described by the narrator as
'near the piece of land which Jacob gave to Joseph,' if
this piece of land enclosed the present ' Jacob's W e l l '
and 'Joseph's Tomb.' It would seem, however, that a
WTiter who had the statement of Gen. 3318-20 in his
mind would almost inevitably speak of the ' piece of
land' as near Shechem ; for the writer of that passage
(we assume the text to be correct) certainly suggests
that Shechem and Jacob's purchased estate were near
together. If, therefore, our present ' Jacob's WeW ' was
already known by that name in the time of the evangelist (or the writer on whom the evangelist relies) there is
no difficulty in the statement that Sychar (if Sychar =
Shechem) was near Jacob's possession. Nor can we,
in accordance with the tenor of the narrative, venture
to place 'the city' very near Jacob's A\'ell, for Jesus'
disciples, who had gone away into the city to buy food,
returned (Jn. 18 27) only after Jesus had had a conversation with the woman, which we cannot well suppose to
have been a short one.
If ' S \ c h a r ' were the only somewhat improbable
place-name in the Fourth Gospel, it might perhaps be
rash to question the accuracy of the reading ; but
/Enon, Salim, Ephraim all warn us to caution in the
treatment of ' Sychar.' Jerome long ago ascribed the
reading to the error of a copyist, nor has modern
criticism disproved the possibihty of his hypothesis."*
It is, however, in the document used by the redactor
of our Gospel, not in the Gospel itself, that we may
^ It is remarkable, however, that in Gen. 33 18, as the text
stands, the well-known Shechem is described in a way which
would rather befit an obscure place like ' S y c h a r ' (on the
assumption that * Sychar ' is right).
2 Cp G. A. Smith, IIG 374 ; and papers on the water of
Jacob's Well, PEEQ, 1897, pp. 67, 140, 196. ' T h e source of
supply to the well has not been accurately ascertained, but it is,
douhtless, greatly due to percolation and rainfall,' Barclay, 68.
3 Trumbull, PEEQ, 1897, p. 149.
^ 'Transient Sichem, non ut plerique errantes legunt Slchar,
quae nunc Neapolis appellatur' ( E p . 86). ' Hebraice Sichem
dicitur, ut Johannes quoque Evangelista testatur ; licet vitiose,
ut Sichar legatur, error inolevit' (Quesst. in Gen. cap. 48, no. 22).
?iichar conclusio sive ramus. Conrupte autem pro Sichem . . .
ut Sichar legeretur, usus optinuit' (OS 66 20).
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suppose the corruption to have arisen. The text may
have become indistinct, and the redactor may have
misread 'Sychar' for 'Sychem.'
To suppose that the narrator, being an allegorist, deliberately
changed ' S i c h e m ' into ' S y c h a r ' in order to suggest that the
Samaritan religion was a ' He ' O'i^'-^'y siker; cp Hab. 218), or that
the Samaritans were ' drunkards ' (sikkiirim, cp Is. 28 i), is rash
in the extreme. The latter suggestion (Reland) is absurdly
inappropriate, for Is.'JS i relates to the nobles of ancient
Samaria, and has nothing to do with Shechem. (Cp, hov\'ever,
CMSPELS, S 54

y.)

T h e a b o v e , h o w e v e r , is n o t t h e o n l y s o l u t i o n of t h e
p r o b l e m of S y e h a r .
By a c u r i o u s c o i n c i d e n c e it
2 S v c h a r h ^ P P ^ " S {'') t h a t early C h r i s t i a n travellers

distinct
from
C.1 X. „

" ' Palestine speak of a Sichar distinct from
Sichem, [b) that the Talmud several times
speaks nf a Suchar, and (c) that at the
present day the name Askar is found m the
neighbourhood of Jacob's Well.
(a) -\s to the early travellers' notices, it is almost enough
to refer to G. A. Smith's compact and lucid summary.
Every one who either has, or desires to have, an intelligent
delight in biblical geography knows this writer's
Historical
Geography, and may therefore be aware that the Bordeaux
Pilgrim (about 333 A.D.) speaks ofa Sychar, about i R. m. from
Shechem. The pilgrim also says that the monument of Joseph
was at the place called Sichem, by Neapolis at the foot of Mt.
Gerizim. The abbot Daniel (1106-1107) speaks o f t h e hamlet
of Jacob called Sichar. Jacob's Well is there. Near this place,
not half a verst away, is the town of Samaria . . . at present
called Neapolis.' Fetellus (1130) says, ' A mile from Sichem is
the town of Sychar; In it is the fountain of Jacob, which,
however, is a well.' John of Wurzburg (1160-1170) says,
'Sichem is to-day called Neapolis. Sichar is E. of Sichem.'
Quaresmius (about 1630) gives the report of Brocardus (1283)
that ' to the left(N.) of Jacob's Well' he saw ' a certain large
city deserted and in ruins, believed to have been that ancient
Sichem ' ; the natives told him that they now call the place
Istar.1

In addition to other notices we may add the Itinerary
of Jerusalem (333 A.D.), which places Sychar at the
distance of mille passus from Neapolis, and the following testimony of Eusebius (OS 2\G 26) : ' Sychar, before
Neapolis, near the piece of ground, etc., where Christ
according to John discoursed with the Samaritan woman
by the fountain ; it is shown to this day,' to his translation of which Jerome adds [OS 154 31) in lieu of the
closing words, ' where now a church has been constructed.'^ The latter statement, it may be said in
passing, throws back considerably the date of the
belief in the traditional Jacob's Well. It should also
be noticed that Eusebius in the same work writes thus
of Sychem or Shechem : ' The place is shown in the
suburbs of Neapolis, where, too, the Tomb of Joseph
is shown ' ( 0 5 290 56), with which compare this statement of Eusebius on BdXa»'os ZiKlpLUiv (the Oak of
Shechem = the present hamlet of Balata): ' It is shown
in the suburbs of Neapolis at the Tomb of Joseph'
(OS 23769). Now if the Tomb of Joseph was in the
suburbs of Neapolis, surely the Well of Joseph must
have been there too.
Both Tomb and ^^^eIl were
certainly placed in the traditional ' piece of land'
purchased by Jacob, 'before Shechem.' It may be
added that there is abundant evidence in the texts of
early and mediaeval pilgrims for identifying Sychar and
Syehem ( s e e / / G 373, n. i).
'(/') It was long ago pointed out by Lightfoot (t 1675) that the
Talmud mentiijns a place called Suchar (i^iOi NiriD* or Sichar
(-13-D> K-^yoX ^nd a fountain of Suchar (-\3^D {'y), and a plain
of E n Suchar (-ID1D |'J; nyp^)- It was from En Suchar (fountain
of S.) or the plain of En Suchar that the Passover sheaf and the
two Pentecostal loaves were brought to Jerusalem durmg the
war of Aristobulus I I . against Hyrcanus I I . (Bdbfi
kam/na,
Bzb; Mendhdth, 64^). The other references (l-'aba niesi a, 42a
[Pesdhim, iib] and 8 3 ^ ; Nit/da, ^6a\ Hullin, iSA) relate to a
time when the Samaritan population had no doubt given place
1 HG 3 6 9 / 'Askar must be meant. Cp a similar uncertainty
about the pronunciation of another Palestinian name (LACHISH).
2 Cp Jerome, Ep. 86, ' E t ex latere montis Ganzim exstructam
circum puteum Jacob intravit ecdesiam.' The church built o\'er
the wellwas visited by Antoninus Martyr near the end of the
sixth century, and again in the seventh century by Arculphus,
and in the eighth by Willibald. The ruins ofthe church have
doubtless raised the bottom of the well.
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to a Jewish.t T h a t a t ihe time referred to by the evangelist a
Samaritan population occupied Sychar is explained by the fact
that under Herod the Great, Archelaus, and the Roman procurators, the Samaritans were able to recover from the fearful
blow dealt to them hy the vindictive J o h n Hyrcanus.

From the deep shade cast bj' its spreading branches the
sycomore is a favourite tree in Eg3pt and Syria, being
often planted along roads and near houses. It bears a
sw cet, edible fruit, somewhat like that of the common fig,
but produced in racemes on the older boughs. The ape.f
of the fruit is sometimes removed, or an incision made
in it, to produce e.arlier ripening. This is the process
denoted by the verb bdlas [zh^) in Am. 714 (cp FiG, § 3).
The sycomore, as a common and a lowland tree, is
repeatedly contrasted with the more valued and majestic
mountain cedars (i K. 10 27, etc.). At the present time,
it grows in Palestine mainly on the coast and in the
Jordan valley [FFP 411).
Cp AMOS, § 2, end.

It is difficult not to conjecture that the localities
intended in the Talmud are the Sahil el-'Askar (Plain of
el-'Askar) and the 'Ain el-'Askar (Fountain of el-'Askar)
discovered early last century by Berggren.
Though
Prof. G. A. Smith does not mention this evidence, it is
hardly likely that he rejects it.
(c) On the slope of Mt. Ebal, about i f m. E N E .
from Nablus and little more than half a mile N. from
Jacob's Well, is a little hamlet called 'Askar, with rockP R O P H E T , § 35.
tombs and a fine spring called 'Ain el-'Askar (or elT h e British ' sycamore,' which is a species of maple, is of
'Asgar). T h e neighbouring plain, too, bears the name
course an entirely different tree.
N . M.
Sahil el-'Askar. It is tempting to think that this is the
Sychar of the Fourth Gospel (cp Conder,
Tentwork,
SYELUS ( H C Y H A O C [ B * A ] . H C Y N O A O C [ B ^ ' ^ J ) ^
175). Not only does it at once virtually prove the tradiI Esd. 18 = 2 Ch. 358, J E H I E L , 7.
tional Jacob's Well to be the true one, but it seems also
to show conclusively that the evangelist had a singularly
SYENE (HJIp, n J i p ) .
Ezek. 2910 threatens deminute and accurate knowledge of the scene of his
struction to Egypt 'from Migdol [to] Syene (RV
narrative, and this suggests in turn that the narrative
Seveneh) and even unto the border of Ethopia' (thus
itself may be, at least, founded on fact. It is true,
EV™g); similarly 306 without the reference to Ethiopia.
there still remains the difficulty that nothing is said of a
Cornill, following 0 , sees the same name in 3016 : ' Syene
Sychar distinct from Sychem before the fourth century ;
(reading po*, swn, for po, Sin) shall have great pain,'
that Eusebius's language is indecisive ; and that Jerome,
jl Thebes—that is to say, even the most remote cities of
the most learned scholar of his time, and, like Eusebius,
Egypt shall tremble (in 515, however, Cornill keeps po
a resident in Palestine, maintains that Sychar is a bad
Sin as Pelusium).
Cp also S I N , SINIM.
S''wench,
reading ; but perhaps the evidence of the Talmud and
or S^weneh (njip or ,T3ip). is rendered in Ezek. ^vrjvxj
of the native nomenclature may plausibly be held to
(A. SOT?*'?; [cp © in Is. 433, see S E B A ] , Jtovxjvrj) in (!5,
counterbalance this.
Von Raumer, Ewald, Keim,
Syene, Vg., and the context shows that this is correct;
Furrer, Lightfoot, etc., adopt this theory.
cp especially the allusion to the Ethiopian frontier with
Strabo, 32, 118, 669, 693, 787 ; Jos. Bj iv. IO5 ; Plin.
The disputants on either side may sometimes have
V. l O i i . T h e ancient Egyptians wrote Swn, Swnw,
been unduly influenced by their interest in the question,
Swnt (no safe etymology of the name is possible); cp
. .
Did the fourth evangelist make great
Brugsch, Diet. Giogr. 666 ; the Coptic form is coyd^N.
*
• mistakes in his geography ? The author
The Arabs rendered this Uswdn(u) \ the modern orthoof Supernatural Religion, for instance ((^), 2421 [pop.
graphy is ,4svi'dn.
T h e Massoretic punctuation is,
ed. 531]), whose tone is not altogther dispassionate,
evidently, taken from the Greek form, which also the
holds that the mention o f a city of Samaria called Sychar
English Bible has taken from the Versions.
is one of several geographical errors which show the author
not to be a disciple of Jesus, or indeed a Jew. There is
This cataract-city seems to have been very old ; but
another point of view, however, already briefly referred
it was completely eclipsed by the capital of the nome,
to.
T h e Fourth Gospel, as it now stands, may have
several errors in names ; but these errors may not be due the island-city of Elephantine (Eg}'^ptian Yebu), directly
opposite. Syene does not seem to have been more than
to the writer, whose work has been edited and largely
the landing-stage for the famous quarries, from which
transformed by a redactor. It is most unlikely that the
city which fills such e^. prominent place in the narrative the ancient Egyptians cut e.g. most of their obelisks.
The stone, however, they called ' stone of Elephantine,'
of Jn. 4 should be any other than Shechem. Sychar Is
and the troops guarding the Nubian frontier had their
most probably incorrect, and it is -. mere coincidence
headquarters in that island-city. Herodotus therefore
that the Talmud contains the name IDID—^.e.. probably
does not mention Syene, not because he had not been
Sychar—and that the native nomenclature has preserved
there (Sayce, Jou7-7i. Phil. 14271), but because for him
the name 'Askar. How IDIQ, 'Sychar,' is to be exit belonged to Elephantine,
T h e great garrison of
plained, is by no means clear ; it can, of course, have
Elephantine, of which he speaks, must have had its
no connection with c^-', Shechem. 'Askar, however,
quarters mostly around Syene (not on the island) to
may quite well have grown out of Suchar ; the 'Ain, as
protect the desert roads alongside ofthe cataracts against
G. A. Smith well remarks,^ may quite well represent an
inroads of the nomadic Ethiopians. It is the more reoriginal 'Elif. It Is one of the many plays on names
markable that Ezekiel knows the name of Syene and its
discernible in the Arabic nomenclature, "Askar being a
importance as a frontier-fortress.
Under the Romans
common Arabic word for 'soldier, army.' Cp Taylor,
Syene came more into prominence, receiving a garrison
Pii'ke Aboth^\ 170.
T. K. C.
of 3 cohorts (Strabo, 8 1 7 ) ; Juvenal lived there in exile
as governor of the city.
Elephantine still had the
SYCHEM (cYXeM [Ti. W H ] , A c t s 7 i 6 ; Sychemite,
temples. Under the Arabs Elephantine was deserted,
6 Sux^M- [BNAk J u d i t h 516 AV, R V SHECHEAUTE) AV, R V
and Syene became a very considerable town, being the
S H E C H E M (q.r.).
point of arrival for the caravans from the Sudan.
SYCOMORE (cYKOMope^: Lk.l94i-) and SYCOModern Asuan (Aswan) is a v e r y small town, owing to
MORES (Q-,ppw*, sik7/zi77t, 1 K. 10 27 I Ch. 27 28 2 Ch. 115 D 27 I s .
the decline of the caravan trade ; its population, which
9 10 [9] Am. 7 i4t, and niop'J', Jlkmoth, Ps. 78 47+).
had fallen to 6000, is said to be now about 10,000.
iT^ wrongly renders by a-uKdp.i.vos (-r\ in R of Ps. 78 47, -a in
The most remarkable antiquities are the tombs of the
Am.), a word which is probably derived from sikmim, but denotes
monarchs of Elephantine (beginning from dyn. 6) on
the mulberry. Sikmdh (H^pc) a n d Aram, sehnd, on the other
the mountain opposite, discovered in 1885, large Arab
hand, denote a qtiite different tree—Eicus sycofnorus, L.—whose
cemeteries, and the quarries.
w. M. M.
leaves to some extent resemble those of the mulberry, but its
fruits those of the fig.

3 De]itz.sch, ' T a l m u d . Studien, S, Sichem a n d S y c h a r , ' Z / . y i
Luther.
Theoi. 17 [18561240//:; cp N e u b . Giogr. 1 7 0 /
- In opposition to Robinson, Later Researches, 133.

SYMEON (cYMeooN [ T i . W H ] , Lk.330 A c t s l S i
15i4 RV, AV SIMEON [q.v.,

SYNAGOGUE.

4-6.)

T h e term synagogue conveys a
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narrower and a broader meaning ; in the broader meaning, a synagogue is a local community in
1. Name. its corjuuMte cap.icit}' and as under religious
and more or less ci\'il jurisdiction ; in the narrower, il is
the building with its assemblies and services. Naturally,
the two meanings often merge into one. The designation common to both is kCnCselh.

known institution with 1 hoary past; ' Moses from
generations of old [in yeyeHv a p x " ' " " ) has in every city
those that proclaim hnn, being read in the synagogues
eveiy .Sabbath' (Acts I521). (For full references m N T
see § I n. 4 ; see, further, § 8.)
In considering the function and organisation of the
synagogue, it will greatly conduce to clearness if the
3 Function '^'^"n'^''°" between the broader and the
The Heb. nD]3, and the .\r.im. .S'PIC'33,1 are derived from 033
etc
' narrower meaning of the term is observed.
and II'IS respectively, ' t o g a t h e r ' ; heni:e they strictly correThe synagogal assemblies and services
spond to the Gk. CTuvaywy^,- 'congregation' or 'assembly.'
presuppose the existence of an organised Jewish com"The narrower meaning is exprussud also by npjDiT n'2, .Vraui.
munity of which they form an essential part. The wider
.Nnw''33 "2. and in Gk. by 7rpo(reii\tj,* crui'ayaiyioi' (Pliilo, "J 591
I075), TcpodivKrripcTiv (Philo, '-I^.^), and o-aj8/3aTCioi' (Jos. --Int. function is evident in d?ro(Tui'd7iu7os, ' put out of the
synagogue ' (Jn. 922 I242 I62), which nieans more than
.wi. (j 2).
inere exclusion from the synagogal assemblies — viz ,
.At first, the church also seems to h a \ e heen called
exclusion from social and religious intercourse, that is,
synagogue.^ Ja. J 2 is often quoted as e\ idence ; but it
The
may well be questioned whether ' asseiubly ' (as ^-ivccxvvo-- from community life (cp ExcoMMUNiCAriox).
-^c^yi}v, in Heb. IO25) would not meet all the rei.|uiremcnts wider function included not only the religious but also
the civil and municipal affairs of the community. 'I'he
of the passage (so v. Soden, HC on Ja. i s ) . Of more
distinction between secular and religious is f'jreign to
iv'eight is the fact that the Ebionites called their church
Judaism. Mishnic legislation throughout presupposes
' synagogue ' ; that the anti-Jewish Marcionites inscribed
upononeof their church-buildings : csxiva-^ci>yri 'SVaphcuiv-Jewish control of civil life {A'c'ddrlm 5$, lllcgilla3i) ;
icsTuiv Kchfi{i}s) .Ve^a jwi- ; ^ and that in patristic literature but this is ideal, and could not actually prevail except
in towns where the Jewish population preponderated.
eiivciycTfil is occasionally used for the church.'' That
Where that was not the case the organised synagogal
the church abandoned the term in favour of iKK\-qala
community was found bv the side of the civil. In the
may be accounted for by the fact of the separation of
fonner case, the synagogal officials were identical with
the two faiths ; the two terms are used interchangeably
in the LXX, and enKX-tjcTla was like and unlike enough those of the town ; in the latter case, they only ruled
more or less the Jewish portion of it. Larger towns had
to be just the designation wanted. Schiirer thinks that
more than one synagogal community. In Jerusalem,
the word ecclesia was adopted because of its deeper
for example, according to Acts 69, the Hellenistic Jews
ideal and spiritual significance (see G/Vli433, and cp
had either two or five separate organisations, represent.ASSEMBLY, C H U R C H ) .
ing aggregations homogeneous in nationality or condition
The origin of the synagogue as an organised religious
(cp Schiirer, I.e. U430/. 176ff.)community is bound up with the general history of Israel
Members of the synagogal community (nDj3.n ':2.
„ n - - ^f'^"" "'^ ci\\\e (cp GOVERNMENT, §§ 25-31).
Bekoroth Ss) were subject to discipline and punishment
•
° ' W'hen the assemblies first began, and when
_,
by the synagogal government. The local
buildings were first set aside for this specific purpose,
cannot be definitely stated. It seems most probable
+ ' governing body, within whose jurisdiction
that the assemblies originated during the exile (cp
it lay to try disciplinary cases, was called
Wellh. I/G^^K 193). In strange environment, and in
beth din, p i n ' s , 'court,' or (its Gk. equivalent) sandefault of a centre of worship, something of this sort in
hedrin, -[^'-^--.r^y^} svviipcov, 'council' (Mt. 622 IO17 Mk,
a limited form and extent must be presupposed to
189); also ffoo\-r] (Jos, 5 / i i . 14i). It was composed
account for the religious zeal that emanated from the
of twenty-three members in larger towns; and in
exiles. WTiether, on the return to Palestine, any need
smaller, of seven members (cp GOVERNMENT, § 31 ;
was felt for such assemblies, the sanctuary becoming
and see Schiir. 2176 ^ ) .
"The members were called
now again the centre of worship, may well be ques'elders' (Trpea^iTepoc, Lk. Vs) or 'rulers [HpxovTes,
tioned.
The activities of Nehemiah and Ezra and the
Mt. 91823 Lk. 841), and the chief yepovcnipxn^ (see
introduction of the Law must in time, and in connection
Schiir. 346/.).
with the springing up of Jewish communities outside
The chief methods of punishment were [a) scourging,
of Jerusalem, have given a new occasion for them (see
[b) excommunication, and {c) death.
C.^NOX, § 18). X'o reference to the institution of the
[a) Scourging (ni3D {Makkoth, Z11:'], Gk. juatrTtyiu
synagogue, however, is met with in the canonical or
[Mt. 1017 2334] and iipto [.\cts 'J2t9 iSIk. 189]) was inapocryphal books of the OT except Ps. 748, where
flicted in the synagogue building by the synagogue
mo'dde el i^a •-;-•;) is best taken as meaning 'sacred
attendant (n^rn jin, inr-npiTtjt, Makk., ibid.). The minor
meeting-places, and as belonging to the Maccabean
offences for which it was administered are given in
period. (See Che. Psalms'^l. ad loc, but cp PSALMS, §
Makkoth Z iff- The number of stripes was forty save
28, V.) In X T times the synagogue is already a wellone {.'\lakk. Zia, 2 Cor. 11 24, Jos. .-///A iv. 821).
The
tribunal competent to decide upon the punishment is
^ The rabbinical references will appear in the course of the
variously given as consisting of three or twenty-three
article.
•cnemhers [Sanhedrin, 12).'''
2 Jos. .4«/. .\'ix. 6 3 ; 5 / i i . 144yC vii. 8 3 . In the N T cruvaywy))
occurs fifty-six times ; with the broader meaning in twelve cases:
Mk.lSgi; Mt. 10 17, Lk. 21 12 J i t , 23 34 Lk. 8 41" I'J 11 A c t s O g O j
2219 2611 Rev. 29 39. Of the remaining forty-four cases it
means 'assembly' twice: Acts 13 42 (not in BNA) J a . 2 2 ; and
the synagogue-building and its services in the others : Mk. 1 zi
I23 n I.k. 433, I29 II Lk. 43s, I3Q II L k . 4 4 4 , 31 II Mt. ]2g, Lk. 66
«2ll.Mt.l35i, Lk. 416 12 39 II Mt. 23 6, Lk. 2O46 (doulilet H 4 3 )
Mt. 4 23 (doublet 9 35) 6 2 5 Lk. 4 i <; 20 28 7 s IS 10 Jn. 6 59 18 20
Acts 9 20 IS 5 14 14 I 15 21 171 10 17 18 4 7 1926 19 8t.
'^ Acts 16 13 16 ; Philo, 2523^?, Trpocreux^ implies the Heb.
'^^iTiT^, of which it is tp's translation in Is. 667 (quoted in
Mt, 21 13); but as a designation of the synagogue it is not found
until late.
^ Epiphan. Hczr. 3018: ffvfaywyrjr fie oCrot KdKovcri Tf]V
savToiv sKKb.y)cTLav Kal ovxc eKK\T}crcav,
^ Le Bas et Waddington, Inscriptions
grecques et
latines,
c. 3. n. 2558, quoted by Schur. GVn^), 2443.
^ Cp Harnack, ZWT,
1876, pp. 1 0 4 ^ ; Zahn, Gesch.
NT
Kan. 2 (1S83) 165 ; Einl. 1 6 6 /
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(b) The punitive exclusion of unsubmissive members
of the Jewish community is met with already in Ezra
108 ; it ^vas to be the means by which to keep exclusive
Judaism intact. There seems to have been at first (so
in N T times) but one form of excommunication—viz..
hf.rem (a'in),' ' b a n , ' that is, absolute exclusion from
the synagogal community. Its origin and conception
lie in the OT (see BAN). Htrem and its Gk. equivalent
' Sanhedrin,
1 5 / ; the two terms [ m n : D and [ n n ' 3 ^-"^ used
interchangeably ; and j n n'D should not be limited to the lowest
tribunal, as is done by Weber, Jiid- Theol- 141.
2 Scourging by Roman officials, referred to in N T (Mt. 20 19
Jn. 19 i), is not considered here.
S Fr ,r the rabbinical use of Din, which does not differ from O T
usage (see I1.\N), cp Jastrow, Diet., s.v.
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dvdOepLa mark an object as ' devoted,* or under the curse
of ih>d and deserving death (cp Holtzmann, A'eutcst.
Zeitgesch. 150).
He7-em meant, in fact, the penalty of death, and its infliction
was prevented only by lack of power. We must take it that the
N T terms d<^opi^eLV, ot'eifit^'etr, eK^dXXeLV TO ovopa (Lk. *i 22),
diroirvvdyiiiyov yiveo'BaL or iroLetv (Jn.'.'22 11^42 16 2), and
dvdOepa or dvadep-aTL^etv (Rom. 9 3 i Cor. 12 3 16 22 Gal. 1 3 ^
Mk. 14 71 Acts 23 12 14 21), all contain this meaning.^

(c) T h e tribunal composed of twenty-three members
was competent to inflict the penalty of death [Sanh. 1 4),
and it is most probable that excommunication was pronounced by it; if so, ' shall incur the penalty of the
judgment' (^voxos ^o'Tai ry Kpiuei), Mt. 522, refers to
the lighter punishment of scourging ; * shall incur the
penalty of the council' (ivoxos ^(xrai T(p (xwedpiip), to
the severer punishment of excommunication or death.
The Mi.shna mentions a second kind of excommunication—
viz., niddiJy, '113, ' isolation,* called also by its Aram, equivalent
sammattd,
NHp:;'. Its main purpose seems to have been to
guard the dignity and authority of the rabbinical teacher; it
might be imposed for disobedience to a rabbinic decision, for an
impertinent remark to a teacher, or for failure to greet him
properly. I t might be imposed b y a mere hint—for instance, by
s ^ y n g , ' I have never known thee !' or 'Some one is calling thee
outside ! ' T h e Gemara mentions a third kind of excommunication—viz., neziphdh, HS'IJ, * rebuke.' I t seems to have been a
severe reprimand uttered by a rabbi, carrying with it in Palestine
one day's, in Babylonia a seven days', overhanging displeasure.
T h e nidduy'h-3L.n, according to the Gemfirfi, extended over a
period of thirty days, and involved greater restraint as to intercourse, though not exclusion from the temple or synagogue
service. But both forms are later than N T times, and they are
too mild to represent the N T terms quoted above.2

Recently discovered ruins of synagogues in Northern
Galilee, belonging probably to the second, some perhaps
mu
to the first, Christian century, furnish
scanty, but the safest, information regard/ -1J •
ing the architecture of ancient synagogues.
^* Negatively, they show that the rabbinic
directions [Tos. Mig. 422/.) that synagogues should be
built on a height of the city and should have the entrance
on the E. (like the temple) had not yet come into force.
The ruins do not lie in the most prominent positions of
the towns, and, with the exception of the synagogue at
Irbid, whose entrance is E., they were built from N. to
S with the entrance on the S. On the whole, a GrascoKoman influence in style is noticeable. T h e buildings
were quadrangular in form, divided into five or three
aisles by means of four or two rows of massive columns.
The columns bore an architrave of stone, the roof was
of wood, and the ornamentation, especially of the
cornices, was extremely rich, and figures of animals are
frequently met with. T h e entrance was by means of
three front portals, a larger for the centre and two smaller
for the sides ; the lintels have carved on them Hebrew
inscriptions and sacred Jewish symbols.^
Various parts of the synagogue building, outside of Palestine,
find occasional mention in Gk. inscriptions: e^eSpa, ' p o r t i c o ' ;
TTpovaos, ' vestibule ' ; wepC^oKos TOO vnaiBpov, ' court, •* T h e
•synagogue of Hammam-Lif, not far from Carthage, had a mosaic
floor with varied animal forms in its design (see Schurer, 2437,
n. 26). Kaufmann has shown that both painting a n d sculpture
were in use in decorating the synagogues, even at a later time,
the lion being a favourite symbol ( ' A r t in the S y n a g o g u e , ' / ^ i ?
1 It seems most probable that i Cor. 5 3-5 and 2 Cor, 2 6-11 do
not refer to a Jewish form of excommunication ; see EXCO.MMUMC.VTiiiN, § 2, and cp article ' A n a t h e m a ' in PREl^).
2 Sue Ta'd7tith38, Mo'ed KdtdnSif.
and i4ai6b,
'Eduyoth
5rt, .Middoth I2.
T h e full details of procedure in excommunicaciuii, as found in Hamburger, KE, s.v. ' B a n n , ' and in Edersheim, Life and Times of Jesus, 2 i%T,f., are based upon a codification of Talmudic law of the Middle Ages and do not illustrate
N T times.
3 Thereareeleven of theseruins : at Kefr Bir'im (t\\i"0-^leirnn,
Irhid, Tell H u m , Kerazeh, Nebratein, el-Jish (two), Umm el"Aiued, and Susaf; c p / ' . £ F ( > , 1878, pp. 1 2 3 ^ , / " . ^ / ^ . l A w , 1 224234 240-243 251-254 396-402 414-417; Baed. Pat.C-), pp. cxv 255-260
333 (1804). It is not impossible that the ruin at I'ell H u m (see
CAPERXAUM, § 3) is that ofthe synagogue referred to in Lk. 7 5,
in which Jesus often t a u g h t ; cp Wilson and Warren, Recoiuny
of lerusalem (1871), 342-^46.
•1 In .\thribi ( K - N I H ) , Mantinea, and Phocis respectively; cp
; ? ^ / i 7 23^y:34i4.-u-_'235i?:
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9 2^4 ff. [1897]). I n a rabbinic description of the s y n a - o g u c of
Alexandria we meet the following t e r m s : •p'^CH- 0icriAt«Tj,
ba.silica; VJ)D^3'"I, ^LTTXT^ o-Toa, a double-colonnade; r u o . <XT6<X..
colonnade.^

The synagogue of Philippi was outside the city gate
by a river {Acts 1613), and a decree of Halicarnassus
(,.,
(in Jos. ..^//A xiv. IO23) speaks of synagogues
6. faite. ^g customarily placed by the sea-side (on these
passages see PRAYER, § 4). This, however, does not
seem to have been the usage in Palestine, nor is it taken
account of in the ideal rabbinic legislation. Schiirer's
contention (2444), as against Low [MGW'j, 1884, pp.
i6jff.),
that the ceremonial ablations made the watersite preferable, is overdrawn. These ablutions do not
require a river, and though orthodox Judaism now, more
than ever, demands them, no preference is shown for
such sites, which are, moreover, opposed to the positive
requirement to build them on the highest point of the
town. Neither does the position of the discovered ruins
bear out Schiirer's view. It would seem then that in
foreign latids a preference was shown for sites outside
the city (for obvious reasons), and then near the waterside ; whilst on native soil, or in strong Jewish environment, a central site was chosen.
The chief piece of furniture was the ' ark ' (nn^pi. lliN,
Aram. Nnun, NJIIN) containing the scrolls of the Law
- , .
and other sacred writings, which prob7. interior. ^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^.^^^ farthest from the
entrance. In the centre, upon a raised platform (nD'3,
^T}[xa), stood the lectern (dvaXoyeiov, Heb. pji"?:?* or
pj'?JN)- T h e rest of the room contained wooden seats
(SDSD, subselliiim;

loSp, KXLVTX]P) for the congregation

(cp Jer. Migilld, y^d foot; Kelim, 167). T h e chief
seats of the synagogue (xxpujTOKadeSpia) were near the
ark, facing the people, and were occupied by those held
in highest honour. (Mt. 236 Mk. I239 Lk. I I 4 3 2046 ;
Tos. Migilld, 421.) Schiirer (2451) takes it for granted
that the women were seated separately in the synagogue.
This is not at all certain ; such evidence as there is
points the other way. That the Talmud and all the
ancient sources should not mention such an arrangement is hardly accidental, and the facts gathered by
Low [.M(}]Vy, 1884, 3 6 4 ^ ) show a prominent activity
of woman in the synagogal service ; to these should be
added what Schurer himself mentions (850), that they
could bear the titles of honour, dpx'-'^vvdyijyyos and
mater synagogcB, and could sit in the seats of honour in
the synagogue (2451). T h e present writer has pointed
out elsewhere ( ' W o m a n in the Ancient Hebrew Cult,'
JBL, 1898, p. i i x ^ ) that the exclusion of woman from
the cult was gradual, and came with the progress in
the development of the cult itself. Relegation to the
galleries of the synagogues was seemingly the last stage
and belongs to the Middle Ages (cp Israel Abrahams,
Jewish Life in the Middle Ages, 2 5 / , ) .
The primary function of
was the popular instruction
were taught
a f i ^ K N f ^ ® Jer. R'^iab.

assemblies. -*

the synagogue assemblies
in the law. The children
in the ' school' (ic:Dn n'3 ;
32 r, Kmb. 210). and the

. u i l -

r

uj

more technical trainmg was furnished
in ' t h e college' (-J-in*::! n'3 ; Jer. Migilld, 7zd)\ but
the synagogue assemblies were for the religious instruction of the people. Worship, in the narrower sense,
was only a secondary object. That this was so in the
times of Jesus we learn from Josephus
(c.Ap.2i7\
Ant xxi. 24), from Philo (2i68), who calls the synagogues StSac/caXeta,- ' schools,' and from the N T , where
' t o teach' [bi5d<TKeLv) appears as the chief function of
the synagogue (cp Mt. 423 Mk. I21 62 Lk. 41531 66
L j i o j n , 659 18 20),
But there is evidence that at this
time the synagogue assemblies stood, as it were, in the
medium stage of their growth. In earlier times the
synagogue was called ' the assembly of the common
1 Tus. Sukka, 4 6 = J e r . Sukkd, 55fr, IJ.
^ Trpoa-evKrrjpia TL eTepov ecTTiv ij SifiacrKaAeia.
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people' (oyn noia ; Shabbath, 32 a), and corresponded
more nearly to the ' gate {lyei) as a common meetingplace.^ The Targum translates ' g a t e ' (nvr) in Am.
bi2is beth kl-iiiUd (xnu'js n-n). But after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the synagogue began more and
more to talie the place of the temple, the assemblies
took on gradually more of the form of worship. The
niime 'assembly of the common people'(ojin nOJ^) was
then seriously objected to [Shab. 2,2a), and the sacredness of the synagogue was specially asserted (Tos. --ilbg.
37).'For conducting the synagogue ser\'ice, an ofiicial,
strictly speaking, was not deemed necessary ; any competent Israelite could officiate. The free9. Officers. ^^^
^.j^^^ which Jesus and Paul took
part in the service illustrates this fact. The person who
led in the exercises w as called ' representative of the
community' (lUi n''':;'), and if he erred while performing his duty, some one else present might immediately
take his place {Bc'rdkbth .13). The same freedom still
prevails, in theory at least, in the present synagogue
service ; but naturally those who are especially qualified
by e.xperience and efficiency are preferred.
The chief official of the synagogue as a religious
assembly was the apxccrvvdycoyos, EV ' ruler of the
svn,i!;oc:ue • ( M k . 6 2 2 3 5 / 3 8 Lk. 849 13i4 A c t s l 3 i 5
IS; i; ; Heb. npir.T ^-.XT. Sold 7T/.)The office was
not idendcal with that of the ' elder' {irpeer^UTepos) or
'ruler' {apxc^"), nor with that of the ' president of the
gerousia' [yepovtrcdpxTis ; see § 6), though one might
serve in both capacities at the same time. The duties
of the Archisynagogos related to the care and order of
the synagogue and its assemblies and the supervision of
the service.
.\ second functionary was the hazzan (n^:i!n pn. Sold
l-jf., Yomdli),
the vtnjpdT-rjs, -W 'minister,' RV
' attendant' of Lk, 4 20. It w as his duty to present for
reading, and return to the ark after the reading, the
sacred scrolls ; he also taught the children [Shab. I3),
and acted as the lictor in scourging, as the agent of the
synagogue council (in n'3) ; cp § 8.
The giving of alms was a religious service in the time of
Christ, and was administered in the synagogue by special
officials called 'administrators' (D'DJI?), who had under them
'collectors of a l m s ' (npl^ '^33), and 'distributors of a l m s '
('S -p^Tp); see Shab. 118 b, and cp A L M S , § 2/The rabbinic requirement was that at least ten men must be
present for the conduct of divine service (.1/*^. 4 3). Whether
this was already in force in N T times is doubtful; but it led in
post-Talmudic times to the custom of providing by p a y m e n t ' ten
men of leisure' (rjS'.:^ m::'y, decem otiose), whose business it
was to attend the service ; they possessed, however, no official
rank.

The Mishna {MUg. 43) enumerates five principal parts
of the service: {a) the Shfem.V; {b) prayer; {c) the
in Th
reading of the Law ; {d) the reading of the
spiTri 3 Prophets, and the benediction ; but to these
' must be added (e) the translation and explanation of the Scripture lesson. How much of each
of these was already in use in N T times will appear
in the sequel. On the whole, as has been indicated
above (§8), the synagogue service was much simpler
before the destruction of the temple; that crisis in
Judaism exerted a strong influence upon the development of synagogal institutions.
[a) The Shfima (vcd, ' H e a r ! ' ) , so called from the
opening word of the first passage, ' Hear, O Israel :
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Yahwfe our God, Yahwe is one,' is composed of three
passages of Scripture (Dt. 64-9 1113-21 Nu. 1537-41), two
introductory benedictions for morning and evening, one
closing benediction for the morning, and two for the
evening.^
T h a t the benedictions in their present form are the result of
gradual additions was pointed out by Zunz (Gottesdienstl.
I 'ortrdge d. Juden [1832], 3 6 9 ^ ) ; the same is most probably true
also of the selection of the Scripture passage.s.

The origin of the reciting of the ShSma' (^ncj nN'ip) is
most probably to be sought in the endeavour to inculcate the sacredness and importance of the Law, for
which the selections are most admirably adapted in that
they not only emphasise these attributes, but also insist
on certain outward symbolic signs as reminders of them
(see FKiNGiis, FRONTLETS). .\s the phylacteries and
fringes are well known in N T times (Mt. 2 3 s ; Jos.
^KAiv. 813), the origin of the reciting of the Sh6ma'
must date back into the pre-Christian period as probably
one of the first customs introduced by those who caught
the spirit of Nehemiah and Ezra. That the object of
the ceremony was accomplished may be seen from the
fact that the act is regarded in the beginning of the
second century A. D. as ' receiving the yoke of the kingdom of God'—i.e., the obligation to keep the Law of
Moses [BSrdkh. 25 ; see Dalman, Worte Jesu, 1 80).
The conception of it as a confession of faith (Schiir.
2459), or as a substitute for the daily sacrifices (Hamb.
y?£2io88), belongs to later times.'^ In the N T the
opening words of the ShSma are quoted in Mk. 12 29
(cp Mt. 2237 Lk. IO27), but without any reference to
its liturgical character.
[b) That the disciples could ask Jesus, ' Teach us to
pray, even as John taught his disciples,' Lk. I l i , would
seem to indicate that a fixed form of prayer was at that
time not in vogue (cp PRA'i'ER, § 7), This is made
the more probable by the history of the most ancient
synagogal prayer, the Shembni 'esre (n"i:;'i? Tcpci:), the
' eighteen '—i.e., petitions and benedictions. There are
now two recensions of this prayer, a Babylonian and a
Palestinian.^ It appears evident that in the original
form each of the petitions consisted of two members ;
the Palestinian recension has more nearly retained its
original form, and is the shorter as well as the older ;
the Babylonian has received considerable additions.
W e have, therefore, here also to deal with 1 piece of
synagogal liturgy which has passed through various
stages of growth. The present writer is inclined to take
the hint of Dalman [PREf^\1 TO) and regard the eight
petitions mentioned in Jer. Yomd, 44 b, as pointing to
an earlier form of the Sh8mon<5 'esre. If the legislation
regarding these eight petitions is not ideal, they fit into a
period prior to the destruction of Jerusalem (70 A.D.).
The fuller forms cannot be as early. The arrangement
in the present order of sequence is ascribed to Shimeon
ha-Pekoli (about n o A.D., B/rdkh. 28 b).
Dalman
thinks it probable that, as petitions 7 and 10-14 ^i™
later than the destruction of Jerusalem, the form in
vogue before that event consisted of three opening
benedictions (1-3), six petitions (4-6, B, 9, 15), and
three closing benedictions (16-18), and holds that this
prayer, composed of twehe petitions, may be regarded
as the Pharisaic-Judaic counterpart of that of Jesus,
composed of five or seven petitions (Mt. 69-13 Lk112-4). An abbreviated form of the Palestinian recen-

^ Cp Ps. 127 5, Ecclus. 6 34 714 (where for kv TTA^^CI -itptcr^vTepctiv slood probably in the original text D'3p,T . Cp?» ^°
Kau. Apok-, ad loc.) 38 33 39 10 41 18.
2 At the end of the first century A.D. it was still possible to
class sitting in the synagogues with sleeping away the morning,
drinking wine at noon, and playing with children, as bringing
failure in life ('Aboth3 14).
' See also T E M P L E . §§ 3 4 ^

1 Translations of these may be found in Hebr.-Engl. Prayer
Books.
.
^
2 Detailed rubrics, dealing with the manner and time ot
recitation and the persons who are and who are not uiider
obligation to perform it, are given in Be'rdkhdthi-3The
.authorities differ as to whether it may be begun in the morning
when it is light enough to distinguish between sky-blue and
white, or between sky-blue and leek-gree-i.
3 T h e Palestinian was recendy discovered by S. Schechter in
a Geniza of Cairo, and published by him i n / C ? J ? 10 654-659
(1898). Dalman has published both recensions (the probable
later additions enclosed in brackets) with notes in his U orte
Jesu 1 2 9 9 ^ ; they are also contained in his .Messianische
Texte.
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sion (from Jer. Birdkh. 8 a) is here given for comparison
with the ' Lord's Prayer.'

the Law was binding upon all, every Israelite, even
minors, could partalie in the public reading ; and on
the Sabbath morning seven, at least, were called upon.
Each person read his own portion ; and only in cases of
inability to read was =. public lector employed (Jer.
MSg-isci-, Phil. 2282). T h e Mishna (.IAS'. 44) provides
for a benediction before and after each person's reading.
According to SophSrim 13, both closed with : ' Blessed
art thou. Lord, who hast given the Law.'
(d) The selection of a portion from the second part of
the Jewish canon, ' t h e Prophets' (n'N'pj), to be read
after the lesson from the Law, marks a further step in
the synagogue ritual. Its original aim may be gathered
both from the term by which it vvas called and from Ihe
character of the earliest selections. T h e term Haphtara
(.Tios.i; Aram. NB'IB3I<) is derived from pdtar (IBS),
which, in the Hiphil, means ' to dismiss' or ' to adjourn
a meeting' ; the Haphtara was, therefore, the closing
exercise. The selections show that they were meant to
enforce, by an historical example or by A promise, the
lesson from the Law on a particular occasion.

' Grant us understanding ; graciously accept our r e p e n t a n c e ;
forgive us, our redeemer; heal our diseases; bless our y e a r s ;
for thou gatherest the scattered, and it is thine to judge the
erring ; p u t t h y hand upon the wicked ; and may all who t r u s ^
in thee rejoice in the building of thy city, the renewal of t h y
.sanctuary, in the Branch of David, t h y servant (?A/. the sprouting of a horn for D a v i d ) ; for thou answerest before we call.
Blessed a r t thou, Lord, who hearest prayer.'^

Petition 12 of the Palestinian recension calls for
special mention. T h e text and its translation are as
follows :
''T^yin '.nn ^N mau'D^
[ngft' v.^ns D'rD.ii DnsS.ii
h a n s ; W D'ip'-^s oyi w-'m 1350 fno;]
!D'it jj'jDD ^; ,iriK -ina
M a y the apostates have no hope ;
And the kingdom of arrogance be quickly uprooted in our d a y ;
And the Christians and heretics perish in a m o m e n t ;
Let them be blotted out of the book of Hfe, and not be written
with the righteous.
Blessed art thou, Lord, who bringest low the arrogant.3
T h e t h i r d l i n e h a s s e t t l e d it b e y o n d q u e s t i o n t h a t
Justin M a r t y r a n d t h e C h u r c h fathers were right in their

statements that the Christians were mentioned in the
daily S3magogal prayers [Dial. c. Tryph. 93 133 137 ;
and see Schiir. 2463).
By the end of the second century A.D. it was an established
custom to close the synagogal service with the priestly benediction (D'pna.T nsna), N u . 6 22-26. As this was originally a
part of the temple service, it was probably not introduced into
the synagogal liturgy until after the cessation of that service.
When priests were present, they pronounced the benediction,
standing between the ark and the congregation and facing t h e
latter (Tos. Megilla,i2i)-,
raising the hands as high as the
shoulder (.yo/rt, 76), and repeating tne formula after the precentor
word by word, the congregation responding after each of the
three parts with Amen. I n the absence of priests the bene<liction was offered in prayer, and then, just before the closing
prayer for peace, petition 18 (Meg, i 8 « ) .

[c) T h e Sabbath lesson from the Law and the
Prophets, and the occasional exposition or exhortation
following upon them, were customary in N T times
(Lk. 4 i 6 / . Acts 131527 1521 ; c p z C o r . S i s ; -^0%. c-Af.
2i8 ; Philo, 2630).
T h e lesson from the Law was
unquestionably the oldest, a n d so the most prominent,
part of the synagogue service. The tradition says that
' Moses instituted the reading of the Law on the sabbaths, feast-days, new moons, and half feast-days;
a n d that Ezra appointed the reading of the Law for
Mondays and Thursdays and the Sabbath afternoons'
(Jer. Mlg. 75 a). Such early and general origin, however, is out of the question. That here also there has
been a gradual development is made probable by the
fact that the present system of dividing the Pentateuch
into fifty-four sections (D'HID), to be completed in an
annual cycle, can be traced back to an earlier cycle of
two years' duration, and that again to one of three
years and three years and a half. The special lessons
StiU in use for the sabbaths of new moons, the four
sabbaths before the Passover, and for other festivals
[MlgilldZsf-)
give ground for the supposition that the
lessons originated in the selection of appropriate passages
for particular occasions, and that only out of these grew
the more definite arrangement.'' Since the reading of
1 T h e Hebrew text may be found in Dalm. Worte Jesu, 1 304.
2 Another fragment of this recension adds, l3V.y' K*? DN
T n i n S , and omits 1. 4. T h e parts that are bracketed are
regarded as later additions by Dalm. Worte Jesu, 1 300.
3 T h e Babylonian recension of this petition omits n n s j , and
for D'J'D it reads D'^BISD, 'slanderers.' According to.5c"m.i7i.
oth -zab, Samuel the Small added the petition against heretics
to the original eighteen, making thus really nineteen; the
Palestinian recension combines the petitions for the restoration
of Jerusalem and the coming of the Messiah into one, and so
has only eighteen in all.
•• C p H a m b . REijTi-iff.-,
Bttchler, ' T h e Reading of the
L a w and the Prophets in a Triennial Cycle,' JQR 5 420_^ (1893),
0 iff. (1894).
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T h e H a p h t a r a for the first day of the Passover was Jos. 5 tjff.;
for the second day, 2 K. 28 ; for Pentecost the lesson from the
Law was, D t . IC Cjff., the Haphtara, H a b . 3, including sw. 1 7 ^ ;
on the D a y of Atonement, it was in the morning Is. ^cji^ff., in
the afternoon J o n a h . H e r e again the earliest selections on
record (Tos._ Meg. 41-4 ; Meg. 31 rt) are those for special d a y s ;
and most likely they served as the nucleus for the present
arrangement.

It is most probable that in N T times the prophetic
portions were not yet fixed, but were chosen by the
reader, and that the selection of Jesus (Lk. 4 1 6 / ) was
his own choice.
[e) Both the lessons from the L a w and those from
the Prophets were translated or paraphrased into the
vernacular Aramaic by an interpreter ( p n n p ) : in the
case of the Law, one verse at a, time ; in the lessons
from the Prophets, three verses might be taken at once
[-Wig- 44). These translations and paraphrases (nu-jn)
were of the nature of explanations, and led gradually
to the more extended expositions (vi-na, a-r\)- Of
teaching in the synagogues the N T contains many
illustrations (Mt. 423 Mk. I21 62). The preacher ([lyi^)
sat while speaking (Lk. 420). The Scripture exposition
was not a. required part of the service; neither was it
the prerogative of an ordained class; any one able to
instruct might be invited to speak (Acts 1315), though
ordinarily it fell to the rabbis of the community
[BUrdkhoth, 28 a).

C p J E S U S , § 9.

Much of the literature has already been mentioned ; the chiet
place still belongs to Schurer, G/f(3), 2427-463. Dalman,
'Synagogaler (gottesdienst,' PRE'^), 77-ig,
11. Literature, has added richly to both the subject anti the
bibliography, and signally distinguishes himself by a severer caution in using the Mishnic materialto illustrate
the time of Christ. To the literature given by Schurer and
Dalman add : Duschak, Gesch. u. Darstellung d. jiid. Cultus,
Mannheim, 1866; Nowack, Hebr. Archaeologie, lii ff.-,
Holtzmann, Neutest. Zeitgesch. 147 ff. ; Dembitz, Jewish
Services in Synagogue and Home (popular), Philad. 189S.
I. J. P.
SYNEDRIUM [ixmiZpiov), a Greek word which
means ' assembly and is especially used of judicial or
representative assemblies, is the name by which (or by
its Hebrew transcription, J'mnjD, sanhedrin, sanhedrim)
is known that Jewish body which in its origin was the
municipal council of Jerusalem, but acquired extended
functions and no small authority and influence over
the Jews at large (see G O V E R N M E N T , §§ 2 9 ^ ; ISRAEL,

§§ B i ^ ; SYNAGOGUE, § 4).

In the Mishna it is called

1. Meamng a n d ''!'^'^"''^''""•' ' * ^ ^'^^ ==^"'>«'
constitution. drin, ' t h e sanhedrin of seventv-one
[members],' and ' the great court of
justice' [beth din haggddol).
T h e oldest testimony
to the existence and constitution of the synedrium of
Jerusalem is probably to be found in 2 Ch. 198 ; the
priests, Levites, and hereditary heads of houses there
spoken of as sitting in Jerusalem as a court of appeal
from the local judicatories do not correspond with
4840
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anything mentioned in the old history, but may be
taken as representing an institution of the Chronicler's
own time.
And just such an aristocratic council
is what seems to be meant by the gerusia or senate
of ' elders' repeatedly mentioned in the history of the
Jews, both under the Greeks from the time of Antiochus
the Great (Jos. .-Int. xii. 83) and under the Hasmonean
high priests and princes. , The high priest, as the
head of the state, was doubtless also the head of the
senate, which, according to Eastern usage, e.MTcised
both judicial and administrative or poUtical functions
{cp i^Macc. 126 1420).
The e.xact measure of its
authority must have varied from time to time, at first
with the measure of autonomy left to the natii)n by
its foreign lords, and afterwards with the more or less
autocratic power claimed by the native so\ercigns.
As has been shown under ISR.AKL {§ 8 1 ^ ) , the
original aristocratic constitution of the s<nate began
to be modified under the later Hasmoneans by
the inevitable introduction of representatives of the
rising party of tlie Pharisees, and this new element
gained strength under Herod the Great, the bitter
enemy of the priestly aristocracy.^ Finally, under the
Roman procurators, the synedrium was left under the
presidency of the chief priest as the highest native
tribunal, though without the power of life and death
fjn. I831). The aristocratic elenient now again preponderated, as appears from Josephus and from the
XT, in which 'chief priests' and 'rulers' are synonymous
expressions. But with these there sal also * scribes' or
trained legal doctors of the Pharisees, and other notables,
who are called simply ' elders ' (Mk. 151). T h e Jewish
tradition which regards the synedrium as entirely
composed of rabbis sitting under the presidency and
vice-presidency of a pair of chief doctors, the nasi and
db beth din,^ is quite false as regards the true synedrium.
It was after the fall of the state that a merely rabbinical
heth din sat at Jabneh and afterwards at Tiberias, and
gave legal responses to those who chose to admit a
judicature not recognised by the civil power. Gradually
this illegal court usurped such authority that it even
ventured to pronounce capital sentences, —acting,
however, with so much secrecy as to allow the Roman
authorities to close their eyes to its proceedings {Origen,
Ep. ad Af:, § 14). That this was possible will appear
less surprising if we remember that in like manner the
synedrium of Jerusalem was able to extend an authority
not sanctioned by Roman law over Jews beyond Judasa
•—e.g., in Damascus (Acts92 225).
The council-chamber (^ovXv) where the synedrium
usually sat was between the Xystus and the temple,
probably on the temple-hill, but hardly, as the Mishna
states, within the inner court.
W. K. o.
The term ' Sanhedrin' does not occur in EV ; but
the Greek (xvvebpiov is found in a number of passages
, ^
/c
in N T where EV has ' t h e council."
2. TO O-VVCOpLOV T

-.J

*

J-

• «.™

Iu some cases it denotes an ordmary
Jewish tribunal (Alt. IO17); in others
it seems to be used of the supreme Jewish Council, the
Sanhedrin (Mk. I455 ActsSzi). In this latter sense the
writers are commonly understood to have employed the
word in the narratives of the trials of Jesus. It may
be doubted, however, whether we have before us the
original text.
In Mk. 1455 (=]\rt. 2'; sg) the writer, after relating that Jc^us
was led away to the high priest, adds : ' N o w the chief priests
and the whole council (Q\OV TO awe^pLov) sought witness against
Jesus to put him to death.' In Mk. 15 i again it is said, ' And
straightway in the morning the chief priests with the elders
and scribes, and the whole council (oKov TO ovveSpLov), held a
consultation ' ; but the parallel passage, Mt. 27 i, has simply 'a ll
the chief priests and the elders of the people took coun-'iel.' In
the narrative in Lk. the word is introduced very awkwardly.

In Lk. 22 66 it is said, ' A n d as soon as it was day the assembly
of the elders of the people was gathered together, both chief
priests and scribes; and ihev led him away into their council,
saymg, If thou art the Clirist, tell u s ' («al dvl^yayov [e'./.
o.-niiyayov\ aWov eU TO uvvi^Lov eavTS>v [v.l auTwvJ, keyovTes,
K. T. A.). H e r e the abruptness with which the keyovTes and
following words come in, together with the use of (rvveBpiov for
the place of assembly as well as for the Council itself (for which
the evidence usually brought forward from other sources is not
very strong), arouses suspicion, els TO (rvve&pLov looks very like
an insertion, and Kal diri^yayov (or ai'^yayoi') auToi' an alteration
of Kat eTTfjauiTtiiv auTOi'.

It has been found that whereas TO avveSpLov occurs in Mk.
15 I it does not appear in the parallel pas.sage, Mt. 2 7 i .
If,
in addition to thi.s, the word is a late insertion in Lk. 22 66, it
is a question whether in an earlier stage of the narrative.s TO
ODvcSpLov was present in any ofthe passages.
\\''hen this article was already in print, an important work,
by Br. Adolf Uiichler, Pas Synedrion in Jerusalem,
appeared
(1002). H e t h i n k s t h a t the 'scribes' in Mk. 14 34 are clearly an
addition, and that in all the passages dpxLepels means (not the
'chief p r i e s t s ' h u t ) the Temple authorities, by whom (and not
b y the Synedrium) Jesus was seized (see p. 200).

In any case the narratives of the trial are not
3. Jewish trial? =='.';'f^'='°''y when examined from „
critical and scientific ^ standpoint.
* T h e meeting in the palace of the high priest which condemned
our Lord was exceptional.
The proceedings also on this
occasion were highly irregular, if measured by the rules of
procedure which, according to Jewish tradition, were laid down
to secure order and a fair trial for the a c c u s e d ' ( W R S , .£".5(^)
22812(5). Cp SON OF iMA-\-, § 37, end.

It has been pointed out by Brandt [Die Evang.
Gesch. p. 67) and Edersheim (Life a7id TiTnes of Jesns,
2553) that the whole proceedings of the Sanhedrin, if
they were such as they are represented to have been,
contradict all that we know about the Jewish method
of trial from other sources, even when we admit an ideal
element in the Rabbinic notices. ^ The Jews, no less
than the Romans, have at all times shown great
reverence for the law {see Hamburger, Rcal-Encyclopddie 21151). If, as Renan (Life of Jesus, p. 252)
supposes, Jesus was condemned not so much by Tiberius
or Pilate as by the old Jewish party and the Mosaic
law, it is remarkable that ' P a u l ' in deahng with this
very law is silent on the subject (cp Brandt, p. 56).
But it is still possible to hold that Jesus was condemned at an informal meeting of the Sanhedrin
(Edersheim), or by a smaller Court of Justice (Graetz,
Hist, of the Jews, 2163). Edersheim (2557) thinks there
can be no question that Jesus was condemned and done
to death by the whole body of Sanhedrists, if not by
the Sanhedrin, Mn the sense of expressing what was
the judgment and purpose of all the Supreme Council
and leaders of Israel, with only very few exceptions.'
It is difficult, however, to think that the Romans would
pay much attention to an informal Council. The high
priest's task was simply, Edersheim thinks, 'to formulate
a charge which would tell before the Roman Procurator' ; but the charge he selects, that of blasphemy,
however serious its estimation among the Jews, could
hardly influence =.. Roman (cp Keim, p. 83). The
charge of claiming to be the Messiah (Keim) might
have had more weight; but Keim admits that the
refusal of Jesus to explain what he meant by the claim
is 'surprising' (p. 89).
It is more reasonable to
suppose that the charge (whatever it was) was formulated by a mere clique of Jews who in no way represented the nation,2 and that the condemnation and
crucifixion were brought about by the hirelings of such
a clique.-* It is true that Josephus [Ant. xviii. 83) is

^ The name synedrium first appears under Hyrcanus I I .
(Jos. Ant. xiv. 94).
2 Ndsi properly means the sovereign, and ab beth din the
president of the tribunal.
T h e false traditional application
-IS post-Mishnic.

1 W e are thinking of ' Science' as defined by Huxley (Essays)
and Herbert Spencer (Education),
^ind are not unmindful of
what To\sXoy (Moder7i Science ; cp his recently published [1902]
What is Reli^iotz '') has said on the subject.
2 ' All Jewish order and law would have been grossly infringed
in almost every particular if this had been a formal^ meeting of
the Sanhedrin ' (Edersheim, I.e.). On Jewish ' l a w ' cp Pascal,
Thoughts on Religion, chap, 8, towards end.
3 This seems to be the view of Jost, Gesch. d.
Judenth.
1 402-409 (as cited in Kdersheim, Life, 2 553, n. 2). H e describes
it as ' a private murder (Privat-Mord) committed by burning
enemies, not the sentence of a regularly constituted Sanhedrin,
etc'
•* The Jewish punishment was b y stoning (cp the case of
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supposed to assert that Jesus was condemned ' at the
suggestion of the principal men among u s ' ; but it has
been contended that this passage is an interpolation
(De <Juincey, Collected Works, 1127 [1897]), and in
any case the statement would not prove much.
The trial before Pilate, as it is represented in the
Gospels, seems to have been no less irregular, and the
, _
i . l iudge's conduct can only be accounted
4. Koman trial, r ,
i • i.•/
for by makmg him quite an exception
to the general rule,^ a man of all men the most perverse
and inconsistent (see Keim, 6 8 3 ^ ; Farrar, Life of
Christ, chap. 60).^ Pilate, however, it would seem,

the ceremonies connected with festivals kindred to the Saturn a l i a ; ! or it may even be that in collecting materials for an expanded life of Jesus the editors seemed to find in the ceremonies
that were performed at the sacrifice of the corn- and wine-gods
information regarding the Master who suffered asome what similar
fate.2 The narratives in their present form seem also to indicate
that at the time the Life was re-edited, the gap between J e w s
and Christians had become wider, and the effort to win converts
among the Gentiles keener.
Of the older literature of the subject it is enough to cite
Selden, De Synedriis.
T h e most important critical discussion
is that of Kuenen in the Verslagen, etc., of
6. L i t e r a t u r e , the Amsterdam Academy, 1866, p. 131 seq.
A good summary is given by Schiirer,
Geschichte des jiidischen J 'olkesi^), § 23, 3. See also Hamburger,
Reai-Encyciopddie,
s.v. ; Ginsburg, ' S a n h e d r i n ' in ' K i t t o ' s
Bibl. Cyclop., and the works on the Life of Jesus ; and for an
apocryphal account of the trial, E. v. Dobschutz, ' Der Process
Jesu nach den Acta Pilati,' in ZNTW,
1902, p. 8 9 ^
w . R. s., § I ; M. A. C , §§ 2 - 5 .

was not such an exceptional character.

See P I L A T E .

When, therefore, he condemned Jesus to suffer crucifixion
he must surely have done so on other grounds, and the
proceedings must have been different from those
recorded by the synoptists.
The charge would have
to be a political one (cp Tac. Ann. I544).
It may
have been, as Lk. 232 suggests, only with more circumstantial evidence arising out of misconstruction of
' sayings,' that of ' forbidding to give tribute to Csesar'
( c p ' M t . 1724-27 2 2 i 7 - 2 2 = M k . 1 2 i4-i7 = L k . 20 22-26,

where the words of Jesus, as reported, are ambiguous).
With this charge Pilate would have been competent to
deal, as Roman Procurator, more perhaps than with
any other.-*
Keim has made a serious and important attempt to give a
reasonable account of the trials of Jesus on the basis (mainly) of
the synoptic narratives. His work is the more
5. O r i g i n o f valuable as it takes note of the investigations
N a r r a t i v e s , of so many other critics. But the variety of
views to which he refers, and his own failure
to present a satisfactory picture, show the insurmountable
difficulties ofhis task.-* It seems better, therefore, to admit that
it is diflicult, if not impossible, to gather from the N T really
reliable details of the trial that resulted in the crucifixion of
Jesus (cp Brandt, p. 67).^ In trying to transmit a complete
life of Jesus the biographers may have done Jesus himself, the
Jews, and the Romans some injustice. They can hardly have
hail more than rumours about the trial tn draw upon ',6 but they
also seem to have made free use ofthe O T "^ and of the Messianic
interpretations.^ There are perh.ips also indications in the
narratives that they, or their redactors, borrowed features from
Stephen). At a moment of gruat excitement, and on such an
occasion, would the cry of condemnation that «ould burst from
the lips of Jews be "Crucify h i m ! ' ? Edersheim, in spite of
his view mentioned above, confesses ' t h a t such a cry should
have been raised, and raised by Jews, and before the Roman,
and against Jews, are in themselves almost inconceivable facts,
to which the history of these eighteen centuries has made
terrible echo ' ('2 577).
1 ' It was their appreciation of law, their respect for law, their
study of law, far more than anything else, which gave its greatness to the character of the Roman people. Even in the most
degraded ages of their history, and with the worst individual
types of men, this is the one brii^ht spot which relieves the
gloom ' (Lightfoot, Pilate fa sermon]).
2 Cp Pearson, An E.rf'osition of the Creed, art. iv. Jeremy
Taylor (f^ife of Christ, Works 2 ^^13) says, ' N o t only against the
divine laws, but against the Roman too, he condemned an
innocent person, upon objections notoriously malicious; he
adjudged him to a death which was only due to public thieves
and homicides (crimes with which he was not charged), upon a
pretence of blasphemy, of which he stood accused, but not
convicted, and for which by the Jewish law he should have been
stoned if found guilty.
And this he did put into present
execution, against the Tiberian law, which about twelve years
before decreed in favour of condemned persons that, after
sentence, execution should be deferred ten days.'
y See Pearson, art. iv. p. 284 (1866).
4 H e is obliged to admit that the actors in this drama acted
in quite an extraordinary and exceptional manner. Cp Renan's
acc<.^unt.
5 Tlic end therefore is as uncertain as the beginning. See
MARV, N.\riv[TV, RESURRECTidN. These matters should not
be made of vital importance. ' Aliout the birth of Jesus I know
nothing,' says Tolstoy (/^iz/M); ' n o r do I need to know.' Cp
Brandt's eloquent conclusion to his work, Die Evang.
Gesch.
p. 577; see also Leo Tolstoy, If hat is Religion ?, Herbert
Spencer, First Principles, chap. v.
6 Cp Brandt, Vie Evang. Gesch. p. 81. T h e ' P a u l i n e '
Epistles have no details to give us, though the authors know
that Jesus was crucified (Rom. 6 6 i Cor. 113 23 2 2 2 Cor. 184
Gal. 2 20 3 r .>
' 74 6 14) by ' the rulers of this world' (i Cor. 2 8).
Cp Drescher, Das Lebe7i Jesu bei Paulus, pp. 17, 39.
7 Cp Pearson, art. iv.; also Strauss, Leben Jesu, R. W.
Mackay, The Tiibingen School and its Antecedents
(1863), pp.
146 f'f.
^ For thesesee Aug. "Wiinsche, Die Leiden des Messias(1Z70).
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SYNTYCHE (CYNTYXH [ T i . W H ] ) , Phil. 42.

See

EUODIA.

SYNZYGUS ( c Y N z r r e [Ti. W H ] ) in Phil. 43, though
rendered '[true] yokefellow' in EV, is, though not met
with elsewhere as such, almost certainly to be regarded
as a proper name (l^bv^vye [WH'"^-]).
Various unsuccessful attempts have been made to guess who is
meant, the Pauhne authorship of the epistle being
assumed.
Clement of Alexandria thought that the
apostle's own wife was intended ; Chrysostom, the
husband or brother of Euodia or of Syntyche ; Lightfoot, Epaphroditus ; others, Timothy, Silas ; EUicott
and De Wette, the chief bishop at Philippi ; Wieseler,
even Christ himself, ' vai introducing a prayer.' Judging from the context, we can only say some one who
was worthy of that designation and thus could be addressed in the words yvx]cxLe ^vv^vye,' genuine Synzygus'
—i.e., ' Synzygus who art rightly so named ' (Vincent).
In fact, XOv^vyos means, as contrasted with erepd^vyo^
(cp eTepo^vyelv, ' to yoke incongruously,' in 2 Cor. 614),
one who has the power of bringing together what
belongs together. The name is a symbolical one, the
use of which in this passage cannot be explained as
coming from Paul, who is represented as writing to the
church 'with the bishops and deacons' ( l i ) .
The
force of the name does not become clear until we
suppose it to come from an unknown author writing
to the Philippians in the character of Paul. In addressing a certain circle he introduces the name witb
the purpose of showing in what manner men of high
ecclesiastical position ought to act with regard to
brethren from a distance visiting their church. C p
Lipsius, HC','\ 1892; Vincent, Gom77i. 1897; and
PHILIPPIANS, § 3 /

w. c. v. M.

SYRACUSE (cYPAKoyCAC, Ti. V^H), c. city on the
SE. coast of Sicily, famous in Greek and Roman history,
is mentioned in the journey-narrative of Acts (2812) as
having been for three days a halting-place of Paul on
his way from Melita to Rome. Cicero often speaks of
Syracuse as a particularly splendid and beautiful city,
and still in his own day the seat of art and culture
( Tusc. 5 66, De .Vat. Deor. 3 81, De Rep. 121), and in his
speech against Verres (52-54) gives an elaborate description of its four quarters (Achradina, Neapolis, Tyche,
the Island), or rather the four cities which composed it.
W e hear nothing of importance about Syracuse during
the period ofthe Empire. It had local self-government
—its own senate and its own magistrates—like most of
the Greek cities. Caligula restored its decayed walls
and some of its famous temples (Suet. Caius, 21).
Tacitus, in a passing mention of it [Ann. 1849), says
that permission was granted to the Syracusans under
Xero to exceed the prescribed number of gladiators in
their shows.
1 See Frazer, Golden BougM'^K 2 \ = Fort flight ly Review^
Oct -Nov. igoo] ; Grant All^n, E770I ofthe Idea of God.
2 Cp Edward Clodd, Pioneers of Evolution,
Part I I , § i»
middle.
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SYRIA
Syria has strong natural boundaries : high mountains
N. (average summits 8500 ft.), sea \^^, and deserts S.

4. Boundaries ""l^ ^ ' } ,^^^ ^^^!^ ^'^ ''^^^ P°*".*^'
of G r e a t e r
^^'"°5^ mfiuence is shown m Syrian
Svria
history. The deserts S. and E. being
of the steppe character form very
indeterminate social limits, Supporting nomad populations, which are constantly being reinforced from foci in
the Arabian oases, and forced outwards by the inability
of the desert to maintain their increase, these steppedeserts do not divide nearly as sharply as the N. moun'S\Tia' is unknown to Hebrew, but possibly
tains, which retain barrier populations of peculiar
identical with Bab. Suri, ^ N. Euphratean district of
character. Settled folk do not migrate into deserts, but
„
uncertain boundaries, ^\'e find Syria first
desert folk constantly migrate into settled lands.
1. JMame. j ^ Herodotus i2i2, etc.). In Homer's list
Throughout the S. and E. border of Syria, therefore,
(//. 2733! only "Api^ot (Aramaeans) appear.
(P em' Arabisation ' has always gone on ; and especially in
ployed Ivpia to translate AR.AM (^.v.) in its divers
applications [e.g., "^ZvpLa Aa/j.acxKov, 2 S. 8 5 ; MecroTTo- Palestine, even W. of the Ghor, many features of
Tap.Las wi'pta, Gen. 2520), and KV followed. Herodotus nomadic life appear intrusively in the settled society.
(763), misled (?) by the resemblance of 'A<X(Ti>ptoi The history of the Aramaean Semites has never been
wholly distinct from that of the Arabian.
and ItVpioi, stated that these were ' barbarian' and
NE. and NW. are eas}' passes. Euphrates, fordable
Greek forms of a single ethnic. In consequence he
in an ordinary summer at various points below the
used ' S3Tia' and ' Syrians' even more widely than
Taurus gorges, has not served strongly to differentiate
OT used ' A r a m ' ; and his vagueness reappears in
N. Mesopotamia from N. Syria. These regions are of
Xenophon (Anab. i. 44) and in one passage of Strabo
very similar character, a-nd the eastward roads pass
(16737)readily from one to the other. On the other hand the
Strabo, followed by Pliny and Ptolemy, in stricter use
Amanus mountains, though rising to 6000 ft., have
(see § I, end) confined Syria to the geographical area
many low and not difficult passes, notably those
bounded
N.
by
Taurus,
S.
by
the
2. G r e a t e r
traversing the depression which divides the two main
Arabian
Desert,
W
.
by
the
MediterSyria.
constituents of the system, the Elma and the Giaur
ranean, and N E . by Euphrates. The
chains, and will shortly be traversed by a railway.
SE. limit was formed by the vague frontier of the
The strong boundary lies much farther W . , where the
'Syrian' desert, known in antiquity as the 'Arabian.'
main Taurus runs obliquely down to the sea in the
Both ancient ' Arabia Deserta' ( = N. Hamad) and
' Rugged ' Cilicia ( Tracheia).
Eastern influence, there'.Arabia Petrasa' [i.e. the Arabia of P^/r« = S. Hamad)
fore, which entered Syria from N E . passed readily out
would be included now by most geographers in Syria ;
of it to 'NW. and caused the civilisation of Tarsus to be
whilst Arabia w-ould be restricted to the ancient ' Felix,' ^
more Mesopotamian than that of Jerusalem.
' Plain '
i.e., all peninsular Arabia S. of and including the
Cilicia may more fitly be reckoned to Syria than to Asia
Xefud or desert belt between the heads of the Red Sea
Minor,
as
indeed
was
apparently
the
view
of
Herodotus,
and the Persian Gulf. In the Roman provincial arrangewho included Commagene in Cilicia (cp CILICIA, § 2).
ment ' Arabia ' = Petrasa and Deserta. Roman ' Syria '
The influence of Mesopotamia is, therefore, as marked
(at first one province and under Hadrian three) ended
in N. Syria as that of Arabia in S. Syria.
^ with Palestine, and E. with the limit of the Hamad
The area within these limits has always presented
Steppe.
So also Byzantine Syria split into seven
a certain social homogeneity; but its great excess of
districts. Moslem geographers had some doubt whether
_
. length over breadth has militated against
to reckon the Hamad to Syria or to Arabia. Mukadassi
^sner
pohtical unit}-, and given to its internal
(early loth cent. A. D. ) protested against the extension of
geography.
geographical barriers a separative power
Syria or esh-Sham [i. e., the ' left-hand' land, relative to
which their own character would hardly confer. The
one facing E. in Mekka) into the E. desert; and the
main internal barrier is a mountainous region extending
later geographers (e.g., Edrisi and Abulfeda) mostly
to almost an equal distance N. and S. of lat. 34".
agreed with him in drawing the limit of Arabia obliquely
Here the land slopes up from N. and S. to a sill of
NE. from "Akaba to Rakka on Euphrates, thus detach3000 ft. elevation (Ccelesyria).
On either flank
ing the Hamad from Syria. For the purposes of the
E.
and W . of the plateau so formed rise longitudinal
present article we shall follow them, and confine Syria
calcareous ranges.
That on the E.
[Antilibanus—
to the area contained by N. lat. 38° and 31°, by the
J. esh-Sharki) is a five-fold system, radiating N. from
Mediterranean sea, and by an imaginary line drawn
a lofty nucleus on SE. of the plateau (J. esh-Sheikh,
roughly parallel to its coast and on an average 150 m.
Hermon, 8600 ft.). The average elevation of the other
inland.
principal summits is about 8000 ft. and of the valleys
There seems also to have been a special use of
between the radii 5000 ft. The main drainage of the
' Syria,' which still prevails, restricting the term to that
E. slopes flows SE. into a lacustrine pan, about 30 m.
- -J.
part of the wider area which lies N, of
in diameter, where it is absorbed by irrigation, or goes
•„ .
Palestine, but excluding the Lebanon littoral
to form marshy inundations, united or divided according
^
* (Phoenicia). This territory was regarded
to the season.
Of these the principal are Bahr elas peculiarly Aramaean, and when the large Roman
'Ateiba N., fed by the Barada [Aba7ia) and Bahr
province Syria was divided, it retained its name without
Kibliyeh S., fed by the A'waj [Pha7pha7-).
E.
qualification. It had at most periods a distinct history,
of this oasis stretches a very barren steppe falling away
having been successively the peculiar seat ofthe ' Hittite'
to Euphrates. N. of it the swell of the central plateau
dominion, of the Aramsean confederate power, and of
is continued NE. from the spurs of Antilibanus by a
the Seleucid monarchy, at 1 time when Palestine and
barren ridge which runs to Euphrates and beyond. ^^^
Phcenicia were Egyptian. Only the inclusion of the
there is easy approach from the central sill of the plateau
whole of wider Syria in a. great alien empire, such as
by a pass (4200 ft.) which leads between Hermon and
the Egyptian or Assyrian, ever made the history of all
the spring of the radii of the Antilibanus system to the
parts identical.
upper valley of the Barada. SW. there is also an easy,
though at first barren road to the low country S. of the
1 The vulgar restriction of' Arabia Felix' to the SW. of the
peninsula (Yemen and Hadramaut) is due to a mediaeval error,
central plateau ( = Palestine). This oasis of Damascus,
repeated and confirmed by D'Anville. Strabo, PHny, and
therefore, placed almost on the axis of partition
Ptolemy alike apply the term Felix to all peninsular Arabia.
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Name, etc. (§§ 1-3).
Greater Si,ria (§ 4f.).
Fauna (ii 5b).
Lesser Syria (§ 6).
History: introductory (§§
S-io).
Babylonia (§ i^f)Literature on

IJatti, Egypt, Assyria (§§ 13-15).
Arama;ans (§ 16).
Tiglath-pileser 1. (§ 17).
Syria left to itself (§ 18).
Later Assyrian Empire (§§ ig23):
Later times (§§ 24-27).
Geography (§ 7).
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between N . and S. Syria, and communicating readily
witli both these regions and with tlie elevated frontier
district, is marked by nature for the locality of the
capital city of an independent and undivided Syria.
Were it not for its oasis character, Dainascus would
have played the part of capital more often.
The
W . range of the central plateau (J. el-Gharbi or
Libnan = Lebanon) is i single chain of Jurassic limestone with basaltic intrusions, very steeply inclined and
without passes under 6000 ft. The highest summit
reaches 10,200 ft. (see LEBANON, § 6). This walls
off from the rest of Syria a narrow maritime strip,
stretching from N. el-Kebir (Eleutheros) on the N. to
Carmel on the S., much interrupted by spurs of Lebanon,
very fertile, thanks to the heavy precipitation on the
western slope, and supplied with many harbours,
good in the days of small sailing craft.
Communication being difficult both with the interior (except by
artificial ways made at great cost, such as the French
mountain railway opened from Beyrout vid Zahleh to
Damascus in 1896), and within the littoral strip itself,
the inhabitants of this region have not shared in the
main currents of Syrian life, but have been attracted
towards navigation (see PHCENICIA, § 9). The distinctive character of their small territory was recognised
by its constitution under Hadrian as a separate province
(Syria Phoenice).
T h e main floor of the central
Syrian plateau falls gradually N. and S. from a scarcely
perceptible sill just N. of Baalbek, which is the main
water-parting of Syria. It is an ancient lake-bed and
the most important part of the mod. ' Lebanon' district,
administered since 1861 as a province independent of
the vilayet of Syria. Along this deep and easy upland
valley of el-Bukd' (anc. Ccelesyria), and between the
flanking ranges, flow to N. the head-waters of the 'Asi
(.Axios or Orontes) ; to S. those of the Litani [Leontes),
called in its lower course el-Kasimlyeh, which force
their way W . between the S. butt of Lebanon
and its continuation, the massif of Galilee, to the
sea; and those of the Wady et-Teim, which, after
receiving the drainage of the S. butt of Hermon, becomes Nahr el-Kebir (Jordan), and flows down into
the rift of the Ghor and to the Dead Sea (see JORDAN,
§ 3/^)1 where it is dissipated by evaporation at 1300 ft.
below sea-level. The Beka' and the central plateau
in general terminate S. in a steep and rugged
hill-system, rising to 3860 ft. in J. Jarmak.
This,
which is the N. beginning of Galilee, renders access
from the S. difficult, and diverts the natural trunk road
eastward of the E. flanking range and to Daiflascus,
whence it either gains the Buka through the Barada
pass (see above), or it continues N. under the E. flank
of Antilibanus, to debouch in the 'Asi valley lower
down (near Hums), or it crosses the steppe N. or
NE. to Euphrates.
S. Syria is all that lies S.
of the central plateau and the oasis of Damascus, from
the sea to the Euphratean watershed and the edge of
the steppe-desert, which is here fringed in great part by
lava-fields. All this district formed the Syria Palestina
of Hadrian's provincial arrangement.
It is divided
longitudinally by the deep rift in which Jordan flows ;
and its eastern half, being thus in great measure detached
from the western, and from all maritime influences, is
especially open to influences of Arabia. W . Palestine
merges insensibly in the desert on the S.
For
further geographical details concerning S. Syria see

indeed, in Palestine, chiefly affect the hollow cleft which
contain the Dead Sea and the valley of the Jordan.
The fauna of Syria, like that of Palestine, is to a
great extent i. steppe-, desert-, and rock-fauna, but it
differs considerably from that of southern or even central
Palestine in the character of its mammals. As might
be expected, there are many animals with a northern
provenance found in Syria which do not penetrate as far
S. as southern Palestine, whilst the latter area harbours
many forms which extend into the Peninsula of Sinai,
Egypt, and Nubia, but which do not reach into Syria.
Nehring^ has recently pointed out that a line which
leaves the coast in the neighbourhood of Kartha, skirt*
the southern limits of the Carmel group of hills, and
then turns N E . to strike the Sea of Galilee a little W .
of the exit of the Jordan, corresponds with the lower
limit of the distribution of several of the more conspicuous Syrian mammals.
Nehring's line, although
it includes a considerable portion of Galilee, may be
taken as the boundary of Syria considered from a zoological standpoint. It does not of course correspond
with any historical limit; but animals are seldom found
to respect political deliminations.

P A L E S T I N E , § 2ff.

D. G. H .

It has been pointed out under P A L E S T I N E (col.
3S-i^ff-} that, owing to the geographical position of
Bb Fauna ^^^ land, the fauna, though in the main
Palasarctic in character, was modified by
the intrusion of certain forms from the Oriental region
towards the E. and from the Ethiopian region towards
the S. Syria, lying to the N. of Palestine, is equally
with it subject to invasion from the E., but is naturally
much less exposed to intruders from the S., which,
4847

N. of this line we find the Syrian variety of the bear, Ursus
isabellinus, which frequents the heights of Lebanon, Hermon,
and is met with in Bashan and Gilead. The badger, Meles
taxus, like the bear, seems to reach its southernmost hmits in
the wooded and hilly districts just mentioned. The pole-cat,
Mustela putorius, and the ermine, M. erminea, are found on
the slopes of Hermon, Lebanon, and Tabor, but do not pass
Nehring's line. Their congener, M. foina, the beech-marten,
however, spreads through Palestine. "The otter, Lutra vulgaris,
is also not uncommon on the shores of the Sea of Galilee. The
striped hyaena, Hycena striata, a nocturnal animal, the hunting,
leopard, Cyncelurus jubatus, are amongst the commoner carnivoraj whilst Felis chaus, the jungle-cat, is found in Syria in
a special variety. The roe-deer, Capreolus caprcea, readies its
southernmost limit on the slopes of Mt. Carmel; neither it nor
the fallow.deer passes the above-mentioned line. "The Syrian
wild-ass, Equus hemippus, is another conspicuous form which
very rarely enters Palestine. The wild-boar, Sus scrofa, is
more widelydistributed. It frequents not only wooded and
marshy localities, but even the desert, where it lives on roots.
The gazelle, Gazella dorcas, extends southward from Lebanon,
as does the Syrian hare, Lepus syriacus. Of the enormous
family Rodentia, which supplies so large a proportion of the
mammals in this part of the world, the Alpine-vole, Microtus
nivalis, and the water-vole, M. amphibius, are common in
Syria but do not pass Nehring's line. On the other hand,
several species of ground-vole extend far beyond it, as do three
common species of dormice, Myoxus glis, the squirrel-tailed
dormouse, AT. nitela, the garden dormouse, and M. dryas. The
Syrian squirrel, Sciurus syriacus, is peculiarly Syrian, and
the pouched-marmoset or souslik, Spermophilus xanthoprymnus, is not encountered S. of Gilead. The gerbille, Gerbitlus
iceniurus, is also peculiar to Syria. According to Nehring, the
Psammomys tnyosurtcs mentioned under PALESTINE (§ nd) is
more correctly referred to the genus Nesokia, and thus represents one of the intrusive elements from the Oriental region.
It will be seen from the above that Syria has several
mammals peculiar to itself, and a number which reach
their southernmost point in or about Mt. Carmel. The
fauna of this region is further characterised by the
absence of many creatures we are accustomed to
associate with the Bible-lands. Conspicuous amongst
these a r e : the coney, which recent research seems to
confine to southern Palestine; the genus Acomys, a
hedgehog-like mouse with spiny fur; the fascinating
little jerboas, and several other rodents ; and the Syrian
ibex or beden. Enough has been said to show that the
mammalian fauna of Syria (including a large part of
Galilee) differs considerably from that of S. Palestine,
and that probably there are few spots on the world of
so restricted an area in which the mammals at one
extremity differ so much from those at the other as they
do in the little countiy of Palestine.
A. i . S.
N. Syria is all that land which lies N. of the central
plateau, and E. of Lebanon ; but politically it has
6. Lesser Syria, f ' ^ a y s tended to include not only
'
the plateau itself (there being no such
barrier to the N. as the mountains of Galilee form to the
' Globus, 81, 1902, p. 309.

See also WMM, OLZ, 1002,

p . 394-
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S.), but also the oasis of Damascus, between which and
Palestine intervenes a barren tract. It comprises the
Nl^. steppe as far as Euphrates, and all the N. land up
to Taurus. Since this region is most strictly ' S \ r i a '
and is not treated elsewhere, «. more particular description is subjoined.
(a) The \4.u'^ basin.—The Buka' valley, after a course
of about IOO m., opens otit in lat. 34" 40'. The
mountains on either hand fall to grassy downs, and the
river'Asi leaves the rocky gorge in which it has fallen
over 2000 ft. and expands at a level of about 1600 ft.
into a lake of 30 m. area, formed in part by an artificial
dam of ancient construction. At tlie head of this stood
the ancient Kadesh ; at the foot now stands Hums
(anc. E/tiesa)—to hold the pass between the plfiteau
valley and the lower Orontes lands, the heart of Syria
proper [Seleucis). At the same point come in natural
roads (i) from Tripoli (Tarabulus) ou the W. coast,
round the X. butt of L>ebanon by way of the \'alley of
the X. el-Kebir, (2) from Tadmor and Damascus round
X. of Antilibanus.
Railwaj'^s will, not improbably,
be laid shortly over both these roads, and l i u m s will
regain its old importance. The 'Asi flows on through
a widening valley for about 25 m. to the rich marshy
district of Hamat (Hamath-Epiphaneia), to the E. of which
point the steppe grows more down-like and habitable as
far as the Euphrates, while to the W. rises a broatl. low,
and fertile range (J. Xuseri)eh) which on the ^\^ leaves
considerable littoral strips here and there of its own creation between itself and the sea. The most important
of these contains the town el-Ladakiyeh [Laodicea). T)ie
range ends X. in the abrupt mass of J. el-Akra (Casius),
5750 ft., which falls direct to the sea and closes the
littoral. A road over J. Nuserlye meets, at Hamat, the
direct Aleppo road, which continues the easiest route
from Euphrates.
Leaving Hamat, the 'Asi bends somewhat W. of N.
and flows through rich pastures (el-Ghab) bounded on the
E. byatriplesystem of basaltic hills (J. el-A'la) with fertile
intervals, which contain numerous remains of ancient
inhabitation. It passes successively the sites of Larissa
(Sejar) and Apamea (Kal'at el-Mudik), and after «,
course of 50 m. from Hamat, is turned sharply W . by
a rocky obstruction (Jisr el-Hadid) and hugs the N.
butt of J. Xuseriye. T o the N. in the line of its former
coiu^se now opens out a wide plain (el-'Amk), partly filled
by a marshy lake (Bahr-el-Abyacl, or Ak-Deniz) into
which it once flowed, and where it once met important
tributaries, the Afrin and the Kara Su. These now
feed the lake which discharges into the 'Asi by the
channel, Xahr el-Kowsit. The Afrin flows down a
broad valley (anc. Gyrrliestica) from the N E . , which prolongs the plain far up towards Euphrates and carries
a trunk road thithersvard, which crosses a low waterparting E. of 'Ain T a b and strikes the great ri\cr at
Birejik, or following the valley ofthe Sajur at Carchemish
a few miles S. The proposed Baghdad railway will
ascend the Afrin valley after descending that of Kara Su.
The Kara Su comes from the N. bringing the eastward
drainage of S. Amanus. A natural road leads up its
valley to its source on the marshy sill of Zinjirli
(1650 ft.), and there forks (i) W. through the lowest
Amanus passes to Cilicia and Asia Minor, and (2) N E .
into the valley of Mar'ash and ancient CVmimagene.
Ancient remains of a palatial Assyrian fortress of an
importance suitable to its strategic position have been
explored at Zinjirli by Dr. Von Luschan (FORTRESS, §5).
From the 'Amk plain a direct road also leads due E. to
Aleppo and the Euphrates near Rakka (Thapsacus). The
deep and fertile region in which all these waters and roads
meet is the natural centre of N. Syria, and accordingly the
locality in which its greatest rHy of antiquity, Antioch,
^ 'Ast in Arab. = 'rebel,' and the title is variously explained
by the'turbulence, the inaccessibility, or the anti-Meccan direction of this stream. But it is undoubtedly derived originally
from the same ancient native name which the Greeks wrote
Axios.
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was situated (see ANTIOCH, § i). The modern Antakieh
lies near the point at which the 'Asi, having at last
rounded the butt of J. Nu.scriye, is about to plunge
SW. into a gorge worn down betvveen that range and
the S. masses of Amanus. Through this it falls about
150 ft. in 10 m. to the sea in a. series of unnavigable
rapids. On the small deltaic fan N. of its mouth stands
Suediah (anc. Seleucia of Pieria) which was the port of
Antioch. But the unsheltered character of the port and
the difliiculties of the road in this gorge have caused N.
Syrian trade to seek tlie more distant Alexandretta
(Iskanderun). which lies NE, ofthe plain of Antioch and
behind the S. extension of Amanus, here crossed by the
low col of Beilan (2230 ft.), about to be pierced by the
Aleppo railway. The whole course of the 'Asi is about
170 m.
(<^) Co77i7nagene.—To the X. of the 'Asi basin a small
district intervenes before Tiiurus closes Syria.
It is
bounded S. by the heights in which the Afrin and Kara
Su rise. These heights start from Euphrates near the
mouth of the Sajur, and run N \ \ ' . to 'Ain Tab ; thence
the}' bend sharply to the SW., rise in Kurd Dagh to 4500
ft., and are linked to Amanus by the Zinjirli sill. The
hollow N. of them is divided into two basins by a low
swell running N. from Kurd Dagh to Taurus. The W.
basin drains W. by the Ak Su through a rift in Amanus
to the Cilician Jihun [Fyrtinius), and is the territory of
Mar'ash [(Jermaniceia)'. it communicates, as we have
seen, with the rest of Syria readily by way of Zinjirli.
The E. basin drains to the Euphrates, looks eastward, and
communicates less readily with the lands to the S. This
is the ancient Commagene proper (Assyr. Kummuh), of
which Samosata (Sumeisat) was capital. Two important
crossings of Euphrates, at Samosata and Zeugma
(Birejik), placed it in communication with N. Mesopotamia and especially Edessa (Urfa).
(^r) The Euphratean plai7is.—To E. of the 'Asi basin
lies the lean steppe-like plateau described above as
sloping E. to Euphrates. It is one in formation with
the Arabian desert which limits Palestine on the E., but
more fertile by reason of higher latitude and greater
precipitadon. It must be reckoned therefore to habitable Syria. It is limited on the S. by the ridge already
mentioned, which runs NE. to Euphrates from Antilibanus, and along whose S. foot lies a. chain of oases,
marking a natural route from Damascus to the E. Of
these the chief are Karietein (Nezala) and Tadmor
(Pahnpra), both just on the verge of Arabia.
The
roUing downs to the N. of this chain once contained a
large number of villages, dependent on wells, ^vhose
ruins have been explored by De Vogiii^, Burton, Drake,
Ostrup and others.
This region is now deserted
owing to its ' nomadisation ' by the migrant Anazeh
Bedouins, w-ho have been pressing X. from central
Arabia since the thirteenth century. In the latitude of
J. A'la, whose E. slopes fall insensibly into it, the
plateau is still steppe-like ; but immediately N. of this
point occur a series of pans, whose northern limit is the
ridge which bounds (Commagene on the S. These pans
receive water draining S. from that ridge, and are all
of more or less saline character. Of the two principal
basins, that on the E. receives a watercourse (N. elDahab), which rises just S. of Membij [Hierapolis) and
ends in the great sebakha (salt-pan) of J abul. That on
the W . is more fertile and better supplied with fresh
springs.' It receives the Kowaik, which rises near
'Ain T a b , and ends in a tract of permanent saUne inundation (Mat) near Kennisrin. Fine pasturage surrounds it,
and its lower lands are arable. This is the ancient district Chalybonitis, which now supports Aleppo (Haleb ;
anc. Chalybon-Bera:o), a town of 65,000 inhabitants and
the successor of Antioch. Through it lie the directest
route from Asia Minor to Baghdad, or Babylonia, which
crosses the Euphrates at Rakka (Thapsacus), and the
easiest road from S. Syria to the same point or to the
more northern crossing at Bire jik (Zeugma).
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Fur .S. Syria see under P A L E S T I N E and PHCENICIA. For N .
Syria see Burckhardt, Trcir.ls in Syria (1822); Porter, Five
Years in l>,cniascus (185s)', Burton and
7. B i b l i o g r a p h y . JJrake, Unexplored
Syria (1872); Ainswonli, Xarr,itiz,e of thc Euphrates
Expedition (i83S) ; Humann and Puch.stein, Reisen in
Kordsyrien,
etc. (1B90); and a 1 tcentaccount of part ofthe K. steppe 1 ly H . C.
Butler, in the .American Journal
of Archaology,
series 2, 4
(1900); cp also Oppenheim, Vom Mittehneer
zum
Persischen
Golf (zqoa), and Blunt, Bedouins ofthe Euphrates (1879). T h e
summary by Reclus, Geogr. Univ. (Asie Anterieure)
is very
good (1884); and for more recent statistics, as well as local
detail, see Cuinet, Syrie, Liban et Palestine (1B96).
D. G. H.

II. H I S T O R Y

The region which we designate as Syria has never
constituted a political unity ; of itself a proof that it is
, not, like Egypt or the Euphrates-country,
8. Idea ot ^ single land held together by common
Syna.
conditions of living. There is no river to
furnish a natural channel of inter-communication and
bond of union. For the same reason, there has never
been any such separate entity as a Syrian civilisation ;
in this respect also, precisely as in things political, the
various districts gravitated towards the countries of the
neighbouring great civilisations. If Syria as an idea
has maintained its existence for millennia, it is possible
to see in this also a proof of the tenacity of the ancient
B.ibylonian conception of the world. For it is to the
ancient geographical division associated with that conception that the idea of Syiia owed its origin, and its
revival upon the fall of .Assyria, after the .\ssyrian
ascendancy had well-nigh sent it to oblivion.
Suri-Syria is closed in by the two ci\ilisation-areas of
Babylonia and Asia Minor, and thus its development
. .
was determined by them. Being separ9. Kelations. ^^^^ ^^^^^ ^j^^ Egyptian area by Palestine, it was not so directly influenced from that side.
The movements of nations, the immigrations, to
which it is exposed are. mainly, those from the S.
(Arabia) and those from the X., by way of Armenia
and .\sia Minor. The first are those of the Semites ;
the second, those of the peoples whom we are accustomed to call Hittite because they stand to -Asia Minor,
the seat of the Hatti or Heta, in a relation analogous to
that of the Semitic immigrants to Babylonia.
The
natural consequence is that the population of Syria is in
the main a mixture of both racial elements, and that in
the course of the millennia and centuries representatives
now of the one, now of the other, give the prevailing
character to the whole.
For any knowledge of the conditions in detail we
must turn, for the remoter antiquity exclusively, for
later times chiefly, to the accounts we
10. Sourcea of, possess
of the neighbouring peoplesinformation. primarily of the Assyrian-Babylonian,
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followed, at least down to that of the first dynasty
of Babylon, the ascendancy in Syria is
12. Later ^j^g^^jy ^eld by that Semitic wave of immi.
periods. ^.^^^^^^ %.i\ac^'a we regard as the second and
call the Canaanite. .At that time, accordingly, Syria
must, like Babylonia itself, have received a considerable
influx- of population of this race and language.
The
next Semitic wave consists of the Aramaeans, whose
lordship in Syria does not emerge until comparatively
late. Until that event, accordingly, that is to say,
during the second millennium B.C., and e\en later,
'Canaanite' dialects—i-e-, languages like Hebrew and
Phoinician—must have been spoken in Syria. Even as
late as the eighth century B. C., we can learn from the
inscriptions of Zenjirh-Sam'al that the influence of the
Aramaic had still to struggle with the older Canaanite
dialects. .A fragment of an inscription of Hasan Bcyli,
not far from Zenjirli, and inscriptions of Zenjirli dating
from the ninth century (of Kalammu bar [!] Haja)
show, indeed, that by that time the Semitic language
of ordinary intercourse must already have become
Aramaic, but at the same time exhibit purely Canaanite forms of speech, closely corresponding to Phcenician.
In the middle of the second millennium we find a
Hittite people, the Mitani, masters of Mesopotamia
„ . .. and X, Svria (Hanigalbat = Melitene).
13. Hittite xhough they are "the first people of this
anti
j.^^g which we have as yet been able to
'^Syptian. dijcoygr Qj[ Syrian soil, we must not
therefore conclude that they were the first to force their
way thither. On the contrary, it seems as if we were
able to trace, in the .Amarna despatches, the existence
of an older Hittite layer of population even in Palestine
(such names as Sura-sar are unquestionably ' Hittite').
Both phenomena alike are to be interpreted as consequences of ? larger Hittite migration into or conquest
of Syria, advancing from N. to S., in other words, in
the opposite direction to that of the Semitic immigration.
To the same period belong also the Egyptian conquests of the eighteenth and the nineteenth dynasty.
How far the Egyptian lordship over Syria was in point of
fact extended by these, hardly admits of ascertainment;
but the princes to the X. of .Aleppo, we may be sure,
will hardly have accepted the Egyptian suzerainty for
any longer period than that during which the Pharaoh
was in a position at any time to despatch an army
against them. Thus in N. Syria relations will have
prevailed towards Egypt, similar to those which under
Sargon and Sennacherib prevailed towards the adjacent
border countries of Asia Minor (Tabal, Hilak).

and then also of the Egyptian conquerors. The soil of
the country itself has as yet yielded but few documents.
Of these, for the older time, the monuments excavated
at Zenjirli-Sam'al are of primary importance. The
many monuments bearing Hittite inscriptions, which
the soil of Syria, both in the narrower sense of that
geographical expression (Hamath, Aleppo, Mar'as, Carchemish) and in the wider (the eastern borderlands of
Asia Minor), has yielded, still remain undeciphered.
The oldest Babylonian period shows Syria standing
in the same relation to Babylonia as afterwards to
_- P ,
Assyria. Sargon of Agade and Naram-, / . ." Sin must have directed their armies
^
' thither precisely as was afterwards done
by Tiglath-pileser I., Shalmaneser I I . , and the later
Assyrian kings. That Sargon went forth to Amurru
(I'alestine) is repeatedly mentioned in the Omina, and
' S.argon subjugated and settled all Syria' is said of
that monarch exactly as Shalmaneser II. and others
might have had it said of them.
In the time of Naram-Sin and the period that

In the Amarna letters in the fourteenth century, we
find three powers keeping an eye upon Syria and
Palestine : Babylonia (under the lordship of the Kassites), the Mitani, and the state of tlie Hatti or Heta in
Asia Minor. Of these the Hatti would seem to have
been at that time the most dangerous to the influence
of Egypt. Again and again mention is made of the
advance of princes of Heta into the Beka'.
In the thirteenth-twelfth century Egypt is powerless,
until under Ramses II. it again takes up a somewhat
more vigorous foreign policy.
During this interval
Syria was naturally at the mercy of the other great
powers, and it is in agreement with the picture presented in the Amarna letters that Ramses in the
twelfth century comes into conflict with the Heta in
northern Palestine and Ccelesyria. In the interval the
movement which we find already in existence in the
fourteenth century must have been completed, and
Syria have fallen in the main under the power of the
Hittite state. The fourteenth-thirteenth century would
thus be the time which witnessed a Hittite predominance
in Syria and saw Syria drawn politically into closer
connection with the Hittite empire.
All the great
Syrian cities from the N. to the S. were at this period
governed by viceroys or vassal princes of the Hittite
sovereign ; from Commagene to the valley of the
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MAPS OF SYRIA
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II. AMARNA LETTERS—con^tnuetH

I. EGYPTIAN MONUMENTS
Accho, B6
Adum(a), A/, 8
'Aka,

Marnus, B2
Mediterranean, A4, 5

Armada, B4
Arwad, B4 (PHa-:NiciA,

Naharin, C2, 3
Nazana ? B5

N.

B6 (PTOLEMAIS, § i)

Ama(u)r(a), C4
Arad, B7
Aranti, C2, 3, 4
Arasa,-A3
A(ra)siy, A3
Aratit, B4
'Arka, B4 (PHCENICIA,

§412)

Ono, A6
Orontes, C2,

3,

4

(IEEAXON, § 6)

Otara'a, C6

§ 4 12)

etc.,

A6,

B6

(PHILISTINE)

Ashkelon, .\y
Askaruni, .^7
As(s)er(u), B5, 6
Astirat(u), C6
Byblos, B4 (PHCENICIA,
§49)
D(o)ra, A6
Edrei, C6
Egyptian frontier of
Rameses II., B5, C5
Gasar(a), A7
Gasat, A7
G.izn,

Purasati,

-\j

Gezer, -\j
Hamat(u), B6
Hamat(u), C4 (HAMATH)
Hermon, Mt., 85
Huditi, B7
Joppa, A6
Jordan, B6, 7

Raman(a)n, B4, 5
Rameses II., Egyptian
frontier of, B5, C5
Rapeh, .A7
Raphia, .^7 (EGVPT,
§6b«)
Retnu (Upper), B5, 6, 7,
C5
Reznu? (Upper), B5, 6,
7. C5
Sa'ar(a), B8
Sakenia, B6
Samar(a), B4
Sardun(a), B6
S;-ir(u), B5
Sauko, A7
Sety I., Monument of, C6
Sharahan, Ay
Sharuhen, Aj
Shaua ? Mt., B5
esh-Sheikh Sad, C6
Sidon, B5
Sidun(a), B5
Sinsara, C3

Kades, C3
Timask, C5 (DAMASCUS)
Kadm(a), B6, 7
Kana'an(a), the, A5, 6, Tyre, B5
Kharu, A7, B6
Khete, Land of, .'\i, Bi
Kh6r, .^7, B6
Kh6r,' ' Great Sea of, .A3,
4. 5
Kode (?), B3, 4. 5
Kupni, B4 (PHCENICIA, § 3
note, § 4 9)

Ung, Ca
W'n-tree?, banks of the,
C2
Y(a)pu, A6
Yar(a)dun(a), B6, 7
Y(a)sragl, B6 (ISRAEL, §7 ;
col. 1242, 11, 3 ; 4692, n. i)

Lebanon, B4, 5
Leontes, B5 (ACHSHAPH)
Mannus, B2

B2,

C3

(LEBANON, § 6)

§ 4 10)

Arvad, B4 (PHCENICIA,

el-'Asi.

Zahi, B3, 4, 5
Zakkari, A6 (PHILISTINES,
§3)

'Askalan, A7 (ASHKELON)
Askaluna, A7
Amki, B5
Amma? B4, C4
Amurru, B5, C2, 3, 4
Ayaluna? B7
Azzati, A7

II. AMARNA LETTERS

Damascus, C5
Dead Sea, B7
Dimask, C5
Dimaska, C^
Dunip? C5
tell Erfad, C2 (ARPAD)
Gari, B8
Gath, A7
Gaza, A7
Gazara, A7
Gazri, A7
Gennesaret, B6
Gezer, A7
Ghazza, A7
Gidsi, C4
Gimti, .A7
Ginti, -A7
G6k-su, Bi
Gubli, B4 (GEBAL i.)
IJarabu, C2
Tell el-Hasi, A7
Hatti, C I , 2, 3, 4 (SYRIA,
§§ 13 and 15)
jebel Hauran, C6
(BASHAN, § 3)

Hebron, B7
Hermon, B5
Hinatuni, B6 (HANHinianabi? .\7 (ANAB)
Homs, C4 (HETHLON)
Bahret el - Huleh, B5
(JORDAN, § 4)

(LEBANON, § 6)

N. el-Kebir, B3, C3
Kedesh, C4
Nahr el-Kelb, 65
(PHOJNICIA, § s)

Magidda, B6
Makida, B6
Mar'iish, C l (SYRIA, § 23)
Martu, B5, C2, 3, 4
Megiddo, B6
tell Nebi Mindu, C4
Misri, AS
Kal'at el-Mudik, C3
Nuhassi, C2
Orontes, B2, C3 (LEBANON,
§6)
Raphia, A7 (EGYPT, § 6612)
tell Refah, A7
tell es-Safieh, A7
Saida, B5
Samaria, B6
Sebastiye, B6
Seihun, Bl
Sidon, B5
Sidunu, B5
Sumur, B4

Sar, Bs
Surru, B5
Bahr Tabariye, B6
Tabor,' B6
Tarsus, A2
Taurus, C i
Timasgi, C5
j . et-'I'or, B6
Tyre, B5

Amurru, B5, C2, 3, 4
(AMORITES, SYRIA, § 21)

'Anab, Ay (ATHACH)
Jebel e!-Ansariye, C3, 4
(PH(ENICIA, § 4 12)

Antioch, C2
Apamea, C3
COMMERCE, § 26)
'Ar'ara, AB7 (AROER 3)
Aleppo, C2
Araru, AB7
Alexandretta, C2 (SYRIA, "Arka, BC4 (PHCENICIA,

M)

Kara Su, C2 (SYRIA, § 6)
J. Karmel, B6 (CARMEL)
K a m a ? C4
N.ihr el-Kebir, B4

el-Khahl, B7
Kidsi, C4
Baalbek, C5 (LEBANON, Kinalihi, A6, 7
Kinsi ? C4
§6)
Kubh, B4 (GEBAL i.)
Batrun, B4 (GEBAL)
el-Kuds, B7
Beirut, B5 (PHCENICIA,
§•18)
Lachish, A7
Biruna, B5 (PHCENICIA,
el-Ladikiyye, B3
§48)
Lakis, A7
Birutu, B5 (PHCENICIA,
Lakisi, A7
§ 4 8)
Byblos, B4 (PHOINICIA, Laodicea, B3, C4
Lapana? C4
§49)
Lebanon, B4, 5, C4
Cilician Taurus, A i
Lebneh, C4
Cyprus, A3 (TRADE AND Lejjiin, B6
ClJMMEKCE, § 1 8 )
Balir Lilt, B7

NATHON)

Accho, B6
Adana, B2
Adumu, B8
N. 'Afrin, C2 (SvKiA, § 6)
'Akka, B6 (PTOLEMAIS)
Aku, B6
Alasia, .\;^ (TRADE AND

Jotapata, B6

§ 4 10)

Irkata, BC4 (PHOENICIA,
§ 4 10)

Jebeil, B4 (GEBAL i.)
Jefat, B6
Jerusalem, B7
Jezer, A7
Jihan, B i , n
Jiphtah-el? B6
Jordan, B6, 7

Ubi, C5
Urusalim, E 7
Usu, Bs
Yafa, A6 (PALESTINE, § 8)
Yapu, A 6 (JOPPA, § i)
Yarpuz, C i
Zenjirli, C i (ARAMAIC, § s)
Zituna, B5

SYRIA
Orontes, in Malatia, Mar'as, .Aleppo, Hamath, and
Kadesh on the Orontes the sovereignty of the Hittites
was established. From this period, we may be sure,
CARCHEMISH on the Euphrates also was reckoned a
Hittite city. It must have been the principal seat of
tiw Hittite rule in central Syria, for with the .-\ssyrians
hter it passed as the capital of Syria, in so far as it
was Hittite, and they called its king also, without
qualifying phrase, the Hittite ( y a t t i ) king.
The advance of the Hatti southwards over Cilicia
musl h.xve occurred in connection with these ino\cnients. For if their power had its seat in .\^ia Minor
and on the Halys, they would have needed first to
overthrow the Mitani power in Hanigalbat, if they had
wished to force their wa)- through Melitene and Comniagene. Struggles with this power were not wanting ;
the .Amarna letters tell of a victory of Dusratta of
Mitani over the Hittite king, but the overthrow of the
Mitani was accomplished by .Assyria.
The Mitani and their successors, accordingly, held
northern S}Tia, whilst the advance proper ofthe Hittilcs
upon Cilicia (the Kue of the Assyrian inscriptions)
appeal's to have been made through the ' Cilician Gates'
and through Cilicia and over Amanus.
At the same time we can learn also from the Amarna
letters that Assyria under .Asur-uballit is beginning to
,
be dangerous to its overlord, the
f Ass

a
'"'"^ °*' '^^''y'o"' ^"<i ' ° a''°"='^ his
•' '
je.alousy as well as that of the king
of the Mitani.
Soon afterwards, under Ramman
(.Adad)-nirari I. and Shalmaneser I., Assyria broke the
power of the Mitani, and thus subdued Mesopotamia,
settling it in part with Assyrian colonists, as well as extending also westwards of the Euphrates. Shalmaneser
I. took possession of the lands to the N. of the Taurus
and subjugated Kumani as well as Musri—i.e., Cappadocia, at least between Faurus and Anti-taurus. In
other words, he took possession of the whole area of
the Mitani empire and brought that power to an end.
In doing so, .Assyria at the same time stepped into
the place that the ^Iitani had occupied over against the
Hatti, and this new acquaintance thrust itself in almost
like a wedge between the original land of the Hatti and
their new acquisitions.
The territory of the Hatti
would in the event of any fresh advances of Assyria
through Cilicia down to the sea be torn in two. The
necessary consequence would then have been that the
Assyrians would be compelled, as were the Mitani kings
in the Amarna period, to go to war with the kings of
the Hatti, in which all Syria from Commagene southward would have been involved.
The Hatti, however, were apparently spared this
struggle by the sudden collapse of the Assyrian power
IB Tiitft
a' the death of Tukulti-Ninib I., and by
15. n i t t i t e . .
a- . .
1•
-.• Tl L
,
his efforts to secure his position in BabyEffTmt-inii Ionia before pressing westward.
This
nyf
- happened in the thirteenth century, and
in this way the Hatti were enabled to develop and
establish themselves in Syria undisturbed by the new
and dangerous enemy.
The advance of Egypt under Rameses did not
curtail this Hittite territory, for in spite of all alleged
triumphs over the ' miserable H e t a ' Rameses acknowledged their lordship over Syria, the mutually-recognised frontier having been possibly the Nahr el-Kelb
near Beirut, if not some river still more to the S.
By the peace concluded between the two powers,
expressed in an offensive and defensive alliance between
Ramses and Hetasar—an alliance rendered famotts by
the preservation of the terms of the treaty^—was effected
a definition of political rights in Syria of great importance : the Pharaoh renounced his rights in Syria in
favour of the Hittite king, and thus the country which
hitherto had been in theory Egyptian now became
Hittite.
1 See WMM 3fl^<; I902, no. 5 (H(e)-td-si-ra).
l.'iS
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This theory was taken advantage of and zealously
pressed by Assyria. If in the sequel Syria figures with
the Assyrians as • Hatti land,' they employ this designation because they come forward as lawful heirs to the
Hittite claims.
The same period which witnessed the subjugation of
the Hatti saw also the gradual pressing forward of the
16. Aramseans. Aranuisans into Syria. Already in the
Amarna letteis we find mention of the
ahlamft, by which expression we are to understand the
Aramaic bedouins. Ramman (Adad) - nirari I. and
Shalmaneser I, fought with Aramaeans mainly on
Mesopotamian territory, and similarly also, about i i o o ,
Tiglath-pileser I, speaks of struggles with Aramasan
ahlamft who had forced their way across the Euphrates
into Mesopotamia.
The reign of Tiglath-pileser I. brought with it a
renewed advance on the part of Assyria along the paths
17 T i e l a t h - "''''^'^ ^^^ already been trodden by
Bileser I
Shalmaneser I.
Pressing across the
^
• Euphrates through Melitene to Kumani
and Musri, Tiglath-pileser became master in the first
instance of the former territory of the Mitani which
belonged to him as lord of Mesopotamia. This was
not possible without a previous clearing out of other
invaders. For now also the ' Hittite' tribes of the N.
were seeking to make their way into Mesopotamia and
Syria, a counter-current to the Aramaean immigration.
Tiglath-pileser names the peoples of the Kummuh—
who thus, perhaps, at that time, gave their name to the
country—of the Muski, and Kaska, as having been
repelled by him from Mesopotamia. The people in
question are racially of the same kindred as the then
masters of Asia Minor and the Hittite empire. This
empire was, of course, still more profoundly affected by
this same movement of population, and in the reign of
Sargon II. in the eighth century, it reappears still
under the name of Muski.
These peoples thus, from the present period onward,
constituted the population of the borderlands of Asia
Minor and of Asia Minor itself The Hatti empire
also, accordingly, was the scene of new displacements
of population. From a statement of Tiglath-pileser we
learn, too, that the collision with the Hatti empire
which had not yet occurred under Shalmaneser I., was
no longer delayed. The Hittite king—this is our only
reminder of the existence of ". Hittite power at all at
this period—was defeated by Tiglath-pileser, and the
way to N. Phcenicia was once more open, and with it
access to a port on the Mediterranean.
Tiglath-pileser I. pressed on as far as to Arvad, the
most northern city of Phcenicia, and so found himself
on territory which had formerly been recognised by
Rameses as Hittite, and at the same time he had cut
off the Hittite possessions in Syria from the mother
country farther N.
He tells us how (in Arvad) he
received gifts from the ' king of Egypt'—amongst them
a crocodile, apes, and the hke. This means nothing
either more or less than that the then Pharaoh—his
name is not recorded—recognised him as conqueror of
the JJatti and as heir of the rights which had been
ceded to tihese by Rameses II.
Assyria thus had
become the rightful successor of Egypt in Syria.
Even Tiglath-pileser I. advanced by the most
northerly route to N. Phcenicia. Though recognised
by Egypt he had not yet gained the recognition of the
Hatti nor, above all, that of the broken-up Syrian
vassal-states or provinces themselves.
W'e do not
yet know what was the attitude of these states —
Carchemish, Aleppo, and those further to the S. That
matters would not have been settled without an appeal
to arms may be taken for granted ; but they do not
seem to have come as far as that, for once more, as previously at the aeath of Tukulti-Ninib I., the Assyrian
power speedily collapsed.
In this w ay Syria was rid at one and the same time
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of both Its lords, for the Hittite power also must at that
„ • 1 ff P'^riod have been severely shaken by
t r v
^^^ in-uptions of ihe Muski and others,
' , and so precluded from effective intervention in the affairs of Syria. Syria, therefore, exactly
as Palestine, was in the eleventh and tenth centuries
virtually left to itself and at liberty to follow its own
political development independently ofthe great powers :
as such at this date come into account not only Egypt
and Assvria but also Babyloma.
In Palestine and
P h r m c i a aro^c the kingdoms of David and of Hiram,
in Syria a number of states with populations essentiaUy
of one anti the same character, a mixture of Hittite and
Aramean.
Needless to say, under these conditions
the Aramaean immigration went on with much less
impediment than would have been the case if a strong
and great power had held sway. We have evidence
for this Aranieean advance in occasional statements
made by later Assyrian kings regarding the time in
question.
Thus Shalmaneser II. bears witness that
under the Assyrian king Asur-irbi the Aramaeans had
taken possession of Pitru (see PETHOR) on the Sagur.
This movement will have been in the tenth century,
for from the second half of that century onwards we are
.••
. again able to follow the course of the
19. ASur-nasir- Assyrian kings (from Tiglath-pileser II.
" '
onwards). In the ninth century Aiurna.sir-pal begins anew to expand.
He begins by
subjugating the Aramsean states which had in the
meantime sprung up in Mesopotamia (the most important of them was Bit - Adini which had its centre
about Harran), and next ^ he proceeds to cross the
Euphrates. It is nevertheless worthy of remark that
he did not follow quite the same route as had been
taken by his two predecessors Shalmaneser I. and
Tiglath-pileser 1. W'hilst they took possession of the
territory which had belonged to the Mitani and from
this base were thus able, after the conquest of the Hatti,
to make their way to the sea, Aiur-nasir-pal advanced
direct through Svria proper. He already possessed legal
claims to the ' Hatti land'—for as such Syria is now constantly represented by the Assyrians, whilst the Hatti land
proper on the Halys is henceforward known as Muski.
Tlu- developnient which had gone on in the interval
appears from what Asur-nasir-pal tells us. In the N.
it was Kummuh, on both banks o r t h e Euphrates, that
wns always most fully exposed to the Assyrian influence,
and it acknowledged the Assyrian sovereignty immediately upon the subjugation of the Aramsean states
of Mesopotamia. The region to the S. of Kummuh
embraced in Asur-nasir-pal's time the state of Carchemish, now called the capital of Hattiland (see aljove,
§ 13).
Its king submitted in like manner without
a struggle, thus recognising the claims of Assyria.
\\'est\vard of this had grown up a state which included
the northern portion of Syria proper (substantially
Cyrrhestica) from the borders of Carchemish—let us
sa\' the Sagur — southwards to the mountains of the
Nos.iiri ; its southern and eastern neighbour here may
have been Hamath, of which Asur-nasir-pal for very
good reasons says nothing. The new state was that of
Patin (see P A D D A \ - A R A M ) , which had Liburna or
Lubarna for its king, and Kunalua or Kinalia as its
capital. Liburna did not submit until his capital had
been besieged. In the southern Nosairi range, that is
in the mountains of North Phcenicia, Asur-nasir-pal
founded an Assyrian colony in Aribua.^
Of any
further steps he took Asur-nasir-pal tells us nothing ;
but the state of affairs under his successor shows us
what occurred in the immediately following years in this
Aramsean -^t.Ue in the 'Amk.
Shalmaneser II. proceeded immediitely in the first

years of his reign to strengthen his hold on the territory
„„ -., ,
„ ^^hich Asur-nasir-pal had sub20. Shalmaneser II. j^g^^^^^ -^ Mesopotamia and
Syria. Kummuh, Bit-Adini, and Carchemish had to
submit, or were overthrown. In place of the single state
of Patin, however, Shalmaneser set up in the same area
several smaller states. Liburna had thus to share his
dominion with the various princes of the districts of his
former territory—perhaps in virtue of an arrangement
of Asur-nasir-pal's on the principle of divide et imper,i.
Shalmaneser mentions by name Mutallu of Gurgum,
Hani or Hayan bar Gabar of Sam'al, Sapalulme, and
afterwards Kalparunda^ of Patin in 853. Thus, on this
first campaign which carried him to the Amanus,
Shalmaneser kept himself practically within the limits
of Patin, which had recognised the Assyrian overlordship.
Some years later (in 854) he already names along with
this the people or tribe of Gusi (or Agusi), which had its
seat near Arpad under its prince Arame, and (in the N.)
Lalli of Melitene.
T h e same expedition was destined to bring the whole
of Syria or Hattiland under the Assyrian sway, and the
course of it explains why formerly Asur-nasir-pal had
advanced by the 'Amk-route. For the territory of
Hamath, and that immediately adjoining it on the S.,
were at that time the seat of a greater power which
possessed the ascendancy over Central Syria. Here in
the tenth-ninth century DAMASCUS (q.v.) had developed
into a principal state. Shalmaneser II. reckons up the
' allies ' of Benhadad (Bir-'idri)—i.e., vassal states which
had to render military service—in 854 B.C. and following years thus : Hamath, Kue, Musri, North Phcenicia,
the 'Arabians,' Ammon.
The humiliation of Damascus was the task which
henceforward confronted Syria. Shalmaneser grappled
with it in vain. Even in B42 when Hazael was besieged
in Damascus it was found impossible to force him to submit. On the other hand, from that year we hear no more
of any ' allies.' Assyrian politics had drawn them all
over to the Assyrian side. The question of adherence to
Damascus or to Assyria is at this period the decisive one
for every prince in Hatti-land, and it is accordingly the
one ofsupreme importance for Israel also (see J E H U ) .
Towards the end of the reign of Shalmaneser (832)
tL revolt broke out in Patin ; but it was quelled
21 L a t e r kinffs (Shalmaneser. Ob. 1^7 ff-)- The
° ' troubles connected with the change
of government and the reign of Samsi-Ramman (Adad)
IV. left Syria, in particular Damascus, in much freedom.
Ramman (Adad)-nirari IIL was the first to get energetically to work again.
Mari' of Damascus made submission to him, and thus all Hatti-land acknowledged
Assyrian suzerainty. At the same time ' Amurri' also,
down to its most southerly extremity Edom, was
subjugated, and thus Assyria now went beyond the
limits of the claims which could be inferred merely from
the acknowledgment made by the Pharaoh under
Tiglath-pileser I.^ Henceforward, accordingly, Amurru
also is included in the expression 'Hatti-land.'
We
are unable to say how far circumstances of the Amarna
period were held to justify the claims made (cp § 13).
Next follows a period of decline of the Assyrian
power, bringing along with it greater freedom for Syria
and Palestine. Mention is made of risings in Damascus
(773) and more particularly in Hadrak (Hatarikka)
(772, 765, 75s). The latter nmst thus at that period
have been a town of importance in S)ria. Probably
Aramasan princes sought to establish a kingdom there
The powerlessness of Assyria had as one of its results
that the northern part of Syria came under the influence
of the Urarti, which at that time was strongly asserting

^ From the order ofthe annals it is possible to doubt whether
this happened in 876 or in 868 B.C. T h e latter date is probably
to be preferred.
" Kal'aL el-Arha'In, E S E . from el-LSdakiyeh? see Sanda in
JifV.AG, igo2, 78.

1 I.e., the name 1133 of tbe Aramaic inscription in CIS,
2 no. 7 5 ; see Sachau in ZA, 0412. T h e names are partly
Aramaic, partly Hittite, and thus show the mixed character of
the population.
2 Meanwhile SoSenk had again asserted the Egyptian claims
to Palestine.
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itself. This is true specially of the states of a prevaiUngly ' H i t t i t e ' character, — Kummuh, JSlelitene,
Carchemish. By confiict with the ' H a t t i ' — i . e . , the
Hatti properly so called, who are now designated as
Muski by the .X^synans — the kings of Urartu had
doubtless acquired like claims \\ith those of .Assjna.
Under the changed conditions in .-Vssyria, we scc it now
already designing to extend its influence .also over
Middle Syria, ."sometimes the kings of Urartu take the
title of ' king of Suri,' with the old-Babylonian meaning
(cp § 8), and in opposition to their adversaries the kings
of .\ssyria.
In Middle Syria .-\rpad was in the hands of Alati-el
prince of .-\gusi (§ 20), and his subjugation, as well as
T* 1 fVi t'^^ ^^Pttlsion of the L'l a n d king Sarduris
22 llglatn- f|.^|^ y^ ^i^^ ^^,^^ j]^^^ Tiglath-piieser III.'s
pileser i l l . ^^.^^ ^.^^j. .j.j^^. ^.^^^^ oi\):^is monarch with
its rapid increase of the .\s^>*rian power, brought abuut
in the end the subjugation of Syria and Palestine, and
the prosperity of the .\ssyrian empire proper under the
dynasty of S.xrgon. ' Hatti-land,' in the extended sense
which includes .\murru and thus reaches to the Nalial
Musri, comes under the sway^ of .VssyTia as a province or
vassal-state.
.Mter the subjugation of .\rpad and Urartli, the "Amk
was again overthrown in 738. Here .Azriya'u of Ya'udi
sought to make a stand.
His capital Kulanl (see
CALNO) became the chief city of an Assyrian province ;
the other districts of what had formerly been Patin
(Sam'al. Gurgum) retained in the meantime their own
princes. In ."^am'al Tiglath-pileser mentions Panammii
whom we know from the inscriptions of his son Bir-sur
in Zenjirh. The king's next effort was directed against
Damascus, which fell under Rason in 732 B.C., and
became an .Assyrian province.
By avoiding collision, Hamath seems to have maintained a government of its own from the time of Shalmaneser II. It is not mentioned again after it had given
up the 'alliance' with Benhadad to submit to the
Assyrians (§ 20). By the formation of the province of
Kulanl in 738 it had sustained a great loss of territory.
The whole of the North Phoenician district which had belonged to it was—as belonging to Patin (cp end of § 19),
and therefore rebellious—annexed by Tiglath-pileser as
23 ^ar^nn TT ^ti Assyrian ' province Simirra.' After
the fall of Samaria in 722 B.C. an attempt
was made in conjunction by Samaria, Damascus, and this
' province Simirra' to cast off .Assyrian sovereignty.
Eni'il, the king, doubtless, of the old ruling house, had
btfen set aside, and a certain Ilu-bi'di, ' a peasant,' called
to the throne. The previous peasant condition of the
new king shows that here there was a question of
internal revolution which connected itself with similar
movements in the adjoining countries and was somewhat
belated. In Israel some fifteen or twenty 3'cars earlier
Amos had in like manner spoken out in favour of a
popular movement.
The result naturally was that
Hamath too lost its independence (720 B.C.).
The same fate overt-jok Carchemish under its last
king Pisiris in 717. He had vainly sought support
from Mita of Muski [i.e., Midas of Phrygia'), the ruler
of the old Hatti-land. Thus the whole of Middle Syria
down to the borders of Judah had come under the
provincial administration of Assyria.
In the 'Amk Sam'al had also in the meanwhile lost its
independence, doubtless at the time of the rising of
Hamath. The same fate befel Kumani (Kanunanu)
and Melitene in 712, riurgiim with its capital Markas
(Mar'as) in 711, Kummuh in 708, so that North Syria
also was now once more under Assyrian administration.
Under Sennacherib Assyria made no progress ; on
24 Latpr "^^ contrary, in Palestine repeated efforts
king's
were made, simultaneously with a like effort
° ' on the part of Babylonia in the rear, to
shake off the Assyrian yoke. "This applies, however,
1 Wi. AOF, 2136.
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only to the self-ruling countries—Sidon-Tj-re under Lull,
and Judah under Hezekiah ; the .Assyrian provinces
remained tranquil—perhaps because they felt themselves
at all events better off under the Assyrian administration than they had been under rulers of their own.
Under Esarhaddon and .\sur-bani-pal, in like manner,
more of the Syrian territory changed hands ; broadly,
the conditions which had been established under Sargon
c(.ntinued, with the single exception that the territory
of Tyre and Sidon (not the city of Tyre), also had
become Assyrian.
On the fall of Assyria, Necho made the attempt again
to establish the old rights of the Pharaohs over y a t t i 25. Babylonian '''"'^- " ^ advanced to Carchemish
where he was defeated by Nebusupremacy.
chadrezzar,' At this period he must
like Xebuchadrezzar have had his headquarters in the
Beka. Riblah seems then to have played an important
part. The district of Hamath to which it belonged
v\as very favourably situated for such purposes.
By the victories of Nebuchadrezzar Hatti-land or
cbir nari (-1,13,1 ^zv]—for it is now again occasionally
designated by its old name—came under the power of
Babylonia, and there it remained. The rebellions of
Judah which eventually led to the abolition of tiiat
kingdom, met with no support elsewhere in Syria.
During the whole of this period the capitals of tlie
former states of Syria figure as the administrative
centres of an equivalent number of Assyrian (afterwards
Babylonian) provinces.
The same position of affairs is still indicated by
Nabuna'id in his third year (553), when this ruler
once more summons the kmgs ' of Gaza and the Middle
Sea, beyond the Euphrates' to take their part in the
rebuilding of the temple in Harran. At that time,
therefore, ' Hatti-land' in the widest sense of the word
was still acknowledging the Bab3^1onian supremacy.
Fourteen years later the new king of Babylon was
Cyrus the Persian.
Under Cyrus and Cambyses the government of the
country seems in the first instance to have been carried
p
.
on unchanged; thus the provinces re• mained under their pehas ancf saknus as
before. The internal revolution within the Persian
empire and the rearrangement of the administration
under Darius next brought about the division of the
empire into satrapies. As a result of this the 'Abar
Nah^ra (iS'"i,-ij lay), as it was now officially called in
Aramaic [cbir ndri still in the Cuneiform inscriptions),
became a separate satrapy. Its first satrap w.as Ustani
(see T A T N A I ) , who was also at the same time satrap
of Babylonia and thus received the whole chaldasan
kingdom as his satrapy. At a later date tlie two
. .
satrapies were separated.
The Macel-ater. (jg^jj^i, Conquest brought about, in the
kingdom of the .Seleucidae, a fresh revival of the kingdom
of Babylon.
^'ery soon, however, the capital was
transferred to Syria (Antioch). Through the Roman
and the Parthian ascendency SvTia was severed from
Babylon ; its civilisation, through closer contact with
that of the A\'est, received new impulses, whilst the
Babylonian came to ruin under the Parthian influence.
The same state of things persisted under the Sasanian
rule in Babylon, and the Byzantine in Syria. The two
were again united by the Mohammedan conquest which
once more brought together the whole of the east into
one common area of civilisation. Even then, however,
the contrast was marked. The seat of the caliphate is
at first in Syria ; not, however, in the Christian Antioch
but on the borders of Arabia, in Damascus, where
formerly Benhadad had sought to found an empire. On
the other hand 'Ali found himself compelled to transfer
his seat from the native land of Islam to the other region
of Eastern civilisation, to Babylon (Irak). By his
1 Nabuchodonossor in Antilibanus and in Wady Brissa (W.
from Ba'albek).
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shallowness of the water and the treacherous bottom, as
to the sudden and unaccountable action of the tides and
consequent variations in the position of the banks
(Pomp. Mela, 17 ; importuosus atque atrox et ob vadorum
frequentium
brevia, magisqne etiam ob alternos motus
pelagi afiuentis ac re/lticntis infeslics.
Cp Str. 836 ;
Apoll. Rhod. I.e.)It w.as from this action of the tides
that the name Syrtis was derived (Sallust, B. Jug. 78 :
nomen ex re inditum
. Syrtes ab tractu nominatceFrom the Greek crvpeiv, ' t o draw').
Nevertheless,
masters with local experience found little difficulty in
running along the coast (Str. 836). It is probable that
SYRIA-MAACHAH, RV ARA.\I-M.AAC.\H ( I Ch.
the dangers of the two bays were exaggerated in the
r,)6).
.See .AKA.M, § 5, and SYRIA, § i, AIAACAH.
minds of those unfamiliar with the coast ; exaggerated
accounts were also given of the inhospitable character
SYRIAN LANGUAGE (2 K . I 8 2 6 I s . 3 6 i i ; also
of the mainland, which was represented as a desert of
Ezra 4 7 Dan. 24).
See A R A M A I C .
sand full of dangers (Diod. Sic. '2042 ; Sallust, op- cit.
79 ; Verg. Aen. 441, ' inhospita Syrtis'). As a matter
SYROPHCENICIAN (Mk. 726).
See S Y R I A , § 5,
of fact the coast of the Syrtes in ancient times was
and compare GOSPELS, col. 1842 n. :.;.
fringed with small towns (Str. 8 3 4 / ) , and the territory
SYRTIS, AV QUICKSANDS (H C Y P T I C . Acts27i7
was rich (Pol. 322).
Ti., W H ) . T h e Great and the Little Syrtis (Si/pris
From what has been said it is easy to understand the
ixey6.\r} Kai puKpd, Ptol. 43) were the eastern and the
fear on the part of the crew of the .Alexandrian grainwestern recess respectively of the great bay or indentation
ship
of finding themselves on a lee-shore—and that, the
in the coast of northern Africa between Tunis and Tripoli.
shore of the dreaded .Syrtes.
From the prob.able
The Great Syrtis, the eastern recess (the modern Gulf
direction of the wind ( E X E . ; see Smith, Voyage and
of Sidra), extended from the promontory called Boreum
-Shipioreck of St- Paul, 110 f . ) , which can be inferred
on the E. to that of Cephak-e on the \V. (Str. 8 3 5 / ) .
from the bearings of the island of Clauda with reference
The Little Syrtis, the western recess (now the Gulf of
to the region of the .Syrtis, it is probable that the Great
Gabes), was included within the promontories Zeitha
Syrtis was the immediate object of alarm, for a ship
and Brachodes (.Str. 834 ; .Sc\'l. 48).
scudding before the wind {iTrcbovTes icpepbp-eda, v. 15)
If a vessel became involved in them escape was regarded as
almost hopeless (Str. 836, cnravcov 5' elcat TO act^op-evov CTKcJcfios)-, must inevitably have found herself entangled in that
consequently, ships kept far out to sea in passing between the
bay ultimately.
It was to check this course, and
eistcrn and the western Mediterranean (ibid.,Sc6jrep noppcidevT'ov
Trapacricovv TTOioui'Tai ^oKaTTOp-evoc p.Tj kp.wicroc€v et? TOVS KOATTOVS to lay the ship upon the starboard tack, that the
VTT a-vep-civ acj)v\aicToc- ^rtc^devres)- Polybius (1 39) records how operations described in u- 17 (xaAdtrapres T6 GKeoos,
the consuls Gnaius Servilius and Gaius Sempronius were caught
wrongly in .AV, ' strake s a i l ' ; RV, ' lowered the gear.'
unawares in the Little Syrtis (253 B.C.), and had to jettison
See Smith, op. cit. n o / . ; Rams. St. Paul ihe
their stores in order to get ofiF(cp Apoll. Rhod. 41235, ^cjpriic
69' ovKCTt coo'Tos OTTtffffw | i^utrl jre'Aet, ore TOF ^e j3i<daT0 KoXirov
Traveller, 329) were undertaken ; with the result of
tuicrdac).
throwing the ship ultimately upon the coast of Malta.
The danger was attributed not so much to the
W. J. w.

overthrow Syria triumphed in the first instance, and
continui-il for a century to be the seat of the caliphate
uniler the Ommajy.ids. Then the East obtained the
upper hand once more, and tire Abbasids took up their
residence in old Bab\'lonia, in Baghdad. T h e Orient
had its last period of prosperity, which came to an end
in the overtlirow of Baghdiid by the Mongols, by which
time S\ria as well as Mesopotamia had already for long
displayed the old tendency to break up into detached
kingdoms or sultanates.
D. G. H., §§ I-s a, 6, 7 ; A. E. s., § 5.^; H. \V., §§ 8-27.

TAANACH CilJUri or TlJUn Josh.2l2s, TANAX M ,
e<\i\NAX [^^L] ; Egypt. Tdnka, Tdanak [W.MM, .4s.
u. Eur. 170]), a royal city of the Canaanites (Josh. 1221,
e^NAX [A], ZA.K&X \y^\ SAAN AX L'-])' ' " 'he territory of
Iss.achar, but assigned to Manasseh.
So, in J u d g . 1 27 (eai/dic [B], ejcSon/aaS [.\L]) 5 r9 (6a.v,xcL\ [B],
Stvvcix lALl) Jo.sh. 17 11-21 (TO-VCIX IA], M ^ l r a x IL], B om.) i K.
4 12 (iroh-o-pa-x [B], Bca-vo-x [A], mea/i [L]) i Ch. 7 29 (SoAfi^ [B],
Bo-a-va-X I A L ] ) .

Schubert {Morgenland, 8164), followed by Robinson
[BRZ\ib),
found it in the modern Tdannuk,
now a
mean hamlet on the S. side of a small hill with a
summit of table-land, where Dr. Sellin is now excavating.
It lies on the south-western border of the plain
of Esdraelon, 4 m. S. of .Megiddo, in connection with
which it is mentioned in the triumphal ' Song of Deborah'
(Jndg. 519). It is a question, however, whether in all
the biblical passages the redactor has not, through •.
geo.jraphical misapprehension, substituted the northern
cit)- Taanach for a city in the Xegeb called probably
Beth-anak (Che.). -6,-,- Crit. Bib.
TAANATH-SHILOH (HV.:' niNFl), a landmark on
the frontier of Ephraim situated eastward of Micmethath
( J o s h . l H 6 t , e H N A C A KAI CeAAHCA [ B ] , T H N A e C H A O )

[A], QH NA9AC [ L ] ) . If ' Taanath ' has the right vowels,
we may identify with tiie mod. Tdnd or '--iin Tdnd, N.
from Vaniin, a ruined 'Ute with remains of large cisterns.
The form given in (p, however, favours a different
pointing—'o' nJNB, ' fig-tree of Shiloh ' (NA.MES, § ro3);
cp e-r,vci[Bl 0S'^> 261:6.
T. K. C.
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TABBA0TH(nil?3D, § 7 1 ; '[signet] rings,'but see
T A B B A T H ; T A B A C O O IBNL]; cp H O T H A M ) , the family name
o f a company of (post-exilic) Nethinim : Ezra 243 (ra^caS [B],
Ta33aio9 (Al) Neh. 746 (ya^dcO IB], TO/3/3. [ A ] ) = i Ksd. 629
T a h a o t h (ra/SuS [A]).

TABBATH (nSD, with the retention of the old fem.
ending, § 78 ; TABAO [BL]. r*.- E^])' mentioned only
in the account of the defeat of the Midianites by Gideon,
where it is probably a corruption of JOTBAH [q-v.]
(Judg. 7 22). See GIDEON, col. 1720, n. 4, and note
that this name, disguised as Tabbaoth, which comes
from the Negeb, is borne by a family of Nethinim or
Ethanites (?).

See T A B B A O T H , SOLOMON'S SERVAXTS.

T. ^. c.
TABEEL, AV Tabeal ("pK^tO, in Is. pausal form
7 K l t 3 [see Ko., Lehrgeb. 2537},' God is good,' or [W'l
Alt. Unt. 74] ' God is wise,' cp Tab-rimmon ; TABGHA
[BKAQPL]).

I. Ben-Tabeel (RV ' t h e son of Tabeel,' AV '. .
Tabeal') is the only name given by Isaiah to the person
put forward by Rezin and Pekah as a substitute f< tr Ahaz
on the throne of Judah (Is. 76). (S regards the name as
a compound, the second part of which is SN, ' God.' The
points, however, imply the pronunciation T.ab'^al—i.e.,
'good-for-nothing' (cp Xold. Z£).Vc; 33330 [1879]); a
feu d'esprit in the old Jewish manner. AVinckler (-Alttest.
Unt- 74) and Guthe (ISRAEL, § 32) take ' thesonof T.abeel'
(as is usually read) to be Rezin (Rezon). Most scholars
suppose that an .Aramaean or Syrian is meant, but not
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Rezin himself, who is surely the chief speaker in Is. 1 if.
Marti, however, suggests that the name of the father of
Rezin's nominee may have been 'rob<^'el or fobi'el, so
that he would have been a Judahite (but see T O B I A H ) ;
he declines, however, to speak positively. If, however,

the assembly' or • tabernacle of the congregation'
(Bahr, I 1 3 6 / , Ewald, 168) is incorrect; moreover in
point of fact the sanctuaries of the Semites ije\er were,
primarily, places of meeting for the community ; they
were places where the deity dwelt and revealed himself
{see T E M P L E , § i). So also the tabernacle {see below.
§ 8).

the view referred to elsewhere ( R E Z I . \ . T I G L A T H - P I L E S E R )

be correct, and the invaders of Judah were Rezin (Rezon),
kingof.Aram, and Pir'am(?), king of Ishmael, it becoiues
at once probable that the title of the pretender's father
was Ben-Tubal, T U B A L [q.v.) being an ethnic name of
the X. Arabian border-land. According to this view,
the invasion was from the S., and the news brought to
Ahaz may have oeen ' .-Aram has encamped against
Ephron'; Ephron (piBj;), corrupted in Is. [l-c-) into
' Ephraim ' (D-^.S'I, was the name ofa town of Jerahmeel
which became Jud.ahite, according to 2 Ch. 1819, under
king Abijah ; it m.ay also have been Judahite under Ahaz,
and if so have been on the frontier of Judahite territory
towards the S. There are parallels enough in corrupt
passages elsewhere to warrant our reading in Is. 76,
' Let us go up against Jerusalem . . . and let us appoint
a king in the midst of it, namely, the son of Tubal (the
Tubalite).'
2. -A Persian official in Samaria, Ezra 4 7, who in
I Esd. 2i6 is called Tabellius [Ta^iWco^ [BAL]). It
is verypossible to read the name --^T.T'[, ' Tubalite' [i.e-,
a man of the X. -Ai-abian Tubal). This is connected
with a critical theory on the original narratives in Ezra,
for which see Crit. Bib. It involves holding Shobal
(Gen. 3620, etc.) to be the original of Bishlam, and
perhaps Ramathi (I Ch. 2727) of Mithredath in the same
passage, the present readings being due to a later editor.
T. K. c .

TABERAH (nnunn,'burning' of RV^E-; eMHYPICMOC [B-AFL]), a locality in the wilderness of Paran
(presumably near Kibroth-hattaavah), which is said to
have derived its name from the ' burning' which took
place there iXu. I I 3 Dt. 922+).
See K I B R O T H - H A T TAAV.\H, \ V . \ . \ D E R I \ G S , §§ 7, 10.
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Traditional vie'vv (§ i).
Description in P (§ 2).
The tabernacle: its walls (§3),
Its coverings (§ 4).
Curtains (§ 5).
Court (§ 6).
Furniture (§ 7).
Significance of tabernacle in
P (§ 8).

Symbolism (§ 9).
Unhistorical character of record (§ 10),
Impossible in the wilderness
(§11).
Sacred tent in E (§ 12).
Tabernacle non-existent in
historical times (§ 13).
Literature (§ 14).

According to the traditional view, which goes as far
back as to P, and e\'en to the period of the exile, the
1 TraHit"
1 ^^"^P^^ i" Jerusalem had its prototype
.
in the portable sanctuary—the tabernacle— set up in the wilderness by
Moses.
In accordance with directions received on
Alount Sinai (Ex. 2 6 i ^ , P) he constructed for Yahwe
and the ark a sumptuous tent which accompanied the
Israelites as their only sanctuary during their forty
years' wandering in the wilderness.
Though never
anything but a. 'tent,' a provisional and temporary
house of God, designed for the journey from Sinai to
Palestine, it continued long after the settlement in
Canaan to be Israel's sole legitimate sanctuary—set
up, now here now there, in various parts of Palestine
until at last Solomon built his temple, to which the
ark of Yahwe was finally transferred.
The most usual designation for this tabernacle in P is
'dhel?noed[~;i'^^ s,ix ; e.g., Ex. 2/21 2843 294 1 0 / . etc. ;
see AssEiMHi.Y, 2 ; col. 346). According to Ex. 2 9 4 2 /
Nu. 17i9[4] this expression denotes the tabernacle as
the place where Yahwu meets with Moses and the people
and communicates to Moses from the kappo7'eth {see
MERCY S E A T )

between

the

cherubim

his

messages

to the children of Israel. On this view the usual interpretation of the expression as meaning ' tabernacle of
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T h e tabernacle is expressly spoken of (Lev. 17 4 [cp 15 -xi mg
' t a b e r n a c l e ' ] , Nu. Itig 19 13 81 203047 Josh. 22 19) as miskan
'I'liivh ( m n ' ]3i:Jp)—a phrase which on the other hand, it is true,
is also used to designate the holy of holies, the dwelling place
piopcr of the deity as distinguished from the rest ofthe structure
(K.x. 20 I 6 / 3 5 I I 36 137: 3 9 3 3 / 40 1 9 / N u . 8 2 5 ; cp also K.v.
3LI:i2 40 2 6 29).
Another name for the tabernacle is 'i)hel
hih-edi-ah(T\-\yj^ S H N ; N U . U I S 1 7 2 2 / [ 7 / ] I82), or/;//V/'...;
haedi~(th(Tn)7r\ I ? ^ ; E x . 3 8 2 i N u . l 50 53 l O i i ) , 'tabernacle'
or 'dwelling plnct; ' of the 'testimony' or ' w i t n e s s ' (r.p
A R K OF T H E C<>\-|.N..VNT, § 3). This after the analogy of 'e/iet
mo'ed is taken liy Kichm and others as meaning ' the dwellingplace where Gu>\ Ijcars witness to himself and to his will,' m
other words as equivalent to ' t e n t of revelation." It seems
more probable, however, that here as in the expression ' ark
o f t h e *^^/?M'(Ex. 25 22 2633) the word 'tV/7/A means the two
tables of the law, and the whole expression the tent in which
the two tables are deposited (cp © Q-KTJITJ TOU p.apTvpiov, Vg.
tabemaeulum
testimonii or fixderis; cp also Ex.3118 34 29).!

The details of the tabernacle and its furniture have
been preserved to us in two-fold form—once in the form
2 Description ^^ ^ divine instruction to Moses in
in P
which all the measurements and specifications to the smallest detail are
given {Ex. 25io-27i9), and again in that of a narrative
relating how this instruction was carried out, when
practically everything is repeated {Ex. 368-8831). These
two sections belong to different strata of P.
The whole description leaves at first sight such an
impression of painstaking precision that the reader
might be tempted forthwith to take for granted its
historical truth. As soon, however, as he begins to
examine more closely, and on the basis of this description proceeds to attempt to form for himself a definite
picture of what the tabernacle was, he finds that in
spite of the multitude of data supplied, or rather precisely because of their multitude, it is impossible to
arrive at any clearness on the subject. As Wellhausen
very truly remarks (Prol.^''>, 353, cp E T 348) : 'without
repeating the descriptions of the tabernacle in Ex. 25 ff.
word for word, it is difficult to give an idea how circumstantial it is ; we must go to the source to satisfy ourselves what the " n a r r a t o r " can do in this line. One
would imagine that he was giving specifications to
measurers for estimates or that he was writing for
weavers and cabinetmakers ; but they could not proceed
upon his information, for the incredibly matter-of-fact
statements are fancy all the same.'
The tabernacle consists of two parts : (i) the
* dwelling-place' (miskan), and (2) the enclosing court
(hd-ser).
3. The
I. T h e 'dwelling-place' is spoken of
tabernacle: in t h e n a r r a t i v e a s a ' t e n t ' o r t a b e r n a c l e
i t s walls. ( Wicl).
O n closer e x a m i n a t i o n , h o w e v e r ,
t h i s a c c o r d s very imperfectly with t h e d e t a i l e d d e s c r i p t i o n . ^ F o r t h e so-called ' t e n t ' f o r m s a n o b l o n g with
u p r i g h t w a l l s m a d e of thick ' b o a r d s ' ( E V , tn,?, k&es,
^ [Other words rendered ' tabernacle ' in EV, but only in the
more general sense of that word, are : n30, sukkdh, see TABURNACLES, F E A S T o r ; - Q , sok, Ps. 70 2 (RVmg. ' covert'), or
nc, sok. Lam. 26 (RV"ig 'booth or h e d g e ' ) ; ni3D, sikkuth.
Am. h 26, AV ; R V ' Siccuth,' see C H I U N ; O-KT,.-^, Mt. 174 etc. ;

<TKi\vos, 2 Cor. 5 14 ; o-KiJi'aj/j.a, Acts 7 46 2 Pet. 1 i j . See I ENT.]
- It is clear that the writer is a t ^ r e a t pains to make it appear
that the structure is a tent. Only in this way can we explain
the surprising circumstance that in both cases—both when the
instructions are being given and when the construction is being
described—he begins with the roof. Plainly he feels that the
walls, etc., as he is about to describe them, do not give the
impression of a tent. Therefore he gives to the curtains—the
r o o f - t h e place of chief importance, which of course they would
have in the case o f a tent, and treats all else, the walls, etc.—as
secondary and merely as necessary accessories for the curtains
just as tent-poles are.
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0 (XTvXoL, Philo and Josephus Kioves). These boards
are each l o cubits^ high (thus quite rightly designated
in the Greek: ' pillars ' or ' posts '), the wall itself somewhat more, as the ' feet' (see below) of the boards
have to be added in. In all there are 48 boards, 20
on the N. and 20 on the S. side {the structure facing
eastward) and 8 forming the western (rear) wail. T h e
front has no such wall ; it is closed merely by curtains.
The boards themselves are (as Ex. 26i6ff. expressly
states) each i ^ cubits broad. From this, their arrangement and the thickness of each can be easily calculated.
T h e long side of the oblong (interior measurement) as is implied in Ex. liii isff., is to be 30 cubits, and that of the rear wall
(thus interior measurement also) is locubits. This last measurement indeed is not expressly given, but it is clearly implied by
the whole context ; the holy of holies at the west end of the
structure is conceived of as a cube of 10 cubits, j u s t as that of
the temple of Solomon is a cube of 20. This being so, the
boards ofthe rear wall were so placed as to make it the exterior
wall which covered the breadth of both the longitudinal walls.
T h e eight boards of the rear wall together made a breadth of
8 X 1 ^ = 1 2 c u b i t s ; as the interior measurement was only 10
cubits there remained a difference on each side of i cubit which
could only have served to cover the ends of the side walls.
These, therefore and the rear wall also were i cubit thick (so
Bahr, Ewald, Kamphausen, and others).
Holzinger,^ it is true, supposes that these dimensions (10
cubits and 30 cubits) are meant to be taken not as interior but
as exterior measurements. In support of this he point^i t o t h e
measurement of the curtain of goats' hair which is calculated
for a framework of 10X10X30 cubits. This argument holds
good, however, only if we ignore Ex. 2612 (Holzinger eliminates
It as a gloss) and double the curtain for 4 cubits in front while at
the rear it comes down to the ground (4-|-3o-fio=44 cubits).
T h e passage just referred to, on the other hand, clearly reckons
I I cubits as hanging down at the rear and 2 cubits in front as
doubled; thus leaving 31 cubits to be accounted for (viz 30
cubits as length of the exterior and i cubit as thickness of rear
wall). In Ex. 26 22, it is true, the two corner boards of the rear
wall are distinguished from the others ; and from this the
inference has been drawn that they were of slenderer proportions
and thus the boards altogether thinner than has been calculated
above (so, for example, already Josephus, who gives their
thickness as half a cubit). T h e motive for this is manifest; a
structure formed of boards 2 ft. 7 in. broad and 20.67 i"- thick crtn
no longer in fairness be called a t e n t ; beams of such a size are
no longer mere supports for a curtain roof; they are substantial
walls, and it is also hard to say where in the wilderness trees
capable ofyielding such massive timber are to be found. Hence
the pains taken in the apologetic interest t o reduce the beams.
Thus, for example, Knobel cites Ezek. 27 6 where the same
expression keres is used for panelling ( E V , RVmg'- ' deck '),
thus plainly indicating thin boards, not thick beams.
As
already observed, however, the writer's manifest object is to
make the structure appear as a tent, and therefore he may very
well have deliberately chosen this word even although (or
rather because) it elsewhere means only 'plank.' Keil maintains
that the interpreter has no reason for magnifying mere planks
into ^colossal beams such as can neither be obtained from the
acacia tree nor be transported on wheels in the wilderness.
Nevertheless there is no getting past the fact that in E x .
26 isff. it is expressly stated of all the boards that they were
alike. T h e text of E x . 26 22_^, however, is hopelessly corrupt
and unintelligible. T h e numerous attempts at explanation that
have been made at various times cannot be discussed here ;
some of them are in the highest degree artificial, as for example
that of Riehm ( / / / r 5 , j . z ' . 'Stiftshiitte,' p . 1578(5). Cp, further,
Dillmann and Holzinger, ad loc. ; also Riggenbach, 23 ff.,
Keil, -SjyC [.Starting from Stade's study of the construction of
Solomon's lavers (i K. 7 2^ff.) in ZA TW, 1901, p p . 1 4 5 ^ where
nJT and C ' 3 . ^ are shown to have h a d the technical sense of
' s t a y s ' and ' cross-rails' respectively, Prof. Kennedy holds that
the 'C~\y> of P—which is found elsewhere only in Ezek. 27 6 in
the sense of ' p a n e l ' — i s ' a frame of wood, such as builders in
all countries have employed in the construction of light walls.'
H e renders 7'z>. i^jf. thus, taking the parenthesis l a s t : ' A n d
thou shalt make the frames for the dwelling of acacia wood,
standing up, two uprights for each frame, joined to each other
b y cross-rails—ten cubits the height and a cubit and a half t h e
breadth ofthe single frame.' T h e third dimension is not given,
Li^cau^e a frame has, strictly speaking, no thickness.]
Further, all t h e b o a r d s a r e uniformly furnished each

with two nn% yddoth {EV ' t e n o n s ' ) , which are connected with one another by a slip of wood {Ex. 26 xtf ) .
Josephus understands by the expression 'pivots' (dxph^lyyes.) at the foot of each board, and this is not
^ [ I t is assumed throughout this article that the longer cubit
of 2-1*67 in. is m e a n t ; see W E I G H T S AND M E A S U R E S , § i.]
2 So also A. R . S. Kennedy, ' T a b e r n a c l e , ' i n H a s t i n g s ' Z ? 5
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improbably correct.

For according to Ex.2619 tw(

bases {Q-OTN, dddnlfn,

EV 'sockets,' (Sdcreis) are pro

vided in each case for the two pivots. They are 0
silver, and each weighs r. talent (95 lbs.) ; Ex.3827.
Interpreters differ widely as to the purpose and tht
form of these sockets. The most natural view seems tc
be that of Josephus, according to which the tenons and
sockets were placed at tlie lower edge of the boards in
such a way thaf the function of the tenons was to connect the boards with the sockets. For throughout the
whole description no word is said as to the manner in
which the boards were set up on or, as it may be,
fastened into the ground. As to this, some interpreters
think of the sockets as having been wedge-shaped and
as being driven into the ground, the boards then being
fitted into them by means of the tenons. Against such
an explanation, however, must be urged the light weight
cf the silver ; 95 lbs. of that metal (if the text be correct)
are not enough for a wedge large enough to carry a
pillar having a cross section of 30 x 20 in. and weighing
something like half a ton. Moreover the use of silver
for any such purpose at all would be very odd ; silver
and gold after all are best applied for the decoration ot
a structure and are not usually buried under ground.
Other interpreters accordingly take the meaning to be
that the yddoth {tenons), were designed for driving into
the ground and that the ddani7n were merely quite
shallow projecting bases of the boards through which the
pivots passed. But not even thus is the object of fixing
the boards in position attained, for simple pivots would
have been insufficient, and the boards would have had
to be driven into the ground {see below). Thus we are
shut up to the view that the add nim were quite shallow
bases of the boards serving more for ornament than for
stability. By the pivots in that case these bases were
attached to the boards. It will be enough merely to
mention here the quite different explanation of Riehm
(HWB, s.v. 'Stiftshiitte,' 1 5 7 8 / ) according to which
each board consisted of two pieces which were held
together by the tenons at the sides and by the feet
below.
These boards were attached to one another by cross
bars {EV ' b a r s ' ; c-nns, bUrihim).
Each board had
on its outer side golden ' rings ' {EV ; niyao, tabbaoth)^
through which were passed strong bars of acacia wood.
To be precise, there were five such bars on each side
(Ex. 363i_^). The middle bar, half-way up the boards,^
ran all the way along and thus was in the case of the
rear wall 12 cubits long, and in the case of each of the
other two walls 30 cubits, or, let us say, 31 cubits, since
doubtless we may safely assume that the boards of the
rear wall which covered the ends of the longer walls,
and thus the rear wall as a whole, were connected with
the longer walls by these crossbars. From the statement about the middle bar that it went right along we
must conclude that this was not the case with the others.
These, accordingly, were shorter and we shall be justified perhaps in supposing that each bar joined together
only one half of the total number of boards, and thus
that each individual board had only three rings and
bars. The position of the bars as given in the figure in
Riehm (HWB 1579) is derived from the consideration
that the narrator plainly has it in his mind that five bars
could be at once distinguished by simple inspection,
which would not so readily be the case if the upper and
1 [This passage, however, belongs to a very late addition to
P based on the census in Numbers.]
2 It is not indeed expressly_said in the text that the bars were
upon the outer s i d e ; but this is thc most natural and likely
supposition.
Ewald, however^ amongst others, thinks of the
rings and bars as on the inner side.
,3 Riggenbach iind others take E.v.26 28as meaning that the
middle bar went through the interior of the boards themselves
and not through rings, but such a construction can hardly be
put upon the expression D'Einpri ^Jina, apart from the improbability ofthe whole idea.
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lower bars had each n m at a uniform level and each
contiguous with the other. ^
Finally, the boards and bars are, according to Ex.
2'62gff'., overlaid with gold, that is to say, with thin
gold plate so that the inner and outer surface of the
structure \\ as golden."'
These walls formed a framework for the coverings—
the roof, which, as already observed, was regarded
by the narrator as the main thing, the
.
essential part of tlie structure, as indeed it
coverings. ^^^^^^ \^^ j ^ the case of an actual tent. It
has four coverings, laid successively the one upon the
other.
(i) The innermost was of costly linen. It is described (Ex. 26 iff.) as the work of the cunning workman
[ma\iseh hoseb), of fine-twined linen (.ses; see L I N E N , 7)
violet purple and red purple (t^kiJeth and argd77idn ; see
COLOURS, § 15. P U R P L E ) and scarlet [tolaath
Siinl;
see COLOURS, § 14, S C A R L E T ) .
Cherubim were woven

into it. How the colours were applied we are not
more precisely informed. X^'e can imagine either 1
patterned textile in four colours with inwoven cherubim
or 1 white texture with cherubim inwoven in three
colours. The latter appears the more likely supposition.
The curtain of the enclosing wall of the court was also
white {see below). T h e whole covering was made up
of ten separate ' curtains ' (EV ; yeri'oth); each of these
strips was 28 cubits long and 4 cubits broad, and five
of them were joined side by side to form one large
covering. Xo particulars are given as to the mode of
their attachment. T h e two large coverings thus composed, 28 cubits long and 20 cubits wide, had each of
them along one of the longer sides fifty ' loops' (EV ;
luldoth) of violet purple so placed that each of the loops
was opposite a loop on the other curtain. In these loops
were inserted fifty golden ' c l a s p s ' (RV, AV ' t a c h e s ' ;
cr^p, kirdsim), by means of which the two large coverings were held together."* The whole of the great covering thus made up, 28 cubits by 40, was then laid over
the wooden framework. On the outer side of each of the
two longer walls it thus hung down to «. distance of 8
cubits (the whole breadth of the structure, including the
thickness of the walls, being, as we ha ve seen, 12
cubits). T o the rear, on the other hand, there were
9 cubits to spare, as of course the covering was not
allowed to overhang in front. In this position of the
covering, the joining of its two great sections, with its
loops and clasps, ran exactly along the top of the hanging curtain which, 20 cubits from the front, separated
the holy place from the holy of holies. This arrangement was certainly designed. Nothing is anywhere
said as to any special attachment of this great covering
to the walls ; nor indeed was any such attachment
required, its own weight combined with that of the two
others superimposed upon it being amply sufficient to
keep it in position. This inner covering constitutes the
miskan properly so-called, the wooden walls being
regarded merely as supports for it ; and we find it
accordingly in one place (Ex. 2613) expressly so called.
a. Kurz, Keil, Bahr, and others(including Hol/inger), take it
that this covering hung down on the inner side uf the structure,
covering the wall as with a hanging of tapestr>-. The reason
primarily alleged for this opinion—that otherwise the cherubs
between the wall and the hair-covering would not have btun
shown—disappears on the assumption we propose to make that
the hair-covering was drawn out (see l.tlow).
T w o other
reasons, adduced by Holzinger, carr>' more weight, (i.) In the
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first place he urges that the fine linen fabric would have taken
damage if stretched over the wooden wall in contact with the
rough covering of goats' hair, would have been torn by the
nails, and so forth. As against this, however, it has to be
pointed out that the whole structure is a creation of the
imagination, and that in any case the author has not thought
out the details with such practicality and minuteness as
criticism of this kind would imply, (ii.) Holzinger's other reason
is that, in N u . 4 5 , when the tabernacle is being removed it is
represented that the byssus covering can be applied as a covering for the ark_ without more a(*o ; this certainly could be done
most easily if it hung wholly within. T h e fact, however, that
in striking an actual tent the first thing to be done is to take
down the tent covering, is of cuurse one that does not need
to be particularly emphasised ; and the implied oversight of
lliu narrator thus becomes intcUigiblL:, b. On the other side there
are preponderating considerations against the theory that the
covering hung within, (i.) In the first place, had it done so, this
would have rendered necessary special arrangements for the
attachment of the covering tu the upper edge of the wooden
walls, but of any such, no mention is anywhere made, (ii.)
Further, i n t h e case supposed, the covering would have hung
down 9 cubits on each of the side walls, and as many as 10 on
the hinder wall, thus resting on the ground—an inequality which,
in combination with the great protruding cornerpieces, would
have greatly_ disfigured the Holy of Holies. (Iii.) Finrdly, in
E x . 2 6 1 2 / ; it is expressly said that the tent-covering proper
which lay above this covering overlapped it in all directions ; but
this is meaningless unless the Inner covering also hung down
the outside of the wooden walls. This last passage, it is true,
is regarded by Hol/inger as a gloss ; It shows, however, in any
case at least that from a very early date this linen covering was
thought of as an external hanging. Nor is it by any means
necessary to treat the verses as a gloss. For on any construction
it is impossible to give precision and accuracy to the description (see below). For all which reasons the majority of modern
interpreters (Dillmann, Riehm, Nowack, Kennedy, and others)
adopt the \iew that the covering was an external one. On
this view, let it be added, the general effect was not impaired
by the inequality of the hanging on the side walls (8 cubits),
as compared with the hinder wall (9 cubits), nor yet by the
corner folds coming down to the ground with 2 cubits to spare,

(2) Above this inner covering came, as a second
'roof,' a real tent covering {Ex. 2 6 7 , ^ ) hke those in
ordinary use, made of black or brown goats' hair,' a
material that quickly felts in rain and allows no moisture
to pass through. This covering is also spoken of,
absolutely, as ' t h e tent." Like the other, it also,
naturally, is made up of separate strips ; of which there
are eleven, each of them 30 cubits by 4. Of these
eleven, five and six respectively are fastened together so
as to form two larger coverings. Uniformly with the
linen covering both parts of the goats' hair co\-enng
have each on the longer side fifty loops exactly opposite
one another and are fastened together by clasps ; only
here the clasps are made of copper—a less noble metal.
The material and colour of the loops are not specified.
It will be observed that if a covering of these dimensions
were to be laid over the linen covering, it would overlap
it all round by a cubit, and this is expressly stated
in Ex.2613. On the hinder wall, on the other hand,
the overlapping part was 2 cubits longer than the linen
covering. For the hair covering was so adjusted that
of the eleventh (extra) breadth of 4 cubits only the half
hung over the back of the tabernacle (Ex. 2612), that is
to say, overlapped the linen covering. ^ T h e extra
portion over the entrance in front, L^ cubits in width,
was not allowed to overhang but ^^as turned back so
that in this way the first strip to the front was folded
along the medial line and lay double. According to
Josephus [Ant. iii. 64) there was thus made a sort of
gable and portal. A simpler explanation perhaps will
be that of Riehm and others, that the weight of the
doubled front strip was intended to prevent the wind

^ The circumstance that the middle bar ran right along and
thus must have been 31 cubits in length naturally caused difficulty from very early times, and Josephus accordingly represents
it as having been made u p of several lengths of 5 cubits apiece,
which were screwed together.
2 Perhaps we ought with Holzinger to regard v. 29 as being
in the main a gloss ; in N u . 4 careful packing of the gold-]Dlated
objects is enjoined, and this would certainly not be easy in the
case of the boards of the tabernacle. Yet an oversight such as
this, on the part ofthe narrator, is not difficult to imagine.
^ Schick's supposition, that one curtain had loops and clasps,
is contrary to the language of the text.

1 Bahr thinks that this covering was entirely^ white. _ T h e
text, however, do<js not say so, nor is the thmg likely in ilself.
Ordinary' tent-coverings are black or dark-brown, often having
white stripes also (C.'vnt, 1 5).
- L - I ,
2 Holzinger {ad loc.) It is time, holds this reckoning which
brings out an excess to be a mistake, and considers 2612 to be a
gloss. T h e mistake arises according to him out of a false
notion as to the manner in which the Hnen covering was placed
(sec- above). [Kennedy (op. cit.) follows H6lzinger in regarding
V. 12 as a mistaken gloss, but holds that the whole_ of the
eleventh curtain hung doubled over the edge of the roof in front,
for which he claims the support of a Jewish treatise of the
third century.]
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from catching it too easily. Behind and at the sides
the covering was protected against this by the fastening
with tent pins (see below). The effect of the arrangement was that the joinings of the linen and of the goats'hair coverings did not coincide ; and this is evidently
quite right. In like manner the places at which the
separate strips were fastened together by the loops and
clasps were not coincident as Bahr, and recently
Holzinger and Kennedy, erroneously have held. In
point of fact, since in the case of the goats'-hair covering
the larger portion (of six strips) was put in front, the
joining came to be over the holy of holies, 2 cubits
farther back than the joining of the linen covering
which as we have seen was exactly over the veil between
the holy place and the holy of holies.
T o this tent covering pertain the ' pins' ( E V ;
yHhedoth) and ' c o r d s ' (EV ; methdrim) of which recurring mention is made (Ex. 2719 35i8 382031 3940).
The pins, unlike the ordinary wooden tent peg, are of
brass (3831). From the mention of these pins and
cords we must infer, although this is not expressly
stated, that the hair-covering did not, like the undercovering, hang down over the outer walls, but, as
would be the case with a regular tent, was fastened by
means of ropes to the pins driven into the ground and
thus spread out slantingly. Hence also it must in all
directions have been longer than the linen covering.
By this supposition we also get over the other difificulty,
otherwise hard to meet, that at the rear this covering
hung down 11 cubits (2 cubits more than the linen
covering) and thus, since the wall was only 10 cubits
high, would have had one whole cubit upon the ground
unless thus drawn out.^

nails with which the curtain was nailed up—had this
been so they would have to be pulled out every time
the tabernacle was moved—but hooks to which the
curtain was fastened somehow, with rings or otherwise.
From this outer curtain the inner, by which the
structure is divided into two parts, is distinguished only
by its greater elaboration ; the materials are the same,
but, over and above, it is adorned with cherubim, the
work of the skilled workman.
The four pillars by
which this inner curtain is supported, are of acacia wood
completely overlaid with gold, and have silver bases, in
this respect differing from the pillars of the outer
apartment, which have bases of brass only, and only the
capitals overlaid with gold. This inner curtain has its
place directly underneath the row of clasps which fasten
the two portions of the linen covering together, and
thus is 10 cubits distant from the hinder wall.
It
divides the entire space into two apartments, the outer
and larger being 20 cubits long and the inner only half
as much, having thus the form of a cube of 10 cubits.

(3) Above this tent covering were placed—obviously for a
protection from the weather—two additional coverings ; one of
rams' skins dyed red {^"^^ nhy HODD), and over this another of
porpoise skins (D'u^'nn hhy nODD; but see BADGERS S K I N S ) .
As to the dimensions of these two coverings no details are
given (see below, note i).
Riehm (HWB)
and others have
supposed that they served the purpose only of a roofing, and
were not so large as the coverings properly so-called. This,
however, cannot be deduced from the expression ' covering'
(rtDDD) nor yet from the ' a b o v e ' (i^V?^'^) of E x . 40 19 N u . 4 25 ;
and all further conjectures based upon this, such as that the
roof ran to a point or to a ridge, and the like, are wholly
without solid foundation (see § 10 end).

In front the structure was closed in, as has already
been said, not by a wall of wood and a door, but only
5. The curtains. "^J ^ ^"'•'^'" ( ^ ^
'.'^J'^^-'1^-\F'
screen ; TIDO, masak, Ex. 2716,
etc.), which like the inner covering was a textile fabric
woven in four colours : white spun linen, violet purple,
red purple, and scarlet. This curtain formed a single
piece 10 cubits square, and was held up by five pillars
of acacia wood.
Whether the pillars were placed
between the first boards of the longer walls, or so that
the two outermost were attached to the outer corners of
these walls is not stated.
The pillars have copper
bases and according to Ex. 26 are overlaid with gold ;
according to 8637, indeed, only the capitals were so.
How the curtain was fastened to these pillars is not
explained. Besides the golden pegs or ' hooks' {so
EV ; •wdwi77i, Ex.2637), rings {EV 'fillets' ; hamki7n,
Ex. 27 ro) are also mentioned.
By these some interpreters {Ewald, Dillmann) understand rings which
formed a sort of garland under the capitals and thus
served for ornament. Others (e.g. Riehm) explain them
as rods which connected the hooks and on which the
curtain was hung. At all events the 7i'dwi7n are not
^ Holzin£;er (ad loc.) will have it that the cords and pins
belonged to the upper coverings. In that case we should have
to think of these as having been very large. T h e circumstance,
however, that the hair-covering is actually called the tent i^ohel;
see above) permits the inference that just as in its material it
resembled an ordinary tenl, so also in its use it is thought of as
such—that is to say was spread like an ordinary tent. [Kennedy,
on the other hand, fincls the ' cords' mentioned only in the
latest strata of P, and thinks the hair-covering was pinned to
the ground all round after the manner o f t h e Ka'ba at Mecca.]
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N o t h i n g Is said as to how this curtain is hung upon the
golden nails.
The curtain bears the designation of pdrbketh
(hDIS, Ex. 2631, A V 'vail,' R V ' v e i l ' ) or pdrbketh
ha7nmdsdk
(^DSn n p S ; E x . 35 12 3934 40 21 N u . 4 5 , AV ' t h e vail of the
covering,' RV ' t h e veil of the screen'). T h e meaning of the
word (© KaTaireTacrutt, Vg. velum) is uncertain. It is generally
explained as ' p a r t i n g , ' 'separation.' More probably it is an
onginal ter^7iinus teclinicus used in connection with worship,
and denotes the boundary ofthe cella o f a sanctuary (see below,
and cp Ges.-Bu. and B D B , s.v. 113, ii. also Dillmann, ad loc. ;
V^K^, Journ. Phil.\Z2B2',
Halevy, Mel. 187).

The_ outer and larger apartment was ' the Holy'
(hakkodes, Ex.2633, EV ' t h e holy place'), the inner
' the Holy of Holies' (kode^ hakkMdslm, Ex. 2633, EV
' t h e most holy').
The latter could be ertered only
once in the year on the great day of atonement, and
that by the high priest alone {Lev. 162_^) ; the former
was accessible to the priests only, in the discharge of
their sacred duties.
The sanctuary was surrounded by an enclosed court
100 cubits long and 50 broad (Ex. 279-19 8810-20).
/. mi.
A The enclosure was by means of curtains
6. Tne court. ,c-,, ,1
/ w - - \ r u*
{EV 'hangings, kela im) of white spun
linen (EV ' fine twined linen,' ses mohar).
This curtainwall which was 5 cubits high was supported by pillars
of wood ; whether of acacia is not stated, but this is
probably meant. The total compass of the enclosing
wall was {100 -f 100 + 50 -f 50 = ) 300 cubits. The number
of pillars is given as 20 for each of the longer sides and
10 for each of the shorter. The view of the author
plainly is that there were sixty pillars in all at a uniform
distance from each other of 5 cubits.
T h e number given for the pillars on each side is obviously
inexact if the total number is to be taken as 60. I f w e take the
statement quite literally and reckon all the pillars on each side,
then on the given data we get a total of fifty-six pillars only, for
of course each corner pillar is counted twice—once as part of the
longer side and again as part of the shorter. It is in this way
that Lund, Bahr, Winer and others view the matter. It is not
very probable, however; for in that case the distances of the
pillars from one another on the shorter sides ('^ cubits) would
not be the same as those on the longer ( ^ y cubits). For this
reason other interpreters prefer to think that the describer In
giving bis figures for each side did not count the last pillar in
each row (so Keil, Dillmann, Riehm, Nowack and others).
This doubtless would be in itself quite possible if it did not sa
happen that we are able to reckon exactly with regard to one
side—the eastern with the entrance—that it actually had only
ten pillars, neither more nor fewer. For this side had in the
middle four pillars which carried the curtain of the door, and if
we are to assume symmetry at all In the structure, the door
must have been In the middle, and thus to right and left there
must have been an equal number of pillars—namely three, as is
expressly stated in Ex. 2 7 1 4 ^ Thus we shall doubtless be
justified in assuming that the author has allowed himself to be
guided simply by his scheme according to which the proportion
of 2 :1 is applied to the whole structure without caring very
minutely about details.

Each pillar has a base of bronze and a capital overlaid
with silver.
The diminution in the value of the
materials in proportion to the distance from the Holy of
Holies is noteworthy.
The curtains are fastened in
their places by means of silver nails which here also.
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doubtless served as hooks for hanging {8817 27 17). In
the same connection mention is made also of silver
hdsfikiin).
The meaning of the word D'plC'n is disputed. Many under,
stand by it silver bars, or bars of wood overlaid with sil\ ur,
which reached from one pillar capital to another and rested
upon silver nails, and to them the curi.iiiis were attached either
directly or by means of rings (so Lund, Keil, Ricbm, Knobel,
and others). According to E \ . 3817 19, however, the hiisulciin
seem to have been integral parts of the pillars themselves, and
the expression mehussdkim kesejh (yp2 D'pu'nO ; Ex. 'Si 17 3817,
EV, 'filleted with silver,' can hardly riR'.in ' f isteiicd with silver
crossbars.' Other interpreters therefiac (such :is K.wakl, Itillmann, Kaut/.seh, Ni.>\\ack, Kennedy) understand
by the
expression ' r i n g s ' or fillets which surrounded the pillars above,
probably at the base of the capitals (iT* ipaKCSe^, explained by
Hesychius as ail/iSeyTwi'O-TvAuii'; Tg. t:'13'3,a lacing orgarland).

The E. front differed from the other sides [Kx.
2713/)• From e.^ch corner only 15 cubits were provided with an enclosing curtain, in each case having
three pillars. The middle space of twent}- cubits was
left open for the entrance and had a special curtain of
violet purple and red purple, scarlet and white linen in
embroidered work {and tlius exactly like the curtain-at
the entrance of the tabernacle itself) which was attached
to four pillars.^
In connection with this enclosure of the court of the
tabernacle, finally, are mentioned also tent-pins of
brass and cords (Ex.27i9 3.''i8 3O2031 3940, etc.).
Here also we see accordingly that the bases of the pillars
are not designed for fixing them into the ground but
that the pillars are kept in position by pegs and ropes
which of course are applied on both sides. On another
view {Riehm, Xowack, and others), these ropes and
pegs held the curtain itself taut and therefore close to
the ground.
As for the position of the structure, the 7nilkdn,
within the court we learn that the orientation of the
whole was eastward. As the altar of burnt offering
stood to the E. of the tabernacle and thus the most
characteristic acts of worship, the sacrifices, were performed here whilst the space behind the tabernacle to
the AA'. was set apart for no special purpose, we must
suppose that the structure was not in the middle but
stood more to the W.
On this point we may take it
that Philo [J'it. Mos. 87) hit upon the right conjecture when he supposed that the front of the tabernacle was 50 cubits from the enclosing wall facing it,
thus giving a free space of 50 cubits square before the
tabernacle.
According to P the portable sanctuary possessed
already in the times before the settlement in Palestine
7 Thp ^^^ following sacred vessels :—
furniture
(^) -^^ '•^^ Holy of Holies stood the ark
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' t h e pure candlestick'], Ex. 318 3937 Lev. 244 ; see C A N D L E STICK). As vessels pertaining to the candlestick are mentioned
the snuffers _(EV ' snuffdishes,' melkahdyim)
;xnd little pans
(EV censers ;;/mA/^i'/0,on which, according to some interpreters
(Dillmann, Knobel, and others), lay the snuffer?; according to
others (Nowack, etc.) snuff dishes are meant (cp Ex 2b-{iff.
'il ^jff-h
On the form of the candlestick, see CANDLESTICV on the custom of burning a light in the sanctuary, cp L A M P , and
see lEMPLE, §17. Between the shewbread table and thecindlestick,_ faciiTg the entrance and pretty far back, near the curtain
n^'^M--^/
^ ^ ^"^°'y ^^ ^*^'^'=^ '^*°°'^ the altar of incense (Ex3Ui^ [EV an altar to burn incen.se upon'], mizbah
miktar
Icetc^reth, m.k. hassam7nlm,
I,cv. 47 [EV ' t h e a l t a r ' o f sweet
incense ']. or mrJ-.ih hazzr,h,lh, E.x.3938 [EV 'the golden altar '])
with r.-.',rd to which, and its absence from the older strata of
P, see A L T A K , § 9.

(3) In the

court stood

' t h e altar'

nar

i^oxw

(nSlsn, hammizbeah,
Ex. 27 i 30 18 40 7, etc.), * the altar of
burnt oft'ering' (mizbah hd'oldh, Ex.3028 31 g, etc.) or ' t h e
brazen altar' (mizbah iit-lii'seth, Ex.3830 3l> 39), on which see
.\\-\\\i,%ga;
T E M f L E , § i 8 ; and cp below, § 10). T o t h e a l t a r
of burnt offering belonged a multitude of acccssi.rifjs : ash pans
(AV ' p a n s , ' RV 'pots,' slroth),
'shovels' (YN,yd'im)
for
clearing the altar, bowls (RV ' basons,' mizr.~ikr>ih) f, ,r sprinkling
the blood, forks (EV 'fleshhooks,' mi'JileJ'tli) fnr the sacrificial
flesh, various sorts of 'firepans' (ma!itr<tli). The vessels, like
the altar itself, were all of brass ( E \ . 21 i ff. SHiff.), as'also
was the otber main object in the court, the laver, used by the
priests for washing their hands and feet; see SEA, BRAZEN.

As already mentioned above and as set forth fully
under T J : M P L E (§ I / ). the tabernacle, like all the sanctu-

8. Significance ^''^^ °^ ? ^ Semites, has in the first
of t a b e r n a c l e ^"^^^"f ^^^ meanmg not of a meeting• p
place for the community or congregation, but of a dwelling-place of the
deity. It is the place where Yahwe dwells in the midst
of his people (Ex. 258 2 9 4 5 / Lev. 174 Nu. I69, etc.).
When the tent is finished the cloud of Yahwe overshadows it and the glory (-1^3, kdlwd) of Yahw6 fills i t ;
by day Yahwe's pillar of cloud and by night his pillar of
fire overhangs it {Ex. ^0^7 ff.). Thenceforward it is
invariably from the holy of holies that Yahwe speaks
to Moses. More precisely, the kappm-eth (see AlKkCY
S E A T ) of the ark, beneath the cherubim, is the place

where Yahwe establishes his abode. It is from here
that Moses hears the voice of Yahw^ (Nu. 7 89).
As Yahwe's dwelhng-place the tabernacle naturally
becomes also the place where he is worshipped, for the
deity is worshipped in the place where he is (see
T E M P L E ; cp Ex. 2742 Lev. I35) ; and, in point of fact,

j^ Here also, 3S, in what is said as to the total number i^f
pillars (see above), one observes that the author has not
counted, or let us say drawn his plan, with exactness. H e has
simply assumed a regular interval of 5 cubits between the
pillars, thus giving 20 cubits for 4, 15 cubits for 3.
But this
doesnot work o u t ; the end pillar is forgotten. T h e whole side
requires eleven pillars wh^n such an inter^•al is assumed ; for
the door five ought to have been reckoned or at any rate for
each side of it to right and left four pillars. If we are to
calculate with precision from the data he supplies, we shall have
to reckon the distance from pillar to pillar of the doorway as
^"=6^ cubits and that between the pillars at each side of the
doorway as 5 cubits. [Cp Kennedy, Hastings' BD 4 657 b.]

for P the tabernacle is the only legitimate place of
worship. This follows inevitably from his standpoint
throughout ; for him it is a self-evident proposition
that sacrifice can be offered and Yahw6 approached
only at the place where Yahw6 has his abode. So
much so that it is not found necessary in P expressl)"^ to
say so ; the centralisation of the worship is for him
simply taken for granted.
Xor is the tabernacle in P the centre of the worship
merely; it lies also at the foundation of the entire
theocracy as the indispensable basis without which all
else would simply hang in the air. The instructions
regarding it constitute the main contents of the divine
revelation at Sinai. Lentil it has come into existence
the whole organisation of the rest of the divine commonwealth must remain in abeyance. In this respect there
is an element of truth in the symbolical interpretation of many writers {such as Keil), that the tabernacle
symbolises the kingdom of God, is the centie of
the theocracy where the calling of Israel to be the
people of God is realised.
Its importance in this
respect—as centre of the entire theocracy—finds its
visible expression in the fact that in P the position
assigned to it is exactly in the centre of the camp and
of the people. The order of encampment detailed in
Nu. 2 starts from the tabernacle, immediately around
which are placed the Levites as a sort of bodyguard ;
then to the E. the tribes of Judah, Issachar, Zebulun
pitch their camp ; to the S. Reuben, Simeon, Gad ; to
the W . Ephraim, Manasseh, Benjamin ; to the N . , Dan,
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ofthe covenant ( n n ^ n fllN, 'dron hd'edHth)
with
the mercy seat ( n y 22, kapp6reth) and the cherubim. See A R K ,
MERCY S E A T , C H E K U B .

(2) 'The Holy place' contained the table of shewbread,
the golden candlestick and the altar of Incense. The table of
shewbread according to E.v. 2O35 stood on the N . side, and to It
belonged various golden dishes (EV 'chargers,' kc-'ilroth, N u .
7 1 3 ^ ) and bowls (EV ' spoons,' kappoth, Ex. 25 29 Nu. 7 i 4 ^ ) ,
pots or cups (AV 'covers, RV 'flagons,' ke.<otli) for the
wine, and libation ' bowls' (so YN) for the wine offerings
(menakkiyyoth, Ex. 2'> 21 ff. 37 1 9 ^ ) . For further details as to
the table, see A L T A R , g 9, col. 126. Opposite tbe table, on the
S. side of the sanctuary, stc.od the seven-branched golden
candlestick (EV 'candlestick of pure gold,' jnrndrtith hazzd' db
tih'tOr^ E.x. 2031 2 C h . 13 I I , or luunmenordh hatti'hdrdh
[EV
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Asher, Xaphtali.
march.

This too gives the order on the

Cp C.VMP, § 2.

In this attribute as Yahwe's dwelling-place the whole
arrangement of the tabarnacle finds a ready explanaSvmboliam ^^°^ ^" ^° *^^ ^^ ^^^^ ^^ " ° ^ ^" ^^ found
' ^
• simply in its character as a portable
sanctuary.
T h e innermost chamber is the dwelling-plare priipcr of the
deity, the holiest part of the entire structure. Xext come the
holy place and the outer court in descending degrees of holiness,
answering to the degrees of holiness attaching to high p.iest,
priests, and laiL\' in Israel, and to their respective rights of access
to \'ahwfe.
The holy of holies can be entered by the high
priest alone, and that only once a year ; the holy place is for the
priesthood and the court for the people.
This gradation of
holiness finds expres-ion also, as already said, in the material
equipment: in the holy of holies everything is of gold; nought
save the bases of the boards resting on the ground—though here
an exception caunot well be justified—and the bases of the
pillars which support the dividing veil and which perhaps
stand rather in the holy place than in the holy of holies, is of
silver. In the holy place only the furniture, and particularly
those pieces which stand in the neighbourhood of the holy
of holies—table of shewbread, altar of incense, candlestick—are
provided with ' fine gold ' ; el.sewhere it is simply ordinary gold
that is used. T h e exterior pillars of the entrance-curtain, which
doubtless are reckoned as belonging to the court, have hut
brazen bases. Similarly In the court itself we find brass only, save
for the silver used in the nails and capitals of the pillars. In
like manner the clasps of the goat-hair covering are of brass,
whilst those of the inner covering are of gold. The interior
covering which covers also the holy of holies, and the vall of the
holy of holies are the workmanship of cunning workmen out of
the four costly materials enumerated, with figured cherubim ; the
curtain at the door of the holy place is without cherubim and the
curtains of the court are simply of white linen.
With these simple ideas, however, which find expression in
the equipment of the tabiirnacle in the manner just indicated,
the whole symbolism oi the structure is by no means exhausted.
A symbolical Interpretation of the tabernacle that reaches
much further is of ancient date. W'e find it already in Josephus
(Ant. ill. 7 7) and Philo (De vit. sMos. 3 1 4 7 ^ ) , who interpret
the tabernacle as an image of the universe ; the holy of holies
inaccessible to men is for them a figure of heaven, the holy place
and the court represent the ocean, the four materials out of which
the coverings and curtains were woven denote the four elements,
the table of shewbread with its twelve loaves is t h e y e a r with
its twelve months, and so forth. And from their time onwards
symbolical interpretation of this kind has persisted from century
tu century down to our own time. In the Christian church the
typological \iew made its appearance very soon ; cp Justin
Martyr, Cohort, ad geitt. 2 9 ; Clem, Alex. Strom.
562 ff. ;
Origen, Hom.
9 in Exod. ; Theod. Mops, ad Hebr. 9 1 ;
Athanasius, ' O r a t . in assumt. Christ!,' op. 2$, col. 1686;
Theodoret, Quo'st. 60 in Exod. ; Jerome, ep. 64919 ff. ad
Fabiolam.
In modern times Bahr, Friedrich, Hengstenberg,
Keil, Kurtz, Riehm have exercised great acumen upon the
symbolical interpretation of the tabernacle and in particular
upon the symbolism of the numbers and dimensions (the
number 4 signifying the cosmos, 10 completeness and perfection),
as also upon the significance ofthe colours ofthe coverings, and
so forth. AU such interpretations, however, are wanting in any
solid basis in the O T ; nowhere does the author hint even in
the remotest way that behind these externalities he is searching
for deeper thoughts.
It is hardly worth while therefore to
discuss the various attempted interpretations in any detail.

Can we now regard the structure thus described in
P as historical ? Very great difficulties confront us in
10. Unhistori- ^^^ endeavour to do so. quite apart
cal c h a r a c t e r ^^°"^ '^\^'''''that the description
of record
occurs only m P, the latest source
of the Pentateuch.
They have long
been urged—by Voltaire for example—and may be
summed up under the following four heads :—(i) the
imaginative character of the account itself; (2) the
physical impossibility of such a structure in the wilderness ; (3) the inconsistency with the older Pentateuch
sources ; {4) the want of evidence for any such tabernacle
during historical times.
(i) The description itself from the outset presents
great difficulties, and raises in the mind of the reader
the question whether any such structure can ever
have really existed. It has already been pointed out
how in stating the number of the pillars of the court the
narrator is plainly not describing something of which he
has any clear picture in his mind's eye, not calculating
and planning with practical preciseness, but only filling
in figures according to a scheme of his own.
Yet
another point has also been noted already—that the
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fabric bears indeed the name of ' t e n t ' and the author
takes great trouble to produce in the reader's mind
the impression that the sanctuary was such in reality,
but in this effort has succeeded {and could have succeeded) but ill. Beams some 21 inches thick and 2 ft.
6 in. wide cannot be fastened together so as to form a
massive wall by means of mere tent pins, and they are
purposeless if they are intended merely as supports
for a light textile fabric. It is perfectly evident that •
the model for this structure was not supplied by a
bedouin tent, a dwelling place made of {goats') hair, of
which the essential part, the roof, is spread upon three
rows of poles, usually three in each row, 5 or 6 ft. high
and closed behind b y a similar fabric of hair{see T E N 1).
On the contrary, the model was quite clearly a solid
house rendered portable only by the expedient of
breaking up the walls into separate beams. In this
respect the whole structure becomes a huge anachronism
when regarded as the workmanship of nomad hordes.
This becomes speciall}'^ prominent in the description
of the altar. In view of the ancient practice of building
altars of stone (Ex. 2024_^) one reasonably asks how
the narrator could have arrived at an altar of brass,
and then one remembers that the temple of Solomon
also had such an altar. That this latter was the real
model for the altar of the tabernacle becomes still clearer
from another point of \iew. The altar of the tabernacle
is of acacia wood plated with brass, a construction which
in itself considered must be characterised as utterly
senseless if the explanation were not so manifest ; the
altar of Solomon must remain as it is, a brazen altar :
but it must be made portable.
A further detail may be singled out in this connection : the
whole fabric is internally pitch dark. T h e walls have no
windows nor openings of any kind ; the roof in like manner is
unplerced. This may serve well enough in the holy of holies ;
the Holy of Holies in the temple was also quite dark ( ^ e
TE.MPLE, § 7 ) ; but in the holy place it is impossible; there
the priests had their priestly duties to discharge—arrange the
shewbread, offer incense, and the like. And it will not do to
call attention to the seven-branched golden candlestick (see
C A N D L E S T I C K , § i).

Finally, there is the fundamental question : Is a
structure of this kind capable of standing at all ? Simply
as a technical question of architecture (see Schick, as
below, § 14) this must be pronounced utterly impossible.
Xor is the reason difficult to perceive. The weight of
the heavy coverings and above all the pressure brought
to bear by the spreading of the tent-covering by means
of cords and pegs, must necessarily tend to make the
w alls lean inwards. N o opposing pressure is anywhere
present. Even if we suppose that the bars connected
the side walls with the rear wall, only the boards of
the side walls that were nearest the rear wall were thus
supported ; but in any case it was impossible that weak
bars should support the entire wall, 30 cubits long,
formed as it was of heavy beams. For this reason, and
in order to relieve the walls of the weight of the coverings, Schick.finds it to be absolutely indispensable to
provide the tabernacle with a sloping roof This he
obtains by changing the middle bar into a ridge-pole,
following the English architectural authority Fergusson,
who first propounded this theory in the article ' Temple'
in Smith's DB (1863). Such a construction, however,
flatly contradicts the clear tenor of the text. The te.xt
knows nothing of such a sloping or pointed roof—which,
furthermore, would be wholly inconsistent with the idea
of a bedouin tent.
(2) Over and above the inherent impossibility of any
such structure, account must be taken of the incidental
11. Impossible ™P°=^ibility of constructing and transin the
porting such a fabric in the w ilclL-rness.
wilderness '^'^'^- '^°"'''^^' between this sumptuous
fabric—made of the costliest materials
of the best workmanship in wood and in metals which
the East could command—and the soil on which it is
raised, the bare wilderness ; the contrast too between
this t.abernacle and the people amongst whom it stands
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primitive uncivilised nomads—is too great not to have
excited doubts from a very e.rrly date as lo the authenticity of the account. They were raised by \'oUaire,
and Colenso and Xowack (see below, § 14) have
eLiborately shown the impossibilities iii\olved.
First
of all comes the difficulty as to the materials. According
to Ex.3827 no fewer than 29 talents 730 shekels of
gold, IOO talents 1775 shekels of silver and 70 talents
1400 sliekels of copper are employed. T o see what
these figures mean, let the reader turn to tiic articles
WEIGHTS .\XD M E A S U R E S , S H E K E L .

T h e amounts in

themsehes are not very £,reat when compared with those
which were applied in the great Babylonian sanctuaries ;
but for wilderness nomads, poor to beggary as regards
gold and silver, they are impossible. It is indeed replied to this that the gold is simply the gold which had
been obtained from the Egyptians ; but such an answer
becomes impossible in the case of the timber. Wliere
on Smai the cypresses grew^ from which beams over
17 ."t. long, 2 ft. 7 in. wide, and 20 in. thick could be
obtained no one has yet been able to say.^ The working
of the timber, moreo\er, presupposes a kiKjwledge of
arts which nomads do not possess ; that Israel did not in
point of fact possess this knowledge is clearly shown by
the fact that even a Solomon had to go to Phcenicia
for his temple and workmen. . \ word may be added
as to the difficulties of transport. Four waggons with
six oxen apiece are assigned to the Merarites for this,
while each ofthe 48 beams weighs more than 10 cwt.
(3) Decisive on the question, finally, ought to be the
observation, that the older sources of the Pentateuch,
12 The sacred ^ ^"'^- ^ ' ^^°''^ nothing of a tabernacle
', , . p
of this sort.
Not only is there no
mention of this central sanctuary, but
E in point of fact has a quite different sacred tent which
completely excludes any possibility of the tabernacle
of P. The tabernacle of E is a tent which Moses
pitched outside the camp (Ex. 3 3 ; ^ ) and where
Yahwe was wont to reveal himself to him in the pillar
of cloud which descended for the purpose and stood at
the door (Nu. II25 12s 14io); it is on this account
called 'bhel mo'ed, ' the tent of tryst.' N o description
of it is given, nor is its origin spoken of ; but part of the
old narrative has obviously been lost before Ex.337,
in which what is now lacking was probably explained.
It appears, however, that it was very different from the
tabernacle described by the priestly narrator. It was
not in the centre of the camp but stood some distance
outside it, and it was not the seat of an elaborate
organisation of priests and guarded by a host of Levites,
but had a single minister and custodian—viz., Joshua,
who was not a Levite at all but Moses' attendant
(Ex.33ri).
The existence of such a simple tent-sanctuary presents none of the difficulties that beset the priestly
narrative. Portable shrines were familiar to Semitic
antiquity, and tents as sanctuaries were known to the
Israehtes in much later times at the high places and in
connection with irregular worships^ (see T E N T ) . Such
idolatrous tabernacles were probably relics of the usages
of the nomadic Semites, and it is only natural that
Israel in its wanderings should have had the like. And
it is noteworthy that the portable chapels of the heathen
Semites \vere mainly used for divination (cp Journ. of
Phil., 13283 f . ) , jitst as the Mosaic tabernacle is
described by the Elohist, not as a place of sacrifice
(such as the tabernacle of the Priestly Code is) but as a
place of oracle.

baetylia (see Sdden, De Diis Syris, U ) ; but what the Mosaic
tabernacle contamed is not expressly stated. T h e ordinary, and
at hrst sight the easiest, assumption is that the ark slood in it
b u t neither in Deuteronomy nor before it, are the ark and the
tabernacle^ ever mentioned together, and of the t « o old
n.-irralors it is not clear that the Yahwisl ever mentions the
U b e r n a d e or the Elohisl thc ark. T h e relation beiween the
tivo calls for further iiivestisatioii, especially as the ark retains
Its i m p o r t a n t alter the ecMipaliui, of Canaan, whilst the ' t e n t
ol tryst IS not mentioned afler llie lime of Moses, who, according to the Elohisl (Ex. VI), enjojed al il a privilege of direct
access to the D e n y not accorded lo later prophets (cp also A R K
OF C o V E N A N ' l ) .

(4) Lastly, the whole historical tradition from the
period immediately following the settlement down to
13. The taber- the d.ate of the building of Solo
naole non
''=™Pl'= has no knowlege of any taberexistent in "''"='''• '^™'=' apologists like Keil have
historical
succeeded in writing to their own
times
satisfaction itscomplete history throughout the period of the judges and the
first kings : at one time it was at Shiloh, at another at
Nob, finally at Gibeon, whence it was removed to the
temple. T h e Chronicler has indeed much to tell about
it, proceeding as he does cn the—to him self-evident—
assumption that in every case where the older books
made mention of sacrifice at all this must have been at
the tabernacle (i Ch. I639 21 29 2 C h . I 3 65). T h e
older historical books, however (v\ith exceptions to be
mentioned immediately), know nothing of it.
i K,
Siff., in explicit contradiction of 2 Ch. I 3 , states that
Solomon sacrificed on the great high place of Gibeon
and excuses this proceeding, which from the redactor's
point of view of course seemed illegal, on the ground
that the temple was not yet in existence. But no
temple was required for the purpose if the tabernacle
was then at Gibeon. T h e sanctuary at Shiloh, on the
other hand, was not a tent at all but a solid house
EV 'temple of the Lord,' [n-.n- hp-t], hekal Yahioe.
I S. I 9 33), with mhiizbth (AV ' door posts,' RV * side
posts') and (j^tVa^/^o/A (EV ' d o o r s ' ) ; cp especially Jer.
'l-c^ff- Moreover, the ark is spoken of in i S. 4-6 in
such a manner as shows that there was no fixed place
where it was kept, and thus no Tabernacle. After it
has been recovered from the Philistines, for example,
it does not come to its proper house but first to Bethshemesh and next to Kirjath-jearim, to the house of a
private individual, where it remains for years. Thence
it is fetched by David, who, however, after the disaster
to Uzzah brings it into the house of one of his generals,
and that too a gentile, Obed-edom of Gath (2 .S. 7).
Not till later does he transfer it to his own city, w-here
he sets up a tent for its reception plainly in remembrance
of the fact that the ark had formerly also been so
housed. This tent was in time removed by Solomon
to the temple (i K. 84), for if these verses are old and
belong to the context it is only this tent that can be
understood by the 'bhcil moed (more probably, however,
the statement is of a later date ; see Benzinger ad loc. )Thus the only remaining passage will be t S. 222, a
passage which is already open to critical doubt owing
to its absence from (5. From all that has been urged
we may safely conclude that the tabernacle of P is
simply the temple of Solomon carried back into the
older time by priestly fancy and modified accordingly.
It was not the temple that was built on the model of
the tabernacle ; it was the tabernacle that took its shape,
character, and importance for worship and the theocracy
from the temple.

[Kennedy's novel theory (see above, § 3), that the so-called
' boards' were in reality light open frames, would, of course,
meet this difficulty if it stood alone.]
2 Ezek. 1616, ' t h o u didst take of t h y garments and made.st
for thyself sewn high places'—i.e., shrines of curtains sewn
together; cp Hos. 96 and ^-^'T'\2LCperakkd, Assyrmnparakku,
a
small chapel or shrine, from the same root as Hebrew pdrbketh,
the vail of thc Holy of HoHes.

Jo.sephus, Ant.iCi.%-, Philo, De vit. Mos. imff.
The
older literature will be found more or less fully registered in
such works as those of Biihr or Riggenbach.
14. L i t e r a t u r e . Of later works « e mention the following :
Bahr, Symbolik des Mos- Kultusf^),
\g-iff--,
Friedrich, Symbolik derM'OS. Stiftshiitte(s.'ii.i)-,
W. Neumann,
Die Stiftshutte,
1861 ; Ch. J. Riggenbach, Die Mosaische
Stiftshiitte
(1887) : Popper, Der bibl. Bericht fiber die Stiftshiitte (lid-i)-, articles by Winer in R1VB 2 5 2 9 : Diestel in BL
6 4 0 5 J ? : ; Leyrer in PRE\^), Ibg^ff.-, Riggenbach in PXEm
1 4 7 1 2 ^ ; Riehm in HIVB:
Fergusson, a n . ' T e m p l e ' in
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I 2 0 ; cp tlie same e.xpression in Ex.3422) to go in
pilgrimage vvith tlie wliole family to the sanctuary at
Shiloh, and there to sacrifice to Yahwe and hold a joyous
sacrificial meal ( i S . I s i ^ ) The high importance
attached to the festival is shown also in the fact that
Solomon dedicates his temple at the same d a t e ( i K.
826s, cp 2 C h . 78 j ^ ; on thc passage cp also below,
§ 3). Answering to the yearly observance of this feast
at Jerusalem, Jeroboam, according to .. thoroughly
trustworthy statement in i K . I 2 3 2 ' (cp Benzinger,
ad loc.) instituted .. similar solemnity in the northern
kingdom ; here the only error of the author is in supposing (from his Deuteronomistic point of view) that
before Jeroboam's time such a feast was observed only at
the temple of Jerusalem, and not also at the sanctuaries
TABERNACLES, F E A S T OF. T h e Israelitic cycle
of the northern kingdom.
Pilgrimages of the same
of festivals came to a close, in autumn, with the feast
sort as those to Shiloh were in use also in other parts
. . . .
. o f Tabernacles. In the old legislation
1. A g n c u l t u r a l ^ j ^ ^ o^ ^^ 2316) it is called hag hadslph of the country to the various famous sanctuaries. The
passages just cited show also at the same time that this
cnaracter.
G^^^^:^ jn),' the feast of ingathering,' and
autumn festival from the very beginning was celebrated
is to be celebrated ' a t the turn of the year' {n^r^pri
in common by wide circles of participants. This does
T\rrT\). The very name shows quite clearly that the
not seem to have been the case in the olden time with
festival in its essential meaning is agricultural, a harvest
the two other harvest feasts ; if observed at all, it was
feast; it is the autumn thanksgiving which no doubt has
enough that they should be observed in quite small
reference primarily to the fruit harvest and the vintage,
local circles; at least the complete silence of the historibut from the outset was regarded as the great thankscal books on the subject would be most easily exgiving for the whole produce of the year.
plained in this way. The special importance of the
Hence the general expressions ' when thou gatherest in the
feast of t.ibernacles continues to show itself in the
produce of thy field' (E.x. 2316, '"Ti^-n-p X,^-C^^-T\^ ^?9'>7),
Deuteronomic legislation. In contrast to what is re' when thou gatherest in from thy threshing-floor 3nd from thy
quired at the two other hagglm, it is enjoined that all
p r e s s ' ( D e u t . 16 13, ^^p/"?' M^I^'?
~\'^^^^).
the days of this festival are to be observed at the central
sanctuary in Jerusalem (Dt. 16 is ; cp -o. 7).
Like the other harvest feasts, it is intimately connected with the possession of the land of Canaan, and
In the older legislation no more precise details than
was celebrated for the first time there by the Israelites,
those already indicated are given as to how and where
who in all probability took it over from the Canaanites.
„ _ . . , the feast ought to be observed. ElseIt is with regard to the autumn festival specially that
3. O r i g i n a l vhere
,^^^
(FEASTS,
/F^^/T, §
S 10)
,
it is shown that
m a i m e r of the olden time had no thought at all of
our information as to its having been a Canaanite festival
celebration.
is explicit ; of the people of Shechem we are told that
fixing the three harvest festivals to any
they went out into the field, gathered their vineyards,
definite day. This lies in the nature of the case.
trocle the grapes, and held festival and went into the
The great autumn thanksgivhig was held as soon as
house of their god and did eat and drink (Judg. 927).
the corn-harvest, vintage, and ingathering were finished.
Cp also FKASTS, § 4.
This happened, of course, in the various districts, and
-\s the closing hai\'cst thanksgiving, and probably the
in different years, at different dates. In the hill-country
oldest of the three feasts of harvest (see PASSOVER, § 4 ;
around Jerusalem the feast was held of old in the eighth
«> Th
f PENTECOST, ij 6), the autumn festival
month. The completion of the temple was in the month
, . - excels both the other great annual festivals
of BQl, the eighth month, and its dedication was at the
^ ^ h e e a r l ° ^^^^SS'^"^' °'?ti) °^ ^^^ Israelites in im- time of the autumn festival (i K. 638 ; cp 82).^ It is
evidently in order to bring it into accordance with the
festivals
portance. In the law of JE, it is true, all
Jerusalem date of the feast on the fifteenth of the month
three are already found on the same plane
that the autumn festival at Bethel was fixed for the same
as equally necessary and equally important ; for all of
day by Jeroboam ( i K. I232).
them attendance at the sanctuary is enjoined (Ex. 34 22
2316). Yet how great was the special importance asFor the observance of the festival the offering of gifts
signed in practice to the autumn festival as compared
from the fruits that had been gathered and of animal
with the others appears at once in its very designation
sacrifices accompanied by a sacrificial meal were matters
as 'the feast' [•:.r\T\, hehdg) or * tlu feast of Yahw6' of course (cp i S. 1 3 ^ ). In the olden time the gifts
(.n.T'jn, hag Valnoe) Kax^ ^k^xh^ (^ K. 82 I232 Judg.
and offerings were left to the freewill of the worshipper
2119 ; and even as late as Lev. 283941 Ezek. 4025 Neh.
according as his heart impelled him to show his thanks
814).
Even in Zechariah (14 16 ff.) it is to the
to Yahwe (cp TA.X.^TION, § 8). So also it is matter of
feast of tabernacles that the remnant of the heathen go
course that the feast was observed as a joyous occasion.
up year by year to Jerusalem to worship the King,
1 fSee also SHKcirEM, and cp Crit- Bib-I
Yahwt' Seba'oth. In these circumstances it cannot be
2 In the present text of i K . 8 2 It is indeed said that the
regarded as merely accidental that the feast of taberdedication was ' a t the feast in the month Ethanim, which is the
nacles and the feast of tabernacles alone is more than
seventh month.' T o reconcile this date, with i K . f i 38, according
to which the temple was finished in tlife eighth month, itwould
once mentioned in the historical books when dealing
be necessary to suppose that after its completion the dedication
with the more ancient period, and its celebration thus
of the temple was p u t off till the seventh month of the following
attested from the earliest period after the settlement in
year—that is to say, for eleven months. This is in the highest
degree unlikely.
Since, moreover, we learn from i K. 12^2
Canaan. At Shiloh, for example, the maidens celebrate
that a t that period the festival was observed at Jerusalem in
it by going forth to dance in the orchards and vinej'ards
the eighth month, we must suppose the original text of i K. 82
(Judg. 2116).'
So also we learn from the story of
t^ have read merely ' a t the feast.' T h e name of the month
Samuel that in wide circles it was customary year by
Ethanim is a later insertion easily explained by the consideration
that, on the one hand, the fixed tradition was that the temple
year at the 'revolution of the days' (D'D*n ni-rpn"^, i S.
Smith's DB ; Welte in Freiburger Kirchen-lexicon ; Kurtz in St.
Kr.. I 344, pp. 3 1 5 ^ ; Kamphausen, ibid. 1858, p p . 97^!'^, 1859,
pp. I My/; ; Fries, ibid. 1859, pp. 103^?!, Riggenbach, ibid., 1863,
pp. \''^ijl. ; Engelhardt in 2rZ-/', 1868, pp. 409j?C; z\sothe
Archaeologies ..f J a h n (3 2 2 6 ^ ) , D e Wette-Rabiger, 2 6 8 ^ ; Ewald,
(») 163 >^, 3 6 7 ^ , l-'i 3'S>7 ff.,420 If.; Saalschutz, 2 3 1 8 ^ ; Keil,
(2)82_^ E T I 9 3 ^ ; Scholz, l 2 ^ y / ; ; Haneberg, 161 i ? ; ; Schegg,
406 ff.; ISen/in.u'cr, IIA sgsff, and Nowack, HA 'I S3ff- y Schick,
Stiftsliiitteu.
Ie>iipel,i%g%; A. R. S. Kennedy,art. ' T a b e r n a c l e '
in Hastings' DB.
On the question of the historicity of the
accounts of the tabernacle cp especially De Wette, Beitr.
1 258 ^ , 2 2 5 9 ^ ; Vater, Comm. 3 6587^ ; Von Bohlen, Ge7iesis,
Mijf.; George, Jiidische Feste, 4if.\ Vatke, Bibl. Theol. 224f;
Niildeke, Beitr. z. Kritik, 1 2 0 ^ ; Graf, De te7/iplo Sitone7tsi,
1855, and Die Gesch. Bb. d. A T, 1866, 7s ff- \ Kuenen, God-sdiettst, ^7Sf. \ Reuss, L'histoire
sainte et la loi, 240; Wellhausen, Prot.(-^^, 40i?: E T 3 8 ^
I. B.

^ T h e narratives in J u d g . 10-i!l are certainly in their present
form late Midrash. Vet there need not be on that account any
doubt as to the accuracy of this statement or of many other
touches preserved in them
See D \ N C E , § 6, and cp further,
Budde, ad loc.

had been dedicated at the feast of tabernacles, and, on the other
hand, that this feast, at a later date, but before that of Deuteronomy (§ 4), had been assigned to this month. T h e explanation
of the name of the month—'which is the seventh month'—is
the addition of a still later hand, as is shown by its position ; it
is also wanting in © B L [ © A has a curious reading aurbs o p-Tpi
e/Sfio^ijKocrToff ejSSo^os]. Cp further, Benzinger, ad loc.
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Compare what we read o f t h e feast o f t h e Shecheniite.s ( J u d g .
9 27) or of the dances of the maidens (cp D A N C E , § 6) at the
feast of Shiloh (Judg. '21 1 9 ^ ) .

It is shown elsewhere (FEASTS, § 10) how the centralisation of the cultus in Dt., even without any
express intention on the part of the lawgiver, inevitably altered the character of the feasts. It became
necessary that they should be observed at one common
definitely fixed date, they lost their intimate connection
with the life of the husbandman, and the tendency to
change them into historical celebrations was greatly
strengthened by this circumstance. No express reference to any historical event in connection with the
feast of tabernacles is met with as yet in Dt. The
bringing of the first-fruits at all is connected only in
a quite general way with the historical fact that it is
Yahwe who has delivered his people from the land of
Egypt and given them the land of Canaan to possess.
As thanks for the gift of the land the Israelite brings
the first-fruits of its produce as a gift to Yahw^ (Dt.
261-11). The bringing of the first-fruits enjoined in Dt.
in conjunction with a liturgical formula of thanksgiving
is not indeed in the law itself (Dt. 26i-ii) expresslv
connected with any definite time.
It is, houever,
exceedingly natural to assume that the author of the
injunction thought of it as to be carried out on the feast of
tabernacles, for it deals with the offering of the firstfruits of the wine and oil-harvest as well as with the
first-fruits of corn, and contemplates this as being done
at Jerusalem. For this the feast of tabernacles was the
convenient opportunity, unless one is to read the precept
as implying a special pilgrimage to Jerusalem for the
purpose. In this connection a quite general reference
to the Exodus is implied for the feast of tabernacles.
Lastly, in Dt. it is further laid down that every seventh
year, the year of release, 'this law'—i.e., the Deuteronomic law—shall be read before all Israel at the feast
of tabernacles (Dt. 3 1 i o ^ ) .
Ezekiel is the first to give to this feast—designated
' the feast' or ' the feast of Yahwe'—a definite date ; it
is to begin on the 15th day ofthe seventh
6. In Ezek. month, and to last for seven days (Ezek.
and H.
4525). He orders for it the same offerings as for the passover ; every day seven bullocks
and seven rams as a burnt-offering, a he-goat as a sinoffering, an ephah for every bullock and every ram, with
a hin of oil to each ephah as a meal-offering.
The
Law of Holiness (Lev. 23 39-41) in its present forni has no
precept as to the offering. The date in v. 39 is hardly
original.^ On the other hand it is here prescribed that
the Israelites on the first day of the feast are to take to
them the fruit of goodly trees (nnn yy n3 I cp under
A P P L E , § 2 [3]), branches of palm trees and boughs of
thick trees -'^ and willows of the brook, and rejoice before
Yahwe seven days. That the palm branches and the
boughs are to be used for making booths is nowhere
said. It is equally possible to suppose that they were
carried by the participants in their hands (cp above,
§ 3). Such a custom is attested at any rate for the
later post-exilic period (2 Macc. 10 6 _^ ; Jos. Ant.
iii. IO4, § 245, xiii. 135. § 372). What could be the
application of ' fruit of goodly trees ' in the construction
of booths is not easy to see, and it is more natural to
suppose that the fruit formed part of the thyrsus which
each participant carried in his hand (cp below,

When, then, in Dt. the feast is for the first time
designated (in our present texts) as the ' feast of
tabernacles ' (Dt. 16 13 ; see below, § 4) and the priestly
law (Lev. 2342) expressly enjoins living in booths as
part of the ritual of its celebration, or when the Law of
Holiness (Lev. 2840) orders the participants to take
'the fruit of goodly trees, branches of palm trees,' and
the like, we may be perfectly certain that these are not
newly invented innovations, but that ver}' ancient custom
lay at the foundation of the practices thus prescribed.
The living in booths and the name ' feast of tabernacles '
or 'booths' are connected with the simple fact that at
the time of the oli\'e and grape har\est it was usual to
spend days and nights in booths of this kind—a practice
which still holds its ground in those parts (see Robinson,
BR 2717 ; cp Is. 1 8).^
If these booths at a later date
found a recognised place in the official ritual of the feast,
this shows that, properly speaking, all these days of
harvesting during which people lived in the open under
booths were regarded as constituting a festal time, which
was brought to a close in, let us say, the pilgrimage to the
sanctuarv. ^^'ith this also we may connect the precept in
Dt. (see below) to observe the feast for seven whole days
at the sanctuary. The other injimction, referred toabove,
to furnish oneself with fruits of goodly trees, branches of
palm trees, and so forth (if the reference be not simply to
the branches needed for making the booths ; see below)
we may perhaps connect with what we read of the
festal dances in Judg. 2119,^ It would be natural for
those who took part in these to adorn themselves with
sprigs and garlands.
In its festal legislation Dt. (I613-15), as already
remarked, designates the autumn festival by the name
4. T n t of .^(Z^ AiZj-ja^^(JM (niDpn Jn), 'feastof tabernacles • or ' booths '—a designation which,
although not employed either in H or in P (see
below, §§ 5, 6), it continued to retain.^ As has
already been said, it was not to any change in the
significance of the festival or to any new ritual that this
new designation was due ; if Dt. had intended to
introduce something that was new when it spoke of the
celebration under booths, this piece of ritual would
have been expressly prescribed. On the contrary, Dt.
simply assumes both name and thing to be already
familiar ; thus the name also was already in use before
the time of Dt. The duration of the feast is fixed at
seven days, and in fact all the seven have to be observed
at the sanctuary in Jerusalem (see above, § 3). T h e
joyous character of the feast is also thoroughly preserved
in Dt., as well as the idea of its being a harvest feast; and,
in full agreement with the general spirit of solicitude
shown in the Deuteronomic law for the welfare of the
poor and the like, it is expressly enjoined that the bondman and the widow are all to take joyful part in the
celebration (I614).
1 For evidence of the ancient practice of spending the
festival under booths we cannot with confidence appeal to Hos.
1210 [g]. The expression there made use of—nyiD, imTed, instead
of Jn, / i a f — i s quite unusual. Still less suitable, it is true, is
the interpretation which (so Wellhausen) refers it to the passover
feast. In no other place do we read anything of a dwelling in
tents during that feast. In the prophetic threatening ' I will
yet again make thee to dwell in tents, as in the days of the
(nym) solemn feast' no reference to any joyous festival, merely
a reference to the wandering in the wilderness is required by
the connection. Hence Kautzsch's rendering ' as in the day of
the assembly [at H o r e b ] ' seems the best. If the prophet is
really intending the feast of tabernacles in this allusion, we
shall then have our first distinct trace of an assumed parallel
and connection between this 'dwelling in booths' at the feast
of tabernacles and the dwelling in tents in the wilderness at the
exodus, from Egypt.
Cp further, Wellhausen and Nowack,
ad toc.
^ In tbe N T and in Josephus it is accordingly spoken of as
cTKijcoTDiyta, in (B as eop-rrj iria)voiv, in Vg. as scenopagia, and in
Philo (2297) as o-Kvjcat.
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§ 7)The laws of P concerning the autumn festival are
1 H o w much of Lev. 2839 belongs to the original law
of holiness is very questionable. As in what follows this
verse mention is alway.s made of only seven feast days,
V. 29b, wbich speaks of an eighth day, may be presumed to
be a later addition (see below, § 6). The same holds good
of the time determination in v. 3ga. The other festivals also
are not yet assigned to a fixed day in H . On this question
see further the various introductions, especially the tables in
Holzinger.
2 niay I'^ is explained by tradition as meaning
myrtle.*
Occurring as it does between ' palms' and 'willows,' tbe^expression would certainly seem intended to denote some definite kind
of tree.

TABERNACLES, FEAST OF
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found in Lev. 2833-36 4 2 / . Nu. 2912-38. The name of
^ p the festival is there the same as in Dt. ; feast
• of tabernacles or booths, hag has-sukkbth
(niapa in: Lev. 2834). The preference of P for this
designation is not a mere accident; it is intended to
denote, not a part of the ritual merely, but the meaning
of the entire festival; it conveys, not only that during
the festival it is necessary to live in booths, but also
that the festival commemorates the booths in which
Israel lived at the exodus from Egypt. It is exactly to
this that the peculiar usage of the feast is intended to
point (Lev. 23 4 2 / ). The change of meaning, designed
to give the feast a place in the history of redemption,
has thus been fully accomplished ; there is now no
longer present any trace of a reference to husbandry—
a reference which, indeed, is absent also from the Law
of Holiness. As with all festivals in P, so also in the
case of the feast of tabernacles, the chief emphasis is
laid upon the public sacrifices which are offered with
lavish abundance, no longer as in Dt. upon the voluntary gifts of individuals and the sacrificial meal arising
from these.
The public sacrifices consist, over and
above the regular daily burnt-offering with the customary
meal and drink-offerings, ofa sin-offering of a he-goat to
be offered on each of the seven days of the feast, with
in addition a daily burnt - offering of two rams and
fourteen lambs, and on the first day thirteen bullocks
besides, on the second day twelve bullocks, and each
succeeding day a bullock the less—thus, on the seventh
day seven bullocks, two rams, fourteen lambs.
In
each case there are, of course, the appropriate mealofferings of fine flour mingled with oil—three-tenths for
every bullock and two-tenths for each of the two rams.
As compared with the offerings prescribed for the other
principal feasts, those here enjoined are enhanced to an
extraordinary degree—in some instances being more
than doubled. Thus down even to so late a date as
that of P we can clearly trace the continued operation
of that pre-eminent importance which attached to this
feast above all the rest in the oldest times.

quite natural had now in the capital no meaning.
When, however, the custom was brought into connection with history and judged to be a reminiscence
of the tents of Israel in the wilderness, it received a new
meaning which gave it fresh significance as a part of the
ceremonial of the feast and recalled it to new life. From
the account in Nehemiah (816) we learn further that in
Jerusalem the booths were set upon the house roofs, in
the house courts, in the courts of the temple (this last,
of course, only for priests and Levites) and in the broad
places of the city gates. Olive branches, branches of
wild olives, myrtle branches, palm branches, and
branches of thick trees (nin^ fy, see above, § 5, n.^a)
were employed for the purpose. The public reading of
the book of the law, as required by Dt. (see above, § 4),
was also a feature of the festival.
The Chronicler's

There is yet one other point in which P goes beyond
Ezekiel and H ; to the traditional seven days of the
feast it adds yet an eighth as a closing festival, 'isirelh
(may). As compared with the other seven days, this
has an independent character of its own ; it does not
simply continue the sacrifices of the preceding days, but
there are offered a he-goat as sin-offering, a bullock, a
ram and seven lambs as a burnt-offering—in each case
with the appropriate meal and drink-offerings, of course
in addition to the regular daily burnt-offerin§.
This
day, however, as can readily be understood, is always
reckoned as part of the main festival itself, and in later
times it was customary to speak of an eight-days' feast
(2 Macc. 106 ; Jos. Ant. iii. 104, § 245). This eighth
day, like the first, is celebrated by a great assembly and
by abstinence from every kind of work; for the intervening six days this is not demanded.
In post-exiUc times, just as in pre-exihc, it is precisely of the feast of tabernacles that we most often
- ,
hear ; it always continued to be one of the
* most important festivals.
Of the exiles
after their return we forthwith read that when the
seventh month came round they did not neglect the
feast of tabernacles. And, as matter of fact, after the
introduction of the law in 444 B.C., the feast was
regularly observed in strict conformity with the legal
prescriptions.
This is expressly emphasised in Neh.
8 ii^ff- It is, however, very noticeable that here the
legal innovation is the revival of a custom which had
passed out of use : not, as might be expected, the
sacrifices, but the dwelling in booths. From this no
other conclusion is possible than that this dwelling
in booths was practised in the older time, not as a
festal rite, but as a. harvest custom. After Dt. had
transferred the observance of the feast to Jerusalem, the
practice had gone out of date ; what had formerly been
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account of the feast of tabernacles at the dedication of
the temple (2 Ch. 7 iff-) is evidence of the observance of
the festival in accordance with P in the Chronicler's own
time in so far as the seven days' feast of i K. 8 65 is
altered into a feast of eight days.
Finally, we read
in the Maccabean period of the celebration of a feast
resembling the feast of tabernacles, immediately after the
purification of the temple (2 Macc. 1 0 6 ^ ) .
This
feast • also lasts eight days ; the participants carry in
their hands ' wands wreathed with leaves, and fair
boughs, and palms also.'
The custoni here referred to (perlaaps already an old one ; see
above, § 5) continued in use during the later period. T h e order
of the feast is prescribed down to the minutest details in the
Talmudic tractate entitled Sukka (cp M Y K T L E ) .
There the
branches, etc., are not only used for making booths, but are also
carried in the hands as the celebrants go to join in the worship.
T h e * fruit of goodly trees' (nnn r y '"19) was interpreted to mean
the ethrog (^nn^J), apple of paradise, or Adam's apple, the
'es 'aboth (Tli^y I'V) the myrtle. Accordingly, a palm branch,
still in its * sceptre-like' condition, tbat is, not yet expanded (the
so.called liildb, 27V?) was fastened up along with a myrtle and
willow in such a manner that the myrtle was on the right and
the willow on the left of the palm. This festal thyrsus (also
called liildb) was held in the right hand whilst the left carried
an ethrog, and thus equipped the celebrants went in procession
with hosannas and waving of thyrsi round the altar of burntoffering, each day once, but on the seventh d a y seven times, to
commemorate the seven days' encompassing of the walls of
Jericho.
Josephus calls the thyrsus (Ant.'m.\Q^,
§ 245)etpetrioli/Tj—which means properly the harvest wreath of olive
or laurel wound round with wool and decorated with fruit
which the Athenian singing boys carried about at the autumn
feast of Pyanepsia.
Another Greek designation employed
is OvpcToi ( t h y r s i ; 2 Macc. 10 7 ; Jos. ^ « / . xiii. 13 5, § 372),
properly the Bacchic wand wreathed in ivy and vine-leaves with
a fir-cone at the top which was carried by the worshippers at
the feast of Dionysus. I t is doubtless this whole custom that
Plutarch has in his mind when he represents the Jewish feast of
tabernacles as being a Dionysiac festival (Symp. 46 ; riis ^eytVrTjf
Kale TeAetordryjs eopr^ff Trapa 'louStu'ois 6 KO-ipos etSTC KoX 6 Tpoiror
AiowcTtca irpocrrjKcav . . . ecm 8e Kal Kpa-TClpo^opta TIS eooTTl Kal
OvpcrocpopCa Trap' a-VToZs, ev ^ Oiipcrmis e\ovTes el; TO tephir
eccriacTiv).

Another peculiar custom, with regard to the meaning
and origin of which there is still great uncertainty (cp
N A T U R E - W O R S H I P , § 4), was in connection with the
daily drink-offering which was offered during the seven
days of the feast. For this the water was taken from
Siloam.
A priest drew it in a golden pitcher of a
capacity of three logs, and brought it amid trumpetblasts through the Water Gate into the outer court
of the temple. There other priests received it from
him with the words (Is. I 2 3 ) ; 'Ye will draw water
With joy from the founts of salvation,' in which words
priests and people alike joined. The water was then
mixed with wine, and, while the priests blew on the
trumpets and the Levites chanted psalms, was poured
into a silver basin standing at the south-western corner
of the altar, from which it flowed by i pipe into a
subterranean channel and thence to the Kidron. W e
may, perhaps, bring this practice into connection with
the ancient custom of drawing water and pouring it out
(cp I S. 76) which may possibly have been used and
retained precisely at the feast.
Tradition has it that
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abundant rain for tlie new seed-time and a fruitful year
are symbolised in the act. In all probability the words
of Jn. 7 3 7 / are to be read in this connection.^
Vet
one other characteristic of the feast remains to be mentioned : the festal jo)' on the night between t!ic first and
the second day. In the court of the women fourbranched golden candlesticks were erected and lighted
up. ^^'ith music, psalms, and trumpets, a torch dance
was then performed by the most prominent priests and
laymen! The offering of the festal sacniiccs \\-as
accompanied, as in the case of the other great feasts,
by trumpet-blowing by the priests, as also by the singing
of the great hallel—i.e., Pss. 11;_>-118 (see H A L L E L ) ;
when the Hosanna was reached in Ps. 11825 the iQlabs
were shaken.

et-ffir.
Its dome-like shape as seen from the S. or
SW. ('mira rotunditate,' Jer. OS I&G23), and its
apparent isolation, iiuike it ^ striking feature in the
landscape of SE. Galilee. Hence it r,anl<s ^^ith Carmel
among conspicuous heights : e.g., in Jer. 4618, and the
Midrash, Ber. P., § 95, • Tabor came from Beth-elim and
Carmel from Aspamya to attend the law-giving at
Sinai.' .\ |)salmist even implies that what Hermon is
on the E. of Jordan Tabor is on the V\'., Ps. 8913 (but
ep tlie commentators). It rises from the level of the
llreat I'l.iin to a height of 1843 ft- (1312 ft. from the
base) ; the summit is an e.xtensive platform, 3000 ft.
from E. ti> W., 1300 ft. at its greatest breadth, a
peculiarity which did much to determine the associations
which have gathered I'ound the mountain.' Though
OutsiJe of Palestine the Jews observed the festival in like
from some aspects Tabor appears to stand alone, in
manner in booth-. A'^ the determination of the numtirs comreality it is a spur of the Na/.areth group of heights,
mencement and ofthe whole calendar connected with it depended
and is linked to theni on its N. side. Its slopes, like
on actual observation of the new moon, and thus was uncertain
tlie W. slopes of Carmel, are covered wilh vegetation
(see NF-W -MIION), it was customary for the Jews outside of
Palestine to (ih'ifr\-e the first and eighth days of the feast twice
and stunted trees, oak, ilex, terebinth, beech, carob,
over on consecuii\e days, so as to make sure of observing the
olive, etc., which afford cover to an unusual number of
common national feast quite simultaneously with their brethren
animals. From thc lop opens out a superb panorama,
in Palestine.
often, however, veiled wilh mists in the spring-time.
After the destruction ofthe second temple arose the custoni of
adding yet a ninth day—the 23rd of Tishri—to the f'^sti\al,
The situatiou of the mountain, its imposing and
celebrated as the feast of ' t h e joy of the l a w ' (.TllPiH nnfi^L:').
prominent outline, explain at once the part which it has
On the Sabbath preceding this d a y the reading of the law as
played in history. In all ages Tabor has been famous
divided into 52 parashijyoth or lessons In the synagogue service
came to an end ; on the following sabbath the readin,Li was reeither for its sanctuary or for its stronghold.
Comcommenced. Cp \'itringa, De Syn. J'et., 1696, p . 1003.
manding the NE. quarter of the Great Plain and one of
See the literature cited under F E A S T S ; also the articles in
the main outlets down to the Jordan, the W. esh-Sherar,
Riehm, Herzog-Plitt, ISmith, etc.
i. B.
it has considerable strategic value, whilst to the instinct
of early religion it would seem to have been designed by
TABITHA (TAB[e]ied, [Ti. W H ] ) , ^ ActsGse 4ot.
nature for a holy place.
See DoKC.\s ; cp G . \ 2 E L L E .
The boundaries of Issachar, Zebulun, and Naphtali
TABLE. The words are :—
meet upon Tabor ; Josh. 1922 (Issachar), 12 CHISLOTH1. -.-;---:;,sutlidtt,Tpa.iv€^cL, mensa. See MEALS, § 3(x; ALTAR,
§ 10; .Liid cp SACRIFICE, S 34^.
2. Sanctuary '^''T^Tp' '^''''^^ °^ '^^''°'"' (^*"2. 22-^, "cesab, O-VO-KKCCTCS (-C)CTCS [ C ] ) , accuhitus, is taken b y aiid strone
lun),34'AzNOTH-TAEOR_2... •peaks(?)
EV in Cint. 112 in the sense of ' t a b l e ' : cp M E A L S , § 3«, and
hold
°f Tabor' (Naphtah), i C h . 6 6 2 [ 7 7 ]
n. 2 ; also § 3 ^ . n. 2 ; but see also E D B , and Bu. ad loc,
(Zebulun ; ©"^ daxx^^l-)- ^i^ the first
H a u p t , / i ? i . 21 (1902) pt. I, p. 54.
and the last of these passages Tabor is the name
3. -.S, liiah, TrXaf (31 times) TTV^COII (thrice), tabula,
buxus.
Ctiiefly ofthe ' tables' o f t h e law E x . 24 12, etc., but also o f t h e
of a. town on or near the mountain. Long before
tables or tablets on which the prophets wrote their prophecies
the Israelite occupation Tabor was a holy place;
(Is.308 Hab. 112), and of tables for writing generally.
Cp

it naturally became the common sanctuary of the three
tribes whose portions met there.
So we may infer
from Dt. 33i9, 'they {i.e-, Zebulun and Issachar) call
peoples to the mountain.'
Though. Tabor is not
expressly named, as it is the mountain in which both
these tribes had an interest the allusion would be clear
to early readers. T h e passage seems to refer fo some
kind of religious fair or gathering at the sanctuary
TABLE LAND inVJ"0) 2 Ch. 2 6 i o RV^E-, E V
of Tabor to which the neighbourhood was invited for
'plain(s).' See JuD.E,\, P L A I N .
worship and barter (Stade, Gl'I I171; Driver, Deut.
TABLET.
.- I'DlD, kdmds, Ex. 3522 Nu. 3150f.
409 ; see also Herder, Geist d. Hebr. Poesie, s^off.
RV ."iEMLET. See NECKLACE, § 4.
ed. Suphan). In the days of Debor.ah and Barak these
2- i^'i^ gillciydn, I3. 8 I, RV see DRESS, § i [2], ROLL, 2.
tribes had suffered most from the hostility of the
3. C'r:~ '.^2, bate (?) han-nephes. Is. 820. See PERFUME
Canaanites ; accordingly upon Tabor, as the common
BoxF.s.
rallying-point, Barak gathered his men for a descent
upon the enemy in the plain below (Judg. 461214).
TABOE ( l U F l ; e&Bcop [BXARTL], pAieBcop [B]
Perhaps there was another reason for the muster on
edkctitoe \JC\ Josh. IP22, TO ITABYPION [BA] Hos. 5 i
Tabor besides the ob\ious advantages of the position ;
1 Physical J""''*^ t ® ^^^ '^ ' '''TABYPION Polyb.
the holy war, as von Gall suggests, would probably
character- ^•''^^- ""^ '^P*"^ ^ ' ° c ATABYPIOY at
begin with .1 sacrifice at the tribal sanctuary [-lltisr.
istica
Agrigentum and in the isle of Rhodes
Kultstdttcn, 1 2 4 / ; cp i S. ISg 12 Mi. 85, etc.). From
ib. i.x. 277 ; TO I T A B Y P I O N opOC Jos. ;
one account it appears that the battle was fought at the
ITABYPION Euseb. 0 5 26890 and e^Btop. ib. 211127;
foot of the mountain (Judg. 4 1 4 / ) ; the Song, however,
Itabyrium, Thabor, Jerome), the hill now called Jebel
does not mention Tabor, and places the battle farther
off, by 'i'a.Tnach, along the left bank of thc Kishon
^ ^ The words are spoken on the ' g r e a t ' day of the feast—•
^^cTxcirri 7)p.epa -c} jLteyaAyj rij? eopr^s. By this probably is meant (5 18-20).
By this victory Tabor was secured to Israel;
the seventh day, on wliicli procession was made seven times
and, as a stronghold commanding one of the main
round the altar, which on this d a y was decorated with branches
caravan routes across the Plain, it must have proved an
of willow. This day is in fact called by the rabbins the ' g r e a t '
invaluable possession during the times of conflict and
Hosanna day—,\'3T n r n y i j i i n c i ' , or also the ' w i l l o w ' d a y —
slow
consolidation which followed (Judg. 71 22 i S.
TT-f ^^'. The eighth day, the 'ccsereth, is not strictly speaking
to be reckoned to the feast of tabernacles ; the special sacrifices
2 8 4 ^ 29i 311).
Of its fortunes in the dajs when
WRITING.

4. TpaTvit^a, Mt. I027 I Cor. 10 21 H e b . 9 2, etc. ; see above, ..
5. jrAof, 2 Cor. 3 3 Heb. 9 4 ; see above, 3.
6. KKCVC] in Mk. 7 4 [Ti. \^"H om.] is rendered ' t a b l e ' in AV ;
RVom. RVmg. ' m a n y ancient authorities a d d and couches.'
See above, 2, and cp M E A L S , § 3.^ and n, 2.
7. n-iraKt'Stof, Lk. I63, AV ' t a b l e , ' R V ' t a b l e t ' ; dimin. from
-iva^, and so a small tablet (for writing).

and festal obser\'ances terminate on the seventh day (see above),
this day, therefore, cannot be regarded as that intended in J n .

I'Cp To^ta07J (Wadd. 2155) and

Macler, Foy. Arch.

Ta^caSrj, cited by Dussaud and
158 (Paris, igoi).

1 In Talm, B. the extent of Tabor is given as 4 parsa, Bdb.
Bathr -j^b (Zehlhlm ii^b reads 40 parsa) ; the figures of Jos.,
BJ'iv. I (height 30 stadia, the jreScoy on the summit 26 stadia),
are of course absurd.
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AssjTian and Egyptian armies passed within sight of it
we know nothing (Is. S^-i ''!'r] 2 K. "2329 Zech. 1 2 i i ) .
T h e sanctuary continued to serve the district.
By
Hosea's time it had become associated with the idolatrous
form of Yabwe-worship which was characteristic of the
N. kingdom ; hence it incurred the prophet's denunciation ; its priesthood, like that of Mizpah, the other
typical 'high place,' is ' a net spread o u t ' to catch
deluded worshippers
(Hos. o i ) .
Nevertheless
the
sacred character of the mountain was not forfeited ; in
the course of time no doubt it influenced the Christian
tradition (§ 5) ; it never quite lost its hold upon Jewish
memory.
In a late Midrash we find the opinion that
' the Temple itself might well have been built in the
portion of Issachar,' had it not been otherwise ordered
(Yalkut on Dt. 33ig iDiiiiff* *?[;• phn2rf\^2\> 'INT m ^ n i n n ' n ) .
The Tabor of Judg. 818 can hardly be the mountain ;
it is too far from the seats of Gideon's clan ; the scene
_ , _
of the murder was the neighbourhood of
H 1 f'ln
Shechem rather than the Plain of Jezreel
and 1 b.lU3.1^^^^ ^p Q , D E O N , § 2).
It is simplest to
suppose that there was another .Tabor near Ophrah
(Budde, Ri. Sa. 114 ; but see also Moore, Judges, 228).
T h e 'terebinth [RV ' o a k ' ] of T a b o r ' ( i S. IO3 : ©'T^9 dpvbs T^s ^KXeKTTJs) IS probablv to be placed, as the
context seems to require, in Benjamin, between Rachel's
Grave, on the X. border of Benjamin, and Gibeah
(von Gall, l.c. 8 8 / . ) .
Ewald's emendation m m | i ' 7 N
(=:m3D Ji'^x Gen. 358) is scarcely necessary ; there must
have been more than one such sacred tree in later
Jewish history.
Sec, further, R A C H E L ' S S K P U L C H R E .
In later Jewish history Tabor was the scene of three
memorable engagements.
T h e first occurred in the struggle between Antiochus I I I . the
Great (223-187 B.C.) and Ptolem\-IV. Philopator (222-205 B.C.)
for the possession of Palestine (Polyb. v. 70). After
4. J e w i s h the surrender of Philoteria (S. of Lake of Galilee)
h i s t o r y . ^""^ Scythopolis, about 218 B.C., Antiochus marched
into the hill-country and appeared before Atab y r i u m , ' which is situated upon a rounded hill (e;rl A.o0ov p-atxroeLSoi)s), more than 15 stadia in ascent,' and captured the place by
a stratagem. Polybius calls Atabyrium a TT6\L^ standing on
the top of the hill, and the account of its capture agrees wilh
such a position.
In B.C. 53 the proconsul A. Gabinius, general of Pompey,
fought Ale.^ander, son of Aristobulus, at the foot of the
mountain (Trepi TO 'Ira^vpiov opos), and 10,000 Jews fell in
battle (Jos. Ant. xiv. 63).
The third episode is recorded in fuller detail. As governor of
Galilee Josephus fortified Tal>or against Vespasian in 67 A.D.
Under pressure he built a wall round the summit in forty days,
and supplied the fort with water from below, for the inhabitants
(eTTOLKOL) had been dependent upon rain.
Vespasian sent
Placidus with 600 horsemen to attack the Jews by enticing them
down to the plain ; they were unwise enough to leave their
strong position in the hope of overwhelming the cavalry; it
became impossible to retreat, and they were completely defeated.
Want of water compelled those who were left in the fort (ot
ejnvaipiot) to surrender the mountain to Placidus (Jos. Bj iv, 1 8
ii.'20 6, J'ita 37). Remains of Josephus' wall were discovered
in 1898.
Since the third century Tabor has been revered by
Christian tradition as the scene of the Transfiguration.
B Thft T n H ^ ^ ^ Gospels themselves do not give a
' r.
..
name to the ' h i g h mountain* (6pos
°
• ui/zT/Xic) ; but it was more likely
Hermon than Tabor (see H E R M O N , § i, M O U N T A I N ) .
The Transfiguration is dated six (Lk., eight) days after
the confession of Peter at Cassarea Philippi = Banias at
the foot of Hermon.
Nothing is said of a journey in
the inter\al ; the return to Galilee is placed after the
Transfiguration (Mk. 930).
Moreover, in Jesus' time.
Tabor was hardly a place to which he could lead the
three apostles ' apart by themselves ' ( s a r ' Idiav PL6VOVS :
Mk. 92)—Kar' IdLav obviously refers to the apostles,
not to the isolation of Tabor.
T h e passages from
Polybius and Josephus quoted above imply that the
summit was inhabited and partially fortified.
P^re Barnab6, who has written lately in support of the
tradition, argues that there never was, and never could h a \ e
been, a town upon the summit because of the absence of water
and cultivable land sufficient to support a population (Le Mont
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Thabor, Paris, igoo). But the difficulty was overcome in other
situations of a similar character ; many remains of cisterns have
been discovered on the summit ; and monasteries have managed
to live there. T h e passage in the Gospel according to the
Hebrexvs quoted hy Origen (Co7nme}tt. in J o a n . t. 2 6 ; Migne,
PG 14 col. 132), where Jesus is made to say, ' Even now has my
mother, t h e Holy Spirit, seized me by one of m y hairs_ and
borne me to the great mountain Tabor,' can hardly be said to
support the Christian tradition ; but it may have helped to give
rise to it. T h e context of the quotation is lost, so that we
cannot tell what event is alluded to ; not improbably it was the
temptation. Cp T E M P T A T I O N , § 14, and see Moulton, Bibl. and
Sc7n. Studies, Vale Univ., 1901, p. 161, with the references.
At any rate Origen himself accepted the tradition (Comment, in
Ps. 83 13 [SO 12]; PGV^ 1548), ' Tabor is the mountain of Galilee
where Christ was transfigured.' In the fourth century it is held
by Eusebius, who speaks of Hermon along with Tabor as
' mountains upon which the wonderful transfigurations and
frequent sojourns of our Saviour took place* (Comment, in Ps.
SS 13 [89 12]; PG 23 1092) ; by Cyril of Jerusalem, ' Moses . . .
and Elias . . . were present wilh him when he was transfigured on
Mt. T^or' (Ctztech. VI 16 ; PG 38744); hy Jerome, ' Itabyrium
et tabernacula Salvatoris,' ' . . . montem Thabor in quo transfiguratus est D o m i n u s ' (Epp. 40 and 108 ; PL 21^491 ; ib. 889).
Before the end of the fourth century, the tradition was widely
current in the E . , and pilgrims, such as Paula (Jerome, Ep. 46)
and Sylvia of Aquitaine, began to venerate the spot. It is
generally believed that the Empress Helena founded a basilica
on Tabor about 326 A.D. ; whether a n y remains of it can still be
traced may be doubted. T h e church with three apses, excavated
in recent years (plan given by Barnab6 l.c. 136), is considered
to show characteristics of fourth-, or fifth-century work (de Vogiid,
Eglises de T Sainte, i860, 3 5 2 ^ ^ ) ; in 570 the three chapels
were seen l^y Antoninus of Plaisance, and in 670 by Arculf, bishop
of Eichstadt, the earliest travellers who refer to t h e m ; their
narratives are published by the Societe de rOrient latin (1 94
and 185). T h e only dissentient voice in the early period is that
of the Bordeaux Pilgrim (333 A . D . ) , who places the Transfiguration on the M t . of Olives (Itifierarium
[8th cent.], Soc. de
r O r . lat. 118) ; otherwise, down to the time of the Crusades the
Christian tradition is unanimous and constantly repeated. It
finds a place in the services of the Greek Church for Aug. 6th—
e.g., ''E(j}da(Tev yj r^p-epa -njs evBiov ev<f>po(rvvr}s' a.vet<ri.v eis xh
o p o ; TO 0 a ) 3 w p 6 AetTTrdTT)? T^^ 6e6Tr)T0S avTOV dTraoTpai//at Tijw

topatoTTjTa ('npoAoyioc TO M^'yo-, Venice, 1876, 348); but in the
Western service-books it does not seem to occur.l
In the history ofthe Frank kingdom Tabor maintained
its associations with religious devotion and hard fight™,
ing.
In 1099 Tancred occupied the
p •
,
mountain with European troops, and
when he withdrew he endowed the church
and entrusted it to the care of Benedictine monks, who
restored the ancient basilica and built a monastery.
Not long after, in 1113, the Turks under Malduk
fought a battle with Baldwin I. on the plain below;
the Crusaders were severely beaten, and the monks
massacred.
But fresh monks soon took their place; the
abbey received new donations ; the dignity of archbishop
was conferred upon its Abbot Pons and his successors
by a. bull of Eugenius I I I . {1145).
Then came the
advance of Saladin in 1 1 8 3 ; his troops ravaged the
Greek convent; and in 1187, after the disaster at the
Horns of Hattin, the holy place of Tabor was reduced
to ruins and abandoned by its Benedictines.
Early in tbe thirteenth century, Melik el-'Adil, in order to
attack the headquarters o f t h e Franks a t Acre, fortified Tabor,
using part of the ruined church for his towers. The fortifications
were completed in 1213 by his son, Melik el-Mu'az?am ; several
inscriptions commemorating the work have been found recently
among the debris (Barnab6, l.c. 15, 100). It was this fortification of Tabor that occasioned the Fifth Crusade. In 1217
Andrew I I . , king of H u n g a r y , and other Princes advanced
against Tabor with a great host, and besieged the fort seventeen
d a y s ; the first assault was boldly delivered and as boldly repulsed ; delays and divisions in the Christian camp helped to
make the second attack fruitless, and the Crusaders were forced
to retreat. See the vivid narrative of Vincentius Bellovacensis,
Soc. de r Or. lat. serie hist., 3 g 8 ; Kugler, Gesch. d. KreuzzUge,
3 i 2 _ / ; Michaud, Hist, of Cmsades,
2226^
T h e fortress
was afterwards dismantled by Melik el-'Adil in the hope of
restoring peace ; and, in the years which followed, the church
} I n the fourteenth century the dogma of the Uncreated
Lie:ht of Mt. Tabor was promoted by Gregory Palamas, Archbishop of Thessalonica (about 1349). H e asserted that one lifiht
of Tabor was visible and comprehensible, the other invisible
and incomprehensible; see l\Iigne, PG 150772ff
Gregory
became a patron of the curious sect of the op.(t>a\6\l/vxoi-, drawn
from the monks of M t . Athos, who de\-..tcd themselves to the
contemplation of the uncreated light of T a b o r ; Migne, ib. col.
8ggf. Nilles, Kalendarium
manuale,
Innsbruck 1896* s.v.
Aug. 6.
^ '
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W.1S rebuilt and served by monks from H u n g a r y (1229); for a
short time it pa.ssed into the possession of the Hospitallers of St.
John. But Tabor was not left in peace for long.
In 1263
Bibars, the Mameluke Sultan of Egypt, in the course of his
campaign against Damascus, fin.illy burnt and devastated the
church, and the holy-place of Tabor was left a heap of ruins for
600 years. Franciscans from Nazareth conducted pilgrims to
the summit from time to time, and celebrated, as well as they
could, the Feast of the Transfiguration on 6th A u g . and the
second Sunday in Lent. N o t until 1858 did the Franciscans begin
to undertake the care and excavation of the ruins ; Greek monks
followed soon after; and in 1873 was built the modest Latin
convent which, with the Greek ninn.^stcry close by, guards the
ancient sanctuary. Napoleon's Syrian campaign brings Tabor
into general history for the last time ; iu 1799 the French troops
under Kt6ber, afterwards reinforced by Napoleon himself,
encountered the \'ast army of Je^z.lr, and thu battle of Rit.
Tabor ended in the complete discomfiture of the Turks ; see
Lanfrey, Hist- de .V,zpo/,vn if, 1 3 9 9 /

that Tabor is a corruption of some other name, possibly
Baliurim (onnn) : cp ®t-s rendering (r^s f'sXe/cT-^s),

The derivation of the name T.ibor is unknown. In
spite of its triliteral form, Winckler considers that the
J.
name has survived, Mite ' J o r d a n , ' from
' pre-Canaanite times, and therefore is not
Semitic in origin. For a Semitic derivation he suggests
the Eth. d.tbr 'mountain,' with rf for t nnder influence
ofthe liquid {.-iOF 1 423). This interchange of dentals
is perhaps to be found in the name of the viUage at the
XW. foot of Tabor, Deburiyeh = 'D.\-RF..R.yni {q.v.),
possibly a formation from y\zr\ ; the .Arab, form has
preserved the long vowel in the second syllable. One is
tempted to conjecture that the primitive form of i n n
was i m (cp -'^T Josh. I I 2 1 1326 Judg. 1 n ) .
Older etjTnologies have a certain interest; e-g. Syr.-Hex. mg.
ad 0a,3(dp Josh. 1922 gives firjOup, and explains bc'lh 'or ' house
of light'; Jerome OS 312 496 'veniens lumen, veniat l u x '
(niN ,xi;n!).

.Among the .Arabs Tabor has long been known as
Jebel ct-'Tur—i.e., 'the mountain'—a name given also
to Gerizim, Olivet, and Sinai. Sometimes the Arabs
call it Jebel Nur, ' o f the light,' in allusion to the
Transfiguration, for the Christian tradition is accepted
by Moslems; Guerin, Galilie, \xa,iff.
W e should
expect Tabor to be mentioned in Egyptian documents ;
bat this is probably not the case.
T h e ' Dapura'
inthe country of '.4maura,' so called to distinguish it
from another Dapura, among the towns conquered by
Rameses IL (temple of Karnak), is to be looked for
on the Orontes in X. Syria ; the Depuru mentioned
next to Kadesh in the papyrus Anastasi I. (22 4,
Chabas. Voy. d'un Egyptien en Syrie, pp. 197, 3x3),
if not the same place, belongs to the same region. T h e
situation of Tapru in the Bulak Papyrus is not specified.
The equivalent of these names would probably be maa,
' hill,' rather than -2,n. See W M M , .-is. u. Eur. 220 ff.
The name of the moimtain has not been found in
.Assyrian records.
. In addition to the authorities referred to above may be mentioned the following : Survey of W. Pal- 1 3 8 8 ^ ; Robinson,
„ -,-.
.
^ ^ B , 2 3 5 1 ^ ; GASm., / / C 3 9 4 ^ ; Buhl,
8. L i t e r a t u r e . Pal. § 68. Pere Barnabi gives a full and
valuable collection of material (the point of
view IS uncritical, and the references are not always to be
trusted). For a recent Koman Catholic work w-hich rejects the
traditional site of the transfiguration, see Abh6 Ie Camus,
Notre voy. aux Pays bibl. (Paris, 1895J, l 8 2 ^
G . A. C,

TABOR, PLAIN OF, or rather (so RV), O A K O F
TABOR ( " i b n p'pN, T H C A p y o c e&Bojp [BA], T . A.
THC €KA6KTHC [ L ; see below]; quercum Thabor), a

locality between the city where Samuel nnd Saul met
and • Gibeah of God ' (see G I B E A H , § 2 [3]), i S. 10 3+.

It has been supposed by Ewiild {Hist. 821) and Thenius
(without ancient authority) to be identical with the
' palm tree of Deborah between Ramah and Bethel in
mount Ephraim ' (Judg. 4 s). This is certainly plausible.
On the other hand the descriptions of the sites of the
two trees cannot be said to agree. The city referred to
m 1 S. 9 6 ^ is not said to be Ramah, and ' Bethel in
mount of Ephraim' and ' Gibeah of God' cannot be
identified. It is much more likely that the ' o a k ' (or
rather, ' saered tree ') referred to in i .S. IO3 was unconnected with any biblical story e.xcept that of Saul, and
150
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which presupposes ima.

TABEET.

See R A C H E L ' S S E P U L C H R E ,
T. K. c .

I. eih, toph, r S. 10 s ; AV has a slight

preference for ' timbrel' ; RV has ' tabret' in Gen. 31 27 Is
612 248:)l)32 J e r . 3 1 4 Ezek.U8i3, but ' t i m b r e l ' in E x . l 5 2 o
JudK. I I 3 4 I S. 10 5 IS 6 2 S . (I5 I Ch. 138 J o b 2 1 j 2 P s . 8 l 3 [ 2 l
1493 160 4. See Music, § 3.
^
2. nail, j'»//ifi'/i, J o b l T 6 . See T O P H E T H .

TABRIMON, RV Tab-rimmon (flB-lip, § 44, as if
' Rimmon is good,' or ' wise,' but see RIMMIIN ii. § 2),
father of B E N - H A D A D ( I K . 1 5 I 8 : TABepeA^A [B],

TABeNp&HA^i, [A], TAB6peMAA«.N [L]). Cp TABEEL.
TACHE (D''P"ip) Ex.266, etc. RV 'clasp.' See
TABERNACLE, § 4 (i).

TACHMONITE ( O b a n n ) . S . 2 3 8 ,

RV T A H C H E -

MtJNITE.

TADMOR (Ib-in; eeA/wop [AL], eoeAMop
[B"^], eoelAoA^HceN THN eoeAoMop [B* cum signo
pervers^e lect.], Palmiram [Vg.]) ' i n the wilderness,'
a name given (2 Ch. 84+) to a city built by Solomon
by the Chronicler. This late historian doubtless had in
view the great city in the Syrian desert between Damascus
and the Euphrates (nimn, ncin of the Nabatoean inscr.)
known to the Greeks and Romans as Palmyra (see
WRS, s.v. 'Palmyra EPy^))} the mod. Tadmur,
vulgarly Tudmir.-^ This appears from his bringing it
into connection with Hamath and the N. He is, however, simply misquoting i K. 918, where the RV is
certainly right in following the Kt. (i^Dn, i.e., Tamar,
not as some have supposed Tammor) in preference to
the harmonistic Kre ' T a d m o r ' (loiri) adopted by AV
following the versions. For the context here clearly
shows that not Palmyra, but some place in the S. of
Judah is meant (see TAM.AR), and we have no reason

to think that the boundaries of Israel ever extended so
far N. The name Tadmor occurs nowhere else in the
OT, nor even in the cuneiform inscriptions, nor can
Palmyra be traced in history till just before the Christian
era, 42-41 B.C. (Appian, BC 69).
At that date,
however, Palmyra was a place of some importance (cp
ARABIA, § 3), and it may very well have come into
existence some centuries earlier—long enough for the
re.al story of its founding to be quite unknown in Israel
in the time of the Chronicler.
F. B.
TAHAN, TAHANITES (inn, '3nR), Nu. 263S. See
below, T A H A T H .

TAHAPANES (DnaBPIFl) Jer. 2i6, RV T A H P A N H E S .
TAHASH (K'riFI) Gen. 2224, AV T H A H A S H .

TAHATH (nriR), an Ephraimite name originating in
the Negeb, see S H U T H E L A H ( i C h . 72o bis i'oo;ie = nn3? [B
only once], Qaa-B, vopccs [A], 9ci-a.Q [L twice]). T h e name occurs
again in v. 25 under the form T A H A N (friPl, ^aei. [B], -ct-v [L]
Ka. [A—i.e-, Kal Q-]), and similarly in Nu. 21J3S [P] ( L X X v. 39
Tacax), cp the family of the Tahanites (ib, '3nnn, 6 raraxleli
[BAFL]).
In the priestly genealogies in i Ch. 6 which are
intended to supply the great singers with a Levitical ancestry,
Tahath is twice mentioned among the ancestors of Samuel and
Heman (i t^h. I3 24 [9] 37 [22], KO-CLB [ B , but 9- v. 37], 9. [AL]),
and it is only reasonable to identify Tahath or Tahan ( =
X.ahath ?) with Ti mu [q-v-], which is also an Ephraimite name
(cp E P H R A I M , § 12).

TAHATH ( n n n , note the ' priestly name T A H A T H

above), a stage in the wanderint,' in the wilderness;
Nu. 3 3 2 6 /

(K«,TAAe

[BAL],

KATBAAO

[I*']).

The

1 For the earliest exact modern account of Palmyra (by
Halifax, 1691), see PEJ''(J Oct. 1890, pp. 2 7 3 ^ See also Po^t,
' Second Journey to Palmyra,' />.£/?(?, 1892-93 ; Bernovdle, Dix
Jours en Palmyrene (1868).
2 On the connection between the names tadmur and TraA^upa
see Lag. (fibers- 125, note), who approves the conjecture of
Sc\\\s\isns(VitaSaladina:
see the Geog. I n d e x u n d e r ' T a d m o r a , '
where the form tatmur is cited), that the original was tatntur,
w.th the meaning 'abounding in palms.'
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TAHTIM-HODSHI, LAND OF

name stands between Makheloth and Terah, both of
which are possibly corruptions of 'Jerahmeel' (Che.).

abandoned aftenvards, the palace or citadel having been
destroyed \,y fire. Many finds of arms, pottery, etc.,
showed that the garrison had consisted chiefi}- of Greek
mercenaries. T h e position of this fortress, on the right
bank of the Pelusiac branch of the .Xile close to the old
caravan-road to Syria, explains its great importance and
agrees excellently with that of the biblical Tahpanhes as
key to Egypt (cp Jer. 487) ; the e.xpression in Jer. 216
would be explained by the strong garrison, Such a place
would also be best adapted for a Jewish colony which,
evidently, subsisted chiefly on trading.
\\'ilkinson's
identification may, therefore, be considered as ^-ery
probable.^ T h e Egyptian n.ame of the city has, however, not yet been found, which is not surprising, if we
consider that the cit}^ received its importance only under
Psammetichus I. Such Egyptian etymologies as have
been attempted so far are too improbable to be discussed
here.

See W.ANDERIXGS, \ \ ' I L 1 J E H N F , . S S OF.

TAHCHEMONITE, A \ ' Tachmonite ( ' : b D n n , o
X&N<\N4,ioc [B.A], YIOC eeKEMiikNei [L]), a S . 238.
Probably miswritten, owing to the repetition of n from
the preceding word, for -izzn (note 6 x"-"- in BA)—i.e.,
' i ^ n , ' t h e . . . -ite' (so Marq.). This is in accordance
with the other descriptions of David's other heroes. But
-i:2- cian hardly be correct. Besides, -:'z-n is preceded
(according to the emendation suggested under J A S H O BEAM) by n'3 ; 'jDD.i-n-n is analogous to 'cnSn-n'?. i
and "1 being sometimes confounded, it is plausible to
correct into ••z-i-n-n-2—i-e-, a. man of Beth-cerem (see
BETH-HACCERE.M) ; -\ and o were transposed. Cp
Carmi. the name of a son of Zabdi, Josh. 7i, and
note that in i Ch. 'ZTz Jashobeam is called a son of
Zabdiel ; also that in i Ch. 41 Perez and Carmi are
brothers, and that in i Ch. '273 Jashobeam is said to
have belonged to the b'ne Perez.
T. K. ^.
TAHPANHES (DHiSrin, Jer. 437, etc.) or Tehaphnehes (DnJSnn, Ezek. 3018); Jer. 2i6 K'-'thib DJQnn
(EV T.ah.apanes), J u d h h l Q . W T A P H X E S , RV

TAH-

PANHES, a city of north-eastern Egypt. Ezek. 30 closes
the long enumeration of l\i^}'i)tian cities threatened by
destruction, with .\ven-Heliopolis and Pi-besethBubastus,-i*. 17, and Tahpanhes, z*. 18, all three belonging
to the Eastern Delta.
T h e long verse, devoted to
Tahpanhes, where ' the yokes (better, as tP, ' sceptres ' ;
see Cornill) of Egypt' shall be broken, and ' t h e pride
of her power shall cease in h e r ' shows the \vealth and
importance of the place, as does the allusion to ' her
daughters' — i.e., surrounding towns (Jer. 43 7 / ) .
Jeremiah, with many fugitives, fleeing from P.ilestine to
Egypt, comes tci 'Tahpanhes and settles there. This
points again to the place being near the entrance from
Palestine into Egypt—i.e-, in the .XE.
In o. g the
words ' the entry of Pharaoh's house in T a h p a n h e s '
seem to indicate that the place had a royal palace which,
even if used only on occasional visits ofthe king, would
indicate an important city. In 441 4614 Tahpanhes
(which, ho\ve\'er, is wanting in the good M.SS of 0 in
4(! 14), Alii^dol, and Xoph are the three most important
settlements of Jewish fugitives in N. Egypt, as distinguished from Pathros in the S
In Jer. 216, the Eg\'ptians are called ' children of Noph (Memphis) and
Tahpanhes.'
Judith 19, enumerating Taphnas and
Ramesse and the whole land of Goshen (Gesem), as
far as Tanis and Memphis, etc., seems to be following
those Jewish settlements.
(5 transcribes the name as Ta0i/as (indeclinable) in
Jer. and Judith ; in Ezek. (p' has Tatfycac ; Vg. nrit
Taphnce, as is usually quoted, but Taphnis (indeclinable :
the same form occurs as accusative in Jer. 43?). It has
always been concluded from these transcriptions that the
reference is to a place which Herodotus, assimilating its
name to the Greek word for 'laurels,' calls Aa^oai.
-\ceorchng to him (230) Psammetik I. established a
great camp of soldiers ' i n Daphnoe near Pelusium' [ev
Sde^vrjoc rrjcn neXoi^trtT^ct), which the Persians still
maintained. In 2154, he reports that Sesostris, returning from his conquests, rested there. T h e //. .-Lnton.
places Dafno 16 R. m, inland from Pelusium ; Steph.
Hyz, also mentions iscxcpv-r). ^ .Already A\'ilkinson [-Modern
/;•;-. and Thebes, I447) identified this plaee with the
modern Tel(l) Defenneh (about 2:; Enghsh miles in „.
straight line SW. of the ruins of Pelusium), which w-as
excav.ated by Fhnders Petrie in 1886 (see Petrie,
Tanis, 2). Petrie found traces of earlier buildings of
the Ramesside period, a great camp, fortified, according to the foimdation records, by Psammetichus I.,
maintained under Xecho and .Amasis, and evidently
^ "The form Ta.,',i.a? in the Coptic \er.;lon, of course, proves
nothing, being taken mechanically from the Septuagint.
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[On the theory that the reference in all the pass.ages which
mention ' T a h p a n h e s ' is to N . Arabia (cp P R O P H K T , §§ 2 6 ^ 40),
' T a h p a n h e s , ' like the other traditional names, disappears from
the text. For the underlying words see Crit. Bib. on Jer. -Z i&
Ezek. 8 0 1 7 / ]
w . M. M.

TAHPENES (D*3Snri ;= in i K. 11 20^ defectively r
SeK [or x]eM[e]lN4. [B.AL] ; Vg. Taphnes ; i K. 1 1 1 9 /
[twice]), the wife of Pharaoh, whose sister was given
tu Hadad, the Edomite, to wife. T h e name has a very
Egyptian appearance, although no certain etymology
could be given, except that the initial t would be the
Egyptian article.
'The present vowel-points seem to
follow the .analogy of the city TAHP.VNHES {q.v.). See,
however, H.VDAD, according to which article we should
not expect an Egyptian name for a queen of Musri in
N. Arabia which seems to be meant here instead of
Egypt. T h e possibility remains open, at any rate, that
at a later time, when the king of Musri in question had
become a Pharaoh in the text, and the whole narrative
was referred to Egypt, an Egyptian name was worked
into the story. It would be futile to try to reconstruct
the various short Egyptian words which could be found
in the name, especially as (p differs somewhat from the
Hebrew.
[On the Heb. text cp Crit. Bib. on Jer.
4615].

w. M. .M.

TAHREA ( r - i n n ; ed,pA[A] [ A L ] , OARAX [BS]). a
descendant of Meribbaal ; i Ch. 941.
TAHTIM-HODSHI, LAND OF CC'-in D''nnn I'^N,
THN OABACOON H ecTiN NAAACAI [ B ] , THN ee«.coN
1. s t a t e of '''^'''•C'M [A], PHN xeTTieiAA KAAHC [L];
Pesh.
vers. ; terrain
inferiorem
the problem. Hodshi om.
[Vg.]), a district mentioned between Gilead and Dan-jaan in thc account of the
movements of Joab in taking the census of the people
of Israel ' from Dan even to Beersheba, 2 S. 246.
That ' Tahtim-hodshi' is corrupt, is too obvious to be
questioned. Several remedies have been offered, but
not quite satisfactorily, owing to the want o f a thorough
textual criticism of the whole narrative of the census
[I'v. 1-9) in the light of parallel passages of geographical
description.
I. Ewald {Hist. 3 162, n. 3) thought that for
' Hodshi (?)' we should read ' H e r m o n ' (ji,':in). Griitz
changed, in addition, ' Tahtim'(.>)' into ' t.ahath ' (nnn);
cp Josh. 113, where Wellhausen, Buhl, Bennett {SBOT,
1 N o significance, however, should be attached to the fact
that the Arabs called a part of the ruins ' the castle of the
Jew's d a u g h t e r ' (ikasr bint el- ) 'ehfidi), which has induced
Petrie even to find the .alleged 'brick-kiln' of Jer. 43g (see
BKICK-KILN).
I t may be mcntion.jd here that Erman (in his
review, Berliner Pbilol,,.-is,be
Wochenschrift,
1890, p. 959)
has warned us aiain^t layin- stress on the similarity of the
names Liefmneh (') and Iiapbna;.
T h e best Arabic form is
rel(t) DiAineb or Dejineh (others give the plural
Defney-i-e.,
treasure-hill,' evidently from finds made here by Arabs, not
from an old name ofthe locality.
2 E-g Lagarde once tried to find in Tahpenes the goddess
,Sohme(t), worshipped especially at Memphis. A
ta-SohmeU)
the one bel.nging to S.' would, however, require quite a.
number of violent emendations

TALENT

TAMAR

'Joshua'), and Steuemagel (but not Di.), read ' t h e
Hittites ('nnn) under Wt. Hermon.' But in this case
we require to prefix 'mr\. thus producing ' the land of
the Hittites under Hermon.
H . P. Smith prefers ' t h e
land of the Hittites to Hermon.' But are not Hermon
and Dan somewhat too near together ?

TALITHA CUMI (TAAIGA [Ti., -e,. W H ] K O Y M ) .

two Aramaic words in Mk.541 (see JAIRUS), correctly
interpreted by rh Kopiaiov {cjol X,^7w) 'iyecpe : • little
maid (I say unto thee) a r i s e ! '
T h e most iniport.ant variants are (i) ra/Stra, etc. (with b for /), and
Kov^i (see Ti.). Ta/3iTa, if not purely an error,
suggests T A B I T H A [y.i,.]; KOH/JI is of purely grammatical interest ; see Dalman's useful note. Gram. d.
Jnd.-Paldst.
.Iram. 266, „. x. Talitha, properly
' young one,' used \ery frequently of Iambs (in Aramaic
more especially of the gazelle), would be represented in
Aram, either by talyllhd or (cp Dalm. op. cit 118, a 6)

2. Wellhausen {TBS 217), following Hitzig (for 'nn)
and partly Thenius (for Sn), reads r\-,yip D-nnn, ' (to the
land of) the Hittites towards Kadesh.' This is confirmed by (5'- (see above), and is adopted bv Steuernagel. Driver, Buhl {SBOT).
But is not' Kadesh
on the Orontes too far N. ? Wellhausen has to suppose
tmiid^
'
that the boundary line is traced to K.adesh, and that
it then comes back (SW.) to Dan. , \ n d had David
TALMAI C P ^ n , cp Nab. ID^n, and the Libyan
really conquered the northern Kadesh, and even comTalmi [ D H M Ef. Denk. 5], also eoAOAAAIOC [see
pletely incorporated it into the territory of Israel?
BARTHOLOMEW]; cp Wi. (;/24o, n. i ; eoA/VM, -ei,
Cp Buhl, Pal 69.
e&A&A^e I )• But the correctness of the reading ' Talmai'
3. Klostermann {ad Joe.) and Guthe {Gesch. 94)
(with n) has been questioned ^ (see T A L M O N , T E L E M ) .
r. One of the sons of ANAK \.g.v.\ at Hebron (Nu 1822 [23I
would read n-^ip •'-nsj, ' (to the land of) NaphtaU
fleAa^t.v [BAJ, ea. [ L ] , - a [ F ] ; Josh. 15 14: floaAfiei [B], -fov
towards Kedesh' ; cp Dt. 3 4 i / (where, in the descripeoA^oi [AL] ; Judg. 1 10, SoAftci [L], T'OV -P [B], T. Oapec [A)).
tion of the prospect from Mt. Nebo, Xaphtali is intro2. A king of Geshur b. AMMIHUR (i-e., probably Jerahmeel
[Che.]) whose daughter (Maacah) was one of David's wives, and
duced after ' t h e land of Gilead as far as D a n ' ) , and
mother of Absalom. (2 .S. 3 3 : «0|U.(»ei [B] ; 13 37 : Botcp-acXrip.
2K. 1.T29, where Kedesh is mentioned with Ijon (the
[B], eol^onac [A]; I Ch. 3 2 : eoap.ac [B], «oA.jiei [A], «oAofii [L]).
name which, according to Klostermann, lurks in the
TALMON ( p o b t j , reAAACON [BA] c. [L]), afamily
second part of D A N - J A A N [q.v.'}) and Gilead, as representing together the far N. of the land of Israel. This
of doorkeepers or (reading D'ntS'K [Che.]) Asshurites in the temple.
is plausible, but involves a somewhat bold emendation
Ezra 2 42 Neh. 745 (TtKap-an/['BX], ToA^on/ [A]), cp I Ch. 9 17
of cn-.n.
( r a ^ ^ a j . or -p. [B, see Swete], reA^av [A], -cav [L]) ; Neh. 11 rg
.A more secure solution of the problem can, as has
(TeAafieii.) ; and 12 2s (om. BN*A, raAfiio.. [N^'' " S - ="P-], TeAjiui/
[Ll). In i E s d . 6 2 8 T O L M A N ( R ' V , not in B, ToA)ia>'[A]). T h e
been said above, only be reached in the course of ?
clan to which Talmon and another doorkeeper T E L E M (DSD)
2 Proeress ''^'^''^^' correction of the text. (On Dt.
belonged was an important one. See T E L E M , and cp SHALLUM
possible
^-^^f-, °"^ °f 'tis passages referred to by (8, II).
'

Klostermann, see N K B U , M O U N T . )

According to the present writer's emended text of
2S. 8 1 / (in a section which Budde, quite independently, places very near 2 S. 241-9, which it precedes),
David had recently conquered the parts of N. Arabia
nearest to the land of Judah, viz., Missur and Jerahmeel (the region from which the Israelites appear to
have come). That David treated his new subjects
with the cruelty asserted in the M T of 2 S. 82, may be
confidently denied (see Crit. Bib.).
-\ study ofthe ways of the scribes suggests that the true text cf
that passage (omitting a number of corrupt dittograms of ^NDnT)
is, Ijl "SC '.nm D'.nr-i.-n.x -c'Z2-] c-^'.S'cnTi niXD Ti'i, '.and he
smote Missur and the Jerahmeelites, and subdued the Zarephathites, and Missur became' etc.

\\'hat David did next is shown us in 2 S. 241-9.
The thought came to him, * Go, number Missur and Jerahmeel ' (v. 1), or, as David puts it in his command to Joab, ' Go
to and fro throughout all Zarephath-missur, from Dan (? Misran)
even to Beer-sheba,l and number ye the people ' (v- 2). Verses
5-7 describe Joab's proceedings.
_ 'And they passed through J u d a h , and began from Aroer.
jerahmeel, the city that is in the midst of the valley of [Jerah.
™=ll Ji^reel, and they came to Jc:r^hmec:\,^ and fo the land of
tlie Rehobothites to Kadesh, and they turned round to the city
ofMisran. And they came to Missur (or, to the fortress of
1, v"^'' •^"'' ' ° ^ " " ' ^ cimit^ of the Horites (Jerahmeelites) and
the Kenites; and they came out to the Negeb of J u d a h , to
Keer-sheba.' According to v- 9 (originally), Joab gave the
number of the men of Missur as 8000, and of the men of J e r a h .
meel as 5000.

Thus ' Tahtim-hodshi' becomes ' the Rehobothites
to Kadesh.'
T h e Rehobothite warriors in David's
bodyguard are known to us in the present text as
'Cherethites.'

See R E H O B O T H .

T . K. C.

TALENT (-153, Ex. 2.=;39. etc.; T A A A N T G N . Mt- 2024,
fe.).

See S H E K E L , and W E I G H T S A N D M E A S U R E S .

. We now see the original signification of the literary expression from Plan even to Beersheba.' There was a southern
Dan. Possibly, however, ' from D a n ' (pD) may be an early
scribe's error (]-i;iC:D), and the original coiner of the phrase wrote
from Misran (jn^ap). I n either case the extent of the Negeb
'^ '^'^ defined. In the lapse of time this was forgotten.
Rabbah of the bne Jerahmeel, miscalled in the text of 2 S.
1226, etc., ' R a b b a h ofthe biie Ammon.'

TALSAS (cAAeAC [B]), l E s d . 922 AV = Ezral022
ELASAH, I.

TAMAH ( n o n ) , Neh. 7ss AV = Ezra2s3, T E M A H .
TAMAR ("ipn, 'date-palm'), a place on the SE.
border of Judah, mentioned by Ezekiel (4718 [ffi ^
it>OIN[6]lK60NOC B A Q ] 19 [ffi S A I A A A N K. (j)., 6 b e i n g

a dittograph both of nJD'n and n O n ] 4828 [ffi
SAIAAAN], H^l
[Pesh.], for M T lim,
' y e shall
measure' [metiemini, Vg.]), and, as is usually held,
one of the cities fortified by Solomon ( i K . 9i8 Kt.
and RV ; AV, however, gives TADMOK [q.v.~\ 9epMA9
[A, om. BL], leeepMAe [B at 10 23, om. A], eoAMOp [ L ib-'\; Palmiram;
icuio^l [Pesh.]). Knobel
among critics, and Robinson and Wetzstein among
geographers (cp T R A D E , § 50), have identified Tamar
(i) with the Thamara of Eusebius and Jerome ( = the
military station Thamaro of Ptol. 416 and the Peutinger
Tables), a village which is a day's journey from Mapsis ^
( 0 5 2 1 0 8 6 863) between Hebron and Elath, and further
(2) with the ruin called k'lirniib, on an elevated site SE.
of 'Ar'ara (AROER, 3).'' This, however, does not suit
the passages in Ezekiel. It appears that some point
near the SW. point of the Dead Sea must be meant.
ZOAR \C]. -O. ] was called ' villa palmarum' in the times
of the Crusaders, and Zoar was probably not the only
place in the district which rejoiced in its stately palms.
Engedi, however, is too far N.
The T.AMAR of I K. 918, w hich has generally been
1 Cp T O I , where it is inquired whether ' 'yn. king of nDH,' is
not miswritten for ' vo^n. king of HDl'D' (Talmai, king of Maacah).
2 Reading, 'from HAZAR-AENO.-J [in the N E . ] . . . the
Jordan forms the boundary (® Siopif« = S'3JD) as far as the
eastern sea (going along) unto Tamar (n~lDn).' So Smend,
Cornill, Davidson, Toy, etc.
3 See lluhl. Pal. 184, n. S4S T h e origin of the form ' M a p sis ' is not clear. Hommel (E.xp- 7". 12 288 [igoi]) has identified
with it the Mai^ of Ptolemy v. Ill 10, and the obscure nB'DD on
pottery stamps from the Shephelah district (/'iT/'yl/^w., 1902,
pp. icz6ff.).
^ See Van de Velde, Syria and Pal. 2 1 3 0 ^ (more judicious
than Robinson [BS 2 616], who did not actually visit Kurnub),
who sees that Kurnub cannot be the ' T a m a r ' of Ezek., and cp
Buhl, l.c. and Del. C O T . W 581.
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TAMAR
identified with that of Ezekiel, requires separate treatment. It is credible that Solomon's fortress was for the
protection of the commercial road from Ezion-geber to
Jerusalem ; but it is not less possible that it was to
guard the Negeb towards the land of Musri (see
SOLOMON', § 7). ' Tamar,' both here and elsewhere, is
therefore probably miswritten for nm (Ramath), which
is rt corruption of 'Jerahmeel' (see T A M A R ii.). ' I n
the wilderness, in the l a n d ' [yiHl 12~ID^) should
probably be ' i n Arabia, in Missur' [i-^:z^ ^lys) (Che. ;
see Crit. Bib.).
TAMAR ("lOT- ^^ ^^ ' d a t e palm,' § 6 9 ; OAMAR
[BXADEL]). T h e name, in the sense of ' date palm,'
is of course suitable enough for a woman (cp Cant. 77f
[8/!]). But it also occurs as a place-name, and we have
to find an explanation which will fit both the personal
name and the place-name. Winckler (GI2gQf. 104f 227)
offers such an explanation. Tamar, he thinks, is the
Canaanite Istar ; the myth of Tammuz and Istar was
doubtless transplanted into Canaan (cp Stucken, Astralmythen, 14-16).
BAAL-TAMAR was the place where
the men of Benjamin had their tribal sanctuary, and
dedicated to the [female] goddess Istar. Cp K I R J A T H JEARIM, S.vuL.
' Baalath and Tamar,' i K. 918,
should rather be Baalath-tamar (a less original form of
Baal-tamar). All this is set forth with great force and
learning; but there is a, doubt whether the relics of
mythology can be so easily traced, and whether textual
criticism, methodically applied, does not here, as often
elsewhere, suggest a better explanation.
Proper names in the O T are even more frequently corrupt
than has been supposed, and need very careful emendation, and
it .so happens that -IDDI both as an appellative and as a proper
name, is specially liable to corruption. T h e passage i K. 9 18 is
treated separately (see T A M A R i . ) ; we are here only considering
the passages in which ' Tamar ' occurs as the name o f a woman.
A careful study of this group of passages suggests that ' T a m a r '
has here most probably arisen out of one of the popular distortions of ' J e r a h m e ' e l i t h ' ; another such corruption is M A A C A H ,
and a third is M A H A L A T H . W e may add that iDn'Ni ITHA.MAR
(the name of a son of Aaron) very possibly came from SxcnT'i
Jerahme'el (p from n ) I cp J E R E M O T H .

1. T h e wife of Judah's son Er, who subsequently,
through her father-in-law, became the mother of P E R E Z
and

ZERAH

[qq.v.]

(Gen. 3 8 6 ^

[J]

i Ch. 24 Mt. I 3

[AV here T H \MAk]). T h e story is referred to in Ruth
(4i2) as furnishing a parallel to Ruth's marriage with
Boaz.
According to Winckler it is a Canaanitish
development of the myth of Istar (see above). For
another and a preferable view of the significance of the
story, see J U D A H , col. 2 6 1 7 / .
^. Sister of Absalom (2 S. 1 3 1 / ^ i Ch. 89 [B always
0T}pLap and so A in i Ch. ]), and probably daughter of
the same mother (cp Jos. Ant. vii. 81); see M A A C A H , 2.
According to Winckler (GI 2227 f), not only has this
Tamar's name mythological affinities, but the whole
story of her being outraged by her half-brother Amnon
is mythological. An old myth respecting Tamar, the
Canaanitish Istar, and her relation to her brother (to
whom TAMMUZ corresponds) has been transformed by
the people into a quasi-historical narrative.
Note
especially Tamar's cake, which reminds Winckler of
the cakes of Ashtoreth (Jer. 4419).
See, however,
above, and cp ABSALOM, U A \ ID, col. 1033.

3. (dr}p.ap [B], Thamar, but p.aaxo^ C^])' 3. daughter
of Absalom, 2 S. 1427t [vv. 25-27 late ; see Bu. SBOT,
' Sam.'). Elsewhere we hear of a daughter of Absalom
and wife of king Rehoboam called Maacah, and
@^^ in 2 S. 1427 identifies Absalom's daughter Tamar
with the wife of king Rehoboam ; (5'-, indeed, goes
further and reads, not Tamar, but Maacah. If the
addition in (?, 2S. I427, relative to the marriage of
Absalom's daughter with Rehoboam is correct, one
would be inclined to follow (5''s reading ' M a a c a h . '
But perhaps the difficulty is not really existent. ' T a m a r '
and ' Maacah ' may both be corruptions of Jerahme'elith
('a Jerahmeelite'). For the rest see M A A C A H , 3. Thus
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two of the cases of the recurrence of a name in the
same family would disappear (see also M E P H I B O S H E T H ,
and cp Gray, HPN 6 / . ) ,
T. K. C.
TAMARISK TREE is the rendering in RV of 'eSel,
b^^,
for which AV has in Gen. 2133 'grove,' mg.
' t r e e ' ; in i S. 226 'tree, mg. ' g r o v e ' ; and in i S.
3113 ' tree.' T h e variety of rendering suggests that the
Heb. word has an interesting history, and though it has
become traditional to render ' tamarisk,' the critical
tradition needs periodical revision at the hands of critics.^
I. Apart from ©, whose rendering dpovpa Wellhausen
[Sam. i24)pronouncesunintelligible, theancients took the
word in a general sense, translating sometimes ' grove '
or 'plantation' (Aq. devdpdjv and S^uSpcopLa^ (?) ; Sym.
(pvTcla, Vg. nemus, o m a T g . Jer. 1 and 2, and Ber.
rab. 54, end), sometimes ' t r e e ' (Sym. <1>VT6V ; so Onk.
Pesh.) or ' o a k tree' (Theod. [ras] 5p0s ; i Ch.lO 12
,-i'->N, instead of the ^cw of i S. 3113). Such a view of
the meaning is supported by the Rabbis, and even by
Celsius ( 1 5 3 5 ^ ) ; but the rendering ' t r e e ' would be
excusable only as a protest against the cultus of some
special sacred tree (cp OAK)—philologically it is of
course untenable.
-;. T h e tendency to explam obscure Heb. words from
the Arabic has led to the identification of'Bel, S^N, with
the Arab, 'athl, which corresponds phonetically, and
means 'tamarisk.' Of this tree perhaps as many as
half a dozen species are found in Pal. (Tristram, FFP,
250) ; our common tamarisk is not one of them. The
common riverside species is T. Pallasii, Desc. The
tamarisk ' is a very graceful tree, with long feathery
branches and tufts, closely clad with the minutest of
leaves, and surmounted in spring with spikes of beautiful pink blossom,' ' Though it is often a mere bush,'
some of the Palestinian tamarisks * reach such a size as
to afford dense shade . . . Beersheba is well suited for
the growth of the tamarisk ; and we observed large
numbers of the Eastern tamarisk on the banks below
the site of Jabesh Gilead' (Tristram, I.e.).
It is also
common in Egypt, w-here it was anciently consecrated
to Osiris, and bore the (Semitic ?) name of asari.^
3. It may be doubted, however, whether this is really
the correct explanation.
It will be noticed that
Tristram says nothing about tamarisks at Gibeah of
Saul. T h e tree referred to in i S. 226 was no doubt a
sacred tree (see H I G H

P L A C E , § 3 and ... 6).

In i S.

142 we read apparently of a pomegranate tree under
which Saul sat (see MIGRON). There is no probability
in the \iew that the tree on the high place at Gibeah was
a tamarisk. But if we give up 'iSel in i S. 226, we can
hardly defend it in Gen. 2133 and i S. 3113 ; the presumption is that the same word is meant in all these
passages, and that in all three it is corrupt. Now let
us turn to ^ ' s dpovpa (thrice). At first sight this looks
like an orthodox substitute for a word liable to be misused (cp the Vss. on Gen. 126, and see O A K ) . But
how can © possibly have understood the phrase i<f)'bTeuaev dpovpav, if dpovpa means ' tilled land ' ? Clearly
dpovpa must cover some tree-name, and it has been
suggested that dpovpa may come from ly-iy or nyny,
which (P, like Tg. and Vg., understood to mean
'tamarisk.
Thus the harder part of (5's riddle is
explained. It remains to account for (B's reading ^;'-;'
or !;••'"'> in lieu of ^:;-.s'—it is no mere interpretation I'Ut
a g'-nume reading that i& gives us. There is only one
hypothesis which will do this ; -ly-iy or ^y^-li; is a corruption of 7i~\-:^'ti, asherah (Che.). This, then, is the true reading in all three places :—Abraha7n built an a.sherah at
"• H . P . Smith sounds a note of warning. Though he renders
^:;"N' 'tamarisk,' he remarks, ' A s the word only occurs three
times, the species is uncertain.'
2 BevBpuip.a seems to be an error for 6evhptava (see Schleusner

Lex. in VT, s.v.).
3 Pierret, Diet,
Cw., 28, n. 3.

darehiol.

igypt.
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534 ; Ma.spero, Dawn
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Beersheba; Saul sat under the asherah at Gibeah; the
bones of Saul and his sons were buried under the asherah
at jabesh. ^
-i-'X was corrupted in one important I\1S. into nyny or -\'^'r\]} \
in another into '-'^'N. T h e idea of the latter hypothesis was
suggested by Klo., who supposes ^C'N to be a deliberate distortion of ri"ii;'N>" in order to discourage Asherah-worship.
(P's
apovpa, ace. to him, is mi.S', ' t h e cursed (tree)'—again aprutt-Nt
against tree-worship.

^. 'ardr,

-ij;ny. Jer. 176 4 8 6 t RV'ff-, EV H E A T H .

TAMMUZ (T-ITSri), whose worship is supposed, on
doubtful grounds, to be aUuded to in Ezek. 8 14 (0diM1. Personality r^°Y2 [^-\]. AACONI [<J""^ ],

-Idonis

[Vg.]), derives his name from the
Bab. Dunruzi^ (4 R. 28, 50^2)—i.,
' son of life,' which, according to G. A Barton, refers to
Tammuz as the child of the goddess of fertility, or perhaps
' a true divine child ' ( = A^s. aplu kenu ; so Frd. Del.).
He is variously described as the youthful husband of the
goddess Ular, as her son, and as the first in the series
of her rejected husbands. Every year, in the fourth
month (Dilzu, see below)—i.e., July—he descended to
Hades, and remained there till the next spring. His
disappearance gave occasion to drink-offerings and a
great bikitu or 'weeping.'
The 'motives' of his
legend and the meaning of his cultus can be found in
the Babylonian myth of the Descent of Istar. There is
also an iUustrati\e passage in the Gilgames-epic, Tab. 6,
where, among other lovers of the goddess who have
encountered a sad fate,** Tammuz (Dumuzi) is mentioned,
' Tammuz, the spouse of thy youth, thou compellest to
weep year after year.' ^ The discovery of Friedrich
Delitzsch and Jensen (Kosi/iol. 197) that 4 R. 30, no. 2
contains a song of lamentation for Tammuz is not less
suggestive. This is how the song runs, as translated
by A. Jeremias.^
and cult.

' H e went do\vn (?) to meet the nether world, he has sated
himself, the sun-god caused him to perish (passing) to the land
of the dead, with mourning was he filled on the day when he
felt into great sorrow.'

The word rendered ' sorrow' (idirtuTn) occurs again
in 5 R. 4S, col. 44, where, on the name of the month
Tammuz, stands the ncjic^idirtum,
'sorrow.'
The
Tammuz festival was in fact the idealisation of human
sorrow—il kind of 'All Souls' Day.' Hence partly
the strong hold which it obtained upon the masses.
' Dirges were sung by the wailing women to the accompaniment of musical instruments ; offerings were made
to the dead, and it is plausible to assume that visits
were paid to the graves.'
It is probable that, to
gratify the general sentiment, specially important
national mournings were placed in the month Tammuz
(see below). ' The calendar of the Jewish Church still
marks the 17th day of Tammuz as a fast, and Houtsma
has shown that the association of the day with the
capture of Jerusalem by the Romans represents merely
the attempt to give an ancient festival a worthier
interpretation.
The day was originally connected
with the Tammuz cult.'''
The month devoted to Tammuz in the later Jewish Calendar
(i^Ieg. Ta'anlth, 456) wa^ the Babylonian month Du'uzu or
It is assumed here that the Asherah was originally a sacred
tree. _ But cp A S H E R A H .
Siegfr.-Sta. agree, so far as Gen. l.c. is concerned.
The form Tamuzu bas also betn found in the personal name
Ur(?)-(ilu) Tamuzu (Jensen, in Kraetzschmar's note on Ezek.
814).^ See further Delitzsch, Heb. and Assyrian,
16, and in
Baer s Ezekiel, pref. xviiyl ; Zimmern, Busspsatifien,
26, 60,
and ZA\i-j-24
2i'^f. 2 270^^ ; Lenormant, ' S u r le nom de
Tammouz,' in Proc. of Paris Congj'css of Orientalists,
2 149-105 ;
Baudissin, Stud. z. sem. Ret.-gesch., 1 35 3007?: ; G. A. Barton,
Semitic Origins (1902), p. 86 ; Zimmern, KA T[^), yg7 ff.
* For parallels to this \iew of Istar in mythology and folklore
(including that in Tobit3 8) see Stucken, Astralmythen,
16.
_'' Jeremias, Izdubar-Himrod,
24 ; cp Maspero, Dawn
of
Civ. 580, 672 ; Jastrow, Rel. Bab. Ass. 482.
"' Op. cit. 50 ; but cp on one part of the song Jensen, Kosmol.
2S6.

•^ Jastrow. Rel

Bab. Ass. 6B2.
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Duzu, which was assigned to Ninib, the god of the hot mid-dav
sun, as regent. See M O N T H , § 2.

Originally and properly Du'uzu or Dumuzu, is the
spirit or god of the spring vegetation ; ^ also, by a
natural sequence, he is the lord, and his sister Bilili
(see B E L I A L , § 2) is the lady, of the underworld, the

region of growth, though also the place of the dead.^
But it was not possible to keep this conception in its
purity ; it was natural to identify the vegetation spirit
with the sun, and to treat Du'uzu as a manifestation of
the solar deity (Ninib). For the drama of the sun is
similar to that of plant-life ; after the summer solstice
the sun seems gradually to lose its strength, and at
length to die, till at the winter solstice it is born again.
Originally too, the Du'uzu story was distinct from the
Adonis and the Osiris storie.'^ ; but at an early date the
distinction was forgotten (ADONIS, § 2).

The identity

of Tammuz and Adonis is asserted by Jerome ^ and
other fathers (see ASHTORETH, § 2, with n. 3).

According to Robertson Smith the wailing for
Tammuz was not originally connected with the death of
vegetation, but was a ceremony of mourning for some
sacrificial victim, such as is performed among the Todas
of S. India to this day. Later, a. different explanation
was sought for the waiHng—one more in harmony with
advancing civilisation—and the rite was projected into
the myth of the death of Tammuz. Robertson Smith
also thinks that the yearly mourning for Tammuz-Adonis
is the closest parallel in form to the humiliation of the
Hebrew Day of Atonement [Rel. Se77i.f^), 411, cp 414).
T o this view G. A. Barton (Sem. Or. 114) assents.
The
story of Adapa, however (AV161, p. 9 7 ; cp Jastrow, Rel.
Bab. Ass. 549), discloses an earlier form of the Tammuz-myth
according to which Tammuz did not go into the death-world
on leaving the earth, but ascended to the gate of Anu, where
he was stationed ( ' a s door-keeper') with another solar god or
vegetation god called GiSzrida. According to Jensen
(TLZ,
1896, col. 70) another ancient belief made "Tammuz, the god of
vernal vegetation, the son of abzu (the primseval ocean).
Certainly Gudea (about 3000 u.c.) mentions Tamuzi-abzu
(zuaba), i.e., Tammuz of the ocean, beside NingiSzida (identical
with GeSzida, mentioned above); compare, however, Jastrow
(RBA g6), who deprecates fusing the two Tammuz-deities, and
Barton (Sem. Or. 211 f), who makes this deity a goddess.

W e now turn to the single express reference to
Tammuz in the MT. It occurs in the description of
9 cw +
heathen rites practised in the temple,
which Ezekiel in his captivity professes
to have seen when in the ecstatic state. First among
these rites—according to Toy's explanation of chap. 8—
comes (perhaps) an Asherah-image [v. 5). Next, the
secret worship of reptiles and beasts, probably forms of
old-Israelitish w^orship (v. 10).
Next, the women
weeping for Tammuz (v. 14). Next, twenty-five men
worshipping the sun in the east [v. 16). The last form
of heathenism (as most explain v. 17) is not recognised
as such by Toy, but we have to mention it here for
completeness ; it is ' stretching out the branch to the
nose.'-* According to Toy, the sun-worship of the
1 See Jensen, Kosmol. 197, 227, but especially Frazer, GBJ!^)
2 i i 5 _ ^ Barton thinks that the goddess IStar was originally
connected with some never-failing spring, and that some sacred
tree near it repre.sented her son (Se7n. Or. 86).
2 Jensen, Kosmol. 225 ;_ cp Jastrow, RBA 575. Bilili is the
world-principle of generation and growth.
3 There is a remarkable statement of Jerome (ed. Vallarsi,
1321), ' Bethlehem nunc nostram . . . lucus inumbrabat
Thamus, id est Adonldis.' Just before, he tells us that this cult
of Adonis has lasted about 180 years, from the times of Hadrian
to the empire of Constantine.
Evidently he regarded the
Adonis cult practised in the reputed grove of the Nativity as a
deliberate profanation. It is not probablcj however, that any
.such profanation would have been committed in the time of
Hadrian ; it was the Jews, not the Christians, who were at that
time the objects of heathen persecution. And we may assume
that the predominant element in the cultus in the cave at
Bethlehem was not connected with Tammuz-Adonis. but rather
with Isis and Sarapis, just as at Byblus the legend of Astarte
and Adonis became fused with that of Isis and Osiris (cp Conradi,
Kindheitigeschichte
Jesus', 315 f ; Usener, Rel.-ge.^ch. Untersuch. 1 202).
4 Toy takes miDI C^'- 17) in the sense of ' stench,' and renders,
' t h e y are sending a stench to my nostrils' ('EN"7N). Kraetz-
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Jews was probably borrowed from Assyria, so that
Tammuz-worship and sun-worship would naturally be
mentioned together.
Plausible as this is, a critical scepticism appears justifiable.
It is strange that iion.l should occur nowhere else in the OT.
In Ezek. 85 riMJp.T is certainly corrupt; this may reasonably
make us suspect jinnn. First of all, however, the whole context
should be critically examined. The most obvious corrections
(if we presuppose some very constant types of corruption) are
those in v. io_, on which see SHAPHAN. From the probably
true text of this verse we may divine that^the whole description
of which it forms part relates to heathen rites of Jerahmeelite or
N. Arabian origin. Elsewhere (see Crit, Bib.) the text of »._ 14
is corrected, and a reference to the cult of. the N. Arabian
goddess is supposed. See, however, also HADAD-RIMMON,
where a reference to Tammuz-worship is suspected to exist both
here and in Zech. 12 11. For a generaUy supposed reference to
the parallel cult of Adonis, see GARDEN, § 8 ; and cp NAAMAN.

According to Ewald, the desire of women ' mentioned in Dan.
'1137 is Tammuz-Adonis.
It is maintained by Stucken and Winckler that
features of the Tammuz, Adonis, and Osiris myths
have attached themselves to certain legendary Israelitish
heroes. Thus Abram and Sarai, brother and sister, as
well as husband and wife, also Amnon and Tamar,
suggest comparison with Tammuz and Istar ^ (see
Stucken, Astralmythen,
1 1 ; Wi. G/223, 2 2 7 / . cp
1 0 5 / . , and T A M A K , 2). The story of Joseph devoured
by a wild beast, also the detail about Moses in the ark of
bulrushes {see, however, MosES, § 3), suggest respectively
the Adonis and the Osiris myth. David, the beautiful
young shepherd, also reminds one of Tammuz or
Adonis. Many critics may be inclined to admit that
the details here mentioned (Winckler has much more to
mention besides) are of mythic origin ; but to connect
them directly with the Babylonian myth of D(^zu seems
to be at present a somewhat bold hypothesis. That the
mourning for Jephthah's daughter is analogous to the
Tammuz wailing is, however, beyond the possibility of
doubt (see col. 2362).
T. K. C.
TANACH cq;!??!), Josh. 2125 AV, RV T A A N A C H .
T A N H U M E T H (HD-inari; cp the Talm. pr. name
Tanhum), father of SERAIAH \.q-v.'\ (2 K. 2 6 2 3 :
e&NeMAG [B], -MAN [A], eANeeMM&e [L] ; Jer.
408; eAN&eMMB [B], eANAe/wee [AQ], NAe-[N]).
T h e name, though possibly (cp N a h u m in OS) early explained
as 'comfort' (cp § 6 2 ; pointed so as to exclude a woman's
name?), may, according t o analogies (e.g. Rehum, connected
with Jerahme'el), come from an ethnic of t^e Negeb (cp
NAHAMANI).
I n 2 K . Seraiah b. Tanhumeth is called a
Netophathite ; but the present writer takes Naphtuhite to be
meant (cp N E T O P H A H ) — i . e . , he belonged, like (probably) his companions, to the Negeb. In J e r . the designation is
apparently
given to certain ' sons of E P H A I ' (q-V-). But *£)ij; »33 t i s Kt.) is
a corrupt duplication of 'riDIDJ. Cp Crit. Bib. on fer- 40 i 5,
where it i.s argued that Gedaliah's Mizpah may have been
Zarephath in the Negeb.
T. K. C.
TANIS (TANECOC [BA]) Judith l i o .

See ZOAN.

TANNER, TANNIN(J. See L E A T H E R .
TAPESTRY (D'''na'lD, marbaddlm), RV 'Carpets,AV 'coverings,' RV™S- ' cushions,'of tapestry are mentioned in Pr. 716 3 l 2 2 t .

See EMBROIDERY, W E A V I N G .

TAPHATH ( n a o , § 78), 'daughter of Solomon,'
wife of one of the king's prefects (see BEN-ABINADAB),
i K . 4 i i (xABAHeei [ B ] , - e \ e i [B>''-"'J-], TABAAG
[L]. TA4)AT<\ [.^l).
Probably, however, it was a
Salmoean [i.e., Arabian) woman who is meant; point
n p 7 ^ . So in t'. 15. Her name was perhaps Naphtuhith (cp § 78); and her husband's prefecture may have
schmar agrees with this, and finds in v. 17 a contemptuous
reference to the sacrifices of the ' high places,' which gave forth
to Vahwe no 'sweet savour.' Most see a reference to the
Baresma, or bundle of branches of flowering trees, held by
worshippers of the solar fire in the Parsee religion (see Ve-ndidad
1964, Spiegel, Eran. Alterth.
8571). C p a Cyprian parallel in
Ohnefalsch-Richter,
Kypros,
137
ffClermont-Ganneau
(Etudes d-archeot. orientale, 28 [i88o])supposes some rite in the
mysteries of Adonis. This would require us t o transfer the last
clause oiv. 17 to the end oiv. 14.
1 Though strictly the sister of Tammuz was Bilili.
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comprised all my mnsJ, Naphtoah-arab.

See Crit.

Bib.;

T . K. C.

also S A L M A H .

TAPHON [AV] or T E P H O N [RV] Te<))WN [AN],
Te(t)W [V], TOXO&C Lfos. Ant.^m..\i,
§ 15], Cepho
[Vet. Lat.], Syr. . t f a & J ) . One ofthe ' strong cities'
in Judsea fortified by Bacchides ; i Macc. 9 50. T h e
name is a corruption either of Tappuah (cp Josh. 168
®B), in which case B E T H - T A P P U A H [q. v.) may be meant,
or of N E T O P H A H (q.v.).
The latter view (Gra. Gesch.^*)
iii. 18, u. s) is geographically possible, but is phonetically
perhaps rather less natural.
T A P P U A H (n-1Sri;

§ 103, cp A P P L E and F R U I T ,

§12).
1. A place grouped with Zanoah, En-ganmm, and
Enam among the towns of the lowland of Judah
(Josh. 1534), and connected apparently with Hebron
( i Ch.243). (In Josh. iXovBcoe^ [B?], adiaBaet/j,^ [A],
eacfupova [ L ] ; in i Ch. da-irovs [B], Sacpcpov [A],
tpeepovB [L]). Perhaps, however, ' Tappuah and
E n a m ' should rather be ' a n d Tappuah [of] Enam,'
and the same place may be referred to in Gen. 3814
(read ' a t Tappuah of Enaim') and in Josh. ISg 1813
(read for ' unto the fountain of the waters of N E P H T O A H , '
' u n t o Nephtoah, or Tappuah, [of] E n a m ' ) .
In all
these passages there is most probably a geographical
confusion due to the redactors—i. e. the place originally
intended was in the Negeb (cp SOCOH, Z A N O A H , Z O R A H ) .

Very possibly, too, Tappuah is <i popular distortion of
Nephtoah or Naphtoah, the name the present writer
supposes to underlie the difficult ' Naphtuhim' in Gen.
IO13.

See M I Z R A I M , § 2b, where Gen. 10 1 3 /

is ex-

plained in the light of the theory that onsD is very often
not Misraim, ' Egypt,' but Misrim, the Musri on the N.
Arabian border of Palestine.
2. A place which appears once (see below) at a
critical point of the history of Israel, situated on the
border between Ephraim and Manasseh (see K A N A H ) ,
Josh. 168 1 7 B . In 17? it is called E N - T A P P U A H , and
in the next verse we are told that the land or district of
Tappuah belonged to Manasseh, but Tappuah itself to
the b'ne Ephraim. This is inserted to account for the
expression in o. 7, ' a n d (then) the border goes along
southward to the inhabitants ( = the district) of Entappuah.' Conder [Hdbk. 263) identifies En-Tappuah
or "Tappuah with a spring near YdsUf, at the head of a
branch of the Wddy Kanah, S. of Shechem and of
Michmethath.
Robinson, however, and formerly
Conder {PEFQ,
ISTJ,
p. 48), connected it with
Kh.'Atdf, and (3u^rin {Sam. I259) with 'Ain
el-Fdri'ah,
both N E . of Nablus. In each case the identification
depends on the situation assigned to the torrent K A N A H .
Probably enough there was a northern Tappuah ; but
the name (a distortion of Naphtoah) comes from the
Negeb.
It is historically unsafe to suppose that the
northern Tappuah was the city so cruelly treated by
Menahem in his hour of victory, 2 K. 1516 (see
TIPHSAH).
(© rat^ov, Tn\-fi]v 0aif,9uj9 [vct^e0, a, b, mg.], 6a^e6 [ B ] ; e(/)<^oue,
nTiyTji. OaffcftcG, Baj^BcaG [A] ; dairAove, jr^yrjc rai^dud, [6acf>ia9]
[L]). Dillmann holds that the Ephraimite Tappuah was the
royal city of Josh. 12 17 (areu^ovT [B], Ba-c^c^ov [A], (?a7r<^ou [L]).
With the preceding name Bethel, the list of cities passes into
central Palestine.
T h e present writer thinks, however, that
Josh, l^-jf. has been recast by the redactor, and that the royal
cities are really in the Jerahmeelite Negeh (cp SHIMKON-.MERON,
TIRZAH).

T . K. C.

TARAH, RV T e r a h (nnPl ; TAp&e [BL], e- [A]
eKAp^e, GKG. [ F , the preposition eK dittographed]), a
stage in the wandering in the wilderness; Nu. 8 8 2 7 /
See W A N D E R I N G , W I L D E R N E S S OF.

Probably a mutilation of Jerahmeel (cp TERAH) [Che.]. Cp
MAKHELOTH, TAHATH, MOSERAH.

TARALAH (n^>?nj? ; ea,peH\A [B], e&p&Aa. [A],
e e . [ L ] ; therela, theramalOSP)31 2 15631; cp26l25]),
t See ADITHAIM.
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TARBA

TARSHISH

apparently «. Benjamite place-name (Josh. 1827), but
really, like ha-eleph in v. 2^, a corruption of 7XD"1\
IRPEEL (q.v.), or of ^XOPIT, of which 7XS"!'' m a y b e a
corruption (Che.). See E L E P H .
TAREA (ri&jtn [Ba.], i;>*ri [Gi.] in i Ch. 8 3 s :

but rinn [Ba.],' rnnn[Gi.],'Ev TAHREA in 94it;
eepee. e-^pAX [B and N in 941]. e<\pee. Gd.pA [A],
9d.Pd.^ [L]). ^ descendant of Saul mentioned in a
genealogyof BENJAMIN (y.?'.,§ 9, ii. /3). i Ch. 835^041TARES (ziZd^NlA. Mt. 13^5//:).

T h e Greek word,

which does not occur in 1^, is plainly of Semitic origin. Its
Syriac form z'lznd is (as Lagarde sa>-:^, Sem. 03) equisalent to
zinzan, and so derived from \ ' p , which in Ar. means ' to be
dry.' A kindred word is Ar. (and Pens.?) za'.vdu, which
denotes the seed of tlaivsar—i.e., darnel, ^ifdviov is, according
to Suidas r\ ev TW (nTu> atpa ; the medicinal effects of atpa are
described in Diosc. - 122.

From the statements in Mishna and Talmud (see
Low, 1 3 3 / ) we learn that C-JM. the post-biblical Hebrew
equivalent of j'ti'di'ta, denoted plants closely resembling
wheat, alongside of which they grew, and were indeed
sometimes regarded as a degenerate form of wheat
produced under unfavourable conditions from the same
seeds. In view of these and other statements, it is
generally agreed that the plant intended is Lolium
te77iulentu7n, or darnel (Tristram, NHB 487, where
there is a good account of the plant).
It is not improbable that ' d a r n e l ' has been associated with
'white crops,' especiaUy wheat, from the earliest times. With
iuiperfect methods of cleaning the seed-grain, the seed would be
sown with that of the wheat. I t grows to about the same height,
and would naturally be regarded as a degenerate form.^ Darnel
was long regarded as poisonous (cp Hooker, Student's
Flora,
454); this, however, is now attributed to the ergot with which
it is peculiarly prone to be affected. Its rarity in England,
where it is only a ' weed of cultivation,' is due to greater care in
the sowing.
A native of Europe and N . Asia, it occurs
throughout the Mediterranean basin.
N . M . — \ V . T. T . - D .

iron, tin, and lead are specified among its riches (Ezek.
27 12 ; cp 3813). It is mentioned with the iyylm (P-N)
or 'coast-lands' (Is. 236 6619 [with other countries],
Ps. 72io). Jonah, when fleeing from the presence of
Yahwii, set sail for Tarshish from Joppa (Jon. 13 4 2 ;
cp ! Ch. 921 bis [TrXoia ^K 6. once], 2O36/—where
Tarshish ships have become, through the author's misunderstanding, ' ships that go to Tarshish ').
The identification of the locality is difficult. Most
scholars since Bochnrt have thought of Tartessus
2 W h e r e ? ('lVT')<r'^"s: but Polyb. iii. 24 2, Tapo-^ioc)
T a r t e s s u s ? ' " ^ ^P^'"' '^'"^'^ '"'}'' '!?,« ^"'^I'^"' ^"^,
as tar as known to the O T writers, the
remotest goal of Phoenician commerce (see GEUGRAPHY,
§ 12b).
Herodotus (4152) indeed places Tartessus
beyond the i'iUars of Hercules; cp StraboSisi ; Plin.
iii. 38. Elsewhere (2148) Strabo, with whom P.iusanias
(i\'. 193) agrees, makes Tartessus the name of the
River Ba_nis (Guadalquivir), and also of -i citv in the
delta of this river, the surrotinding territory being called
Tarlessis. Diodorus ( 6 3 5 ^ ) as well as Strabo speaks
of the silver, iron, tin, and lead of Tartessus. T h e
exact site seems not determinable, nor is it clear that
the Hebrews knew it. Cp SILVER.
[The name Tartessus was extended to the whole of S. Spain.
' As far as the terminus Tartesiorum' is found in Avienus (462),
and in the second treaty between Carthage and Rome we read
that the Romans are forbidden Macrrt'as TapoTjtou p-i) X^^ecsBac
tTceKtcva (Polj'b. iii. 24 3)—i.e., they are not to go beyond the city
of IVlastia in the land called Tarseion = Tarshish. See K. Meyer,
CvJ 2 687 (§425).]

M^hat is likely is, that Tarshish is a Semitised form
of the native name.
@ in Ezek. and Is. 23 renders ' Tarshish by
'Carthage.'
In its ordinary sense this name is of
« .,
course unsuitable.
But when the
3. O a r t n a g e . ,^'arthaginians brought the Phoenician
settlement of Mastia (see § j., end) in the land of
TARGET. [\)T\Vi,si7Lndh,\'[<^.\fiit\
see S H I E L D .
Tarseion (Tarshish?) tinder tjieir rule, they made it a
I (2) p"i'3, kldon, I S.176. See JAVELIN, I, 5 ; SWORD.
Kart-hadast (=:Carthage), so that O's rendering in a
TARGUMS. See A R A M A I C L A N G U A G E , § 6 ; T E X T
new sense appears to be defensible (Wi. .^C*/^'l445y^).
AND VERSIONS, § 65.
Tarsus in Cilicia is the identification adopted by
Josephus and Jerome, and in modern times by Baron
TARPELITES (M.'^SIP, E z r a d g t ; Td.P(\cl>AAAAlOl
Bunsen, Sayce,^ and—for Gen. IO4—by
[B], Tap0. [AL]; )kjfcS>iJ), according to most recent writers not
• A. H. Keane (who takes ' a son of Javan'
an ethnic name, but miswritten for ^f^^D2t;, ' tablet-writers' (from
to mean ' an Asiatic Greek' ; cp The Gold of Ophir,
Ass. dup-sarru); cp Schr, COT on Jer. 51 27, but see SCRIBE.
c)2ff.).
The objections to this are (i) that the recorded
Cp also APHARSITES.
foundation of "TARSUS [q.v.'\ does not go back far
TARSHISH (C"C'-)F1; ed,pc[e]lC [BNA,etc.]—every
enough, and (2) that its name, as given on coins and in
where e.xcept Is. 2i6 [see below] and 2 3 i 6 i o i 4 [Kd.pAssyrian inscriptions, has 2 instead oi s.
XHicoN (BXQT), xa^pK. (B* once, N* twice)] where
Le Page Renouf [PSB.4 16104-108 138-141) advocates
QiTig. twice has OApcetC as the reading of Aq. Symm.
the claims of the Phcenician coast, so that the phrase
Theod., and Ezelt. 27 12 =5 [K&PXHAONIOI or x^PKTarshish ships' would be equivalent
5. Phoenicia? to ' Phoenician ships.'
(BAQ—.A V. 25 adding BAPCOC)] 8813 [KAPXHAONIOI
This is in
(B); XAAKHAONOC (A), O&pceic (Q'"s-"''•)]; thrice
accordance with W. M. Miiller's explanation of the
spelled T h a r s h i s h in AV [i K. 1022^w, 2248]). A son Egyptian phrase ' Kefto ships' a s = ' s h i p s built in the
of Javan, Gen. IO4 i Ch. 1 7 {where mis-written r]^-^-\r-\, Kefto style,' As. u. Eur. 349, n. 2 (cp CAI>HTOR).
1 RiW 1 " i d e r the influence of ,IB"'7N). In a relaBut plausible as this interpretation of ' ships of Tarshish '
rpfpr
tively early passage'(Is. 216) we find the
may be, the sense ' Phoenicia' for ' Tarshish' has not
phrase 'Tarshish ships'^ as a synonym
been made out. It would appear as if this learned
for large, sea-going vessels. W e also find the phrase
Egyptologist had read the te.xt of Is. 2310 too unin I K. 1022'-' (twice; (5 vavs iK 6. the second time),
suspiciously. Of course, too, the sense ' Pha;nicia'
22493 Is. HO9 Ps. 4S7 [8], and Ezek. 2725. T h e inforfor ' Tarshish' cannot easily be made to agree «ith the
mation given us respecting Tarshish may be very briefly
biblical references (apart from the phrase mentioned)
summed up. According to Jer, lOg (later than Jeremiah),
to the city or district of Tarshish.
silver was brought from it, and elsewhere, besides silver,
Knobel (Ce».l"i) and Franz Delitzsch (Gra.B) separate
the Tarshish of Gen. IO4 from that of other passages,
' (S, however, does not support the rendering ' Tarshish s h i p s ' ;
. and suppose it to mean the Tyrseni—z.c.,
SoAao-cnis in icav TTXalov datcdcrcrris [P.KA, etc.] i^ an erroneous
6. Tyrseni ? ^j^^ Etruscans.
This wa may at once
transliteration;
for another case of this see Dan. 10 6 (^oAatro-jj?
venture to reject; if Tyrseni are meant, it nuist be
[Sj] = eapcTecs [Theod.]; cp Vg.'s maris in Ezek. 1 16). In Talm.
Jer. Meg. 74.Z, yj-^-ij^ —^aAao-trios (Levy).
those of the ^ g e a n (cp TiRAS). These famous sea- Regarded as a redactional insertion (see Kittel, Benzinger).
rovers appear in the Egyptian inscriptions as Tur(u)sa,2

The Hebrew has n '3N (collective).
3 Stade, Kittel, and Benzinger agree that (following (55) we
should read here n'JN and ,T3N,I (singular). Note ni2i:t2 (Kt.),
' was broken.' tPB omits jy^tj-nn whilst © A and ©L have respectively in their insertion after i K . I628 vavv eis 9. and vavv . .
€is 6.
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1 In Exp- T, 1902, p. 179.
, „
,
,
.
,
2 ' It is safe to recognise in the TuruSa, expressly mentioned
by Rame-ses I I I . as a maritime people, Tyrsenian pirates who
appear in the old Greek tradition—by no means the Etruscans'
(K. Meyer, GA 1 313, § 260).

TARSHISH

TARSHISH, STONE O F

and if they are referred to at all in Gen. IO4, it would
I)e best to read there, not 'Tarshish,' but * Turus ' or
' Turus.' If we take this step, it becomes possible that
ihe phrase ' ships of Tarshish ' may have been originally
• ships of T u r u s ' ('^n'n?). In this case the expression
vould be very old, and be a monument of the times
/hen ' ships of the Turus ' were no unfrequent sights.
.ater, Turus might very possibly be confounded with
he Tars implied in the Greek form Ta/30-^top = Tartessus

TARSHISH (L"THri).
.. One o f t h e ' seven (?)
princes* at the court of Ahasuerus {Esth. 114 MT).

see § 2).

It has hitherto been assumed in this article that the
."Iebrew text of the passages referred to is on the whole
correct, though the doubtfulness of Gen.
7. The N. 10 4 and Is. 2310 has been alluded to.
Arabian Now, however, we must proceed further,
Asshur ? and take into account the fact that there
i-i much corruption in the Hebrew text of the O T ,
and specially in the readings of the proper names.
As a preliminary, we must separate the inquiry as
to the signification of dniyyoth Tarsis (urvt'in nv3N '•
EV 'ships of Tarshish') from that as to the meaning
of t'-'z-\r\. where it stands alone, partly because most
critics [e.g., Stade, GPVI533, note) agree that ' Tarshishships ' means 'ships of the largest dimensions,'^ and
partly because a close examination of the passages
where the phrase 'n nvjN occurs appears to show that
the text is corrupt, ' ships' being, according to the
text here adopted, nowhere referred to except in i K.
IO22 2248 and 2 Ch. 921.
Confining our attention
in the first instance to these three passages, and more
especially to those in Kings as primary, we are struck
by the improbability of the language employed {as the
text represents). In i K. I(i22 we have ' a navy of
Tarshish with the navy of H i r a m ' ; in 2248, 'ships
of T. to go to Ophir for gold.' If we knew nothing
about a place supposed to have been called Tarshish,
should we not suppose that c x n n represented something
connected with na\'al architecture or management?
Should this consideration seem to warrant emendation,
no better one presents itself, perhaps, than Dityn (Ezek.
2729)—i.e., the phrase 'ships of Tarshish' means, not
our ' East-Indiamcn," but 'galleys with oars.' In Is. 3321
we actually find almost the verv phrase here taken as
the original of'n 'K, viz., -^'c' 'JN (EV ' galley with oars ').
Turning to the remaining passages in which the phrase 'ships
of T . ' is supposed to occur, we are struck by finding that here
loo there is frequently the appearance of corruption. In the
passage which, if correctly read, is the earliest authority for
this phrase (Is. 1 T6), we cannot pos.sibly avoid reading, at the
end of the list of objects ' h i g h and lifted u p , ' in lieu of,'ships
of T . , ' 'palaces of Asshur ' ( || 'dwellings of Jerahmeel'2) ; cp
Am. 3 9, where, as Winckler has already seen,^' Ashdod ' should
be 'Asshur.'
Similarly in Ezt;k. 27 25 Is.OOg and Ps. 48 8,
' ships of Tarshish' should probably be ' tribes (ni ^.X) of Asshur'.
In all the other passages where this word occurs (the harmonising must be due to an early editor), ::":;-'n (Tarshish)
should probably be emended into iin'L:'.y (Ashhur) or irc'ti
(Asshur); an interesting proof of this is suggested by Kzek.
33 i3.'i By ' A s s h u r ' is meant, of course, not the famous rival
of Babylonia, but a N . Arabian district of somewhat uncertain
e.ttent, also known perhaps as Geshur (see C E S H U R , 2). T h a t
the Chronicler in the third century B.C. read tyxHrii ^tid supposed it to be a comparatively distant maritime region, is no
obstacle to the theory here maintained, whilst an objection
irawn from Gen. 104 (Tarshish, a son of Javan) would imply
that we possessed the Table of Nations in its original form (see
T I R A S , § 2). See Crit. Bib.
F . B . , § 1 / ; T . K . C , §§ 3 - 7 .
1 See, however, Benzinger's note on 1 K. 10 22.
2 T h e Jerahmeelites also appear to be referred to in Is. 2 20
(see Ml ii-iO>J .-J It test. ['nt. 185, where, however, Winckler supposes a reference to As>\ r!a.
•* We there find L—^nn "nnri jnil tind', where n n n almost
certainly represents "T!r;-J'N, and at once suggests that the
f>l] \s in.; word "H (which has no 1) is a corrupt dittogram of the
same X . Arabian name. Certainly ' T a r t e s s u s ' docs not suit
at all.
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On the ffapffadatos (aapiffdeos) of ( 5 » « A ^ ^ , see S H E T H A K .

If the underlying story of the Jewish deliverance is X.
Arabian (see PuRiM, 3), ' Tarshish ' probably comes from
' A s s h u r ' or Ashhur. See T A R S H I S H (above), and cp
SHETHAR-BOZNAI.
^. b. Bilhan, of BKNJA'^TIN (§ 9, ii. [d]), i C h . 7io

(papLcaaai [B], Bapa-eis [AL]).
Here, at any rate,
' Asshur ' or Ashhur is the underlying original.
' J E D I A E L , ' the branch of Benjamin to which ' Bilhan * belongs,
certainly comes from ' J e r a h m e e l ' ; so also probably does
' Bilhan ' itself. Of Bilhan's sons, Je'ush (son of Aholibamah =
Jerahmeel, Gen. 865) comes from ' I s h m a e l , ' ' B e n j a m i n ' from
' Ben-jerahmeel,' E H U D (probably) from D ' l n n ^ i n i l N (Bahurim)
— Sxi'^niN ' C h e n a ' a n a h ' from ' Cheniah ' (cp C o n i a h ) = ' j ' p
( ' K e n i t e •), ' Z e t h a n ' from Sarephath and ' A h i s h a h a r ' from
' A s h h u r ' (see S H E H A R I A H ) . ^ I t will be understood that the
ethnics may early have become corrupted, and that the corruptions may soon have attained a n independent existence, and
have become further corrupted.
T . K . C.

TARSHISH, STONE OF (L''^t;nn ]2^), Ezek. IO9,
RV"iff-. T h e text of EV has here ' the appearance of
_
the wheels was as the colour (pj.) of a
1. occurrences. ^^^^,^ ^^^^^,. ^^^ ^^^ ^j^,^^ ^ needful
warning (cp ToPAz) against trusting this too implicitly.
More commonly, however, ' s t o n e ' (dben) is omitted,
and the stone referred to is simply called in IMT ' tarshish,' in l^V 'beryl.' Thus in Ezek. 116 (nearly=:
lOgb) EV has 'like unto the colour of a beryl'
(r'C'in ]'!,o), and in Cant. 614, ' s e t with beryl'
(i:''c'"tri5 D-N-'^i'^c)- 'Beryl,' however, lacks justification
(see BERYL), and in Cant. l.c. RV^ff- suggests 'topaz
(see TOPAZ, end), whilst in Ezek. 2813 AV"^&- offers us
* chrysolite,' thus, as it were, connecting the Old and the
New Testaments (see Rev. 2120).
' C h r y s o l i t e ' rests on the authority of © , which, supported by
Jos.(.4nt. iii.75 BJv. 57), Aq. Ezek. 1 16 10 9 D a n . 106, and Vg.
(except Ezek. 116 Cant. 5 14), thrice (Ex. 28 20 39 13 [36 20] Ezek.
2813) renders c"C"\n l^y xp^f^°^'-^'^'»(*')- It should be added,
however, that in Ezek. 109 © gives Ai'^oj av9paKos ( n pN)i ^"d
that in Ezek. 116 Cant. 5 14 it is content to transliterate Baptrei^
(cp Symm., Theod. D a n . 10 6 and Theod. Ezek. 10g); also that
Symm. in E x . 2S 20 Ezek. 1 16 10 9 Cant. 5 14 gives ua/cii'^os (cp
Vg. Cant. 5 14, and see J A C I N T H ) ; and that Ip in Dan. 106 gives
Oakaa-fxa (cp Vg. Ezek. 115, and see T A R S H I S H ) .

The modern chrysolite is, of course, excluded. There
remain the 'hyacinthus'—i.e., the sapphire of the
2 Identifica- "^°^^>""s (see J A C I N T H ) — a n d the topaz,
..
which Pliny's description ofthe chrysolite
as 'aureo fulgore tralucens'
[HNd742f.)
has led some (/i/!r/>''-', 334^, Del., Kraetzschmar) to
identify with the chry.'^olite of the ancients (see, however.
CHRYSOLITE). For the hyacinthus no plausible case can
be made out. T h e chrysolite or topaz (?) has found
some favour because Pliny speaks of a large chrysolite
from Spain, and Tarshish is generally placed in southern
Spain. But Pliny also states that chrysolites were found
in Arabia, and it seems likely (i) that the Hebrews
would have obtained precious stones chiefly from Arabia,
and consequently (2) that if the name of the stone under
consideration were derived from a country, the country
would be some part of Arabia. Luther's identification
of ' tarshish' with the turquoise would therefore be
plausible if the name ' tarshish' could be traced to some
ancient name of the Wady Maghara in the Sinaitic
Peninsula, where the turquoise-mines were worked. But
the mere similarity of names is of course valueless,
and the Sinaitic turquoises so quickly lose their colour'that they can hardly have been much in requisition.
W'e must, therefore, look farther for a clue to the
meaning of ' tarshish.'
Let us then, as we have done already in the case of the
1 C p I S. 6 19, where the original of ^ ' s text (note [ol] viol
'lexofi'ou) must have run, C^"3 n ' 3 '•Cjtii 'j'p,-i '}2^ rn in'1
' a n d the Kenites were angry with the men of Beth-cusham.
Cp S H I M S H A I .

2 Ebers, Durch

Gosen, 137.
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nips, pitddh (see T O P A Z ) , turn to the Assyrian lexicon.

Juliopolis (Cses. Bell. Alex. 6 6 ; cp Dio Cass. 4726).
For this attachment Cassius ordered it to be plundered ;
Thfl ^^ ^^ ^^^ known that to the Assyrians the
but, on the other hand, Antonius rewarded it with
^'
.
precious ^tone par excellence was that called
municipal freedom and exemption from taxes (i.e., it
,^ ™
elmesu (etymologically identical with Heb.
became a civitas libera et i7n77tu7iis). But none the
elmesuf halldmis; see F L I X T ) , which is hardly the
less it was the seat of a conventus—i.e.,
periodical
diamond (Del. Prol. 8 5 ; Ass. HWB s.v.), but may
assizes (cp Acts 1938) were held within it by the Roman
perhaps be the white sapphire.
governor (Cic. Ep. ad Att. v. 164, etc.), though in
Here are two Assyrian passages given by Delitzsch in which
the name occurs : ' Like a ring of elmeSu may I be precious in
strict theory a ' free city' was outside the province and
thine eyes,' and ' a carriage whose wheels wtrc of gold and
the governor's jurisdiction (see further, with reference
elmeSu' (cp Ezek. 116). It is, at any rate, possible that the
to Tarsus, Philostr. V. Apoll. 112, €v Tapaoh 5^ dpa
' tarshish-stone ' should rather be the ' halmiS-stone,'1 and that
the inferred Hebrew form V':2'~>T\ (Ass. elmesu) is equivalent to dyopdv ijyev ; and Momms.-Alarq. Rd7n. Staatsvervu.
I80 n. 3).i Like Thessalonica, the legal position of
the attested form hahnal in Ezek. 14 27 S 2 (cp .XMDER, § i).
which was similar. Tarsus was the headquarters of the
Probably enough the halniis-stone is referred to again
Roman governor.
in Job 2S i8(i, where rdmoth zoi^-gdbis (B'>3JI niDNl) should
The freedom (libertas, avTOvopia) or self-government which
perhaps be ['],T~NM r'.'^^n,'^ and in v. 19, where -L^'D^n
Tarsus enjoyed is expressly attributed to Antonius (App. Bell.
should be read for ::-o (see T O P A Z ) .
t IV. b 7). It was at Tarsus that Antonius received Cleopatra in 38
li.c. when she sailed up the Cydnus in the character of Aphrodite
There is also, however, the possibility that ty'cnn [pN]
(Plut. Ant. 25 f).
But others attribute the status to the
or 'Tarshish [stone],' is •\ corruption of nnitj'N pN*,
bounty of Augustus (Lucian, Macrob. 21 ; cp Dio Chrysos.
236 R, KaKelvQ<i [i.e., Augustus} vp.iv TrapeVxe x'^P^v vopov^
'Asshurite stone' or -iirii;'N'K 'stone of Ashhur' (cp
TARSHISH, g 7).

T. K. C.

TARSUS (TApCOC. Acts 930 I I 2 5 2 2 3 ;
TApceyc. 2 Macc. 430 Acts 9II 21 39).

Ethnic,

Topaos (Attic, Tapp6s)=' wing,' or ' feather.*
T h e town
was said to have derived its name from a feather which fell from
the wing of Pegasus (cp J u v . Sat. 3 118); but that vvas a legend
based upon an etymological fancy. It is the n n of late coins
(with Aramaic inscriptions), and is mentioned under the name
Tarzi by Shalmaneser (Black Obelisk Inscr. /. 138; Seheil,
i?/"!'-), 447 ; Wi. GBA, 196, 256) in the ninth century.
For
stories of its origin, see Ammianus, xiv. S 3, and Strabo, 673, and
on the name cp Jensen, Hittiter
u. A rme^iier i8g8, pp. 62 f ,
i6o_^ [The Heracles of Tarsus was the Cilician god Sandan.
Dio Chrj'S. calls him the apx^jyo? of tbe Tarsians (2 23), and he
may be identified with the Baal of Tarsus named on coins. H e
was worshipped by the periodical erection of ' a very fair pyre '
(ibid.), a rite presumably analogous to that described in the De
Dea Syria, ch. 49—WRS. See RSi;^), 377, where Is. 30 33 is
compared. On Sandan, W R S refers to K. O. Miiller in Rhein
Hus. 1829, and E . Meyer in ZDMG, 1877, pp. 7 3 6 ^ On the
ideniincation, sometimes proposed, of Tarsus with Tarshish, see
TARSHISH.]

Tarsus the chief town of CiLlciA \(i.v.'\ was situated
on the right bank of the ancient Cydnus in the wide
1 Sitp and ^^^ fertile plain between Mt. Taurus and
the sea, thus commanding the passes
history. leading from Cilicia into Lycaonia or
Cappadocia. Almost necessarily also the route through
Mt. Amanus into Syria involved passage by Tarsus.
The city thus at an early date attained importance.
Xenophon (who uses the plural form, Taptroi) ^ speaks
of it, in 401 B.C., as a great and prosperous city (xxlSKiv
p^ydXTjv Kal evSaipLova), the residence of Syennesis the
king of Cilicia [Anab. I 2 23). In the time of Alexander
the Great it was the residence of a Persian satrap, who
fled on his approach, so that the city surrendered without resistance. Alexander nearly died here from a fever
aggravated by bathing in the icy waters of the Cydnus
(Arrian, Anab. 24; cp Paus. viii. 283).
After Alexander's death Tarsus usually belonged to the Syrian
empire, and under the Seleucid kings Antiochus VII.
to Antiochus IX. was one of the royal mints. For a
short time under Antiochus IV. (175-164 B.C.) it bore
the name 'Antioch on the Cydnus' {'kvTibx^i-a. xxpbs
T(p Kvdv(p ; Antiochia ad Cydnum) as we find from the
coins (see Head, Hist, \u7nm. 6 1 2 / . ) . For a time it
was in the possession of the Ptolemies.
Coming down to Roman times, we find that in the
Civil War Tarsus took the side of Ca2sar, though it was
to Pompeius that she owed her liberation from the
sway of eastern rulers. Cassar in consequence honoured
the city with a visit, and its name was changed to
* I.e., n and n. *? and i , n and ^ (cp old Hebrew script) have
been confounded.
So, at least, if n in mONT represents 7 in tv-DSn- Otherwise
niDNI may spring from 'DN1» which became first ION"1 and then
lDKT(with stroke of abbreviation). There is no inducement to
^^^ niDK"! come from TiOyi (the ' Ra'amathite stone').
^ Pausanias calls it Taptrelq. Other forms are Tcpo-os, or
©apo-ds.
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xip-r/v e^ova-Cav TOV iroTapov TTJ? da\a.<T(n]^ TTJ? KaB' aurou?, thus
summing up municipal independence, freedom from taxation
and control of internal sources of revenue). Probably Augustus
confirmed in this respect the action ofhis rival.
Note
that it by no means followed that Paul's possession of Roinan
citizenship (Acts 22 28) was a consequence of the autonomy
enjoyed by Tarsus. The citizenship of Tarsus possessed by
all Tarsians who came within the prescribed conditions, could
never carry with it Roman citizenship (cp Ramsay, St.
Paul

thc Traveller, sof).
It is not easy to estimate the influence exerted upon
the intellectual life of Paul by the peculiar surroundings
2 NT
^^^ circumstances in which he was placed
TflfprpTippR ^^ Tarsus. Tarsus was indeed renowned
as rL place of education under the early
Empire. Strabo (673) even ranks Tarsus above the
other two great ' University cities' of his time for love
of learning. It was the home of eminent Stoics, hke
Athenodorus the tutor of Augustus, and Nestor, who
taught Tiberius (Strabo, 674). A remarkable feature
was that this zeal for learning was not an extraneous
characteristic, but was due to natives of the city itself
(Strabo, l.c.), so that Tarsus rather sent teachers to the
rest ofthe world, then received students therefrom.
It
would doubtless be very satisfactory to have been able
to trace in Paul's writings (as, e.g., in the case of the
writer of Lk. and Acts) some tinge of Hellenic culture,
some echo from the lecture-rooms of Tarsus ; but the
attempt must be abandoned. The three references to
Hellenic literature (Actsl728 i Cor. I532 Tit. 112) by
no means bear out this imagination, but are merely
floating sentiments of a popular character.
Passages
like I Cor. 120 or Col. 28 would hardly favour the
probability of finding a tinge of classical culture or
philosophy in Paul. Even the speech in Athens, if its
historicity is to be accepted as beyond dispute, cannot
on an unbiassed view be made to support the somewhat
extravagant claims made on Paul's behalf by some
modern commentators.
Seeing that Paul's teacher
Gamaliel was inclined to encourage Greek studies, the
fact that so little trace of such can be found in Paul is
itself an argument against attaching undue weight to
the Hellenic influences which surrounded his early life^
(see A T H E N S ) .
This verdict, on the other hand, by no means implies the
denial of the formative influences of Tarsian life upon Paul. I n a
city which was in contact, both in the philosophic schools and in
its harbour, with both the eastern and the western world ; which
entered intimately into the general life ofthe Roman provincial
organisation to which it belonged, but also retained the vestiges
of that vigorous municipal life which was so characteristically
Greek—in such a town Paul could not fail to gain that

1 On the constitution of Tarsus under the Romans, see the
details given in Dio Chrysos. 243 R.
2 [ W R S , Elyi'-^l, 23 67 b, presumes that Paul ' formed no higher
opinion of the culture of Tarsus than did bis contemporary
Apollonius of Tyana, whose testimony as to the character of
the citizens (J'it. Ap. I7) is confirmed by Dio Chrysostom '
H e thinks that 'sensuous Eastern religion had more attraction
for the inhabitants than the grave philosophy ofthe Porch.'j
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TARTAK
familiarity with cosmopolitan idea.s, that knowledge of the
working of complex organisations, and that grasp of Roman
ideas and methods, wliich runs through his life and work. I n
short, it is the Roman, rather than the Greek, that we find in
Paul.

After his conversion. Tarsus became once more Paul's
home when he was obliged to quit Jerusalem (Acts930).
Here he remained until brought by Barnabas to Antioch
(.\ctsll25). This period of residence and preaching in
Tarsus and other Cilician towns (cpGal. I21) extended
over several years. Doubtless Tarsus was again visited
on the second missionary tour ( A c t s l 5 4 i ) ; for the
Roman road ran from Tarsus through the ' Cilician
Gates,' in Mt. Taurus, giving access to Lycaonia (cp
Acts 161).
Similarly, on the third missionary tour.
Acts 18 23 conceals a visit to Tarsus, on which occasion,
so far as the record goes, Paul looked for the last time
upon the busy quays and market-squares of his native
town.

Upon Job 41 23 [24], among other passages, is based
the theory that

BEHEMOTH

AND LEVIATHAN

[?.f.]

belong primarily to mythological zoology. Leviathan
is in fact a reflection of Tiamat, the chaos-dragon (cp
DRAGON, § 7), and, according to one form of the
creation-myth, was cast into the abyss under ward.
But Tartaros was not properly a watery abyss ; it had,
according to the Greek myth, ' a gate of brass and a
threshold of bronze.' T h e essential parts of the conception are depth of situation and (of course) darkness.
Tartaros was ' as far beneath Hades as heaven is high
above the earth' (//. 8 1 3 ^ ; cp Hes. Theog. 807), and
the Titans are even described as ' below Tartaros'
{rout vTroTaprapiovs), II. II279. Analogous to the fate
of Kronos and the Titans was the fate of the fallen
angels, who, according to 2 Pet. 24, were 'committed
to pits of darkness ' {acpoXs f6</>oi;'), having been ' hurled
into Tartaros.' T h e aUusion may be to tiie passage

Tarsus is now Tersus.
T h e ruins of the old town are concealed 15 or 20 feet deep in the silt of the river and no systematic
excavation has yet been made. See Murray's Hdbk. to .4.11
184/: T h e chief coin-type resembles that uf Aritiochj being
the Tyche of Tarsus seated, with the ri\er C\-dnus swimming
at her feet. T h e imperial coinage shows great \arieiy of subject.
Amongthe titles are MijTpOTroAt?, 'EAev^e'pa, NewKopos, and npa)T>j
p.eyCiTTy\ KaKKCiTTr] ypdpfi.aTi ^ouA.7]?.
W". J. W .

on the punishment of A Z A Z E L \CI.-V-'\ in Enoch 10, where

TARTAK (pr!"in; GARGAK [BAL]), the god of the
people of Avvah (imported into Samaria), 2 K. 1731.
Perhaps Tartahu, the ' lance-star ' of the Babylonians
(cp nmn. 'lance,' J o b 4 l 2 i ; M T nmn), identified by
Jensen^ with Antares, and by Hommel^ with Procyon,
a n d regarded by the Bab)lonians as the star of the god
Ninib.
By a textual error ^ pnin became mnj. or
(perhaps better, see NIBHAZ) ]n33, and by another error,
similar to that which has duplicated the deity of Sepharvaim, made its way into the text, and was even in one
form of the text (see i!?^) ^ assigned to the people of the
imaginary city of H E N A [</^.Z'.] in order to leave Nibhaz
for the Avvites.

TION, § 5.

If, however (cp SUCCOTH-BENOTH), the colonists of jnDB'j
Shimron, came from the non - Israelite Negeb, both Nibhaz
(Nibharu?) may be a corruption of Jerahmeel and Tartak of
Terah (a distorted form of Jerah=: Jerahmeel (see Crit. Bib.).
T. K. C.

TARTAN (iri"in ; in 2 K. e^NOAN [B], e^pe. [A],
T A N e . [ L ] : in I s . T,\N<\ei.N [BS<=-a.d.a,alQ*]^ Nd^G^N

[C<*A], 9&p0<\ ['J'"'-']; Tharlhan) is an exact reading
of the familiar Assyrian title, taiianu, turtdnu,
tarta/i,
which occurs in 2 K. 1817, and Is. 201.
In .\ssyrian historical times, the Tartan was the
commander-in-chief of the army, and ranked,next to the
king. T h e office seems to have been duplicated, and
there was a tartanu imni or ' t a r t a n of the right,' as
well as a iartd7iu huncli or ' t a r t a n of the left.' In
later times the title became territorial; we read of "
lartan of Kummuh, or Commagene, T h e title is also
applied to the commanders of foreign armies ; thus
Sargon s|jeaks of the Tartan Musurai, or Egyptian
Tartan. T h e Tartan of 720 B.C. was probably called
Asur-iska-danin ; in 694 B.C., Abda', and in 686 B.C.
Bel-emur3.ni, held the title. It does not seem to have
been in use among the Babylonians.
c. H. W. J.
TARTARUS, a term for ' h e l l ' (so EV text) in
r<V'"g- of 2 Pet. 24. T h e Greek, however, has rapTapw<Ta^ = €ls TdpTapov jilxj/as. Sextus Empiricus (about
200 A. D.), speaking of the expulsion of Kronos by Zeus,
has KaTerapTapajje.
Tdprapos occurs twice in J o b , viz. (a) in 40 15 [20], where,
however, TeTpd-rroa-iv ev TW Taprdpo) must be an error for xer. ev
TO) oyip^ (so Grabe, ap. Schleusner), the initial rap being dittographic, and T (T) miswritten for 7 (V), and (b), in 41 23 [24I,
where rbi' Be rdpTapov 7175 d^lJa•c^ou may represent Dinn i'P'^P
' the bottom of the a b y s s ' (see O I N T M E N T , 3, with n. i).
1 Kosmol. 4 9 ^ ; cp 15053.
•'^ Exp. r 9331 ; GBA 666.
^ T h e error may have been partly d u e to a reminiscence of
Nergal C^j-i:); in3J springs out of in"l>
•1 Ka'l di'5pes aiiaveip.
eTTOLr}(Tav Ti}v OapBaK Kal oi evatoL
eTroLT}a'av TTfV e^KaLe^ep.
4Q03

the vigorous Greek version (Syncellus) gives, ^p.(ila\e
avrov els rb cSKbros
- Ka.1 iTTiKoKvcpov abrcp CSK6TOI.
For a more remote parallel see Rev. 20 2. See ABYSS ;
ESCHATOLOGY, § 89.

T. K. c., § 5.

TASK, TASKMASTER, TASKWORK. See TAXA
TASSELS ( n V V ) ' Nu. 1538 RV^s-, EV FRINGES.
TATAM ( T A T A M [ B L ] , - M I [A]), Josh. 1559, @
Between KuLON and .SOKES.
TATNAI, or rather (RV) TATTENAI CJFin ; TAN
e&NAIOC [ L ] ; Ezra53 eANANAI [B], e&Ge. [.A.], 50
eANOANAC LB], e&ee&NAC [ A ] , oe A c o c e r e [BA|'
-!•-. IJ, T A N G A N A I [ B ] , e^eeANAI [.\]), the • governor
of the region beyond the river' (see GOVERNMENT, § 25,
Ezra 53 66), called in i Esd. SI.SINNES {q.v.)We
shall assume here that the present form of the text is
original (see, however, Crit. Bib., where this and other
names are disputed). According to Meissner (Z.4 TIV,
1897, p. 191/".), this Persian official is mentioned in
neo-Babylonian contracts. Here, in texts of the first
and third years of the reign of Darius, is mentioned
a. certain Us-ta-an-ni or Us-ta-nu, satrap of Babylon
and Syria.
T h e dates agree, and also the titles
(NTHJ l i y nnD, pihat ebir ndri).
T h e name corresponds to old Pers. Vistana, and appears in a Greek
form as Bitr^di/i/s (Arr. iii. 194),'IO-TCII'T)! (Arr. vii. 64),
and 'Tirrdi'Tjs (Herod. 777).
On the other hand,
it is a much easier transition to ':nn from old Pers.
Thithina (a form assumed by Marq. Fund. 52, and
E. Meyer, Entst- des. Jud. 32) than from old Pers.
Vistana, for we have, on Meissner's hypothesis, to
suppose that 'jnn was corrupted from ':n::'V According
to Arrian, however (vii. 64), there were two contemporary persons named respectively Sisines and
Histanes.
May not the document from which the
name of the Syrian satrap in Ezra and Nehemiah is
derived have confounded the two names? As to the
historicity of what is told us of Tattenai and Shetharbozenai, we must draw a distinction between the
narrative and the inserted documents on which the
narrative is supposed to be based. According to \\'ellhausen {GG.4 1897, no. 2), the official correspondence is
but an invention for dramatic effect. Sisines (Tatnai),
for instance, attempted to get the building of the temple
interrupted, and failed. But the Jewish writers had no
access to official archives. T h e same view is taken by
Kosters {Herstel, 29). Marquart, however {Fund.
49), thinks that the ' k e r n e l ' of the decree of Darius
may be genuine, whilst Meyer [Entst, des Jud. 4r-53;
maintains that the documents are almost entirely
genuine, and the narrative therefore in the highest
1 Cp J-idee, cncts (ocjtov, ' u n d e r darkness' (cp Enoch 105,
above).
T h e readmg (reipait ( ' c h a i n s ' ) is not accepted by
editors (see Far. Bible), though both J u d e ti and the foundation,
passage in Enoch speak of bonds.
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degree trustworthy. T h e only passage in the documents to which this scliolar takes exception is Ezra 612a,
which is certainly not the language appropriate to an
imperial decree.
This criticism seems hardly keen
enough. Even the name Sisines, on which Meyer
relies so much, is very doubtful, and Kosters' and
Wellhausen's criticisms are not altogether baseless. Cp

the firstlings of cattle he finds, not in the yearly offering
of the first-fruits of the field generally, but in the law of
Lev. 1 9 2 3 / : , according to which the fruits of a newly
planted field for the first three years may not be eaten.
' The characteristic feature of this ordinance, from which
its original meaning must be deduced, is the taboo on
the produce of the first three years, not the offering at
the temple paid in the fourth year.' This same conception of a taboo is what he finds underlying the
sacriiice of the firstlings of the flock. That which is
taboo has supernatural attributes which forbid its being
appropriated to comlnon uses. This character of taboo
attached, he thinks, in the oldest times, in a certain
measure to all domestic animals, and naturally therefore in an intensified degree to the firstborn. It
is, however, hardly necessary to have recourse to this
line of-explanation. Certainly no other instance of an
offering of firstlings besides the passover can be adduced
for the earliest Ht-ijrew period before the settlement in
Canaan. And the passover itself, as is shown in more

EZRA-NEHEMIAH, § 6.

T . K. C.

TAXATION 1 AND TRIBUTE
The modern sheikh (§ i).
Religious dues (§ 2).
Monai-chical idea (S 3).
Political taxation (§§ 4-7).
Sanctuary dues (§ 8).

Tithe (% gf.).
I'lj-sthngi (^g§ 11-13)Lcvitic:il eiLies (S 14).
Kspen.ses of wor.ship (§ 13),
ih-iL-:^t.s' rtveiuie (,§§ i6-it;).

The nomads of the Arabian desert know nothing of
tax or tribute, either to their sheikhs or to Allah ; so far
,
indeed from finding a source of revenue in
1. Tno
their people, the sheikhs are under obligation
modern to spend their own private fortune for the
sheikh. public good. It is expected of a sheikh that
he entertain strangers and \isitors better and more
sumptuously than an ordinary member of the tribe
possibly cau ; his duty is to support the poor and to
share what he has with his friends (Burckhardt, Notes
071 the Bedouins, 1830). Often enough it happens that,
•even with a. rich sheikh, this ends in poverty ; but a
reckless hospitality always brings high repute. T h e
means for such hospitality have to be found in war and
pillage. The S\ rian towns and villages on the borders
of the settled land have to pay their regular ' brotherhood ' [hwarwe) to the Bedouins. By ancient custom a
special share of the booty taken in war falls to the
•commander; he has the first choice, and in old
Arabia w as entitled to a fourth of the whole. In ancient
Israel the practice was similar. T h e only due, if we
may so call it, falling to the chief is a larger share of
the spoil; Gideon, for example, receives the golden
'crescents' of the ^Midianites (Judg. 824; cp 530).
David sends his share in the spoil (sdlal, hh^, TGIV
(yKv\ij)v-) from the Amalekite raid in presents to his
friends in Judah (i S. 3O26/ ).
The offerings also which were presented to the god
did not originally come under the category of dues
2 "Rfliinnn ^'^^i^^ were demanded and had to be
riiiPR
paid. W'hen CL beast from the flock or
herd was slaughtered, there was no
question of a definite tax or tribute ; it was a case
of voluntary giving.
Indeed in the most ancient
Semitic ritual the notion of giving to a deity at all has
no place, or at best only a very subordinate one ; the
root-idea being that the blood poured out and the
sacrificial meal are fitted to renew and strengthen
sacramentaUy the mystic bond in which the deity and his
worshippers are united (on this subject cp SACRIFICE).
A solitary exception would seem to be found in the
paschal offering. Following Wellhausen (ProO^)) and
Robertson Smith [Rel. Sem.^'^\ 4 6 3 / . ) , most recent
scholars explain it as an offering of the firstborn of the
flock. If this be right, its character as a due payable
to the deity can hardly be denied ; and it is certain that
the paschal offering was, in the later period at least, so
regarded. Robertson Smith, indeed [loc. cit.), seeks the
original explanation of this sacrifice of firstlings in another
region of thought; the exact parallel to the sacrifice of
1 The verb he'erik C^'li^n) is rendered ' tax ' in 2 K. 23 35 E V ;
in Lev. 27812 'value,' and 27 14 'estimate.' T h e subst. 'erek
(^^y) is ' t a x a t i o n ' in 2 K. 23 35 ; it occurs frequently in P
(Lev. 27 3 N u . 18 18, etc.), where R V regularly has ' estimation.'
For the ' raiser of taxes,' Dan. 1120, noges (p}}), cp E X A C T O R .
On the ' taxing, R V ' enrolment' (a-noypo.^y\), of Lk. 2 2 Acts
^37) cp QUIRINIUS, J'VDAS, 10. T h e verb dTroypd<^eadaL occurs
in Lk. 2 1 3 5 Heb. 12 23 ; dTroypdxjteLv in i Esd. 8 30 ( © L , in © B A
o-TTo 7pa0%, see Swete).
2 sdldl is also -rrpovop-^, e.g., in N u . 31 32, and ap-n-ayrj [BNA]
in Is. 10 2. For other terms used see SPOIL.
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detail elsewdiere ( F E A S T S , § 2, PASSOVEK, §§ 9-11) was

not originally, or before the settlement, a sacrifice ofthe
firstborn.
The passover ritual points clearly to the
contrary, and shows that under this sacrifice lay the
same fundamental ideas as under all the other sacrifices,
namely, that the blood of the victim was to renew the
conimunion with the deity, and thereby, in this
particular instance, be a powerful protective against
pestilence and the like. It was only in the course of
the subsequent development that the passover was
brought into connection with the sacrifice of the firstborn, or sought to be explained as such.
As already said, the sacrifice of the firstborn cannot
be proved, in the Hebrew domain, for the oldest
period ; all the probabilities point rather to the other
conclusion—that it was a secondary development ; out
of the custom of offering the first-fruits of the field arose
the other of offering those of the flock and of the herd,
and here accordingly we have only the extension to
animals and men of the deity's original claim to be
presented annually with the first-fruits of the field.
The entire conception of sacrifice as being a tribute
due to God is in Hebrew religion subsequent to the
settlement in Palestine, and on internal evidence must
be regarded as impossible in the earlier time, for it had
its origin in the complete revolution in the idea of God
which followed upon the settlement. The tribal and
national god became thereby a territorial god, and thus
came into the position which the Canaanites had assigned to their Baal; he himself became the 'baal,'
that is, ' l o r d ' of the land,—in the sense, especially,
that he was lord of the soil, and that the produce of the
soil was regarded as his gift (see BAAL). This whole
view of the deity as the bestower of all the gifts of
nature is, it is obvious, possible only for an agricultural
people. As soon as this view had become the prevailing
one, however, the next step was exceedingly simple,
nay, it was inevitable ; thanks were offered to the deity
for the gifts of the soil, and he was acknowledged as the
giver by having the firstlings and the best of the fruits
of the earth returned to him in sacrifice. The Canaanites had already come to this view of their offerings,
and the Israelites took it over from them, as we see
very specially in their adoption of the originally
Canaanite yearly festivals. All these festivals are agricultural in character : they are intimately associated
with harvest, and the idea they express is that the
harvest is sanctified by the festal offering.
In the further development in Israel a new thought
came to be added. Once the monarchy had become
established, the monarchical idea was
3. Monarchical applied to Yahwe also, and he was
idea.
thought of as the supreme king of his
people (cp M E S S I A H , M O L E C H ) .

But among the rights

of kings one of the first was that of levying tax and
tribute ; and, as we shall see later, it was exercised very
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early (David, Solomon) ; cp GOVERN.MEXT, § 19. A
main duty of subjects was and is the payment of the
king's dues ; this principle was applied to the deity and
to his worship in sacrifice, as soon as he came to be
regarded as the king of his people. How nearly related
are the two things—secular taxation and sacred tribute
—is instructively shown by the instance quoted by
Robertson Smith [Rel. Sem.'.^K 246) ; at Tyre tithes
were paid to Melkarth as ' king of the city.' The same
thing is seen in the motives assigned for sacrifice by the
later Hebrews. The offerings brought voluntarily to
the altar are regarded as .1 tribute to the deity on quite
the same footing as the presents voluntarily brought to
an earthly king. T o the sacrifices offered during the
Hebrew monarchy equally apply the words of Homer :

into districts. If the text ( i K . 47-19) is correct, it
would seem that the king's own tribe (Judah) was
e.xempt from dues and imposts (but see GOVERN.MENT,
§ 19).
However this may be, the purpose of the
division is given with substantial correctness in the text
as it stands (see special articles on the names of the
'officers').
The statement that each 'officer' (or
' prefect') had to provide victuals for the king and his
household for a month in the 3'ear may owe its form to
a desire to show the glory of Solomon's coiu't ; but in
substance the narrative is undoubtedly correct : the
chief object of the division into districts had reference
to ta.xation, and in connection with this to the ' task
work' or personal service which was exacted (i K. 625).
W e also hear that Solomon levied toll on the caravans
travcUing by the trade-routes through the kingdom
( i K. IO15). The complaint made by the people after
his death leaves the impression that his system of taxes,
besides being grievous in itself, was objected to as something new and unaccustomed.
We find hardly any other references to regular taxes
in pre-exilic times ; but the 'king's mowings' are men„ T.i.p_ tioned in Am. 7 i (see GOVERNMENT, § 19;

StDpa deobs weidei, dCcp' aldoiovs (^acrcKijasOne does not come into the king's presence emptyhanded (Judg. 8 1 7 / I S. 10 27), but, if one has aught to
ask, brings a gift of homage ; so, in like manner, when
one 'seeks the face' of God (Mal. 18).
Precisely
similar is the ancient Greek conception of sacrifice as
being the tribute and homage due to the divinity on
whom 1 man is dependent (Nagelsbach, Homerische
Theologie, 186). In the last resort, the offering comes
to be expressly called ' a gift' to the deity ; minliah
(Gen. 4 3 / . I S. 2i7, and often) or korbdn.
.Such in general is the course of the development.
As to the development in detail of taxation and tribute
. -n ,-.- 1 as political institutions the deficiency of
4. Political
^
,
u • .u
,
..
, our sources leaves us very much m the
rt 1 " dark. Under Saul we hear nothing of
special dues levied by him ; he had no
capital and no special court, but lived on his ancestral
holding at Gibeah. Nor had he any state officials to
govern the land under his orders and receive their pay
from him. We may take it for granted as self-evident
that, in accordance with ancient custom, he claimed and
received his special share of the spoils of war, as we are
expressly told that David at a later time did (2S, 811
lli30). W e hear of gifts of homage, as, for example,
when he was elected to be king ( i S. 1027), or when his
favour was specially sought ( i S . I620). It is easily
conceivable that this source of income, added to the
revenue derived frora his property at Gibeah, may have
been amply sufficient for the modest requirements of
his throne. -\t any rate, it is not safe to draw from
what is said in i S. I725 strict inferences as to the existence of certain specified exactions in Saul's day. The
passage promises freedom from taxation to the slayer of
the giant and lo his house, thus presupposing the existence of fixed taxes. But this is evidence only for the
much later period of the author, or editor, to whom it
appeared self-evident that such must have arisen as soon
as a monarchy had come into being. The same observation applies to the so-called ' manner' or constitution
of the monarchy as set forth to the people by Samuel
( i S . 8 1 0 ^ , esp. V. 15), where also taxes, and, in
particular, tithes of the field and the vineyard are
mentioned.
Under David, and still more under Solomon, we see
the system growing.
Under David, in addition to
B David ''^^ king's share of booty ( 2 S . l i o I230),
SolnmoTi' P^o'^'nence is given to the tribute received
from subjugated peoples ( i K. 5 i [42i] 2 K.
3 4), and the voluntary gifts of subjects still continued to
come in (i K. IO25). W e may, nevertheless, conjecture
with some degree of probability that David's numbering
of the people (2S. 2 4 i / ) was connected with the levying of taxes, and was intended to be used in regulating
their incidence and the exaction of military service.
The duties of the 'governors' (D'3:i3, nisibtm, EV
' garrisons,' 2 S. 814) also, whom he set over conquered
territory, must essentially have consisted in the collection
of tribute. W e are expressly told, at all events, that
this was the object of Solomon's division of the kingdom
4907
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° ' From the fact that in post-exilic times tithe
appears from the first as an established institution,
we may perhaps infer that it was of pre-exilic origin.
The narrator of i S. 8 1 4 / regards it as an ancient
institution. With this would harmonise the fact that
Am. 44 knows of a tithe paid to the sanctuary. For
the rest, in the ideal state as constructed by Ezekiel
we find no such thing as taxes ; the prince maintains
his court and officers out of the revenue of the princely
domains. He gives the princely domain to his officers
in fief. This also is an arrangement which we may
unhesitatingly presume to have existed in the earlier
times (i S. 812). A property-tax was imposed only for
extraordinary emergencies, not regularly (2 K. 2835).
See GOVERNMENT, § 20.

In post-exilic times a heavy tribute was exacted, of
course, by all the overlords of the country.
Unfortu„ tj„„i „„;i,-„ nately we are without information as to
7. r o s t - e x i l i c . . . .
c .,
.
the nature of the taxes or how they
were levied. On the latter point, however, it is practically self-evident that the Persian rulers, like the Syrian
and Roman after them, availed themselves of the local
Jewish administrations for assessment and collection.
The land as such paid, doubtless, a definite composition
as tribute. Moreover, when it had a governor of its
own, the community had also to pay for his support,
as well as make a contribution towards that of the resident
Persian official in Samaria under whom it was placed.
That these burdens were not trifling can be seen from
such a passage as Neh. 514 : the governor drew 40
shekels a day besides what the ' rulers' and their subordinates extorted from the people.
If we find <e
Nehemiah in public discourse to the people characterising this as severely oppressive and taking merit and
credit to himself for having drawn nothing from the
people, but on the contrary, having met all charges out
of his own private means, we may safely conclude that
the pressure of these dues was not regarded as light.
Besides these direct taxes were the indirect ones
levied by the Persian court: rents, customs, tolls, etc.
( E z r a 4 i 3 z o 724); unfortunately, we are very insufficiently informed as to the meaning of the various
technical expressions here. ^
Over and above these were the requirements of the
internal administration, and even if these may on the
I [Of the three terms in Ezra 413 20 T24 (Bibl. Aram.),
minddh (.TJJC, AV ' toll,' R V ' tribute ') is quite general, a tax
for every one (As.-;, mandattu),
belo (i^3, AV ' tribute ' so R V
' c u s t o m ' ) , lit. what is brought (Ass. biltn^-.,/,-^'),
and h,ildt
C^^D, AV 'custom'), - ' t o l l ' ( s o RV) exacted of travellers.
From the Ass., also, comes .Vram. ntaksa, 'toll,' and nclkesd
' toll-gatherer' (publican).]
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whole have been relatively light, nevertheless the
maintenance of the temple, of the sacrificial system, and
of the priests and Levites, must have cost considerable
sums. The voluntary gifts of worshippers were not
enough, and soon (under Ezra; cp Neh. 1 0 3 3 / ) a
fixed poll-tax, besides other payments in kind, had to
be established (see below, § 15). On other accounts,
also, be.iv}' demands were from time to time made on
the community, as, for example, for temple restoration
and wall-building; in the latter connection also in
the form of cori'e'e, even if in both cases, as it would
seem, the voluntary character of the service was formally
retained.

say, it must be added, how great a relief, if any, this
meant for the subjects concerned. Fundamentally, it
meant nothing more than a change in the taxing
authority ; the continued wars in any case were
enormously costly.
When the country became tributary to the Romans
(Jos. Ant. xiv. 44 BJ'\.Tt) they at once took in hand
the system of taxation. Gabinius divided the country
into five districts—probably taxation areas after their
usual practice in subject provinces (Schurer, GJl <?),
I340 ; cp ISRAEL, § 85)—in which the local authorities
were at the same time the leviers of taxes. Here also
C;x-sar showed his friendly disposition towards the Jews
by respecting the sabbatical year as regarded taxation.
The Roman census and the Roman system of taxation
as a whole do not seem, however, to have been introduced for some considerable time, the raising of the
taxes being left in the hands of the native authorities.
Herod the Great, at least, paid sometimes (whether
always is doubtful) a definite tribute to the Romans, but
as regarded the raising of this sum he could exercise
independent authority as rex socius. Thus, he could
remit taxes wholly or in part (Jos. Ant. xv. IO4 xvi. 25
xvii. 21). W e nowhere hear of a Roman tax during
his reign (cp ISRAEL, § 87, end). The situation changed
when, after the time of Herod and Archelaus, the land
was administered by procurators; the Roman taxes,
including the personal tax of the census, were now
introduced. The new division of the land into eleven
toparchies, like that formerly made by Gabinius (see
above) doubtless had reference primarily to taxation.
The procurators levied these taxes through native commissions. The indirect taxes were now also farmed to
the publicans (see PUBLICAN). From the N T (Lk. 191
and elsewhere: cp Jos. i ? / i i . l 4 4) we learn that these
were mostly Jews ; intelligibly enough, they were not
popttlar : in the N T ' publican' and ' sinner' are
virtually synonymous (cp ISRAEL, § 90).

The priests and Levites, and the whole personnel of the
temple, were declared wholly exempt from taxation by decree
ofthe king of Persia to Ezra ( E z r a ? 24). On the rest of the
people the burden of ta.xat!on pressed all the more heavily as
the community, broadly speaking, was a poor one. Thus, in
Nehemiah's time, the complaint was raised by many that in
order to pay their ta.xes they had been compelled to borrow
money aii.l mortgage their property, thus coming into great
straits (Neh. 6 4 / ; ) .

Xor did matters improve after Alexander, in the
days of the Seleucids and Ptolemies.
The principal
burden was the poll tax (Jos. .-Int. xii. 4 i ) of which we
lertrn more particularly from (Ps.-) Aristotle {Oeconom.
ii. I4) that in the Syrian kingdom, as distinguished
from the Egyptian-Roman, it was, strictly speaking, a
kind of trade-tax, a percentage that varied according to
the nature of the work and the means of the individual,
not a personal tax, uniform and unchanging. ^
In addition to this there were now also other taxes,
presumably indirect, which Josephus [Ant, xii. 83) refers
to but does not name. -\ characteristic example of
the manner in which new dues arose out of voluntary
gifts is seen in the crown tax which grew out of the
voluntary gift to the sovereign of a golden crown of
honour. The priesthood of Jerusalem were exempted
from all such dues and tribute from the time, of Antiochus the Great (Jos, Ant. xii. 83).
The method of collecting was by farming to the
highest bidder (Jos. Ant. xii. 4 i ^ s i Macc. II28 13is)
and, indeed, according to the same authority (/(7c. cit.),
the taxes of each individual city were let from year to
year. Elsewhere it appears that there were also farmersgeneral of taxes for the whole land (see below). This
system was widely spread throughout the whole of
antiquity, and was adopted also under the Roman
Empire. Even at present it is in the Turkish Empire
the usual method of raising certain dues. The advantages and disadvantages of the system can easily be
seen in actual operation there. That it is the least
favourable of all for the taxed needs no showing ; at all
times the farmers have known how to enrich themselves
at the expense of the taxed, since any surplus naturally
falls to them.
A classical instance, in fact, is one that comes to us from
Judaja. A certain Joseph b. "Tobia, who, it ought to be mentioned, had the reputation of being very lenient with his own
countrymen, had acquired the taxing rights under Euergetes
and Philopator by bidding twice as much as any other competitor, and paid the (for those times) enormous yearly sum of
16,000 talents, nevertheless accumulating vast wealth during his
twenty-two years' tenure.

The question of immunity from taxes played a great
part, naturally, from the Maccabasan period onwards, in
all the dealings between the Jewish leaders and their
Syrian overlords ; it was more or less identical with
the entire question of dependence or independence.
Jonathan was able to secure immunity from Demetrius
II. (i Macc. II34-37 ; see ISR.'^EE, § 26), but this privilege does not seem to have been long maintained, for
at a later date Simon had to demand it anew for all
time to come (cp ISRAEL, § 78). W e are unable to
^ It has been recently maintained b y Willrich (Judaica, 1900,
pp. ';2-58) that under the Seleucids the poll-tax was still a thing
unknown, that it was not introduced until the time of Augustus.
As against this, .see tbe evidence marshalled in Schurer, GJFi^),
l22C)f
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On the whole subject of Roman taxation see Schiirer, GJV{-^),
1 5o8_^ and the copious literature there referred t o ; cp Q U I RINIUS, § zf.

Sanctuary dues fall under two categories ; (i) the
regular offerings at the sanctuary prescribed by custom
_
.
or by l a w ; (2) the occasional gifts
8. oanciiuary ^^.[j;(,jj jj^g priests received for their ser•
vices on each sacrificial occasion.
As for the first of these two classes, it has been
already observed that in the old times no other dues
were known beyond the offerings themselves, as also
that it was only in a secondary way that the offerings
assumed the character of dues. To this class of dues,
in the strict sense of the word—that is to say, regular
offerings definitely fixed by custom or law, as distinguished from free gifts presented on all or any of the
various occasions of pulDlic or private life—belong the
offerings of the first-fruits of the ground and of the
firstlings of cattle.
To both these Yahwe from an
early date set up, so to say, a legal claim.
Even in the oldest decalogue (Ex. 3426 J) it is made
a legal injunction that the Israelites are to bring to
Yahwe ' the best, the first-fruits of thy ground ' (n'B'xn
Jinonx '1133, Ttpciroyevrtp.aTa).'^ The Book of the
Covenant (Ex. 2229 [28]) has the ordinance : ' thou shalt
not delay (to offer) thine abundance and the best of thy
winepress ' ; the exact meaning of the expression is
doubtful,2 but the idea of first-fruits is not directly con1 Bikkurim
being always a relative idea, it makes little
material difference whether we translate ' the best, that is to
say, the first-fruits of the ground,' or ' the best of the first-fruits
of the ground.' Still, as in v. 22 (cp 23 16) the harvest festival
is designated as the feast of first-fruits, the ex|:.ression bikkurim
ought, doubtless, to be taken as referring to the lirst-frults that
are offered and not to the first-fruits generally, and thus equivalent to resith.
2 On the meaning of ^VDnl ^nN7p see the commentaries
(D
has aTTipx'"' •SiAoji/os Kal A>)i/ov, thus taking it to mean the firstfruits. Doubtless it was led to this rendering by tbe parallel
clause: ' t h y fir.stborn son shalt thou give unto me, etc.
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tained in the words themselves at any rate, and neither
is the injunction in substance quite the same as that of
the old decalogue. There only the first-fruits of the
field are spoken of, whilst here, in all probability, oil
ami wine also are intended ; there an offering to God
at thc harvest festival is intended, here no such fixed
date is given. Most probably the two laws were intended to run concurrently ; alongside of the precept to
off'ir the first-fruits of the harvest at the har\'est festival
stood the other injunction not to be niggardly towards
^'ahwfe with the fulness wherewith he had blessed floor
and press.
Xothing is said as to the amounts of such offerings.
Apart from the offerings definitely provided for in the
ritual of the old feasts, it is clear that the amount of
first-fruits to be offered was left to the free will of the
individual offerer.
In particular, J E has no hint that
at that early date it was already the custom to give to
God the tenth part of the produce. Not until D is this
expressly laid down by law. As the taxes and tributes
payable to the king were, throughout, of older date than
those payable to the temple, so also the tithe was first
of all exacted by the state, and not till afterwards took
its place among the dues of the sanctuary.
Indeed, in the time of the old decalogue and of the
book of the covenant theru is as yet no word of dues at
all in the strictest sense of the word, but only of definite
offerings fixed by custom. Men offered the tirst-fruits
to Yahw^ in sacrifice, and in the sacrificial meal became
Yahwe's guests. This custom is presupposed in D as
still maintaining its ancient standing {see below).
Accordingly we have not in D, as in later times, to do
with a ta.\ designed to fill the temple treasury, to defray
the cost of the temple worship, and the like. The
maintenance of the temple in Jerusalem, and of the
regular worship there, was the king's affair; the priests
derived their income from the offerings that were brought
(see below, § i6), and thus there was no occasion for levying on behalf of the temple any regular dues over and
above such voluntary offerings as might be made at the
sanctuary {cp 2 K . 1 2 5 ^ ) . Further, in bringing his
first-fruits the idea in the mind of the pious Israelite in
early times was not at all that Yahwe had a claim to
the fruits as being the gi\cr of them ; his action was
dictated by the consideration that his whole harvest,
and all the bread which he enjoyed from year to year,
was pure and hallowed only if some part of it had been
received by Yahw6. It is one of the heavy punishments
with which the nation is threatened by Hosea, that in
its exile Israel shall have only ' bread of mourners' to
eat, bread that is unclean, inasmuch as no portion of it
can be brought into the house of Yahw6 (Hos. 94).
The sanctuary tithe is first met with in Am. 44, which
passage shows that in the northern kingdom it was
Q T'+Ti
customary, in the yearly pilgrimages to the
sanctuary, in addition to the daily offering
to bring tithes on the third day. The narrative of E,
dating from somewhere about the same period, tells of
Jacob's vow to pay the tithe at the sanctuary at Bethel
(Gen. 2822).
D makes it quite evident that the tithe intended
simply means the first-fruits, of which the proportion,
roughly speaking, of p tenth had been gradually fixed
by custom. For in Deuteronomy (14:22^) it is enjoined
that the produce of the field (corn, wine, oil) is to be
tithed ; but, exactly as in the earlier time (see above, § 8),
in such a manner that this tithe is not to be paid, so to
say, into the sanctuary, but simply to be laid out in a
sacrificial meal at the sanctuary. Should the distance
frorn Jerusalem, however, be so great as to make it
impossible to carry thither the tithe in kind, then (v. 25/.)
' thou shalt turn the tithe into money and carry the
money with thee and go to the place which Yahwfe will
choose, and there thou shalt bestow the money for
whatever thou desircst. oxen or sheep, or wine or
strong drink, or whatsoever thy soul asketh of thee, and

thou shalt eat it there before Yahwfe thy God, and
rejoice, thou and thy household and the Levite that is
within thv gates." Now, this tenth is actually called the
first-fruit'(r^j/M,
n-c\s'n) in Dt. 262, and is accompanied
by >- further regulation as regards ritual, which may
very well have been in accordance with ancient custom,
although the text itself appears to be a later addition
(see Steuemagel, ad loe.): the regulation, namely, that
the Israelite who makes the offering is to put a small
portion of the tithe into a basket, and set it down before
the altar of Yahwe, and in doing so to make use of a prescribed form of prayer.
Along with these general regulations regarding the
tithe D gives also a special one for the tithe of every
i n T h i r d v M r third year ( H 2 8 / ) ; every third year
t th
^^^ ^"*"'^ ^'^'^^ ^^ ^'^ ^^ expended at
home on the poor and indigent, in
which category the Levite also is included in D, no part
of it being applied to a sacrificial meal in the sanctuary.
In devoting the tithe to this purpose, also, a special
prayer is to be used, which is given in Dt. 2 t i i 2 ^
This tithe constitutes one of the main sources of income
of the rural priesthood (see below, § 17). This shows
that by ' the third year ' we are to understand not a fixed
date holding good for the whole country, but a relative
one, falling differentl}' in different places or with different
families, yet always in such a way that every year some
portion of the Israelite nation was paying its ' tithe of
the third year' for the poor and similar objects. It is a
debatable question whether by this tenth of the third
year we are to understand a second tithe every third
year over and above the yearly tithe that has already
been spoken of. The precept \\'as interpreted in this
sense by ©, which gives ' the second tithe' (T6 de^repov
^xxidiKarov) for'\c'i;J2n r\:^> ' i n the year of tithing,' in
Dt. 2612, and the same view is taken by some modern
scholars [e.g., Steuemagel).
For various reasons,
however, it seems highly improbable.
In the first
place, we should h a \ e expected in the text of the law
some kind of explicit indication that quite another tithe
than the preceding—a second tithe, in fact—is being
spoken of; but of this there is no hint. Moreover, the
imposition of a due of two-tenths of the whole produce
of the field over and above the various payments exigible
by the state would be something quite unusual and
unheard of, and not at all in harmony with the general
spirit of Deuteronomy. It is not permissible to evade
this argument by answering that the yearly tithe paid in
Jerusalem was not a tenth reckoned with any precision.
The exact opposite would seem to be the fact, if it is
remembered that the ' renewal' in D, as contrasted with
the old law, consisted precisely in this, that for a sacrificial offering to be made at discretion was substituted
an offering of which the amount was precisely determined by law, and that amount fixed at one-tenth of the
total produce.
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A later decision in Dt. I 8 4 further enacts that the
priest has a claim to the best of the corn, the wine, and
the oil, as well as of the sheep-shearing ; over and above
the tithe the resfth also. This again is not in the spirit
of D, which regards the 7'esith and the tithe as identical
(see above, § 8). W e have here again an expression
of the growing claims of the priests, who in other directions also were dissatisfied with the revenues assigned
to them by D (see below, § 13).
The course of the development of the offering of the
firstlings ran parallel with that of the offering of first11 Firstlinffs ^'"''*^^- ^ ° ' ' ^^^ *^"^'"' ^^^ ' ' ^ ° ' ' ^ ' ^ ^'
° • The law of the older decalogue in Ex.
Sizgf
runs, ' every firstborn is mine, and all the cattle
that is male, the firstlings of ox and sheep. But the
firstling of an ass thou shalt redeem with a sheep, or,
if thou wilt not redeem it, then thou shalt break its neck.
All the firstborn of thy sons thou shalt redeem.' The
expressionpdter r^he7n (cni -i::^) means the first offspring
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ofthe mother, not the earliest of thc anmials born year
after vear (cp W R S Rel. Sem. 4 6 2 / . ) . Here, accordingly, even at this early date the demand is extended to
human beings and to animals that cannot be offered in
s.icrifice. This is, in point of fact, however, quite
secondary ; the original precept had reference only to
sacrificial animals. For it may be taken as certain that
genuine Yahwism was always opposed to human s.ncrifices, and therefore that in the law of the redemption of
the human firstborn we are to see not a toning dow n of
an ancient custom which had demanded hunran sacrifice,
but only an expedient for extending the precept relating
to firstlings so as to include nten nad non-sacrificial
animals. N\"c should also take note of the parallelism
with the first-fruits of the ground, and consider hoiv
opposed to such sacrifices is the entire character of thc
sacrificial system in ancient Israel so far as \\ e knoxv it.
Literary analysis also shows that the words in question
a're secondary.
In the original ten short words (see
DEC.\LOGUE, col. 1050) the precept probably ran, ' every
first birth is mine'—a law which, as matter of course,
applied only to animals capable of being offered. JSee

now, for the first time, converted into simple dues pay13 In P ^'^''^'° "^^ pi''<2Sts, the fixed offerings become
mcie taxes. Even Ezekiel (4430) had demanded for the priests the first of all firstlings of CM r)'thing (ST •II33-''D n'c'.s-n|. But the Priestly Code claims
not merely a portion but the whole of the firstlings for
the priests ; all the first-fruits of corn, wine, and oil are
handed over by Y.ahwe to the priests (Nu. ISiiff.).
The
entire tithe belnngs to the Levites, who, in turn, have
to make over their tenth p.art of this to the priests (Nu.
1 8 2 0 ^ ) . The firstlings of clean beasts are offered in
kind : niter their blood has been sprinkled on the altar
and the fat burnt, the flesh falls to the priests.
The
flrstborn of unclean beasts, and of man, must be redeemed. The redemption money belongs to the priest
(Nu. 1 8 1 5 ^ , cp Neh. IO37). The .amount of the redemption money is in the case of human firstborn fixed
at five shekels (Nu. I816: cp Dillmann, in loc).
In
the case of unclean beasts the estimated value is to be
paid with addition of 1 fifth (Lev. ^726yi; certainly
secondary).

fiirther, FIRSTBORN ;

SACRIFICE,

§

3 ;

also

ISAAC,

§4In the Book of the Covenant also, Ex. 2229 [28], the
claim to the human firstborn is made ; but here, loo,
the originality of the clause is highly questionable. T o
begin with, the position ofthe firstborn of meil—between
the fruits of the field and offerings from the herd—is
remarkable. Moreover, it would be unnatural to understand the requirement hterally ; it must be supplemented
by the precept of redemption ; but this highly important
point is not mentioned, although in view of the inclination occasionally shown by the people to offer human
sacrifices, it could hardly be omitted as too self-evident.
With reference to offerings of the firstborn there is added
the further detail that the animals are to be sacrificed
on the eighth day after birth.
We know not at what date it was that the law relating
to human firstborn first became general. The deutero._ * J, nomistic passage in Ex. 1311/". presupposes
•
it as 1 settled custom. D itself (Dt. 1423
1.519) has nothing to say on the subject; D plainly has
no intention of laying down a complete law about offerings of firstborn, but only of settling points where
traditional custom had necessarily to be departed from
in consequence of the centrahsation of worship. The
chief stress accordingly is laid upon the injunction that
this offering is to be made year by year at the place
which Yahwfe will choose. This, but still more the
further command not to do any work with the firstling
of cattle or to shear the firstling of the flock (Dt. 15 20 [19]),
shows that, according to the intention of D, the animal
was not to be offered exactly on the eighth day after
birth. That the offering of the firstborn was to be inade
precisely at the Passover feast is nowhere expressly laid
down ; but the connection into which the two are brought
in the narrative of the exodus (Ex. ISiiff-) shows that
their union had already been accomplished at the time
when that account was written (cp P,\SS0VER). Since
blemished animals could not be offered in sacrifice it is
enjoined that they are to be consumed as ordinary food
under the same conditions as those applied to ordinary
slaughtering in D (Dt. 1 5 2 i _ ^ ) . Substitution, or redemption of such animals, is not required ; but this does
not exclude the possibility that the custom nevertheless
existed, since D, as already remarked, does not start
with the intention of giving a complete law on this
subject. From all these considerations it is plain that
here also there is no question of a ' d u e ' in the strict
sense of that word, but only of an offering. Like the
first-fruits so also ought the firstlings to be set apart for
a sacrificial meal in which of course the priest has his
usual share (see below, § 16).
It is on this last point that P makes a characteristic
change affecting principle ; all offerings of firstlings are
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^Vpart from this change in the scope of the law, P
shows a quite extraordinary advance in the amount of
such payments. The firstborn is given to the priests ;
but the Passover remains unaffected by this. In the
.case of fruits of the earth the payment of the resith is
retained as well as that of thc tithes already enjoined in D
(see above, § 9 ; Nu. 1812 2 0 ^ ) , and, besides the ' best'
of the winepress and the threshing floor, there is demanded payment of the first-fruits {bikkurim, Dn'isa) of
all that grows in the field. What we are to understand
by this expression is not quite certain.
The most
probable interpretation still is that which takes it as
referring to the fruits that have come earliest to maturity
(Nu. 1813, E \ ' ' first-ripe'; cp the commentaries). Over
and above all this we find in Nu, \^T.-] ff. the further demand that the first ofthe .loni', 'drisdh ('dough' [EV]?
' coarse meal' [RV'S-] ? ' kneading trough ' ? see FOOD,
§ I a), a cake, must also be given. In accordance \\ith
this the post-exilic community drew a distinction between
resith and bikkiirim, and paid on both. In Neh. 1036-38
the entire community comes under a solemn obligation
to bring the bikkurim of all fruits of the tilled land and
of all trees to the temple, and moreover to pay to the
priests the resith of the %\ine and oil and tree fruits, and
also of the 'drlSilh—nXl this to be, along with the tithe,
the portion of the Levites (cp Neh. 1244 IBs 2 Ch.
315 12). Finally, Lev. I923 enjoins that the fruit of
newly-planted trees must not be eaten within the first
three years, and that in the fourth year the entire yield
must be given to Vahwe—that is, to the priests.
Nor is even this enough ; the decision preserved in
Lev, 2 7 3 2 / includes cattle also in the tithe ; the offerer
in rendering this tithe must not select the animals :
each tenth head at the counting belongs to Yahwfe. If,
however, it should so chance that one animal has been
changed for another, both shall belong to the sanctuary.
Even in Neh. IO37-39 (cp 1244-47 18512) there is no
allusion to any such law.
It must, therefore, have
come into existence at a later date.
In real life such a tithing of cattle is impracticable.
But the legal theorist did not concern himself about any
such consideration as that ; he was able,
14. Levitical tf,grefore, to put the copestone on his
cities.
system by that extraordinary enactment
which assigns to the tribe of Levi forty-eight cities, each
having a territory of 2000 cubits square (cp LEVITES,
§ 6). The impossibility of carrying out such a theory is
demonstrated by any map of Palestine. But nothing can
better re\'eal the spirit underlying such legislation than
Ihe fact that the lawgiver -in the same breath in whith
he assigns these forty-eight cities to the Levites alleges,
as a reason for the dues he is imposing, that the Levites
had received no inheritance in land like the other tribes.
Another point deserves notice ; in Ezekiel the people
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already pay their dues as a tax to the prince, who, how_
ever, has laid upon him in return the
15 Expenses responsibility for the expenses of the
Otworsmp. p^^jjj^ worship (Ezek. 4 5 1 3 / : ) . In P
it is the priests who receive these taxes ; but they keep
them to themselves : the support of the regular cultus
is not their concern. On the contrary, a further tax
has to be levied for that purpose ; a poll tax of half a
shekel has to be exacted {Ex. ZOnff.).
With the spread
of the Persian monetary system the third of a shekel
found its way into Palestine, and accordingly in Neh.
1032 [33] we find the temple tax fixed at that amount.
The coinage of the Maccabees reverted to the older type,
and thus in the time of Jesus we find the temple tax
again fixed at half a shekel (Mt. 172427 ; cp Benzinger,
HA 193).\s to the manner in which priestly service was paid
in the early period we know very little. .\t first the
p . , , priest was not so much a sacrificer as a
guardian of the image and gi\'er of oracles
revenue. ".
, •
•.
. •
. ^7 i, ••
whose business it was to impart Yahwe s
Ibrdh or oracle to those who consulted him (see PRIESTS).
It may with safety be assumed that the priest received
payment for communicating the oraele, precisely as did
seers such as Samuel, Ahijah, and the like (i S. i'7/".
1 K. 142 /".). When a sacrificer came to the sanctuary
and arranged a sacrificial meal, he naturally invited the
priest to it, or gave him some portion of the flesh for
sueh service as he had rendered. But these gifts were
voluntar}', and regulated not by law but by custom.^
The priests' right to a definite share is not recognised ;
this is proved by the story of the sons of Eli (i S. 2 i3_^),
who demand a tribute of flesh, and even take it by force
instead of accepting what is voluntarily given, but in
doing so show themselves to be ' sons of Belial,' heedless
of law and priestly duty, thus bringing the offering of
Yahwe into contempt.
It is clear that at the greater sanctuaries, and particularly at Jerusalem, a fixed practice gradually established
itself in regard to this, with the result that a definite
share of the offering and certain other perquisites fell to
the lot of the priests. .As early as in David's time, we
learn that the shewbread loaves in the sanctuary were the
priests' perquisite, although they could also be eaten by
ceremonially pure laymen ( t S . 2 l 3 _ ^ ) . With regard
to a considerably^ later period we find that the fines paid
to the sanctuary for various (presumably ceremonial)
offences also fell to the priests (2 K. 1216 [17]). On the
other hand, the income from voluntary gifts and votive
offerings was to be applied to the maintenance of the
temple ; the control of this money was taken from the
priests because they applied the whole of it to their own
uses (2 K. 124 [5] ^ ) .
This w^as by royal ordinance;
possibly tradition had previously sanctioned such an
application of the revenues. Finally, we gather from
2 K. 239 that the unleavened bread, or meal offering,
with which no sacrificial meal was associated, fell to the
priests.
The priestly revenues are legally regulated for the
first time in D. It is not impossible that the practice
17 Tn Tl in Jerusalem lies .at the basis of its provisions.
In any case the legislation had a very special
motive for thus disposing of the questions involved.
For by the centralisation of the worship the priests of
the high places and rural altars were made penniless. To
remedy this, D gives the Levites the right to discharge
priestly functions in the sanctuary at Jerusalem, and to
share in the temple revenues (Dt. 1 S 6 / ) . But if all
priests were thus relegated to the sanctuary at Jerusalem
it is easy to see that the dues for offerings there required
to be strictly regulated and perhaps also raised. The
right of the priests as towards the people who sacrificed
in the temple nowbecame definite (Dt. 18 3); the shoulder,

the two cheeks, and the maw of every animal sacrificed
belonged to the priests. That such a provision was
wholly inadequate in view of the increased number of
clergy and the diminished number of offerings in consequence of the centralisation, was seen by the Deuteronomist himself.
The rural priests, accordingly, are
bidden to look specially to the sacrificial meals set on
foot by the offerers ; but at the same time details as to
this are left to the charitable disposition of the worshippers
(Dt. 1 2 1 2 1 8 / ) .
For the tithe of the third year (Dt.
1 4 2 8 / 2 6 1 2 ^ ) and for the resfth assigned i n a subsequent decision to the priests (Dt. I84), see above, § gf.
These dues to the priests increased in amount also,
like the other dues, in process of time. In Ezekiel
( 4 4 2 8 ^ ), besides the minhah, the sin-offer* ing, the guilt-offering, and 'every devoted
thing' are handed over to the priesthood, .\ceording
to P the priests receive, in addition to the dues mentioned above (first-fruits, etc.), ' the most holy things'—
i.e., the minhah, the sin-offering, and the guilt-offering
in so far as these are not burnt ; they may be eaten only
by males of the family of Aaron, and that only ' in the
holy place' ; what is left over must be burnt (Nu. 1 8 8 /
Lev. I O 1 2 / , cp Ex. 2 9 3 2 ^ ) . So also with the shewbread (Lev. 249). Of the burnt-offering, the skin of the
animal sacrificed belongs to the priest (Lev. 7 8 ; this may
perhaps have been an ancient custom), of the peaceofferings the right thigh and the breast (Lev. 734 Ex.
2 9 2 7 / ) , and, besides, one cake of each meal-offering, of
whatever kind, offered along with these (Lev. 713). With
the breast of the peace-offering which belongs to the
priest is performed the peculiar ceremony of waving ;
that is to say, the priest swings it upon his hands towards
the altar and back again, a symbolical representation of
the idea that this portion is presented to Yahw^ as a
gift, but by him delivered over to his servant (Lev. 7
30-34 921 IO14 Nu. 620). The thigh pertaining to the
priests is always designated as ' the heave thigh ' (Lev.
734).
This expression presumably does not refer to
any special ceremony analogous to that of waving, but
is intended to denote that the part in question is ' lifted
u p ' from the offering as the priests' perquisite (cp
SACRIFICE, §§ 14, 2 r a , 2ga).
The last-named portions
of the burnt-offerings and peace-offerings may be consumed by the male and female members of the priests'
families alike, and in any clean plaee—and thus, without the sanctuary (Lev. I O 1 4 / Nu. I89). The slaves
also of the priest may eat of i t ; but not (for example)
daughters married to ' strangers ' — i.e,, to men who are
not priests. And if a ' stranger'—say, for example, a
hired servant of the priest—'unwittingly' eat of it, he
shall pay to the priest the value of the holy thing with
an added fifth (Lev. 22lo.^;).

' 1 ^. '^2% where _' all the offerings of the children of Israel
made by fire are assigned to the priests, is of post-deuteronomic
origin ; cp Dt. 18 i.
4'5I5

With further detail as regards the rights of priests it
is laid down that the guilt-offering and the sin-offering,
as well as the skin of the burnt-offering, shall belong to
the oflficiating priest (Lev. 6 7 / ) ; of the meal-offering
he is entitled to all that is ' baked in the oven or dressed
in the frying-pan and in the baking-pan'; the rest shall
belong to the priesthood as a whole (Lev. 7gf.)', of peaceofferings the wave breast seems to have pertained to the
priesthood in general, whilst the acting priest received
the shoulder and the cakes (Lev. 731 ; cp "33 14).
T h e more detailed regulations of post-biblical times will be
found collected in a series of tractates in the Mishna : TC-riimoth,
Ma'iiierdth, bidiVsir sheni. Challa, -Orld, Bikkiirim,
Shekalim,
Bfkoroth.
See, further, Wellh. Prol.m, 149..ffi nrci piissim;
the archaological text-books of De Wette, Ewald, Keil, .Schegg,
Benzinger, N.jn .-ick, and the articles ' E r s t g e b u r t ' and ' Erstlingsopfer' in PR I-:. Winer, Schenkel, and Riehm.
i. B.

TEACHER.^ In the earliest stage of the Christian
Church the two most striking figures are those of the
apostle and the prophet. In several important passages
a third figure is found in their company, that of the
teacher [SiSdcTKoKos)1 In the OT Hab. 2 18, etc., the word is miC ; for later terms
see EDUCATION, §§ 15-17.
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Thus in i Cor. 1228, Paul declares that ' G o d hath set in the
Church first apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly teachers. . .'
In h'i^ enumeration of gifts in Rom. lli 6-8 we have the order
'prophecy,' 'ministry' (SLaKoviav), ' h e that teacheth,' ' h e tliat
exhorteth,' and so forth. And in Eph. 4 11, 'apostles,' ' p r o phets,' 'evangelists,' 'pastors (woipeva^) and teachers' are
among the gifts of Christ to his Church. In Acts 13 i we read
of 'prophets and teachers' as belonging to the church in
Aiuioch.

These notices taken together suggest a class of men
endowed with a spiritual gift for the instruction of the
Church, nnd taking rank next after the apostles and
the prophets. Their function probably consisted in a
Christian exposition of the O T scriptures and an
application of the Gospel to the needs of conunon life,
and stood in contrast with the enthusiastic utterances of
the prophets. The vagueness of the term ' teachers'
might suggest that it included any who ga\'e instruction,
and that the word denoted a fimction rather than a
permanent office. It is quite likely that this was so at
first. The use of the word as i^ title, however, is
assured by the evidence ofthe Didache', where, although
teachers are far less prominent than prophets, they are
joined with them as a cognate class, and honour is
claimed for ' the bishops and deacons' on the ground
that ' they too minister the ministry of the prophets
and teachers.'
In the African church the title remains to the beginning of
the third century, and is found in conjunction with that of
'presbyter.' Thus we have in the Passion of St.
Perpetua
(ch. 13) a mention of 'Aspasius the presbyter-doctor' (cp Cypr.
ep. 29). About the same time Origen as a layman at the head
ofthe Christian school in Alexandria affords the most illustrious
example of the exercise of the gift of teaching apart from the
regular orders of the ministry'.

Of these three grades of what was pre-eminently ' the
ministry of the word.' in contradistinction to official
administration, each in its turn ceased to exist as a
separate order. The apostles are the first to disappear.
The Twelve and Paul passed away by death, and
in the next generation the title was already becoming
sacred to them ; the apostles of the Didachi are a
survival, destined immediately to disappear.
The
prophets on the contrary are still in full power, at any
rate in certain localities. Yet even they show premonitory symptoms of decay; and the failure of the
Montanistic movement to re-establish them as a
permanent order in the Church led to the final disappearance of prophecy as an institution. The teachers
fulfilled a ministry which would naturally grow in importance as the authoritative voices of apostles and
prophets were ceasing to be heard, and as the inroad
of heresy increased the demand for the grace of true
teaching. That they too ceased to be a distinct class
in the Church was due to the fact that their duties were
taken over more and more by the administrative order,
which gathered round its chief representatives many of
the functions and much of the prestige of apostles,
prophets and teachers alike. C p M I M S T K Y , § 39.
J. A. R.
TEBAH ( n n D ; TABeK [AD], -x [L]). a son of
NAHOR by Reumah (a corruption of Jerahmeel), Gen.
2224. The names in the Xahorite genealogy (vv. 20-24)
make a southern (i.e., N. Arabian) connection very
plausible.
Against this we must not quote ' A r a m , '
for ' A r a m ' (i.e., Jerahmeel) is primarily a N. Arabian
name. The brethren of ' Tebah ' are Gaham (rather,
Naham, j and j being confounded), Tahash (i.e.,
Hushah = Cushah?), and Maacah. Nor can we safely
urge that BETAH in 2 S . 88 (which, if 6 may be trusted,
is miswritten for Tebah) or Tibhath in i Ch. 188 (for
which Pesh. has nn::) was a city of Hadad-ezer, king
of Zobah; for it is maintained elsewhere (ZOBAH)
that the wars of David referred to were in the S.,
not in the N . , and that for ' H a d a d - e z e r , ben
Rehob, king of Zobah,' the original narrative had
'Hadad, ben Rehob[oth], king of Missur.'
W e can
now for the first time, as it seems, give an altogether
satisfactory explanation of 2 S. 88 and the || i Ch. 188,
1.^7
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as well as of i K. 7 4 5 / (with || in Ch.). Betah
turns out to be nearer the truth than Tebah. T h e
.Sam. passage should run thus, ' And from Rehoboth,
the city of Hadad, king David took brass in great
abundance,' while in the latter the name of the city
should be ' Rehoboth-jerahmeel." ^ It would seem that
there was more than one Jerahmeelite city called
'jerahmeel,' at least if we arc riglit in supposing that
the city, whose capture by David is described in 2 S.
1 2 2 6 / : , was not ' R a b b a t h ' but 'Rehoboth (of the
Jerahmeehtes).'
Had the redactor who is responsible for the present
form of the narrative in 2 S. ^^ff. a conception such as
is geographically possible of the geography of David's
'Aramsean' campaign? In order to answer in the
affirmative we should have to emend ' from Betah and
from Berothai' ('nnSDl nD3D) into 'from Tebah and
f7-om Tabbur- (1:13^01 np^o)Tebah might be the
Tubihi of the Am. Tablets (127, 5, 14, etc.), the
Dibhu of the List of Thotmes HI. (A'/'C-', 543 ; Sayce,
Acad., Feb. 21, 1891 ; \\A1M As. a. Eur. 178396).
In the 'Travels of an Egyptian' (A'y"(2), 109 m ;
Brugsch, Gesch. Hig. 340) Kadesh on the Orontes,
Tubihi, Tihis (see T H A H A S H ) , and Dapuru appear as
neighbouring places.
We now turn to i K. 7 451^-471 the difficulties of which neither
Benzinger nor Kittel appear to have altogether removed ; the
help which the former scholar derives from <pL is illusory. It
should be noticed that the current rendering, ' o f burnished
brass,'for aiDD rWT\y, put.s an undue strain on tbe root-meaning
of a i o . We cannot pause to investigate Is. 18 2 7 Ezek. 2114-16
[9-11], but may suggest that even the R V must not be followed
blindly.
T h e key to i K. l.c. (and the || 2 Ch. 4 16 f)
is
furnished by i Ch. 18 81^, which shows that the original narrative
of Hiram the artificer stated that the brass came from a city of
H a d a d , king of Missur. I n short, the t3iD0 of K. and the p n c
of Ch. come respectively from DDID and ninhir?, and the
second of these readings is the better. 1333 and p T n which
follow are corrupt forms o f a dittographed '^NTHT fsee JORDAN,
§ 2 [2]).

The result is that i K. 746 2 Ch. 417 should run thus,
' Of brass from Rehoboth -jerahmeel did Jerahmeel
[i.e., ' H i r a m ' ; see H A M M E L E C H ] cast them, in
]\'Iaacath-aram, between Maacath and Zarephath' (cp
S r r c o T H , ZARETHAN). An imaginary place ' T e b a h '
has in fact usurped a part of the honour which rightly
belongs to R E H O B O T H [^.•Z^.].

Cp the commentaries.
T. K. c .

TEBALIAH (-tn^^np, perhaps for Tobliyyahu,
'Yahwe is gracious to m e , ' § 3 8 ; T^vB^a^l [B], Td.Be A l<\C
[A], Ti^BehiA [L]), a Merarite doorkeeper (i Ch. 26ii).
But (in spite of ©) the name should possibly be read
5n'3it3 (perhaps from in'uta misread in''?3D) ; cp
T O B I J A H . I , also T A B E E L . ^

TEBETH ( n a t ? ) , Esth. 2 16.
TEHAPHNEHES

S. A. C.

See M O N T H , § 2.

(DH^Sprin),

Ezek. 30 18.

See

TAHPANHES.

TEHINNAH (113111^, as if 'supplication,' § 74 ; cp
0 5 1 6 6 6 e<\Nd. X<^Pic). father of IR-NAHASH, 1 Ch.
4 i 2 t (e^iMAN [B], e^NA [A], eeeNNA [I^])If R E C A H (q.v.) is rightly corrected to Recab, Tehinnah
should almost certainly be 7\y\), K I X A H 3 (Josh. 15 22), i.e.,
a settlement of the Kenites. See IR-NAHASH.
1 In 2 S- Lc. nD3 and 'rnn are both fragmentary representations of n n m (Rehoboth), and in i Ch. lc. pa,:;! nnZD represents
Sxr-ni' nnn") (Rehoboth-jerahmeel).
For the latter emendation,
cp "probably i-\:2p miswritten in J u d g . 10 5 for '--Ncni'- Note,
however, that tP".XAL's CKAGKTWV implies niinD. which is virtually
n n m , a correction of n r u i p^Dl is not represented. Cp
MEROM.

.

,

,,

2 According to Cheyne, the name is probably either from
'Snip, ' a man of T U B A L ' (g.v.), or, if in' is correct, from 73n
SNam', Tubal-jerah[meel] (cp |'p ^yiT\, ' T u b a b k a i n ' ) . Cp
Z E D E K I A H , § i.

3 When p had become n, it was natural for a pious scribe to
prefix n, and so get the meaning 'supplication.'
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TEIL TREE
Pesh. has, ' h e begat Ja'azer,'for which reading there is no
ob'. i)us reason.
T. K. C.
TEIL TREE

(H^K).

Is. 613 A V , R V

TEREBINTH

[g.v.).
TEKOA or TEKOAH (mp!^, n r i p n , i hardly =
'settlement,' from v r p H , to strike [tent-pegs into the
ground]; GeKOje'"). gentilic Tekoite [[U\''V)pr\.
eeKco(e)lTHC^). ' w o m a n of T e k o a ' ( n ^ n p f l , ecKCOeiTiC [KA] -KOyi- [ m - ^ ^^^y '^- of Bethlehem, on the
borders of the wilderness to which it gave name ("I31D
npJ^, 2 Ch. 2O20, THN epHMON 0-, I Macc. 933).
Assuming that the same place is always meant, we find
it mentioned as the residence of ^ ' wise woman' who
interceded for Absalom ; as one of the towns fortified
by Rehoboam ; and as the birthplace of the prophet
Amos ( 2 S . H 2 I Ch.224 2 C h , 2 0 2 o J e r . 6 i A m . l i ) .
It is also mentioned in Josh. 1659 H§^^^ (deKco) where it
heads the list of eleven towns wanting in M T (Tekoa,
Ephrathah which is Bethlehem, Peor [see under E T A M ,
i ] , Etam, Kulon [^-•J'.], Tatam, Sores [see S E I R , 2],
Karem [^.i'. ], Galem [g.v.l, Bether [^.f.]and Manocho
[see M A N A H A T H , 3]),

It comes also into an obscure

genealogy in i Ch. 45-8 where Tekoa (cp i Ch.224)
figures as son of ASSHUR and (if for Coz we ought to

read Tekoa) as father of Anub and Zobebah and the
families of Aharhel"* (d5e\(pov PT^X^/S) son of Harum

[i.e., Jearim ; see @'^'^). Still assuming that there is
only one Tekoa, we may identify it with the modern
Tekiia, which lies six miles S. of Bethlehem, on an
elevated hill, not steep, but broad at the top, and
tovered with ruins to the extent of four or five acres.
These consist chiefly of the foundations of houses built
of squared stones, some of which are bevelled. The
middle of the space is occupied by the ruins of a Greek
church. The site commands extensive prospects (cp
AMUS, § 3), and towards the E. is bounded only by

tiie level mountains of Moab. Before and during the
Crusades Tekoa was well inhabited by Christians ; but
in 1138 A . D . it was sacked by a party of Turks from
beyond the Jordan, and nothing further is known of it
till the seventeenth century, when it lay desolate, as it
has ever since done.
It 15, however, by no means certain that all the references to
' Teki l.'i. • mean the same place. In Jer. 6 i, for instance, a more
southerly place is meant (see T E L - H A R S H A ) . I t is contended
elsewhere ('^cc P R O P H E T , §S 26, 4 0 ; ZAPHON) that it is a Jerahmeelite invasion that is most probably apprehended ; the places
mentioned should be sought in the Negeb. Amos too was hardly
a native of the Tekoa, S. of Hethlehem (see P R O P H E T , §§ 10, 35).
And in i Ch. ^4f, just as ' B e t h - l e h e m ' is not the place in
Tudah so called but Beth-jerahmeel in the Negeb, so T e k o a '
IS more southerly than the best known place of that name.
.

T. K. C.

TEL-ABIB ( T I X ^ n ^ ; M e r e c o p o c . see below;
\eiLf\ acen'um novartun frugum), the seat of a colony of
Jewish exiles (Ezek. 3 isf).
T o CL Hebrew ear the
name meant ' Mound (hill) of ears of corn' (cp ABIB).
As, however, Friedrich Delitzsch has pointed out,^ if it

is a Babylonian place-name, the right form ought to be
Tehs-huh [Til-abubi).
Abubu ('flood-storm' or 'stormflood'?) is the proper Assyrian word for the Deluge
(see D E L U G E , § 13, n. i ) ; Til-abubi, as a Babylonian

name, might mean either a mound of ruins so ancient
(cp oSiy n m n ) that it was called ^ Deluge-mound, or
one that had been produced by the rushing in (possible
at any time) of a cyclone from the Persian Gulf. There
is a common phrase in the Assyrian inscriptions, ' I
made (or, destroyed) the city like a til-abubi.''^
If, however, the view advocated in P R O P H E T , § 27, is correct,
and Ezekiel together with Jehoiachin a n d his fellow-exiles
resided in N . Arabia, we must look out for another explanation.
And it so happens that this view (the 'Jerahmeelite theory')
supplies the only key to the manifold corruptions of the single
passage in which Tel-abib occurs (see Crit. Bib.).
T h e te.vt of
Ezek. 3 14 f which results from the application of this key runs
thus : 2—
(14) 'And (the) spirit lifted me u p and took me to Maacath of
Jerahmeel, and the hand of Yahwe upon me was strong. (15)
And I came to the company of exiles, to Tel-arab [Ishmael, by
the river of Jerahmeel], and to Tel-asshur [Jerahmeel, Ishmael],
and there for seven days I dwelt among them astonished.'
T h e text which underlies © is only slightly different; pL€Teiopo<;
= C•^='^•>ir2^]y ; Kal 7repi^A0oi'=3lDNl='nE?N['?nh. Probably we
may restore it thus in v. 15 :
' i^nd I came to the company of exiles, to Tel-jerahmeel and
Tel-asshur [Ishmael, by the river of Jerahmeel, Ishmael].'
Thus, combining M T and ^, we are led to suspect that
Tel-arab and Tel-jerahmeel were two names for the same place.
\ \ ' e know of a 'valley ( N ' J ) of J e r a h m e e l ' (see S A L T , VALLEV
o r ) and also, probably, of a ' w a d y ' (7113) of ' A r a b . ' 3 We also
find a Tel-melah or Tel-jerahmeel in E z r a - N e h . (see T E L MELAH), and, as a probable equivalent of Tel-asshur, Tel-harsha
or Tel-ashhur (see T E L - H A R S H A ) . Very possibly, however, a
further result awaits us. ^p) wherever it occurs in compound
names, is simply a short way of writing ^3iri) T U B A L (g.zj.). See
Crit. Bib.
T . K . C.

TELAH (n^ri, GAAeec [B], e^Ae [A], ed.AA [L]).
mentioned in the list of the b'ne Ephraim (i Ch. 725).
There are, however, several corrupt repetitions in this section
( i Ch. l2.off.), and it is probable that nSn is a corruption of
nSniir'; cp Wellhausen, Prol.{^) 2x4.
See E P H R A I M , § 12,
SHUTHELAH.

TELAIM ( D ^ N S D ) , I S. 15 4, and Telam (Heb.
D7ii;D), I S. 278 RV"'?-. See T E L E M .
TELASSAR ( " i m N l ^ n ; e ^ e c e e N [B], GAAACCAR
[AL] in K i . , ev x<^P^, 6eepa [«* (sup ras e 2° fort o)], -6 [B],
Bepiav [NC], BaLp.aB [A], Oat lp.a]9 [Qvid]^ eai.p.av [Q] ; thelasscu^.

Telassar is named in 2 K. 1912 (Is. 37 12) as the location of the 'children of Eden.'
T h e places Gozan,
Haran, and Rezeph named before Telassar follow an
order from E. to W . This suggests that ' the children
of Eden ' once dwelt nearer to Palestine (Judah?) than
Rezeph, which was W. of the Euphrates. The conquest
of these cities is ascribed to the kings, ' my fathers,'
who had preceded Sennacherib.
The identification of * the children of E d e n ' with the
Bit Adini of the Assyrian Inscriptions already made
by Schrader (K.A.T^"\ 327) has more or less difficulty
(cp B E T H - E D E N ) according to the situation in which

this widely scattered Aramaic folk are supposed to be
located. T h e Bit Adini of the earlier times formed a
1 T h e ending is hardly locative ; nj,'ipn in 2 S. 14 2 is probably
powerful race inhabiting the district S. of Edessa,
a corruption of n^Vp n'n ' Beth-maacah ' ( = Beth-jerahmeel,
over Haran between the Balikh (on the E. of which lay
see SAUL, § 4), a ' wise uoman ' of which place is mentioned in
Gozan) and the Euphrates. But it also included a wide
connection with J u a b in 2 S. 'l^i-^f
Very possibly too, we may
strip on the W . bank of the Euphrates, in which lay
explain yipn itself as a primitive popular corruption of ^''2
many large cities. This country made strong resist'- I he variants are : 2 S. 14 2 Q^KOVe [L], i Ch. 224 0eK«s [A], ance to Asur-n^sir-pal [KB 164, 102, 104, 116), but
4 5 QeKtap [A], Jer. li i Am. 1 1 BtKove.
was finally conquered by Shalmaneser II. (858 n . e ) .
3 T h e variants a r e : 2 S. 23 26 ^e/cet [L], i Ch. 11 28 60eKa) [BN],
Shalmaneser changed many of the city names, among
6 QeKiMi. [A], 279, BeKijiveiiy\^ [B], N e h 8527 BeKUieLp [ K A L ] , others giving to Nappigi (Mabbfig, Bambyke) thename
-eii/ fB and N in v. 27], ^eKwtrai [L v. 27].
of Lita-Asur (KB\ii2
156 162).
There was also
•* Surely '7n~lMN i^ one of the numerous distortions of "^N;;""!'Cruneisen's pointing "^ninN (Ahncncultus,
257), leads to no
satisfactory explanation. Cp iP' , rrj? TOU apairfK aSeA-i/joii py]xa^.
^ ' T e l ' (Ass. til[l]u), in ancient, as in modern times, formed
the first part ofthe name of many Babylonian places situated near
a mound of ruins of a previous settlement (cp ^r\, Dt. 13 17 [16]
Tosh.82:^').

goi a.

1 Del. Ass. HIVB, s.T'. ' a b u b u ' ; Schr. A'/4 r(2) 234(29),2(32(i).
2 It will be underston.J that the words in [ ] are presumed tn be
glosses. Arabia, Ishmael, Jerahmeel, and Asshur were in fact,
as, in the present writer's view, the phenomena of the Psalms
abundantly show, practically synonymous to the later writers.
3 In Am. 614 non is probably a corruption of Maacath (a
Jerahmeelite name) and n ^ i y n Sn3 of 2"iy 'j =. c ' - ^ y J (.10
read) in Is.15 7. See Crit. Bib.
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Cp T E L - H A R S H A ,

(Tel-Asshur).
t> Calwer Bib.-Lexikon^),

TEL-WELAH,

and

TELASSAR

TELEM

TEL-MELAH

a branch of the Aramaic Bit Da]il<iiri who lay E. of the
Tigris in Babylonia. A third settlement of the Bit
Adini is associated by Tiglath-pileser H I . with Hauran,
'Azai, and Aribua, in Syria, which may possibly be the
'house of Eden' referred to in .\nios 15 (Winckler,
AOF I104). Whether the children of Eden hatl their
home in Telassar and were now deported elsewhere, ,,r
whether they had been deported to T'elassar will depend
on the identifications adopted.
It is tempting to recognise in Telassar the Til-AsMui
of Tiglath-pileser 111. (Tiele, B.IGz^^i);
and of Esarhaddon {A7>'2 128144). But these passages show that
there were two different places of that name. T h e
first was certainly in Babylonia ; but there is no indication that the Bit .\dini were settled there. T h e second
was inhabited by an .\ramaic people, the Bit Parnaki,
and Esarhaddon says that the place had native nanies
Mihranu and Pitanu. Mihranu suggests Tell MachrO,
which would place it XI'^. ofthe Tigris (?). But unless
the Bit Parnaki were a branch ofthe Bit Adini, there is
nothing to connect this Til-,-\ssuri \\ ith ' the children of
Eden.'
On the one hand, Til .\ssuri may h a \ c been one of
the names conferred by Shalmaneser on one of the
conquered cities of Bit Adini, or Tel-Assar may be a corruption of Lita-.Asur, or of Til-baser§ i city in Shalmaneser's Bit .\dini; or, on the other hand, the name
Telassar may be derived from a totally different name,
not yet recognised.
[The closing sentence of the preceding article opens the door
for a renewed examination of the question from the point of
view of SENNACHERIB, § 5. * Rezeph' and ' the b'ne Eden in
Telassar' are easily explicable if it is a king of the N . Arabian
.Ashhur whose victories are referred to in 2 K i . l 9 i 2 ( I s . 3712).
' Eden' was a district of the Jerahmeelite Negeb (see P A R A D I S E ,
§ 7), and Tel-ashhur is a very probable name, if we should not
ratlier read Tubal-ashhur. See T E L H A R S H A . — T . K. c ]
C. H. W. J.

TELEM {D?t3), a, city in the Negeb, mentioned between ZIPH and B E A L O T H (Josh. 15 24 ; xeAeM [AL],
MAI NAM [ B ? ] ) .
This may be the T E L A I M (n'N^a), or

emended accordingly.^
This, however, implies inadequate criticism of the proper name rh-m (Havilah), and
the same objection may be made to Winckler, when he
emends n'^-ins in 15? into cSij'C, in accordance with
278.'.V place called 'Olam is highly problematical, and a better
wny out of the critical difficulty ought to be found. As is
lioiiited outcls..>uIiere(scuSHUn), ,nS'ln. hke ,iS'3n in I S . 2 3 I Q , 3
Is mis\vriLti,-ii Inr ' jcrahniei;!.'
Ill i-a.-r,!!, yeAa(i in •^c!\a.p.,\i(o)ctvp of EA has been thought to
represent Telam, which indeed a number of cursi%-es attest. But
T may be a corruption of f. Klostermann ingeniously extracts
nc'3,1 7 m , ' t h e wadyofBEson'(5r.z/.). Cp A'.r/.T'IO239 [1899].
T. K. c .

TELEM (D^D ; J G A H M [ B ] , reAAHM [XAL]), a
door-keeper, Ezra IO24.
Ili.A]).

In i EMI. '.125 TOLBANES (roA^aviji

See T E L E M , I ; and cp TAI.MIIN,

TEL-HARSHA, RV for Tel-haresha [Xeh.] and
Tel-harsa

[Ezra] (NB'-in ^n ; Ezra Baapyicra. [B], Beicap. [A],

9ci\a,xpr)a-aa [ L ] ; Neh. apijtra [BN], 9e\apcra [A], e»AAoipi); [L] ;
I Esd., T H E L E E S A S [EV], Bckapoa-q [B], BccKcso-i [A], BacKcui [KCLC
ptjera] [L]).

A place from which, according to the great poste.\ilic list, came certain families of doubtful origin
(Ezra259 = Neh, 76i = I Esd. 536t).
T h e name in
Hebrew might mean ' mound of the forest' ; but [lursu
(or hursii) in Assyrian means ' mountain-range,'
whence Friedrich Delitzsch'' proposes to explain as if
til Itursi, ' hill in the mountains.'
If, how-ever, we adopt the theory (cp P R O P H E T , § 27) that the
Israelites who returned from exile came chiefly from the
Jerahmeelite region in N . Arabia (including the Negeb) we
shall have to seek for some other explanation. In this ca.se,
NE^in will almost certainly be miswritten for-intr'N—'-t'-, Ashhur.
In I Ch, i3 24 Ashhur is called the father of Tekoa, where
' T e k o a ' is probably not the modern Teku'a, 2 hrs. S. of Benjamin, but some place farther south ; cp Jer. 6 1 , where ' T e k o a '
is mentioned with ' Beth-haccerem,' or rather ' Beth-jerahmeel,'
and both places are near the land of Zaphon (ps:i), which
apparently included Kadesh and the sacred mountain of Yahwe
(see ZAPHON). On the possible identity of Tel-ashhur with the
so called Telassar, see T E L - M E I . A H .
T . K . C.

perhaps rather nnh-iti (Telara), where Saul mustered his
warriors before fighting with the Amalekites. i S. 15 4 (MT
assumes the article, '::3 ; cp Vg. quasi agnos). Apparently there was an ancient clan called Telem, with
which name the real or assumed personal names

TEL-MELAH (H^D % ; OepAAeAeG [B], eeAMeAex [L], MexeA [A]), a place from which, according
to the great post-exilic list, came certain families which
could not prove their Israelitish origin, Ezra 259 = Xeh.

TELEit

Esd. 536 (THERMELETH [EV] ; GepAAeAee [A], SeAMeAer [L]). T h e name is generally supposed to be
Babylonian, and since, in this case, the explanation ' hill
of salt' is impossible, Friedrich Delitzsch {Calwer Bib.Lex.^^ 901) would give the name as
Til-malahi,
'sailors' hill,' on the analogy of T E L - A B I B {q.v-)-

(;SL~),

TALMON

(p,'D''D), and

even

TALMAI

(•c^'ni should undoubtedly be grouped, and the importance of which may be estimated from the fact that
' Talmai' stands beside ' Sheshai ' and ' Ahiman '
(corruptions probably of ' C u s h i ' and 'Jerahmeel') as
representing the primitive population of Kirjath-arba
(rather K.-'arab), otherwise called Hebron (rather
Rehoboth).
Observe too that ' Talmon ' occurs in
I Ch. 917 beside ' Ahiman ' (Jerahmeel) as the name of
a family of lo'drtm [ EV ' porters '), or rather 'assurim ^
(Asshurites), and that ni'jyn (Bealoth), beside which c^u
(Telem) occurs in Josh. 1624, is probably miswritten for
the ancient clan-name Tubal (see T U B A L - C A I N ) .
The place called Telam must have been situated not
very far from the Sm or wady which separated the
Judahite from the Amalekite territory.
I'or the first
movement of S.iul was towards the cities [v. 5 : 6 ' " &s TOl/ TrbXetnv) of Amalek on the other side (read
1y;•^) of the wady {v. 5). Possibly there was near it a
place called Gilgal (a popular corruption of Jerahmeel),for
6 " ' - i n i S. 154 gives'in Gilgal'(^v Va\yd\ocs) instead
of 'in "Telam.' - W e can hardly venture to go further,
and suppose that 'Telam was regarded as itself the
boundary between Judahite and Amalekite land. This
supposition has indeed actually been made, and the
text of I S. 15? ( M T nh"\na) and 278 ( M T D'JIJID) been
^ ^ee Amer. Jour, of Theol., J u l y rgoi, p. 439.
It is also possible, however, tbat FaAaAots is a ^'ery early
alteration of Te;^e/i, the better known place being substituted for
the more obscure.
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76i (eepMeAee [N], eeA/w- [B], eeAAi\eAex [AL]) = i

If, however, we follow the analogy of the names -^O N'a or
ri-^:^ N'J, and n^^.l "I'y (see S A L T ,

V A L L E V O F , and

SALT,

C I T V OF), Tel-melah will mean ' hill of Jerahmeel," and will
become part of the evidence for the theory (cp P R O P H E T , § 27)
that the Israelitish exiles who returned came mainly from
the region called Jerahmeelite in N . Arabia (including the
Negeb). T h e names with which Tel-melah is grouped are Telharsha and Cherub-addan-immer or ' Cherub, Addan (Ezra) or
Addon (Neh.), and Immer ' (ISNl, Neh.). Two of these—viz.,
Cherub and Immer—at once become intelligible, ifwe may venture
to set aside the prejudice ofa Babylonian connection ; both are of
the same type as numerous corruptions of ' Jerahmeel.' Addan
or Addon, too, is vL*r-y possibly N . Arabian, and in spite of the
initial X in Ezra-Neh., may be another form cyi-pc^—i-e-, t h e N .
Arabian ' Eden,' which is very possibly referred to (i) in the
story of Paradise (see PARADISE, § 7), and (2) in the otherwise
enigmatical phrases * Beth-eden ' (Amosl 5) and ' the b'ne Eden
who were in Telassar' (2 K. 19 12= Is. 37 12). Probably we
should read, for 'Cherub-addan-immer,' ' E d e n of J e r a h m e e l '
(^,s*Dm' ]'^'^\ ' c h e r u b ' and ' i m m e r ' being variants for the
fuller and truer form Jerahmeel. TEL-HARSHA (q-v.) probably
1 H . P . Smith accepts D|;'Q in 27 8, but not in 16 7 ; Driver
holds himself in suspense. We., Bu., and Ki. read D^J'BD, or
C^'JO, in both places. Lohr resists the temptation to change ;
Kljst. retains M T in 15 7, but strikes out a new path in 278.
•^ -Uicsri, 2 ( J / r c ; , 1S98, 4), 6.
^ Glaser needlessly emends nS'in in 1 S. into n^'rni Heb- Lang, itf
; Calwer Bib.-Lex.f'-) 901 (' W'.ildhiiger
can hardly be r i g h t ; cp Ass- HIVB 293 b).
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TEMA
= Tel-ashhur, and notice again the significant phrase * the b'ne
Eden who were in Telassar,' where Telassar, the meaning of
which is otherwise scarcely a soluble problem, is probably a
corruption of Tel- or Tubal-ashhur. See TELASSAR (end).
T. K. C.

TEMA (Nn^n, and once NOT [Job 619] ; Gd^iMAN
[ B X A Q r L ] ) / s o n of Ishmael foen. 25i5 eH- [DE] ; i
Gh. 1 ;D). The name appears as early as Jeremiah (2023 ;
ffe. [N •*] Ooypieav [N*]), also in a prophetic fragment on
Arabia ('land of Tema,' Is. 2114). In both these passages

list. In the list of ancient Edomite kings we find a king
called ' Husham, of thelandof theTemanites(Gen. 3634).'
In Ezek. 25 13 the prophet threatens destruction to Edom
'from Teman even to Dedan.' Later writers use ' T e m a n '
as a poetical synonym for * Edom ' (Amos 112 [on date,
see AMOS, § 9 ] , Ob. 9 [ c p . Jer. 492-], Jer. 4920 Hab. 33

Bar. 3 2 2 / ) ; but in Jer. 49? we seem to find Teman
recognised as the name of a district. ' Is wisdom no
more in Teman ?' must be taken in connection with the
description of the oldest of Job's friends as ' the
it is associated with D E D A N (g.v.).^
In Job 619 the
Temanite' (Job 2 n etc.).
'Eliphaz the Edomite'
'caravans of T e m a ' (datpLavQjv) are parallel to the
would have been an insufficient description ; ' Temanite'
'companies of Sheba.' For its geographical position
must refer to the district best known for proverbial
see ISHMAEL, § 4 [6]. In the cuneiform inscriptions of
wisdom. As to the locality intended by ' Teman,' Ezek.
Tiglath-pileser I I I . its people are spoken of as (alu)
2513 (already quoted) entitles us to assume that Temaa
Te-77iai — i.e., belonging to the city Tema'u (cp
was in the N . ( N E . ) , for the land of Dedan was
Schrader, KGFzGiff. ; Del. Par. -^oiff.). Its modern
certainly to the S. (SE.) of the land of Edom. (This
name is Tai/nd.
T h e explorations of Euting have
suggests a comparison of the name with Jamin = Jerahbrought to light some important Aramaic inscriptions,
meel.) See Amos I12, where Bozrah is mentioned as
dating from before the Persian period, which testify to
the capital of Teman. Bozrah being situated in the
the existence of a highly developed culture among the
district of Gebal (Ps. 838), northward from Petra, we
ancient Arabs of Tema (see A R A M A I C L A N G U A G E , § 2).
may perhaps venture to regard the district of Teman as
Special mention is made in one of them of the n'Ci^jy 'n^x. ' the
having
much the same limits as the later district of
gods of Tema,' one of the most important of whom bore the
Gebal ^ in spite of the fact that Teman and Bozrah in
name ^^^^ (CIS, 1^113 114), cp -^W D S ^ the name of one of his
A m o s l 12 are the names, not merely of a district and
priests (' D?^ saves,' a name perhaps I! to the biblical 7X31'p'D);
its chief town, but of the land of Edom and its capital.
see Baeth. Beitr. Zof, and cp ZALMUXXA.
TEMAH ( n p n ) , the family name o f a company of

Cp Kautzsch. in Riehm, HJVB^, 1648 ; Buhl, Edomiter, 3 0 / ;
Lury, Edo77iiter, 26. Trumbull (Kadesh-ba}-nca,
117^^) takes
a different view: Teman ' w a s probably the portion of Edom which
lay directly S, or Teman-ward, of Canaan.' Trumbull even
finds a trace of the old name in the N a k b ( ' p a s s ' ) et-yemen,
which goes northward from W.'idy Fikreh ' over against ancient
TEMAN (IP'^n, V P ^ ' what is on the right hand*?
T e m a n ' ; and in Josh. 15 i he would render the closing words
—i.e., ' s o u t h ' ; 0atjLLo»'[BADQL], occasionally ^eiu. in K A U E Q :
p ' n n;^^^ ( R V ' a t the uttermost part of the south ') 'from the
extremity of T e m a n ' (so, too, the pioneer British critic Geddes).
Vg. Themafi, except Ezek. 25 13 H a b . 3 3, Auster and Ob. 9
Greene too (Heb. Migration,
145) regards Teman as the
iMeridies; gentiUc 'JO'n, E V T E M A N I T E , in J o b 22 i, DD ;
Bai.pav(e)Lrr]';, OX 6ep. \ occasionally BaLp.avq^, Bepavq^, BepavLTLS southern part of Edom, now known as el-sej-a, as distinguished
from the northern (Gebalene), and Including the Idumasan range
[A \ih 15 ; cp 42 171!]; The7nanites).
as far N . as j\It. H o r . According to E u s . and Jer. (OS 260 96;
i I'lnan was originally the name of a clan and district
155 32), Thaiman was the name of a village distant 15 (Jer. says,
(cp X A M E S , § 55) of Edom, no doubt one of the oldest
5) R . m. from Petra, and the seat o f a garrison.
T . K. C.

(post-exilic) Nethinim : Ezra 2 53 (Bepa[a] [BAL], AV T H A M A H )
= N e h . 7 S5 (7\paB [BN], Brip.a\\], Bepaa [Ll, AV T A M AH) = t E s d .
532 THOMOI, R V T H O M E I (BopBeL [B], Bopei [A], Bepaa [L]).

and most important, and is genealogically described as
the eldest son of Esau's first-born son Eliphaz (Gen. 36
II 15 [dap.vav E ] i Ch. 1 36). In Gen. 36 42 ( i Ch. 1 53)
Teman is counted among the ' dukes ' ('allnph), or clans
(\fleph), of EDOM [<i.v. § 4), not, however, heading the

TEMENI C^P^n [Baer], ''jp'n [Gi.], and ''3»'ri; cp
T E M A X ) , son of AsHOR, of the tribe of J u d a h ; i Ch. 4 6 (^aLp.av
[BA],-rei. [L]). Probably miswritten for *3pri, Timni, the gentilic of Timnah. See T I M N A H i.
T. K. C.
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I. T H E T E M P L E
F o r t h e a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s , a s for t h e a n c i e n t S e m i t e s
in g e n e r a l , a ' t e m p l e ' w a s t h e a b o d e of - d e i t y — a
- TUT
•
beth-el
('S.x XV2.)—in t h e strictest m e a n i n g ;
1. M e a n i n g .
"
of t h e w o r d , a n d n o t solely in t h e s e n s e in
w h i c h w e a l s o s p e a k of C l i r i s t i a n p l a c e s of w o r s h i p a s
h o u s e s of G o d .
A t e m p l e in a n t i q u i t y w a s n o t , in t h e
first i n s t a n c e , a p l a c e of m e e t i n g for t h e w o r s h i p p e r s of
t h e deity ; m a n y ancient temples were accessible to
n o n e b u t t h e p r i e s t s , a n d t h e a l t a r — t h e p l a c e of w o r s h i p
in t h e fullest s e n s e of t h e e x p r e s s i o n — w a s u s u a l l y
1 Cp Gen. 25 3 (S (6aip.av [AD], Bep.. [E ; om. L ] , brother of
De<!an).
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T h e offering of incense (% 40).
T h e musical service (§ 41).
T h e Sabbath and festivals (§ 42).

situated not within, but without the building known
as the temple. T h e temple, rightly considered, is the
dwelling-house of the deity to whom it is consecrated,
and whose presence is denoted by a statue, it may be,
or some other sacred symbol. The erection of temples,
accordingly, can always be regarded as already indicating advanced development of the religion concerned.
For the temple is never the original dwelling-place of
the deity. In the most primitive phase of religion, and
particularly in the case of the oldest forms of Semitic
religion, the deity was found, in the first instance, in
certain natural objects and features which impressed
^ G E B A L (g.v.) is a late name of Arabic origin.
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the primitive worshipper (see N A T U R E - W O R S H I P ) ; high
mountains, rocks of peculiar formation, ^\•ide-spreading
trees, shadv groves, springs of water and the like were
regarded as seats of deity and places where his ser\'ants
could meet with him, and bring him their gifts, though
temple building of any sort there was none.
Such
natural objects, where human inter\'ention and labour
were unnecessary, are everywhere older than images
and suchlike accessories.
In the primitive Hebrew
worship, in particular, temples played but a subordinate
part. Ordinarily they were wholly superfluous. Sacrifice was offered under the open sky. T h e natural
objects which were regarded as stats of (lcit\' rrquiiLd
no protecting covering.^ Often they had no m-vd of an
altar even ; the sacred rock was itself an altar ; cp
Gen. 2S, where lacob anoints—that is, p r e v n t s his
offering of oil upon—the stone which sheltered the
deity. At the sacred springs, wells, and ca\es the
gifts ofthe worshippers are simply dropped in, as, e.g.,

supported by two pillars (Judg. 16 29). Here, too, it
need hardly be pointed out, the fundamental idea was
the same ; the prmcipal thing u a s the sanctuary, the
apartment for the image or other sacred object ; in
connection with this there ultimately arose also another
apartment or hall to which the worshippers of the god
had access, and in which they had audience of him.
In what sense Solomon's temple can be spoken of as
something new, may easily be judged from what has

the well of Zemzem at Mecca (cp A L T A R ,

XATUUE-

WORSHIP).

The situation changed as soon as men began to make
images of the deity. \\"here\er such an image had
come into existence, there naturally arose
2. Oldest also the need for a house to shelter it. In
Israelite the case of a costly image, too, theft had
temples. to be guarded against (cp Judg. 1 7 . / )
someone was required to w atch and tend it; but here
again we observe that, in principle and to begin w ith,
nothing more is required than some simple housing,
such as the worshipper is ordinarily in the way of
constructing for himself. A modest apartment in the
family dwelling-house sufficed, as the story of Micah's
graven image shows (Judg. 17). Here again it is not a
place of w^orship—a meeting-house for worshippers—
that has to be provided, but simply a dwelling-place
for the image, or, if you will, for the deity. Still less
was any spacious apartment or stately palace required,
because according to the ancient Hebrew conception
the deity chose rather to have his dwelling in [thick]
darkness. Even in Solomon's temple the apartment
occupied by the deity, the so-called Holy of Holies,
was quite small, plain and dark (see below, § 7 end).
In accordance with this is the fact that in the O T we read of
temples only where there is an ephod. Micah had a house for
his ephod (Judg. 17 5 ) ; at D a n this same ephod afterwards had
a temple, as doubtless also had Gideon's ephod at Ophrah (Judg.
IS824J?!). Similarly, a t N o b there was a great temple with a
numerous priesthood in connection with the famous oracular
image there (i S. 21). T h e sacred ark, the most sacred object
in Israel, stands in this respect in the same category with the
ima^e as representing the deity. It, too, naturally requires to
be housed; it cannot be left simplj- in the open. T h e house
assigned to it was the same in kind as those its worshippers
lived in. As long as these lived in tents, the ark also remamed
in a tent. .-\.fter the settlement in Canaan, it received a house
of stone at Shiloh.
But even then it was not absolutely
necessary that it should have a house of its own, entirely to
itself. After the temple at Shiloh had been destroyed, no one
for a long time thought of getting a new house built for the ark.
After it had been brought back from Philistia it wandered about
from place to place, finding a temporar>' resting-place now in the
house of a prominent citizen, now in that of a royal official,
until at last within the precints of David's palace it found
shelter merely in a simple tent (see A R K OF T H E COVENANT).

3. Solomon's
temple •
David's preparations.

''^^''^^^ ^''-•''" ''^"^' ^" ^^''^''^ ^^^^^'^^
arrangement and details temple and
palacc were alike wonders to Solomon's
f">;J^'^ts, such as had never been seen
beiore ; ijut trie conception of a temple
of Yahwa was not in itself any novelty. Tradition
assigns the original idea to David ; according to our
present books of Samuel, it was David ^^ho first
thougiit of building i temple for the ark, inasnmch as
it seemed unbefitting that he himself should be dwelling
in a palace whilst the ark of Vahwe remained in a mere
tent. Vahwe, however, the narrative goes on to say,
would not suffer this. Not David was to build a house
for Yahwii, but Vahwe was to build a house for David,
by assuring the permanence of David's dynasty (2 S. 7).
The Chronicler develops the idea further: David
himself indeed cannot build the temple, but he can
make e\erything ready for it ; and this he does in such
a manner that little is left for Solomon to do. The latter
receives from David plans and models for this temple
and all its furniture ; the stone and timber are all hewn
and prepared, the workmen engaged and trained, the
gold and silver collected, the whole temple service
organised {i Ch, 2'2.ff.)- All this, however, belongs to
the latest strata of the narrative. There is no historical
probability that David had thoughts of building a
temple. Had it been otherwise, it is not easy to see
what should have prevented him from carrying out the
idea. But the conditions under which such a purpose
inight be formed were absent.
When David was
building his palace he had no need for a splendid
sanctuary also in his citadel. T h e ark, of course, he
wanted to have there ; but the genuine old Israelite
idea was that in view of its origin and significance the
appropriate lodging for the ark was in a tent. This
comes out quite clearly still in the w^ords of Nathan
when he asks (2 S. Isf ; cp i Ch. 176) :
H a s Yahwe ever spoken a word x,-, any of the judges of Israel
saying, W h y have ye not built me a house of cedar?
I have not dwelt in an house since the day that I brought up
the children of Israel out of Egypt, even to this day.

^ The ka'ba of Mecca, even, is no beth-el (house of God),
'household god,' no covering for the blacky stone worshipped
there. The stone in question is, in fact, visible from without,
let into the wall, and the entire ka'ba is merely an expansion of
the stone ; cp Wellh. Heid.i^) 3, 6g, (-) 73-

Such was the normal order of things. It is easy to
understand, however, how after the temple of Jerusalem
had acquired its importance, the people of a later time
found it difficult to understand wherefore the pious
David had not built the temple. The cause cannot
have lain, for him, in religious indifference; and it
was necessary to find another explanation. Hence the
whole theory now before us.
In Solomon's case again we need not seek too
exclusively for purely religious motives. It was by
, no means his intention, as tradition
4. Solomons represents it to have been, to provide
motives. jj^g Israelites with one solitary sanctuary, ,
legitimate and central, and so to bring to an end the
wiDrship of the high places, and such-like practices.
His motives were more political than religious. He
was a splendour-loving prince to whom the old palace
of David no longer seemed good enough, and who
wished to have a new and magnificent residence similar
to those of neighbouring sovereigns. In his complex
of new buildings a fine house of cedar for the venerable
and sacred ark was also included, since a simple tent
seemed no longer to suffice for a royal sancttiary. It
was a citadel-sanctuary for himself, not a temple for
Israel that he built.
Only thus can wo understand the mistrust and even
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We know nothing in detail as to the arrangement of
the oldest Israelite temples. W e can only conjecture
that they were built on the same model as those of the
Canaanites, for here also the conquered were doubtless
the teachers of the conquerors. T h e Canaanites at
that period already had large temples of their own.
The temple of El-Berith at Shechem was, we know,
the place of refuge of the Shechemites in times of
danger, and must therefore have been large and
strongly built (Judg. 9 4 6 / ) . At Gaza there was a
great temple with a hall, the roof of which was
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antipathy with which large masses of the people
regarded the work of Solomon. The citizens of the
northern kingdom still adhered to the ancient sanctuaries and went on making pilgrimages to Beersheba and
Gilgal, to Dan and Bethel, the places where thgir
fathers of old had paid their devotions.
In the
southern kingdom, too, the ' innovation' was far from
finding unanimous approval. Ultimately, indeed (in
Deuteronomy), the prophets came to recognise the
temple as the lesser evil when compared with the
worship of the high places. Yet, at the bottom of
their hearts they put it on a level with the other
sanctuaries of Samaria or Shiloh (Jer. 712 Mic. 1 5). In
fact, in religious circles the luxury of the temple of
Solomon came under very severe censure as out of
keeping with the true Israelite character (cp the law
concerning the altar in the Book of the Covenant). To
lift a tool upon an altar stone is to pollute i t ; so also
to go up to it by steps is a desecration ['Ex. 20 24 f).
A more pointed condemnation of the altar of Solomon,
which was raised high after the fashion of heathen
altars and covered with brass, can hardly be conceived
(cp2K.l6io^).
On the site of Solomon's temple cp P A L A C E ,
JERUSALEM, § ig. W e may regard it as settled that
R't
f ^^ stood on the eastern hill. T h e archi,,' .
. tectural history of the place shows that a
^ * sanctuary always stood there, within the
limits of the present Haram. The temple of Jupiter
built there by Hadrian stood, as we have reason to
believe, upon the site of the temple of Herod, which in
its turn was only a reconstruction of the second (postexilic) temple, and this again, of course, can only have
been raised on the site of that of Solomon. It is only
as regards the particular spot within the Haram area
that any dispute is at all possible. For example,
Fergusson, Trupp, Lewin, W . R. Smith and others,
have placed it in the south-western angle of the modern
Haram. This is, however, in view of the lie of the
ground, quite impossible. The south-western angle
of the Haram, when strictly considered, lies not upon
the eastern but upon the edge of the western hill. T h e
temple, in that case, must be held to have stood on the
steep slope of the hill towards the Tyropceon valley,
entirely on artificial substructions. In fact, the southern
half of the place cannot be thought of in this connection
at all, for the site did not receive its great "extension
southwards until the time of Herod (see below, § 30).

as the scene of the angelic appearance in 2 S. 24, which
marked the place as a site of a sanctuary of Yahwfe (cp
Judg. 6 1 1 / ISig). The statement of the Chronicler that
Solomon built his temple here at the threshing-floor of
Ornan, has every probability in its favour. That the
sanctity of the place goes back to a still earlier time
is not unlikely.

W, R . Smith (EB{9), s.v. ' T e m p l e ' ) also starts from the
assumption that the whole Herodian temple-complex lay in
the S w . of the present Haram. Now it is indisputable that
the S. wall and the southern portion of the western wall of the
H a r a m are i>recisely those parts of the wall the external
features of which betray_ a Herodian origin. Smith's contention,
further, that the dimensions o f t h e Herodian temple as given b y
Jfosephus, entirely exclude the sacred rock from the temple
limits can hardly be maintained, as will presently be shown.
Moreover, apart fmm any other consideration, his argument
fails in view of the lie of the ground, as can very well be seen
from his own map : between the S W . corner and the N W .
corner of his temple area there is a difference of level of soft.;
between the SW. and N E . corner of his temple court, a similar
difference of go ft. In other words : his temple stands entirely
on the steep south-western slope of the hill, and numerous substructions would have been necessary in order to secure even
the small area that was necessary ; no less improbable is it t h a t
' the temple should have stood on a level so considerably below
the summit of the hill with the sacred rock where there was a
fine level plateau.

On the other hand, considerations suggested by the
history of religion speak very strongly in favour of the
site of the present dome of the rock. In the East, from
the remotest antiquity down even to the present day,
sacred sites have always maintained themselves with
imyielding tenacity through all religious changes. Thus
there is a high degree of probability that what is to-day
regarded as the centre of the whole, the sacred rock in
the mosque of 'Omar, the second holiest site in all
Islam, should from the first have been a particularly
sacred point. The rock is doubtless to be regarded
4927

I n this case there arises only the question as to the place
more preci.sely where the temple stood with reference to this
sacred rock.
Several scholars (Rosen, Schick, and others)
have supposed t h a t the rock was jn the H o l y of Holies and
that the ark stood upon it.
This is also an old Christian
and Mohammedan tradition ; that such a tradition was current
among the J e w s in N T times is evident from the Tahnudic
legend that in the H o l y of Holies the place of thfi lost
ark was taken by a stone called the * foundation stone (pM
HTiTtft yo7nd 62). Further, this stone was identified with
Jacob's stone at Bethel (cp Rashi on Gen. 28 and Breithaupt's
notes). Both Mohammedans and Christians transferred these
legends to the Sahra, which the former accordingly venerated
as ' a gate of h e a v e n ' (Ibn 'Abd Rabbih, 'Ikd, 3 569). Mohammedan sources enable us to trace back this identification to the
Moslem J e w W a h b ibn Monabbih, who enriched Islam with so
many Jewish fables and died a century after Jerusalem was
taken by the Arabs (Tabari I 5 7 1 f ', I b n al-Fakih 97 f . ) .
Eutychius, on the other hand, who is the first Christian writer
to apply the Jewish legend to the Moslem Sahra, avers that the
tradition^ was communicated to 'Omar by the Christian patriarch
Sophronius on the taking of Jerusalem, and guided the caliph
in the choice o f a site for his mosque. This identification, how*
ever, is impossible^ were it only by reason of the dimensions
of the rock which is about 59 ft..[i7.7 metres] long, 513 ft. [15.5
metres] broad, with a height above ground of 4 ft. l i in. to 6 i
ft. [1.25-2 metres]. T h e H o l y of Holies, which was a cube of
20 cubits 1 was too small to contain it.2 In other respects also
the suggestion is attended with great difficulties on account
of the conditions of space ; the altar of burnt-offering
would have to be moved considerably to the E . of the rock,
thus leaving very little room for the court which was to accommodate the worshippers—unless great substructions on the E. be
assumed, which is inadmissible (see P A L A C E , § 4).

In a word, there is everything in favour of, and
nothing against, the theory that this rock was the site
of Solomon's altar of burnt-offering (§ 18). This would
fit in with the view that it was here the angel stood at
the theophany. Further, on the rock there has been
discovered a channel which may perhaps have served
to carry off the blood (cp also Ebers and Guthe,
Paldstina, l66). This channel was connected with a
hollow under the stone. Further examination has not
been hitherto permitted ; but it is extremely probable
that this hollow is really a cistern connected with the
general system of conduits (cp CONDUITS, § 3). If in
accordance with what has been said we may regard
this rock as being the site of Solomon's altar of burntoffering, then the temple, properly so called, lay to the
westward of this, and its site is determined with tolerable
accuracy.
On the text of the description of Solomon's temple,
cp what is said elsewhere with reference to the descrip^ rm, ™ • tion of his P A L A C E , § 2. In the present
huildine-a case, also, after the many later additions
° • have been separated out, we arrive at no
clear account. Much that would be of importance is
wanting ; perhaps its disappearance is in some measure
due to the frequent redactions. How manifold these
were can be seen in the Commentaries [e.g., Benzinger,
Konige, 1 6 / ) . For a reconstruction of the buildings
some help can be obtained from the description of
Ezekiel's temple ( 4 0 ^ ) . True, his temple is primarily
a work of the imagination; but, on the other hand,
his description, broadly speaking, agrees with i K. 6.
That, as a former priest, he was familiar with the first
temple may be taken for granted ; there is also an a
priori probability that in his description he would follow
the lines of the old temple. Such changes as he does
introduce are on the one hand occasioned by his desire
for a scrupulous symmetry in the plan of his temple,
and partly by his determination to remove the dweUing
1 [It is assumed throughout this article that the longer cubit
of 20.67 in- is n i e a n t ; see W E I G H T S ANn M E A S U R E S § i.]
2 T h e threshing-floor of O m a n cannot have been on the rock,
which has an Irregular, not level, surface.
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of the prince from the temple hill. The features that
may be traced to the working of his free fantasy are in
particular the speciiications regarding the courts and
the buildings contained in them.
In matters where
these points do not come into question we shall for the
most part be safe in transferring his data without hesitation to the earlier temple.
The teraple-comple.\ fell into two divisions—the main
bmlding, the 'house of G o d ' properly so called, and
the subsidiary buildings by which it was surrounded.

mentions 120 cubits, which is a sheer impossibility. The
text is hopelessly corrupt; the 20 cubits of ®'', Pesh., and
Arab, are incorrect as appears frora the data as to the
height ofthe pillars (see below, § 12) ; these can hardly
have been taller than the porch. Our most natural course
\\'\\\ be to suppose for the porch a height equal to that
of the temple itself, viz. 30 cubits. Perrot and Chipiez,
and others with them, have sought to justify the 120
cubits in Chronicles by suggesting that the porch was
similar to the pylons of the Egyptian temples ; but
neither the word '-iildm (D^W) nor
yet the other measurements would
be appropriate to a gateway of
this sort.
In Ezekiel's temple
one ascended to the porch by ten
steps. This, we may take it, will
have been in agreement with the
actual facts.
The internal space was divided,
as already said, into two apart7. Internal ™"^'=i.'he larger
arrangements.'"
fr°"'t"t
^"^
°
smaller
behmd.
The wall which separated them
has, in Ezekiel's temple, a thickness of two cubits.
From the
description ofthe door it is clear
that in Solomon's temple also
the partition consisted of " solid

SCALE OF FEET

)o
F I G . I.—Ground-plan of the Temple,

The main building was a rectangular structure 60 cubits
in length, 20 cubits in breadth, and 30 cubits in height,
corresponding, on the basis of the cubit of 20.7 inches,
in round numbers to 104, 35, and 52 feet respectively.
It lay E. and \\'., with entrance from the E. The
measurements given above are, as appears from the
description of the debir (i K. 6162, cp -o. 20), and as is
confirmed by Ezekiel's account, the internal dimensions.
On this assumption, indeed, we must suppose that either the
total length (60 cubits) or one or other of the detailed figures
for the Holy Place and the H o l y of Holies is incorrectly given,
as the dividing wall between the two must of course have taken
up some space._ The thickness of the walls is given by Ezekiel
(4115) as 6 cubits, a measure that may also be taken as applying to the old walls. At all events the walls, to begin with,
were of considerable thickness as appears from the circumstance
that for the second and third stories successively they were
made thinner by rebatements of half a cubit, or it may be of a
whole cubit (but see below, § 11).

Before the hekdl (^rn), the Holy Place, eastward,
stood a porch. Its length was the same as the breadth

100

w^all, n o t

of a c u r t a i n

merely.^

The door was inade of olive wood
and was pentagonal — i.e., the
lintel was not horizontal but formed an angle as Thenius
rightly explains, i K. 631 (cp St. ZATVV i-cifi).'- In
Ezekiel's temple a breadth of 6 cubits is given to this
door (Ezek. 4I2) ; whether this figure is applicable to
Solomon's temple also we have no materials for determining. All that we learn further about it from our
present texts is that it was a folding door, was decorated
with carvings of cherubim, palm trees, and open flowers,
and overlaid with gold. This notice, however (i K. 632),
does not belong to the old architectural description. If
the walls of the hekdl and of the dSblr -fiere unprovided
with carvings, we can hardly suppose that the doors were
otherwise treated ; and as for the overlaying, we learn
from 2 K. I816 that it was Hezekiah who first overlaid
the temple doors with gold.
The inner apartment {dlbir) was lower than the
main building—being only 20 cubits in height. It thus
formed a perfect cube, 20 cubits in the side. As we
can hardly picture to ourselves the Holy of Holies as
being merely « sort of low annex to the temple,
we must suppose that above it there was an upper
chamber of 10 cubits in height, and that thus the
temple roof had i uniform height of 30 cubits
from the ground. From i K. 812 / (see Benz. ad
loc-) we may venture to infer that the inner room
was perfectly dark. This adytum, called Inter the
Holy of Holies, was the most essential part of the
temple. It was the dwelling-place proper of the

of the house (20 cubits) and it was 10 cubits in depth ;
but its height is nowhere given either in Kings or in
Ezekiel. The parallel place in Chronicles (2 Ch. 84)

1 According to 2 Ch. 314 there was a curtain before
the entrance to the dUbir. "This would not be improbable
in itself; but there is no mention of It in the old description
of the temple in Kings. Thenius, Riehm, and others indeed
have found a curtain in i K. 621 : ' h e drew [the curtain]
across with chains of gold,' etc.; but if these words belong
to the original text they must relate to the altar ; cp Benz.
—, ad loc.
..
2 T h e other interpretation (Ges., Bahr, Keil, and others)
^'^
explains the n'i:'D_n of i K . 631 as meaning that the area
of the door was a fifth of the entire superficial area of the
wall. So also Klostermann with emendation; the lintel
w a s a fifth—z.«., ofthe transverse wall, which is equivalent
to saying that the hireadth of the doorway was a fifth of
that o f t h e house,—in other words 4 cubits. Both explanations
are very forced. JTiSicr] stands in contrast with n'lyi'l, 'square,'
in I K. 623 75.
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deity, whose presence here was represented by the sacred
ark.
T h e walls of the debir were panelled with cedar ; the floor
was of cypress wood. According to the present text the walls
were also overlaid with gold ( i K . 6 2 0 ) ; this, however, i s . a
later addition to the text (see below).

The anterior apartment, the hekdl, afterwards known
as the Holy Place, was, as already mentioned, 40 cubits
8 The Holv ^ ° ^ ^ ' ^ ° broad, and 30 high. It also
_,
^ was floored with cypress and panelled with
cedar, so that of the mason work nothing
was visible. Here again the statements as to the walls
having been overlaid with gold (i K. 62122030) are
quite late additions to the text (see below, § 9). This
apartment also was not particularly well lighted. Since
the building that surrounded the house was 15 cubits in
height and the dibir had probably no window at all, we
must suppose that such windows as the apartment had
were situated above the 20 cubit level of the dibir.
We
must further take into account the thickness of the walls
which was such that even if the windows were made so
as to widen inwards after the manner of embrasures (cp
I K. 64 RV'"&), they could not have admitted much
light. Add to this that they were provided with wooden
lattices like the windows of dwelling-houses generally ;
so at least we are to interpret the expression ' dtumim
(•'Oax; cp Benz. on i K. 64). W e learn further that
the windows were casement windows—furnished, that is
to say, with wooden frames and not mere openings in
the stone wall, a refinement which was unknown in
ordinary dwelling-houses. Also the doorway leading to
the anterior room was provided with posts of olive-wood,
and, in contrast to that leading to the Holy of Holies
(see above), was rectangular in shape. The door was
of cypress and either half consisted of two folding leaves
which were so connected in some way with each other,
by means of double hinges or charnieres, that in entering one did not requre to open the whole door, but only
the two inner leaves.^ The width of the doorway is not
stated ; in Ezekiel's temple it was 10 cubits (Ezek. 412).
Here also are repeated the statements as to overlaying
with gold (i K. 635). More particularly it is here
stated that the covering of gold was fitted exactly on to
the engraved design (rxpxxdn-'^^ -I::''D). Thus the decorative work in question did not consist of figures carved
in relief (Reliefschnitzereien), but of figures outlined on
the flat (Konturenzeichnungen).
Stade [ZATWS140ff.)
has shown that the various
statements as to the overlaying of the walls of the dibir
rt rt _
4. (i K. 620), of the walls of the hekdl
tion and
^^^' ^^ ^^'^ ^°''
doors (w. 3235),
dppnrfltinn
^^ ^^^ cherubim (v. 28), and of the altar
in the hekdl [v. 22b) with gold are all
very late additions to the text. From the point of view
of literary criticism they can be shown to be such by the
circumstance that they come in at the wrong place and
moreover that, in part at least, they are absent from @.
Besides, their incorrectness in point of fact appears from
certain other data of the OT.
On the occasions when the temple is despoiled, the foreign
foes and King Ahaz when in financial straits take everything of
value, but the covering of gold is not mentioned, though this
certainly would not have been left untouched had it existed
(i K 1 4 26 2 K. 14 14 16 17). On the other hand we are told of
Hezekiah that he overlaid the doors and doorposts of the hekdl;
but it was not with gold (2 K. 18 16). Moreover, strictly speaking
a covering of gold must be regarded as incompatible with the
carving on the walls. T h e whole is taken from the description
of the Tabernacle with its wealth of gold and transferred to the
temple of the wealthy king, which, it was thought, was certainly
not less costly (see Benz. on i K. 6 20).

That the temple walls were adorned with carvings is
more credible. In Ezekiel's temple ( 4 I 1 7 / . ) w e read
that the whole wall was in like manner decorated with
carved cherubim and palms, a palm between two
^ Ewald, Keil, and others think of the doors as horizontally
divided each into an upper and a lower half, of which only the
lower had to be opened on entering. Against this cp Thenius
on I K. 634.
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cherubs. Here, however, great suspicion cannot but
be aroused by the fact that the relative notice (i K. (j 18)
is wanting in @, that the verse disturbs the connection in
the most violent way, and that with its statement that
' all was of cedar' it is inconsistent with what has been
said in i K. 615. Nevertheless, there is nothing improbable in the supposition that the temple walls were
at a later date decorated with carvings (as we are led to
infer from Ezekiel). Elsewhere, also, we read of later
adornments of the temple (2 K. 1 2 8 ^ 29 I 6 1 0 / :
234 " / )• Thus we may safely regard the carvings as
having been the work of a later king.
^^'e are not told anything as to the construction of
the roof of the building. Many scholars, such as Lund
_
- (see Die alt.-jUd. HeiligthUmcr), Hirt (see
• Der Te7npel Salomos), Schnaase (Gesch. d.
bildenden Kitnste, 1; 1843), take it to have been gabled ;
but according to 2 K. 23i2 2 Ch. 89 this cannot have
been the case ; the roof was flat. It is highly probable
that, as in the case of the house of the forest of Lebanon
(see P A L A C E ) , it was made of beams and planks of
cedar. Upon this we may suppose to have been laid,
for protection against the weather, a coating of clay,
according to ancient custom, or perhaps even slabs of
stone. The usual railing or battlement ran round it
{cp Dt. 228). V\e must assume some sort of subsidiary
arrangement for the support of the beams, since cedar
beams of the length specified must have bent if unpropped. The text says nothing of this ; but in the case
of the house of the forest of Lebanon, where the span
was much less (only 12-^- cubits, about 2i-\ ft.), we hear
of struts (Ht. shoulder-pieces i K. 7 2 / ; ©, see Benz.
ad loc. and P A L A C E , § 5, with illust.) on the pillars which
served as supports for the beams of the roof. \ \ ' e must
think of similar supports projecting from the walls in the
case of the temple building.
The main building was surrounded on three sides
(N., W . , and S.) by a. side building, or ydsua (\p[V,
AV ' chamber," RV ' story ') in three stories
.^^. . ®" containing 'side chambers,* sflaoth (my'?^
° ' AV ' chambers' ; cp Ezek. 415 / . ) .
The
under story was 5 cubits broad, the middle one 6 cubits,
and the upper 7. The increasing width seenis to
have been obtained by narrowing the temple wall, which
diminished in thickness by successive steps or rebatements on the outside (i K. 66 RV). Thus the cedar
beams which formed the floors (and the roofs) of the
side chambers were not built into the temple wall but
rested upon the rebatement (cp fig. 2).
Stade has conjectured—what is not at all improbable—that
this was also the case with the exterior wall of the side-building.
In that case the differential breadth of i cubit falls to be divided
between the two walls ; the thickness of the temple wall therefore diminished with each story by only half a cubit, which is
much the more probable view. On this basis we shall have to
suppose that the temple wall at the base of the middle story was
still 5^ cubits thick, at the base of the upper story 5 cubits, and
above the upper story 4 cubits thick (see fig. 2). T h e thickness
of the external walls of this subsidiary building is not given in
I K. Ezekiel gives it as 5 cubits, and this will doubtless have
been the old measurement (Ezek. 41 9).

The height of each story from floor to ceiling was 5
cubits {i K. 610), and thus the height of the whole
structure over 15 cubits ( 3 x 5 cubits, plus the thickness
of floors and roof). The number of the side chambers
is not stated in Kings, but in Ezekiel it is given as 30
(or 33) for each story (cp Cornill and Bertholet on
Ezek. 416). Thus they were very small ; but this need
not cause us any difficulty, as they were not used as
living-rooms but only for storage of temple furniture
and the like. W e are left entirely without information
as to the windows of the side building. On the other
hand, with regard to the only door we learn that it was
on the S. side (i K. 68). The passage from one story
to another was by means of steps, or more probably
ladders, through openings in the roof (i K. 68).^ That
1 Lallm,
staircase.

D'?!*?) is usually rendered as meaning a winding
For this rendering reliance is chiefly placed on ©
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the several chambers of a story communicated with each
other by means of doors may be taken for granted,
In front of the porch of the temple stood at the
entrance two bronze pillars cast by Huram-Abi, a
...
Tyrian artificer (see H I K A M 2) ; for
12. The pillars f^j-^j^gj. details see below, also JACHIN
Of bronze.
^ ^ ^ ^^^.^
^^-^ ^^^ ^ ^ j ^ ^^^^ j-j^.^^
was the one on the right—i.e. S.—Bo'az that to the left
or N. ; but what the names mean we do not know.
Their precise position is a much disputed point. Many
scholars, including Nowack [HA 233/.), hold that they
were engaged in the portal of the porch itself and that
the lintel rested upon them. For this view reliance is
placed mainly on Ezek. 40 49, where two columns to
right and left of the entrance are mentioned over and
above the pillars of the porch. This evidence, however,
is not conclusive. To begin with, the very circumstance
that Ezekiel does not give the columns the names
handed down by tradition is in itself noticeable. It is
very questionable, too, whether Ezekiel has these
columns in his mind at all, and whether he has not
rather dropped them altogether as he has done in the
case of the brazen sea and the lavers. In (J5 (i K. 745)
is preserved the information that there were yet other
pillars in the temple ; these cannot well have stood anywhere else than in the porch \\'here those of Ezekiel also
are found ; or, if we are to identify the latter with Jachin
and Boaz, it still remains very possible that he deliberately not only suppresses their names but also assigns to
them a quite different place which deprives them of all
special significance.
Some special significance they
must certainly have had originally ; the mere fact of
their having special names \Nould be enough to prove
this : there would be no point in it if they were
architectural ornaments merely. Nor is it possible to
assign to them a structural value as supporting the
roof, for it is certain that they did not stand in the
inside. There is to be considered also the further circumstance that there were
quite analogous pillars in
other Semitic temples as
well. In temples of Baal
they are quite usual; the
sanctuary of Melkarth at
Tyre for example had two
costly pillars in which
Melkarth was worshipped
(Herod. 244).
The annexed figure, representing
the temple at Paphos on a
FIG. 3.—Coin representing
coin, exhibits the two
temple at Paphos.
pillars standing wholly detached to the right and left of the entrance.
In
front of the temple at Heirapolis, also, were similar
pillars (WRS, Rel. Se7n.i-i 208, 488).
Since the
temple of Solomon was assuredly affected by Syrophoenician influences it is natural to conjecture that
in it Jachin and Boaz had a significance analogous
to that of the other pillars just alluded to ; namely,
that they were symbols of the deity.
In that case
their origin will have to be sought in the ancient
masseboth which used to be customary objects in all
Semitic sanctuaries, including those of ancient Israel
(see MASSEBAH ; also Benz. HA 379 / ; W R S , Rel.

This is not equivalent to saying that as late as Solomon's time
these pillars were still regarded a«' symbols of Yahw^ ; we can
equally well suppose that they were set up in accordance with
an ancient custom no longer understood, or simply in imitation
of Phoenician models. If the view just taken be correct, it
becomes easy to understand why Ezekiel should have ignored
them,_ or have sought to disguise their original meaning hy
reducing them to mere supports of the roof. And if so it also
becomes highly probable that the Chronicler is right in assigning
them a position in front of the temple (}7'2''r\r\ ^JD^-"?^). It would
not be easy to guess how he could have come to place them so
unless he had some old source to go upon, for the meaning of
the pillars offered above was certainly unknown to him.

Glass bowl with representation of Temple.

The view that they occupied detached positions in
front of the temple is confirmed by the interesting representation of the Jewish temple found upon a glass bowl
of the third or fourth century A. D. which shows two

Sem.i^) 1 9 1 , „ . i ) ,

(e\LKTr^ dvd^aa-Ls). This, however, is not a translation of wh^?
but proceeds upon another reading (Benz. ad toc).
In buildings
of the ancient E. no trace of winding staircases has anywhere
heen found, and it is therefore very improbable that they are
mentioned here, l^evy (KHJVB) points out that tbe openings
in the roofs of the Holy of Holies by which the workmen were
let down (see below, § 33) are called yhh (cp Middoth,
45).
Thus, as Stade has rendered probable, we shall most likely have
to think of openings provided with trap-doors and reached by
ladders or trap-stairs.
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F I G . 5—Brazen pillars.

quite detached pillars near the entrance. The detailed
description of the pillars has been preserved in a threefold form (i K.715-22 4 1 / 2 Ch.3is-i7 Jer.5221-23
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2 K. 2617), in accordance with which Thenius was able
to restore the text of the account with considerable
accuracy. Each of the pillars was 18 cubits (about 30 ft.)
in height, and 12 cubits (@ wrongly 14 cubits) in circumference. They were hollow, the brass being 4 fingerbreadths in thickness.
Each was surmounted by a
molten chapiter, or capital, 5 cubits in height. The
capitals were covered with bronze net-work which was
surrounded by two rows of pomegranates. T h e one
questionable datum is that of i K. 7 19 where the meaning can be either that the capitals were curved outwards
at the top after the fashion of lilies (as is also said, for
example, of the brazen sea), or that above the capitals
there were lily-shaped additions (cp Benz. on i K.7i5).
The temple was surrounded by a court, called the
' inner' court, as distinguished from the great court
11 Court ^'"^'°s'ng 'he entire citadel. This inner
and eatea '^°"'-' '"^^ surrounded by a wall of
°
• three courses of hewn stone surmounted
by a course of cedar beams ( i K . 636). As to the
dimensions of the court, its entrances, or any other
architectural details the description in i K. says nothing.
The measurements in Ezekiel (100 x 100 cubits) are
not to be transferred to the old temple, since with
that prophet the court had quite a different function.
He makes it accessible to the priests alone; whence
the Chronicler actually describes it simply as the ' Court
of the Priests' (D'Jrtan i s n ; 2 Ch. 49). In ancient times
and down to Ezekiel's day everyone had free access to
i t ; it was e. place of public assembly as we can see
from such passages a s j e r . 3 5 i ^ 3 6 i c i 2 K . 1 2 i 2 . For
the position it occupied in the complex of buildings, see
PALACE, § 3. In Jer. 3610 it is quite rightly designated
as the ' upper forecourt' as it was higher up than the
great palace court. By the ' new gate' one went down
from it to the king's house (Jer. 2610 3610).
This
designation 'new gate' tells us that it must have been
restored by some later king; for of course there can be no
question of an entirely new gate, such as had never stood
there before ; there must always have been some way
by which the king could pass northwards from his palace
to the sanctuary. The same will hold good also of the
' upper' gate which according to 2 K. 15 35 was built
by Jotham ; here also we have to do merely with a
restoration of an ancient gate. W e may with considerable confidence seek for this gate on the upper, that
is on the nortliern, side of the court, and thus
identify it with Ezekiel's ' north gate' (8392) and with
Jeremiah's 'upper gate of Benjamin' (202), since the
road to Benjamin lay northward. If this y . gate is
called the gate of the altar in Ezek. 815 we shall best
explain the designation as referring to the fact that it
was the people's usual way of access to the altar.
Other expositors (such as Graf) think of 2 K. 1614
where we are told that Ahaz set up the old altar on the
N. side of the forecourt. This N. gate appears also in
Ezekiel's temple as the chief entrance (469 4 0 3 8 ^ ) .
Whether Solomon's temple had a third gate—to the E.
—is not certain ; but it is probable. Ezekiel's temple
has one such gate which is opened only on Sabbath and
feast days and reserved for the prince (Ezek. 4 6 ^ ) .
But in the old temple, where the royal palace stood
immediately to the S. of the court, the king of course
approached the sanctuary direct from his house. If,
accordingly, the Chronicler ( i C h . 9i8) speaks of a
'king's gate,' there are only two possibilities ; either he
means the S. gate and is to this extent aware of what
the ancient conditions were, or he means the E. gate,
in which case he is simpl)' transferring without criticism
to the older period the circumstances which existed in
his own time. On the other hand, in Jer. 8814 we read
of a third entrance, and such a third gate can best be
looked for on the E. side. The mention also of three
'keepers of the threshold' (2 K. 2518 Jer. 5224) points
to the existence of three gates. W e further learn of
the temple court that it was already paved in the pre- I
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exilic time (2 K. 1617). So also that in the same period
there were ' chambers' in it.
Jer. 864 mentions a
'chamber of the princes' {liSkath has-sdrlm, ^--iaT\ racai)
which was above a ' chamber of Maaseiah, the keeper
of the threshold,' and adjoined that of the 'sons of
Hanan.' According to Jer. 3610 Baruch read the book
of the words of Jeremiah in the chamber of Gemariah,
which was situated at the entry of the New Gate. Here
we are doubtless to understand partly chambers which
served as lodging for various officials, partly storerooms for temple equipments.
In the temple of
Ezekiel a series of cells are provided for the priests on
the N. and S. side of the court (Ezek. 4 0 4 4 ^
ilsff-].
T h e sacred object par excellence in this royal seat of
worship was the ark of Yahwe (see A R K ) which had its
_, _
.
. place in the Adytum {-(-y^ debir), \.'ti&

14:. E q u i p m e n t : *^

'

the ark

^ •••

'

dark mner chamber, and m the
ancient view represented the presence
of the deity. It is remarkable to find in the temple of
Solomon this special significance of the ark weakened
by the addition to it of two cherubim. These stand 10
cubits high, their wings each measure 5 cubits ; the wings
stretching inwards touch one another in the middle of
the house, those stretching outwards touch respectively
the N. and S. walls of the dfblr.
Their faces are
turned towards the E. Beneath the wings that touched
one another was the ark. On the form, origin, and meaning of these figures see C H E R U B (cp also Benz. or i K.
630). What is of special interest to note here is that
the cherubs are the bearers of Yahwfe, the signs and
witnesses of his presence (Ezek. I81019/I) ; it is on
this account that we read of Yahwi as throned above
the cherubim (Ps. 1 8 i o [ i i ] ) , and the name Yahwi, the
Lord of hosts, now receives the addition ' who sitteth
upon the cherubim' ( i S. 44 2 S. 62). In accordance
with this the d^btr is regarded as an extension of the
ark just as the Ka'ba at Mecca is an extension of the
sacred stone (see above, § i end, n.).
Another quite peculiar symbol of deity which had
not its like at the other sanctuaries was the brazen
in theIt Holy
Holies
15. The
b r a z e n 'temple—whether
^ " • P ? ' ' Ne^ustan.
stoodof in
the
serpent.
or in the outer chamber we are not
told. Down to Hezekiah's reformation incense was
offered to it.
On its origin and meaning, cp
N E H U S H T A N . The absence from the accounts of the
temple which have reached us of any reference to
this, which a later age had learned to regard as an
idolatrous object, is easily intelligible ; and, besides, it is
not to be assumed off-hand that this serpent had its
place in the temple from the first.
In the outer chamber of the hekdl stood, in front of
the entrance to the dlbtr, the table of shewbread (i K.
16 Table of ^^°^' ''"^'^ *^^ ^ " altar of cedar wood
shewbread ^'^''^'^ '^ " ° ' further described in the
account of the temple in i K., but
Ezekiel's description of the corresponding object will
doubtless apply here.
According to this, it was z cubits in length and
breadth and 3 in height; doubtless, therefore, there were
steps up to it. Further, it had, as was usual with
altars, ' h o r n s ' — i . e . , corner-pieces resembling horns
(Ezek. 4I21). According to i K, 620/. it was overlaid
with gold; but to this statement will apply what has
already been said of the corresponding statements
elsewhere (§ 9 ) ; it is a later addition.
The table
of Ezekiel is plain cedar. The use of the table is for
offering the so-called shewbread (see SACRIFICE, §§ 14,
34 a).
In order to be able to make out from Solomon's
temple the existence of an altar of incense not otherwise
mentioned, Keil and others will have it that this is the
altar in question. A table of cedar, however, even if
thinly plated with gold, would be useless for the
purpose of burning incense. Moreover, the offering
of shewbread indeed is attested from an early date (cp
I S. 2 i ) , but there is no evidence of any regiilar offering
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of incense such as would have demanded a special
altar. In i K. 748 an altar of incense is mentioned
along with the table for the shewbread ; but both this
vLrse and that immediately following it are later
additions to the account of the temple (see Benz. ,id
loc).
In ch. 6 there is nothing of any such altar, which
indeed makes its appearance only in later strata of P.
Similarly, it is only in a late appendix (1 K. 749)
that the golden candlesticks said to ha\c bet-n made by
Solomon are nientioned.
\\'hen this
17. The
is said it is not of course meant that
candlesticks.
there were no candlcstirks at all in
the temple. It is an ancient custoni to keep a light or
bmp constantly burning in dwellings ; if at the prudent
day in con\ crying with fellahin or bedouin of Palestine
cne says ' He sleeps in the dark,' what is nieant is that
he is so poor that he cannot buy himself a drop of oil.
The Hebrew expression that speaks of a man's lamp
as having gone out, meaning that he and his family
have disappeared, is analogous (cp Jer. 'I'i, lo); see
LAMP. This custom makes it probable that a light
was also burnt in the sanctuary, the dwelling-place of
Yahwe; according to i S. 83 this \\as the case during
the night at all e\ents. From what has lieen said above
(§ 7/.) as to the lighting of the hekdl it will also be
apparent that the use of artificial light in the temple
cannot have been out of place; we shall not err
therefore if we suppose that Solomon caused lampstands
to be made by Huram-Abi—of bronze, however, not
of gold. The number 10, too, can hardly be right;
as the tabernacle had only one candlestick it would
probably be nearer the truth to assume but one for
the temple also. That there is no mention of the
candlesticks in 2 K. 25 14 / . may be due to accident
merely (cp Jer. 52 ig, which verse, however, is regarded
bv .Stade, in view of Ex. 2529, as an interpolation ; see
ZATIV 3 [1883] 1 7 3 / ) . Cp CANDLESTICK.

T o the service of the altar belonged a varietv of utensils
which were also last by Huram-Abi. See Benzinger on 1 K.
< 40 45 ; A L T A R , § 9.

Between the altar and the porch, to the SE. of the
temple building, stood the great brazen sea (i K.
19. T h e b r a z e n "".^s-.^*")' ^^ to probable shape and
sea a n d lavers. ^}p^^"f
°f which see SEA (BRAZEN).
i o this brazen sea belong the ten
\\agoiis (AV bases, ni:bp, m<V.v,vJ/A) with lavers, which
were aiTanf;ed, five on the S. side and five on the N.,
of the temple (1 K. 727-39).
Tbe t(j,\t of the description of these lavers is extraordinarily
corrupt, and inasmuch as the parallel description of the
Chronicler is no longer extant, whilst the L X X offers but few
data on which a restoration could proceed, it is by no m^jans
easy to amend it satisfactorily, and many details in the description, after e\ery effort, still remain obscure.l The following
description rests on the reconstruction of the text upon which
Stade proceeded in 1883 (so also Benz. ad loc.)-, in many details
Stade has since (igoi) preferred a different interpretation.
The
various particulars cannot be discussed here.

In 2 Ch. 4 a mention is also made of ten tables, five on the
S. and five on the N, side of the sanctuary. These are often
explained (as for example by Keil) as having been intended for
the shewbread, but certainly not correctly (see above, cp 2 Ch.
13II *2ii 13); they are rather to be placed in the same category
as the ten candlesticks (see Bertheau on 2 Ch. 4 19).
To the temple service also pertained of course a variety of
minor furnishings, such as knives, forks, di^hes, and the like.
In I K. 7 4S_^ these are introduced by a later hand and
represented as having been of gold. In the original description
they were either passed over without mention, or they have
been removed from it to make room for this later notice.

In the forecourt, due E. from the temple entrance,
stood the great altar of burnt offering. In our present
lo TU.S u
text this is left wholly undescribed.
18. The bronze -a . .,. .
.
• .
, ..
. .
altar
^ description of it once stood
in this place, and that Solomon caused
an altar of bronze to be made by the same Tyrian
artificer who cast the other pieces, are facts attested by
I K.864, cp 2 K. 16io_^ A later redactor stumbled
at this, for in his view there already existed in connection with the tabernacle an altar which was now transferred to the temple. Here also we may, generally
speaking, suppose Phoenician influences to have been
at work. The mere fact that the altar was of bronze
shows this, for in old Israehte practice altars were made
of earth or unhewn stone : cp the law of the altai- as
laid down in Ex. 2O24/: In 2 Ch. 4 i some additional
data are given as to the size of this altar ; it is represented as having been 10 cubits in height and 20 in length
and breadth. These are the measurements of Ezekiel's
altar, and may safely be presumed to have been taken
from the ancient altar, which in other respects also must
have been the prototype of that of Ezekiel.
The
dimensions given (20 x 20 cubits) will therefore apply
to the area of the base, from which the altar rose in
three successive stages each diminishing by 2 cubits ;
the lowest was 2 cubits and each of the other two was
4 in height. The actual hearth was 12 cubits square,
and it was reached by means of steps. Cp further
ALTAR.
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F I G . 6.—The brazen laver.

T h e wagons which support the lavers are 4 cubits in
length and breadth and 3 in height. Their sides are
not of massive plates but consist of a brazen framework
ornamented wilh ties or cross-pieces of brass [misgtrbth,
EV ' borders'). The ties w ere subsequently remo\ ed
by Ahaz for the sake of the metal, so that the frames
alone were left (2 K. I617).
Frames and ties were
decorated with lions, oxen, and cherubim. The vhole
structure was carried on brazen axles and MIUCIS.
Upon each stand rested a brazen laver, of 40 baths
capacity (see \\'EiGnTS.\ND MEASURES, g 3 [ii.]), having
a diameter of 4 cubits (equal to the length and breadth
of the stand). The st.itement as to the cubic capacity
accords with the diameter given (see SEA [BRAZEN]),
but the lavers ^^•ere certainly shallower, and we must
also allow for the thickness of the metal. As for the
manner in which the lavers were mounted in the stands
1 Cp Ewald, Gtitt. Gel. Nachr., 18^9, pp. ^yff., Jahrbb. f.
bibl. Wissensch. 10273, and GF/C) 8 1 3 3 / ; Stade, Z.4.-IU',
1883, and 1901, i4Sif. ; Benz. in KHC (Kon.)-, Kittel in HK
(KOit.), and art. L A V E R .
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the most probable conjecture seems to be that a sort
of hollow cylinder rested upon the stand and was firmly
fixed lo it by nieans of ties and struts ; the upper end
of this cylinder supported the laver. At u later date
these lavers pro\ed stumbling blocks as \\ell as the
brazen sea. They are absent alike from the temple
of Ezekiel and from the tabernacle of P. In laiers
and sea alike we may therefore safely conjecture the
original meaning to have been a symbolical one. T h e
cherubinis and animals with which they were adorned
had at first assuredly a mythological significance.
Nowack and others with some probability bring the
lavers into connection with the chariot of the cherubim
in Ezek. 1 ; there the cherubs are the bearers of the
cloud-throne, here of the collected waters.
Kosters
[Th.T, 1879, p. 455) explained them as symbolising
the clouds. This is possible (see S E . \ , BRAZEN), but
eannot be made out with certainty. T h e Chronicler
disposes of any difficulty of this kind connected with
these vessels by assigning to lavers and sea alike a
highly prosaic function, that of supplying the water
required in connection with the sacrifices.
It can
hardly be said that they were conspicuously well adapted
for any such purpose.
If we proceed next to a consideration of the meaning
and origin of the whole temple plan, it is plain at the \cry
_- „
.
outset that it reproduces the funda', . . °. mental type of the Semitic sanctuary,
,
, ° .
viewed as the abode of the deity in the
"
"
• sense already set forth (see § 1 ) . T h e
essential feature is the little cella, the debir, where the
deity himself is conceived of as present in mysterious
gloom. In front of this is a greater hall, comparable
to the audience-chamber of human kings, where the
deity receives the adoration of his worshippers. Finally,
in front of the building is an open space with its altar,
where the people can gather together around the
sacrifice in reverential stillness.
This ground plan—the tripartite—is common to the
temjiles of various peoples.
It is seen particularly
clearly in Egyptian temples, which has led many
scholars (Benz. H.4, 385) to think of a preponderant
h-g>'ptian influence here. There are other considerations, however, which serve to render this less probable.
In the case of the other .Solomonic buildings Syropho-nician influence is quite unmistakable (cp PAL.VC 1;).
Phosnician architects built temple as well as palace, and
can hardly fail to have embodied their ideas in both.
In point of fact all the noteworthy features of a distinctive kind in the temple buildings of Solomon have been
discovered also in the temples of the northern Semites.
Puchstein [Jahrb. d. kaiserl.-deutschen
archd,,I. Inst713), on the basis of a comparative survey of the extant
architectural remains, thus characterises the Svrian
temple : ' To judge by the (as )-et not very numerous)
certain examples of Syrian temple-architecture, a complete old Syrian temple consisted of portico, cella, Holy
of Holies, and side-buildings. Portico and side-buildings
are to be regarded as capable of being dispensed with
according to circumstances. The Holy of Holies can be
open or closed, on a level with the cella or above it, semicircular or angular, and the side-buildings can be either
divided or undivided.' Robertson Smith (art. ' T e m p l e '
in Ency. Brit.<.^^) points especially to the temple at
Hierapolis [-]IJbicg), which, as described by Lucian,
offers an exact parallel. It faced the E. and had two
cell.T; and apronaosIn front of the door stood a brazen
alt.ir in a walled court. This walled court is also one
of the characteristic peeuliarities of the Syrian temple
(cp T. L. Donaldson, .4rchitectura
Numismatica,
London, 1859; -Ra\nn, .Mission de Phdnicie; Perrot and
Chipiez, Art in Jud.).
On details of decoration, cp
CHERUB.
T h e palm tree, likewise so prominent a
motif in the temple, is also one of the commonest
symbols in Phcenician art.
When Solomon built his temple, it was as a royal

private chapel, one sanctuary among many, and not
_,. .
, even the most famous of these ; the
21. History of ^^^.j^^^ sanctuaries of Bethel, BeerSolomon's
sheba, Dan, etc., long continued to
temple.
rank far above it in the popular estimation.
T h e development in the standing of the
temple and its importance in the history of Israel need
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not be dwelt on here (see D E U T E R O N O M V , § 1 3 ; I S R A E L ,

§ 3 3 / ; L-iw L I T E R A T U R E , § 13) ; but it falls within
the scope of the present sketch to trace the external
history of the temple building itself
Unfortunately,
here also our sources are far from copious, and sometimes what has reached us is far from clear. Of
Jehoshaphat the Chronicler relates (2 Ch. 20 5) that he
built an outer court. T h e form of the notice—that it
is with an ' outer' court that we are now concerned (see
above § 13)—is due to the Chronicler; but the fact
itself need not on that account be questioned.
Under
Joram, Ahaziah, and Athaliah the sanctuary must have
been greatly neglected and allowed to fall into disrepair;
under Joash at least extensive repairs had become
necessary (2 K. 1 2 4 ^ ) . Jotham built a new gate, the
' upper g a t e ' of the minor forecourt (2 K. I535) already
referred to. T h e ' godless' Ahaz also beautified the
sanctuary, although, indeed, this is set down by the
narrator to his discredit ; he caused a new and more
magnificent altar after the pattern he had seen at
Damascus to be set up in place of the old. Afterwards
indeed he found himself in such monetary straits that to
meet the demand of the king of Assyria he found himself compelled to strip off the ties (EV ' borders,*
misg^roth) ofthe la\ers, and to melt the oxen of brass
which supported the brazen sea (2 K. 1 6 1 4 ^ ) — a n
incidental illustration of the freedom with w-hich the
kings acted within their own private sanctuary. In the
spoiling of the temple it was no other than the pious
Hezekiah who followed the example Ahaz had set;
after having in prosperous days overlaid the door-posts
and doors of the temple with gold, he found it necessary
to strip them again to meet the demand of the .\ssyrian
king (2 K. l.Sr6). The structural changes made in the
temple by Man.isseh were connected with his introduction of foreign eastern cults ; on the temple roof and in
the court he set up altars to the ' host of heaven'
(2 K. 2312) ; the houses for the hieroduh and the
accommodation for the horses of the sun (2 K. 28711)
are doubtless also to be assigned to Manasseh's reign.
Josiah removed all this, and took in hand extensive
restorations of the temple fabric (2 K. 2 8 5 ^ ) .
According to our present accounts the temple was
plundered by foreign foes four times before its final
destruction by the Babylonians,
First by Shishak in Rehoboam's time (i K. 14 26); again, under
Joram's reign, b y the Philistines in conjunction with Arab tribes
(Joel 3, cp 2 Ch. 21 i6yC 22 i ) ; a third time under Amaziah by
Joash, king of Israel (2 K. 1414); and a fourth time under
Jehoiachim by Nebuchadrezzar (2 K. 2413). These all contented
themselves with robbing the temple of its treasures, without
carrying the work of destruction farther so far as we know.

It was not till eleven years after the first appearance
of Nebuchadrezzar that the building itself was burnt to
the ground, after it had been stripped of e\xrything
valuable, —whether of gold, silver, or bronze,—the pillars
also being broken up and carried away (2 K. 258_^
Jer. 5 2 i 2 / : 2 C h . 36i8).
This was according to the
M T of 2 K. on the seventh of the fifth month, according
to Jer. on the tenth day ofthe fifth month, and according to 6 ' - of 2 K. 25 8 on the ninth day of the month.
The Talmud harmonises:—on the seventh day the
Chaldasans forced the temple, on the evening of the ninth
they set fire to it, and on the tenth it was destroyed.
Ezekiel's temple (Ezek. 40-48) ^ never got beyond the
-• T h e text of Ezekiel's description of his temple is very
corrupt.
I t is impossible therefore to reconstruct it with
exactitude. Consult especially CorniU's edition of the t e x t ; as
also the commentaries of Smend and Bertholet
and 'the
Archaologies of Benzinger and Xowack. On Ezekiel's altar c p
ZKWL,
1883, p p . t-iff. 4 5 8 ^ , 1884, p p . 496j;^
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theoretical stage, and remained ahvays an imaginative
. ., construction nuiuly. It demands some
22. t z e
notice here, however, as giving expression
temple.
^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ conception of the sanctuary and
its significance—new or at least differing from that
which linds expression in the temple of Sdlomon.
On the other hand, as already remarked, the later
representation is, as has been pointed out above, in
many respects fitted to be of use to us in our reconstruction of the earlier temple. T h e fundamental conception of the entire structure is the strict separation of
sacred from profane.
The whole temple area is
sacrosanct, and no secular building of any description,
whether royal or official, is allowed a place within its
precincts. The whole eastern hill is set apart for its
exclusive occupancy. A protective area, the land of
the Zadokites, encloses it and shuts out the re^t of
Jerusalem. At no point are the eity walls allowed to
be in immediate contact with tliis land of priests. A
similar determination to separate sacred from profane
dominates the internal arrangements. It is with this
purpose in view that the temple has two courts (whereas
the pre-exilic temple had but one) ; the inner court is
accessible only to the officiating priests and their
servants the Levites. The laity are restricted to the
outer court.

\\ ithout worship no Jewish community. A considerable
time elapsed before the returned exiles proceeded to the
building of a temple proper. In our present book of
Ezra indeed it is made out as if the work was begun
with great zeal immediately after the return. It has
long been recognised, however, that the representation in
Ezra in its essential features is unhistorical (see EZRA-

Another characteristic feature of the whole arrangement is the strict symmetry observed throughout. The
fundamental unit of measurement is the length of 50
cubits ; the buildings exhibit by preference the proportion
of I : 2 ; the gateways are 25 cubits in width and 50
in length, the temple proper 50 cubits {from end to end
100), the open space surrounding the altar is 100
cubits square, and so forth. The entire temple area is
500 cubits square, enclosed by a wall 6 cubits in height
and thickness. Outside this wall a further strip, 50
cubits in breadth, is still reckoned to the holy territory,
and must not be cultivated even by the priests. The
northem, eastern, and southern sides are pierced at the
middle by great gateways {25 x 50 cubits), each with
siderooms and a gateway. These lead into the outer
court which surrounds the inner to a breadth of 150
cubits on the northern, eastern, and southern sides.
On each of these three sides are 10 cells—making a
total of 30—intended to be used by the people for
miscellaneous purposes such as refreshment and the like
(cp Ezra 106 Xeh. I 3 4 / . ) .
In the four corners are
lesser courts separated off by partitions ; here are the
kitchens where the Levites cook the offering of the
people.
Gateways corrresponding exactly to the
three gates just mentioned lead on the three sides
from the outer to the inner court.
Within and in
close proximity to the eastern gate stand the tables
for slaughtering the sin- and trespass - offerings (or
burnt offerings and peace-offerings). At the N. and S.
gates are chambers for the officiating priests. Exactly
in the middle of the square in front of the temple stands
the altar of burnt offering. T h e temple building itself,
which stood on a higher level reached by ten steps,
consisted of a porch (20 cubits in width and 12 in depth),
the Holy Place ( 4 0 x 2 0 cubits, inside measurement),
the Holy of Holies (20 x 20 cubits) and the three-storied
side-building.
The thickness of the walls was, in the
main building, 6 cubits, and in the side building 5 ; the
width of the chambers was 4 cubits, the total breadth
thus amounting to 50 cubits.
T h e total length,
including the porch, was 100 cubits, outside measurement.
As the Chronicler relates, the first care of the exiles
on their return was the restoration of divine worship.
rto 7 P « , L
In the first instance, however, theyconbahpVs'f
T tented themselves with setting up a
" ' new altar of burnt offering on the site
of the old (Ezra 83 ; cp Hag. 214). So much indeed
was evidently indispensable; without an altar there
could be no sacrifice, without sacrifice no worship,
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N E H E M I A H , S ? i 6 / , 10, 16 [ i ] , 1 7 ; H A G G A I , § 3 (^);
I S R A E L , §§ S3ff.).

As regards the build ng itself the O T supplies us with
only a few fragmentary notes, which are but sparingly
24 Measure- s^^PPl^^i^^ted by Josephus and Pseudoments etc. ^^^^*^"S (ap. Jos.). The dimensions
'
• of the whole temple area are given by
Hecataius (ap. Jos. t. Ap. I22), in so far as he tells us
that the court was 5 plethra [i.e., 500 Gk. ft. = 4 8 5 ^
Eng. ft.) in length, and 100 Gk. cubits { = 145^ ft.) in
breadth. The gates had double doors. A\'ithin the
court stood the altar which now was in exact accordance
with the precepts of the law, being constructed of
unhewn stones (1 Macc. 444).
Doubtless also it was
reached by a sloping ascent instead of steps. According
to Hecataeus it was as large as that of Solomon. In
like manner, in accordance with the description of the
tabernacle arrangements, there was but one laver in the
court [Midd.S6;
Ecclus. 5 0 3 : the latter passage is
certainly very corrupt). Of the gates mention is made
in Xeh. 831 of the Miphkad Gate, and in Neh.
1239 of the Prison Gate, which last doubtless was on
the southern side, ^\•hether the cells and store-rooms
[lilkoth; 7xaa'TO(p6pia) of which we incidentally hear,
were in the court or in the side-building of the temple
itself we do not know.^ Over the Tyropceon valley was
a bridge from the temple area which was broken down
by the Jews during the siege of Jerusalem by Pompey ;
its position is indicated by the so-called \\'ilsonarch.
When it was erected we do not know
(Josephus, Ant. xiv. 4 2 ; BJi. I2 ii. I63 vi, 62). Like
Ezekiel's temple this also had two courts (avXai,
I Macc. 434 48): only—the point of chief importance
—the laity had in this case access to the inner as
well as the outer court and to the altar. When on one
occasion Alexander Jannseus did something that was
contrary to to the sacrificial ritual, the multitude pelted
him with palm branches and citrons. It was only in
consequence of this incident that he afterwards caused
a wooden enclosure to be set up round the altar, the
space within which was thenceforth accessible to the
priests alone (Jos. Ant. xiii. IS5).
The whole account
of Josephus presupposes that until that time the laity
had unhindered access to the inner court and altar.
In this most essential matter of the strict exclusion
of the laity from the sanctuary proper, accordingly,
we see that the demands of Ezekiel and P were not
carried out immediately but only gradually made way.
T h e temple building itself, according to Ezra H 3, had a breadth
and height of 60 cubits. But this statement has no sntisfactory
sense.
I t is all the less credible because we are expresslyinformed that this second temple came so far short of that of
Solomon that in the eyes of those who had seen the first it
appeared as nothing (Hag. 2 3). Certainly, therefore, it cannot
have been so very considerably larger than the other. The text
of the passage is hopelessly corrupt (cp also Ryssel and Bertholet

in loc).
As regards the internal arrangements, we know that
the Holy of Holies was empty ; the ark no longer
. existed.
A stone three fingers in
25. internal ^^^^^^ ^^^^ |^-^ ^^ ^y^^ ^^^^^ ^f (,^3
arrangements. ^^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ ^j^^ j^jgj^ ^^-^^^^ ^^ ^]^g
Day of Atonement could set down his censer upon it.
It was the foundation stone [^ben sSthiyydh) already
referred to in § 5 ; cp Jos. Bj^ 65. Vomd 62). The
Holy of Holies were separated from the Holy Place by
a curtain (i Macc. I22 451).
The Holy Place, in like manner, was closed by a
curtain ( i Macc. 451) ; within it stood, as in the former
1 Cp I IMacc.433 ; }os. Ant. yi\.tk7 xiv. 16 2 ; E z r a S z g l O d
Neh. 3 30 10 Z7ff. 12 4 4 ^ 13 ^ff.
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temple, a table of shewbread. The place of the ten
candlesticks (see § 17) was taken by one with seven
branches which was removed by Antiochus ( i Macc.
I23). It was restored by Judas the Maccabee. The
Holy Place also contained the golden altar of incense.
As already mentioned, this was a quite recent
arrangement, resulting from a duplication of the
golden table.
It is interesting to notice that the
accounts continue to vacillate down to a quite late date ;
Hecataeus and the author of 2 Macc. 25, each naming
two pieces of furniture in the sanctuary : the former
(Jos. c. .4p.\i-2) the (3cofi6s and the candlestick, the
latter the incense altar and the candlestick. On the
Arch of Titus, also, only two pieces are shown.
The first temple resembled other temples of antiquity
in being built to contain a visible symbol of the presence
„„ .
• tl o^ t^^ deity, namely, the ark, which
'
" .
" stood in the inner chamber. In the
" *
second temple the adytum was empty;
but the idea that the Godhead was locally present in it,
still found expression in the continuance of the altar
service, in the table of shewbread (a sort of continual
lectisternium) that stood in the outer chamber, and
above all in the annual ritual of the Day of Atonement,
when the high priest entered the Holy of Holies to
sprinkle the blood of the expiatory sacrifice on behalf of
the people.

the Mishnah was not written till a century after the
destruction of the temple, though it uses traditiois that
go back to Levites who had served in the temple. T h e
two sources differ in many measurements, and the
Middoth appears to be possessed of detailed traditions
only for the inner temple. The state of the evidence is
not such as to allow a plan of the temple to be formed
with architectural precision.
The following account
rests almost entirely on Josephus, who, apart from
certain exaggerations in detail, gives a satisfactory
general account, such as could be written from memory
without notes and drawings (for literature, see § 43).
Herod's motives in tiiis undertaking were not somuch religious as political. On the one hand it afforded
TT H' '^'"^ ^ " opportunity of giving some satis* ,.
faction to the religious feelings of his
Jewish subjects, which he had so often
outraged, and of gaining some favour in pious circles
throughout the country. On the other hand, he had
his full share of the passion for building, which characterised that age. After raising so many splendid
temples in the various Greek cities of his kingdom, it
seemed hardly fitting that the temple of his capital
should fall behind the others in magnificence.
His
preparations for the work, we are told, were made on a
very comprehensive and elaborate scale, so as to spare
the Jews any apprehension lest in the e\'ent of his
death the scheme should remain uncompleted.
In
other directions, also, he showed all possible respect
for the religious susceptibilities of his compatriots. As
it was not lawful for any laymen to enter the inner
precincts of the temple, he found it necessary to have a
thousand priests trained as masons and carpenters, sothat the building might be duly completed.
The rebuilding meant, in tlie first place, ci considerable enlargement of the temple area. According to
30 Plan of J"^"^?'™^' account {Ant.x\.Vli,
BJl^i}
temnle
''^^ former area was exactly doubled, and
" * the perimeter raised from four stadia
(.4KAXV. I I 3 ) to six {BJ\.52).
In other words, the
breadth (from E. to ^\' ) remained as before — a
stadium (-•iwi'. xv. I I 3 ) — b u t the length (N. to S.)
was increased from one stadium to tv o. The available
le^el ground on the temple hill was insufficient for a
plan so extended, and vast substructions on the
southern side became necessary.
The whole S.
wall was new from the foundation. Even to-day the
southern portion of the temple area is seen to rest on
immense arches, known in Arab tradition as Solomon's
stables, but really dating from the time of Herod.
The whole area was surrounded by a battlemented
wall [BJiv. 912). On the N. was the gate Tadi of the
Mishnah, which Josephus mentions only incidentally.
This, like the gate Shushan on the E., which he does
not mention at all, must have been of minor importance ; the chief accesses were necessarily from the
lower city to the S., and the upper city to the W.
beyond the Tyropoeon valley.
T h e S. wall, says
Josephus, had gates in the middle {Ant.xv. 115). The
Mishnah names them the two gates of Huldah. There
is a double gate in the substructure of the S. wall,
350 ft. from the S^\'. angle, and from it a double
tunnel leads up to the platform. This double gate
exactly fits Josephus's description. There is also a triple
gate, 600 ft. from the SW. angle, which is probably
to be regarded as the second Huldah gate. In the W .
side the Mishnah places one gate (Kiponus), while
Josephus recognises four.
The most southerly is
necessarily the one which opened on a Hight of steps
descending, and then reascending across the T\To[joon
to the upper city opposite. Now, at the s \ \ . eorner
of the platform, there are still remains of the great
arch (Robinson's arch), which must have belonged to a
bridge connecting the upper city with the S. portico of
the temple. Many scholars (as, for example, ^\' R
Smith, in Ency. Brit.W, s.v. ' T e m p l e ' ) look for this

Not only in this point but in all others the ritual of the
second temple was dominated hy the idea of priestly mediation, and the stated sacrifices of the priests on behalf of the
people, which took the place of the old stated oblations of the
kings, became the main feature of the altar service. The first
temple was primarily the royal chapel, and the kings did as
they pleased in i t ; the second temple was the sanctuary of the
priests, whose chief now became the temporal as well as the
spiritual head of the people. In the time of Kzekiel, not only
laymen but uncircumcised foreigners entered the sanctuary
and acted as servants in the sacred offices (Ezek. 44 7 ) ; in the
second teniji e the laity were an.\iously kept at a distance from
the holy tliitiL^s, and even part oi the court around the altar was
fenced olT, as \^'e have just seen, by a barrier, which only the
priests were allowed to cross (Jos. Ant- xni. 13 5).

-Vs regards the later history of Zerubbabel's temple,
the subsequent works upon it and the strengthening of
27 H i s t o r v '^® ^^^^' surrounding the outer court are
of second ^^^°'^'^'s'i ^^'''h 'he name of the high
priest SIMON II. (Ecclus. 50i). Antiochus
temple. Epiphanes not only plundered it, but
desecrated it by setting up on the altar of burnt offering
a small altar to Jupiter Olympius ( i M a c c . 123^^
44i^ 54 138 2 Macc. 62ff-).
Three years later, after the
reconquest of the cit\', Judas the Maccabee restored the
temple, set up a new altar with new furniture, and
consecrated the building anew (cp i iMacc. 1 2 3 ^ i43ff5 2 / * Macc. 10s Jos. -lnt.xii.76).
At the same time
he fortified the temple with high towers and walls
( i Macc. 46067), so that the temple thenceforward
could be regarded as the citadel proper of Jerusalem.
These fortifications were demolished by Antiochus II.
E u p a t o r ( i Macc.622); but they were again restored by
Jonathan (i Macc. Ti35 Jos. -int. xiii. 651), and at a
later period further strengthened by Simon (i Macc.
1352). .At the time of Pompey's siege (63 B.C.) the
temple was an exceptionally strong fortress, defended
on the northern and more accessible side by towers and
deep ditches {Ant.x'w. ii).
Pompey took it by storm,
but left the sacred vessels untouched (Ant. xiv. 47).
L'rassus, on the other hand, plundered it witliout mercy
{.4nt- xiv. 7 I, BJi- S8). The temple was again besieged
and stormed by Herod ; like Pompey he concentrated
his attack on the north side. In this siege some of the
temple cloisters were burnt and some persons killed ;
but the desecration stopped at this {.4nt. xiv. I 6 2 / . ) .
In the twentieth year of his reign (20-19 B.C.)
Herod the Great began to build the temple anew.
28. The temple ^^^'^es ^ e descriptions in Josephus,
of Herod
''^^ ''^^^ ^°'' ^^'•°d's temple a mass of
details and measurements in the Mishnic
treatise -MtdJbth. Josephus was himself a priest, whilst
4943
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southern gate here. It is more probable, however, that
it lay somewhat farther to the X . , at the point wliere,
tolerably low down in the temple wall, the colossal
lintel of a gate was found, consisting of a single stone.
The steps of whieh Josephus speaks, must, in that case,
have been inside the gate, as the gate itself was not far
above the level of the bottom of the valley. Comparing
i?/ii. 11)3 ^''- 62 V. 42, we see that the embankment also
cari'ied the eit_\- wall (the so-called first wall). Of this
approach there are remains at Wilson's arch, 600 ft.
N. of Robinson's arch. Here also as in the case of
Robinson's arch, under the so-called Wilson's arch,
have been found remains of the arch of an older bridge
in the Roman style, which presttmably dates from the
Herodian period (as to this cp JKKUS.^LE.'M, i) 8).
Round the entire temple area on all four sides ran
porticoes built against the enclosing wall. T h e finest
was that on the S. side—the Stoa Ba.silica—which \\as
formed by four rows of Corinthian columns of dazzling
white marble (162 coltimns in all). Of the three aisles
that in the middle was twice as high (some 28 metres)
as those flanking it, and broader by one half (some
12 metres). On the three other sides of the area were
double porticoes, some 15 metres in breadth with
monolith pillars of some 12 metres in height. -\\l
hese buildings were roofed with cedar beams, richly
carved (Jos. .4«/.-xv. I I 5 , BJv.62).
The eastern
portico was known as Solomon's porch (Jn. IO23, .\cts
3 1 1 / 012); there must therefore have previously stood
on this side a structure which was considered as resting
on Solomon's foundations. T h e court itself immediately
within these buildings was paved in mosaic fashion with
stone.

the others opened into that of the men. The gates
had double doors which were covered with silver and
gold, the gift of the Jewish alabarch, Ale^iander of
Alexandria. To the W. there was no gate and the
E. side had but one,' which, however, was specially
magnificent and costly. Its doors were of Corinthian
brass. It led, according to what has just been said,
directly into the court of the women. In a straight
line With it, finally, in the wall between the courts of
the men and women, the most magnificent of all the
gates closed the eastern approach to the temple (Jos.
BJ v.1,2).
It was the ' G r e a t ' gate, 40 cubits broad
and 50 cubits high ; 15 semicircular steps here ascended
from the court of the women to that of the men.
Which of these two doors on the E. is intended by the
' Beautiful' gate of Acts 3 2, it is impossible to determine.
^\ceoiding lu the Mishna (J/ziA/. 14), the last-named
inner gate between the court of the men and that of the
women corresponded to the gate of Nicanor; according to the description of these gates by Josephus,
however, there would seem to be some mistake in this.
The gates were probably ^ all of them porch-like in
plan, with side recesses (exedra-) which made the connection with the chambers skirting the length of the
walls. In like manner there was an upper chamber
above the gateway properly so called (cp Midd. 15 ;
-Fdmid, 11, where mention is made of an upper chamber
of the gate of Sparks [psj'iiiT -,)jcf[ on the N. side). This
gave the gates the tower-like appearance of which
Josephus speaks.

Connected with the temple was the citadel of Antonia (see
IERUSALE.M, § 23). I t lay on the N W . and dominated the
temple area ( J o s . Ant.xv.ll4).
Stairs descended from it to
the XW. corner of the area, to the northern and western
porticoes.

In the temple of Herod the separation of sacred from
profane was rigorous. The -\ntonia, the porches, and
the space immediately within these were not holy
ground, in the strict sense of the word. They were
Th
T+ 3^'^cessible to Gentiles even, on which
. i n e courts ^ ^ j . ^ ^ ^ ^ jj^g ' o u t e r ' court is actually
ana gates. ^^^^^^ ^^jj^^ ^^^ , ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^ Gentiles,'
although this description is nowhere met with, either in
Josephus or in the ^lishna. In the centre of this
enclosed space rose a platform at a height of 15 cubits
above the court of the Gantiles—the inner court with
the sanctuary proper. This platform itself was in turn
surrounded by a narrow terrace, 10 cubits in breadth
[hll: BJv.-,2;
.ilidtiJth, 23). From the court of the
Gentiles fourteen steps led up to this terrace, and from
this again five steps to the gate of the inner court (see
Jos. BJv. 02 ; Middoth gives the number of the steps
differently).
There was no entrance upon the W.
side. A breastwork f:-,'^, scrag) of stone ran round
the whole of the inner court beneath the level of the
steps. On it were placed at intervals inscribed tablets
forbidding every one who was not a Jew from crossing
the limit or treading the holy place, on pain of death.'
.A.t the top of the steps was the inner court properly so
called, surrounded by ^ wall rising 25 cubits above
the level of the outer court. T h e inner court was
divided into two unequal portions by a cross wall running
X. and S. The eastern and smaller space, which lay
at a somewhat lower level, formed the so-called court
of the women ['dsdralh netaim, D'ly: TC\s-J, Midd. 25),
and was accessible to Jewish women. T h e western
space, containing the temple buildings properly so
called, was for men only. The wall enclosing the
inner court was pierced by nine gates ; the N. and S.
sides had each four gates, the easternmost of which in
each case led directly into the court of the women, whilst
^ One such inscription (Greek and Latin) is still extant
(PEFQSt., 1871, p . 132; Benz. HA 404; Nowack, H.A
''•li).
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Along the enclosing wall ran a series of chambers
{lisdkdth) which served for storage of the various utensils,
TVi skins of sacrificial animals, sacrificial salt,
, ' ,
wood, vestments, and the like, or for various
cnamDers. opg^ations, such as the preparation of the
meal-offering, and so forth.
The supreme council also held its sittings in one of these
chambers.
Their precise number is unknown.
Midd. 5 -^f
mentions three on the N . and three on the S. ; elsewhere
yet others are alluded to. According to Midd. 2 5 there were
four chambers in the women's court also—a piece of information,
however, the accuracy of which is with reason called in question
(Schiirer in Riehm, HWB, conjectures that the statement is
an inference from Ezek. 4621).
Some of these chambers
(whether all of them is uncertain) had upper stories (Yomd 1 5,
and Tdmidl i ; allusion is made to an upper chamber of the
Bet-Abtinas). In front of the chambers were, as in the first
inner court, porticoes, though much smaller in size._ Finally,
we hear of thirteen offertory chests for free-will offerings of all
sorts.

From this court of the Israelites the portion immediately surrounding the sanctuary was separated by ^
breastwork of stone—on all sides, according to the express statement of Josephus {BJv. 56 Ant. xiii. 1 3 s ) ;
but the iSIishna (-]Ii,id. 26) speaks only of a wall running
from N. to S. The area thus shut off w as the court
of the priests. Laymen had access to this court only
when the ritual connected with certain offerings demanded the presence of the persons presenting them.
Within the court of the priests stood on a still higher
level the temple building proper. The ascent to it was
by twelve steps (J/zV./. 36). The ground
33. Tne pjj^^ ^^^ dimensions of the building were
temple ^j^^ ^^.^^ ^^ jj^ (f,g temple of Solomon—
building, ^ j ^ ^ gg cubits in length 20 in breadth and
40 in height. Two costly curtains shut off the Holy of
1 According to Midd. 26 (cp M. Shekdl-,m,62) the gates on
the S. side were t h e s e : (i) jl'^yn nl'D (wanting in Midd.
I 4 / ) ; (2) p^^ 'C": (3) ri"13?D '°', (4) D ; ? ? '•='; and those on

the N. side were: (i) M^JJ' 't'; (2) I^ipn 'c*; (3) c-mri 'lli;
(4) ^'h''^ '^- -^lidd-l^fgives three quite different n a m e s ;
those at the eastern end leading into the court of the women are
not taken account of at all.
,. 2 Jos. i>y v. 6 3 seems to presuppose this for all the gates.
Elsewhere in Josephus mention is made of the northern or
western exedra, so that it might seem as if not all the gates were
so constructed. T h e last seems to be the view of the Mishna
also. Moreover, a hall or exedra ofthe same kind existed also
upon the W . side, where there was no gate.
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Holies ( 2 0 x 2 0 cubits), which was quite empty. The
outer curtain was folded back upon the S. side, whilst
the inner was similarly folded back on the N. side, so
that in this way the high priest entered the intermediate
space from the S. and passing along it entered the Holy
of Holies on the N. side.
The anterior apartment of the sanctuary {SD'nnim
Midd. 4 7) was 40 cubits in length. It was entered from
the E. through the porch by a great double door (y^^
Sij.i Midd. 4 2, cp Tdmid 87) of 40 cubits in height and
16 cubits in width (so Jos. BJ v. 5 4 ; according to
Midd. 4 i only 20 cubits high and 10 broad). Like the
gates of the court it was richly covered with gold. In
front of the great door hung a magnificent curtain of
Babylonian workmanship ; its colour according to
Josephus symbolised the universe : byssus the earth,
purple the sea, scarlet the element of fire, and hyacinth
the air [BJv.'^4).
Above the gate were golden vines
and grape clusters as big as a m a n ( j 9 / v . 6 4 ; Ant.xv. 113
cp Tacit. Hist. f)$). The sanctuary was accessible only
to the officiating priests. The altar of incense stood
near the entrance to the Holy of Holies, the table of
shewbread to the N . , the seven-branched candlestick
to the 8 (cp the figures on the arch of Titus ; also

procuratorship of Albinus (62-64 A. 3.).
In 66 the
great revolt against Rome broke out, and in August 70
Jerusalem was taken by Titus and the temple perished
in a great conflagration.
'• ^•

CANDLESTICK).

Eastward from the temple was, as in the temple of
Solomon, a porch ('ULun) 100 cubits in breadth, 100
cubits in height and 20 cubits deep (according to
Midd.^7 only 11 cubits). Its gateway, which had no
doors, was 70 cubits high and 20 cubits broad (Jos.
Bj'.> 5 ; according to .Midd. 3? it was only 40 cubits high
and 20 cubits broad). Above this gate Herod caused
the name of Agrippa his patron [BJi. 2I3) and a golden
eagle to be placed. The eagle was, as may well be
believed, an abomination in the eyes of pious Jews ; and
Josephus tells how, shortly before the death of Herod,
two zealous rabbins incited some youths to tear it down
[Ant. xvii. 62-4).
The temple building had an upper story of the same
dimensions with the lower [BJY.^S)The Holy of
Holies could be entered directly from above by means of
a trap-door ; by this means \\'orkmen could be let down
in boxes whenever repairs were needed. The access to
the upper room was from the S. from the roof of the
side-building. As in Solomon's temple, the side-building surrounded the house on the S., \V., and N. It
was three-storied and 40 cubits in height.
The
individual chambers were not only connected with those
on the same floor by means of doors, but there was
communication between those above and those below
by means of trap-doors. The principal entrance was
on the NE. where it was possible to pass from the
portico direct into these chambers. The whole breadth
of the temple buildings inclusive of the side-building
was 70 cubits [Midd. 4?, where the separate figures are
given from which this total results). Thus the porch
on each side exceeded by r5 cubits the breadth of the
temple building.
Eastwards of the temple at a distance of 22 cubits
from the porch, in the court of the priests, stood the
great altar of burnt offering of unhewn stones (see
A L T A R ) . At the S^\^ corner was a channel which
drained into the Kidron valley.
Twenty-four rings
fixed in the ground to the X. of the altar served for
tying up the sacrificial animals, there were eight pillars
connected by cedar beams for hanging up the carcases,
and eight marble tables on which to prepare the sacrificial flesh [Midd.Zs 62 Tdmid S5 SMkdli7n^4).
On
the S. side was the bronze laver at which the priests
washed hands and feet before entering the sanctuary
(Midd. 36; cp Vdmd S10) ; also a silver table for the
vessels and a marble table for the sacrificial flesh
\Shikdli7nQ4; Tdmid4i3).
Herod's gigantic and costly
structures were still in building forty-six years after
their commencement, when Jesus began his ministry
fJn. 220), and the works were not completed till the
4947

IL

T H E TEMPLE-SERVICE.

The

system of worship of which the Jerusalem
sanctuary was the centre assumed
34. Introductory, j ^ ^ most'elaborate and highly developed form in the temple of Herod.
The immense and manifold religious activities that
concentrated themselves in the temple worship, can
only be adequately realised when it is remembered how
unique was the position occupied by Judaism's central
shrine. It was absolutely the one and only sanctuary
where the highest expressions of the religious life of a
whole people could be offered. Judaism possessed but
one sanctuary, and that was in Jerusalem.
At the time when the Christian movement was born,
Palestine—though its population was by no means exclusively or (except in such districts as Judsea and
possibly Galilee) even predominantly Jewish—had once
again become the centre of Jewish national life. And
it was in the Holy City, and pre-eminently in the
temple worship, that this hfe found its most intense
and Jewish expression.
Jerusalem was constantly
thronged with pilgrims from the Jewish communities
scattered over the E. and W. worlds (see DISPERSION)
laden with gifts for the temple. And here, in the
elaborate sacrificial worship, they rendered the highest
tribute of homage within their power to the God of tlieir
fathers.
How immense the influence of the temple
worship was is e\'idenced by the large space devoted to
its details—the minutiae of its ritual and organisation—
in the later Jewish literature (the Mishna and Gemara),
which was compiled long after the destruction of the
sanctuary. Such pious ejaculations as, for instance, the
following constantly recur.
Towards the end of the
iSlishna tractate Td7nid, which sets forth in detail the
course of the daily offering, we read : ' Such is the
order of the daily offering for the service of the house of
our God. May it be his will to build it speedily in our
days. Amen' (73).
The same sentiment finds frequent expression in the liturgy of the synagogue, which
also reflects the influence of the sacrificial worship in its
essential structure. Cp SYXAGOGUE.
Of the more important features of this worship, so
far as known, a brief sketch may here be appended.
As a preliminary to this it will be necessary to give some
account of the oflScers by whom it was carried on.
[a) The Priests.—According
to Josephus (c. Ap.28)
the priesthood in his day numbered no less than 20,000
«,^ nai
i. men. It was only on rare occasions
35. OflUcers, etc.
»
^ . r*u 1- u r .- i
*u *
'
—at certam of the high festivals—that
the whole, or anything like the whole, of this number
officiated at one time within the temple precincts. For
the purposes of regular worship this body was, as is
well known, divided into twenty-four ' courses ' [7niSmdr,
"iDtyD, ' watch' = Trarpfa or i(p7}pL€pia, cp Lk. 1 5 8, or
i(p7}pi.€pis); and the ' courses ' again into subdivisions or
'families' (ninx 'FI3 = 0I^X-J5).
It is interesting to note that Josephus (FzV. 11) claims to belong
by birth to the first of the twenty-four ' courses '—that of Joiarib
—from which also the Hasmonjeans sprang (i ]\Iacc. 2 1). Both
the main- and the sub-divisions were presided u \ t r by ' h e a d s '
(O'B'NI), each of whom was termed respectively ' head of the
course ' (nDC'On D'Xi) or ' head of the family' (3X n ' 3 C'N"!).

Each ' course ' in succession was responsible for the
regular temple services for the week (from sabbath to
sabbath), and divided up the week's services among its
' families ' according to their number (which varied).
At the head of the whole priesthood stood the high
priest [hohen hag-gddol, ^n:n jnr. dpxtepevs), at this
time the greatest native personage, both in church and
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state, to whom was reserved the performance of the
higliest religious acts, such as the supreme sacrificial
act enacted on the Day of Atonement. On ordinary
occasions, however, it was rare for him to participate
officially in the temple worship, and as a rule he did so,
according to Josephus, only on sabbaths, new moons,
and the gi*eat annual festivals (BJv. 67). During the
time of the Roman predominance the ofiice was held
almost exclusively l)y members of two or three famihes
(those of Phabi, Boethus, Ananus, and Kamith) who
formed the priestly aristocracy, and were divided bv a
deep social gulf from the great mass of the priesthood.
[b) Levites.—Another class of temple officials, occupying a position subordinate to that of the priests, was
the Levites, who, however, like tiie priests, formed at
this time a strictly exclusive and hereditar)' order,
though, strange to say, they had now- absorbed the
musicians and door-keepers, who (even in the postexilic period) had formerly been carefully distinguished
from the Levites proper. Later still (just before the
destruction of the temple) the musicians advanced n
step further in securing from King Agrippa II., with the
assent of the Saniiedrin, the privilege of wearing the
white linen garments of the regular priesthood (^Int.
\\ 96),

made.
The most important of these was the sli;an
(.\ram. [jo, the vocalisation of the Heb. form po is
uncertain), who ranked next to the high priest. The
N\idely-held view that the sfgan was the high priest's
deputy or substitute has been controverted on cogent
grounds by Schurer [Hist. ii. 1 2 5 7 / ) who points out that
a substitute for the high priest was appointed annually,
seven days before the Day of Atonement, to act in case
of necessity {ybmd\i)~3.
superfluous provision if an
official subNtitute already existed. Schurer gives good
reasons for identifying this ofiicial with the captain of
the temple [t!Tpo.Tciyh% TOO 'lepoO) frequently mentioned
in both Josephus and the i \ T , who controlled all
arrangements for maintaining order within the temple
area.
.Subordinate to him, but exercising functions
essentially similar, were a nuniber of other slgdnim or
captains of the temple police, who are probably to be
identified with the ' captains ' [csTpaTriyo'c) of Lk. 224 52Next in dignity to the high priest and the sc'gan
ranked the heads of the twenty-four courses (I.^L: ,-,i fxi)
and (below them) those of the constituent 'families'
(DN n ' l E*N~i). Besides the above there Avere various
other functionaries connected with the temple among
the priests and Levites. These (following Schurer) we
may group into three divisions :

The Levites, like the priests, were divided into twenty-four
'courses,' and each performed duty in a corresponding manner.
Similarly these were also presided over by ' h e a d s ' (D'CN'^)-

{a) Those entrusted with the administration of the
temple stores, furniture, and treasures. The officials
who controlled this vast department—which included
not merely the custody of the sacrificial plate and vestments, and supplies of corn, wine, and oil for ritual
purposes, but also the care of vast sums of money
belonging to the temple, as well as of large amounts
deposited there by private individuals for safety—were
known as ' treasurers ' (^/^/'flri'ffz, Dn3T3 ; ya^ocpb\aKe%).
They also gathered in the half-shekel tax {Shlk. 2 i ).
The full complement of officials in this department must
have been very large,' and may ha\'e included Levites ;
but, in any case, the more important offices connected
with it were filled by priests.

(c) The

official

' Is7-aelites.

— C o r r e s p o n d i n g to

the

divisions of the priests and the Levites there was also
a division of the people into twenty-four courses of
service (nn:;'j':2) ' each of which had to take its turn in
coming before God, every day for a whole week, by way
of representing the whole body of people while the daily
sacrifice was being offered to Yahwe' (Schiirer). The
division on duty for the time being was technically
termed ' a station' Gnddmdd, i.^yr:). It seems, however, that not the whole division, but only a deputation
of it, was actually required to be present at the offering
of the sacrifice in the temple. At the time when this
was being performed the absent members of the
' station' met together in the local synagogues for
prayer and the reading of certain passages of Scripture.
The leading passage on the subject in the Mishna
[Tadmth\2) runs as follows ; —
'The earliest prophets established twenty-four courses of
service (ni'iCw'^)- To each belonged a staff C-|DJ;D) i^ Jerusalem,
composed of priest.s, Levites, and Israelites.
As soon as its
turn to serve came round to a course, the priests and the Levites
belonging to it proceeded to Jerusalem, but the Israelites assembled in the synagogues of their different towns and there
read the account of the creation.' (It should be noted that the
whole ofthe course, of priests and Levites, when its turn came,
had to be present in Jerusalem.)

The part taken by the high priest in the temple
worship has already been referred to, and need not
36. Functions "^^'^ "^^ further enlarged on. It may
of priests and ^ P,°'"l'='^ out however that the daily
T ..
meal-orfenng of the high pnest, which
was offered in conjunction with the
daily burnt-offering of the people (Lev. 612-16), was (in
practice) not so much offered by hint as on his behalf
and at his expense. According to Schurer {Hist. ii. I2S8
n. 243) it is this offering which is referred to in the
difficult passage Heb. 727, though it was in no sense a
sin-offering.
The functions of the ordinary priests, when they were
engaged in the service, mainly consisted in ministrations
at the altar. Thchc will be described in greater detail
below (§ 38). To the priests the Levites were in all
respects subordinate — the strictly priestly function of
officiating at the altar was forbidden to the Levites, nor
were they permitted to enter the inner sanctuary ; their
duties mainly consisted in such offices as the guarding
of the temple fabric, and acting as choristers and doorkeepers (see further below, b). There were, however, other high officials of whom mention must be
IP
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Not improbably the 'treasurer' mentioned by Josephus in
conjunction with the high priest (Ant. xx. S 11) was the head of
the order. T o the order of treasurers, forming probably one of
its subdivisions, belonged the amarkelin
(p'^^iDx), a word of
Persian origin meaning 'accountants.' The Jerusalem Talmud
also mentions another class that falls within this category: viz.,
the pp'Sinp (KCSBOICCCCOC), about whom, however, the Mishna is
silent.

{b) Officials connected with the police department.
Here Levites were mostly employed. According to the
Mishna {Tdmidli),
of twenty-four points at which
guards were stationed at night no less than twenty-one
were occupied by Levites, whilst the other three were
watched by priests. In point of fact the whole space
within the low barrier beyond which Gentiles were
forbidden to pass on pain of death (§ 31)—i.e., the
inner court, or court proper—was guarded by priests.
Outside of this inner court, at the gates and the corners,
the Levite posts were stationed, and also (but on the
inside) at the gates and the corners of the outer court
{i.e., the 'court of the gentiles' ; § 31). .All these
gates were also occupied during the day time, and,
amongst other things, it was the duty of the Levitical
guards to see that the prohibition of Gentiles from
entering the sacred enclosure was strictly carried out.
I'atrols also moved round by night and day. At night
it was usual for a captain of the temple, known as v-K
r\-2n •]rc, to make a round of inspection to see that the
guards were not sleeping at their posts {Middoth 1 2).^
.Vnother officer ((rrpaTij-yos) is also mentioned under the title
of ish hab-birdh (,1TD,T c'\S')-'-' , ' m a n of the citadel'—the
citadel in this case douljtless being the lemple proper, and the
officer in question the head of the priestly guard (of the inner
court). All the gates of the courts were shut at night by the
guards, and a special officer was appointed to superintend the
operation (Sleek. 6 i). The keys of the gates of the inner court
were kept by the elders of the particular division of priests on
duty for the watch, and, when the divisions were changed, were
handed over to the elders of the incoming division. As ihe
morning sacrifice was offered at daybreak it was necessary that
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the gates should be opened somewhat earlier. At the great
festi\ ais (when large preparations for additional sacrifices, etc.,
had to be made) the gates were opened much earlier—as early
as midnight dtiring Passover (Ant. xviii. 2 2).

the sacrifice, accompanied by prayer (§ 40) ; and (3)
the service of praise and thanksgiving (§ 41)I. The jiriests on duty slept within a chamber of the
inner court.
Very early those who were desirous of
taking part in the sacrificial worship
38. The
arose and took the baptismal bath so
preliminaries. ^^ ^^ j^g ready for the ofiicial summons^
which might come at any moment. When the summons
came the priests who were ready foUowed the superintendent through a wicket into the'court. They then
divided themselves into two parties, one going eastward
and the other westward, with lighted torches in their hands
(except on sabbaths when the temple was ht up) |ind
met in ' t h e place of the pancake makers' {i.e-, the
apartment where the high-priest's daily meal-offering
was prepared), and greeted eaoh other with the words
' It is well; all is w e l l ! '
They then passed to the
Hall Gazith (n'tJiT nDB'^', lit. 'hall of polished stones,'
where the Sanhedrin also met) and proceeded to cast
lots.
Altogether four lots—not immediately, but at
intervals—were cast during the service, the first to
determine who was to cleanse the altar and prepare it.
The mode of casting the lots is thus described by Edersheim
(Temple, 122): 'The priests stood in a circle around the
president, who for a moment removed the head-gear of one of
their number, to show that he would begin counting at him.
Then all held up one, two, or more fingers—since it was not
lawful in Israel to count persons—when the president named
some number, say seventy, and be^an counting the fingers till
he reached the number named, which marked that the Tot had
fallen on that priest' (so Lightfoot, Temple Service, chap. 9 i^
following Maimonides).
The person selected first of all bathed his hands and
feet at the brazen laver, which stood between the temple
and the great altar, and mounting the altar carried
away the ashes in a silver pan. While he descended,
the other priests washed their hands and feet at the
brazen laver, removed the unburnt sacrifices and debris
from the altar, laid on fresh wood, and replaced the
unconsumed pieces of the sacrifice.
They then all
adjourned to the ' Hall of Polished Stones,' where the
second lot was cast.
During the proceedings above described, which took place in
darkness, the only light being the glow of the altar fire, those
priests to whom the duty had been assigned, were preparing the
baked meal-offering of thehigh priest in the 'place of the
pancake makers.'
The second lot designated the priest on whom it fell,
together with twelve others standing next him, to discharge the following duties :—(i) the slaughter of the
victim ; (2) the sprinkling of the blood upon the altar;
(3) the removing of the ashes from the altar of incense;
(4) the trimming of the lamps on the candlestick;
further, the lot determined who were to carry the
various portions of the victim to the foot of the ascent
of the altar, viz., who was to carry (5) the head and
one of the hind legs ; (6) the two forelegs ; (7) the tail
and the other hind leg ; (8) the breast and the neck;
(9) the two sides; (10) the entrails; (11) the offering
of fine fiour ; (12) the baked meal-offering (of the high
priest); and (13) the wine for the drink-offering.
Immediately after this the president directed inquiries
to be made as to whether the time for slaughter had
arrived (determined by the approach of dawn when it
was visible in the sky up to Hebron).
On the
signal being given the lamb was brought from the
lamb-chamber (o'N^cn naB"^), given some water to drink
from a golden bowl, and led to the place of slaughter
on the N. side of the altar. At the same time the
ninety-three sacred vessels were brought from the
utensil-chamber. Meanwhile the two priests to whom
the duty had been assigned of cleansing the altar of
incense, and trimming the lamps on the candlestick
(3 and 4 above) proceeded to the sanctuary, the one
with a golden pail [-st>), the other with t. golden bottle
(i;;). At this point orders were given (by the elders
who had charge of the keys) to open the temple gates,
the noise of which (according to the Mishna) was heard
at Jericho. T h e accomplishment of this was heralded

(c) Special functionaries connected with publi*
worship. Whilst the general conduct of the sacrificial
worship was exercised by the priesthood as a whole {in
their courses), certain special duties were performed by
permanent officials, who, in many cases, belonged to
families which had acquired a hereditary right to fulfil
a particular office. A number of these (who were in
office during the closing years of the temple) are
enumerated in the Mishna (Shi'hdli7n 61). From this
passage we learn that there was an officer ' over the
lots' [i.e., the lots cast daily for the allocation of particular offices to the officiating priests), another ' over the
seals' {tokens issued to the people, which corresponded
to the various kinds of drink-offerings). These ' seals '
were handed by the purchasers to another official who
was 'over the drink-offerings' and who ' i n return
would give to the person tendering one the amount of
drink-offering requisite for the particular occasion for
which it was wanted' (Schurer).
The hereditary offices, confined to certain families, were
connected with matters involving special technical skill and
knowledge, such as the preparation of the shewbread (family of
Garmu), and of the frankincense (family of Abtinas). Other
officials mentioned a r e : a master of the psalmody, a cymbalplayer (who gave the signal for the Levites to begin the music),
a temple physician, a master of the wells, a herald, a keeper of
the veils, and a keeper of the priests* garments.

A comparatively large class of officials was the guild
of sacred musicians (m^sorSrim, nmtyQi i/'aXTv5oi,
lepoxpaKTOLi, i/pLvudol, KiOapiffTat

TC Kal i/pLvaidol),

who

formed a hereditary and exclusive order (now Levitical).
They were divided into three families (those of Heman,
Asaph, and Ethan or Jeduthun ; cp e.g., i Ch. 25), and
these again into twenty-four courses of service. Greatest
importance was attached to the pinging, to which the
musical accompaniment was regarded as subordinate.
For the instruments employed see M u s i c .
It may be noted that reed-pipes (haltlim) were introduced
into the choir at the high-festivals (Passover, Pentecost, and
Tabernacles), and that the only instruments not assigned to the
Levites were the metal trumpets (hd^dsSTdtJi), which were
regularly blown by priests (esp. to accompany the offering of
the daily sacrifice). T h e place of the Nethinim in Herod's
temple seems to have been taken by the hazzdni7n (D'JTn
'servants,' ' s e x t o n s ' : see^.^., Td?7iid5-2). Menial offices were
alsoperformedby boysofthe priestlyfamilies(njn3 *rnD) 'scions
o f t h e priesthood,' Td77i2dl 1, etc.).

W e may pass over the details connected with such
subjects as admission to the ranks of t h # officiating
priesthood [Schiirer, Hist. ii. l2io_^), the residence of
the priests and Levites [ib. 229), and the sources of the
temple revenue [ib. 2 3 0 ^ ) , the consideration of which
hardly falls within the scope of this sketch ; but some
description must be given of the public worship of the
sanctuary, in, at least, its typical features.
The regular worship of the temple centred in the
dsdly public offering (Tonrr n'?iy or simply n^cnn) of the
37. The temple P'-^^'^ribed sacrifices
morning and
. r evening.
On sabbaths and festivals
services: the .u
i
<• .1.
c
...
a ttie number of the sacrifices was in^
^' creased, and (in particular cases) other
ritualistic elements were added ; but essentially the
course and sequence of the worship was the same.
There were also, of course, multitudes of private
sacrifices offered. But here we are mainly concerned
with the public worship, which embodies the typical
features of the rest. Fortunately a detailed account of
the course of the daily offering has been preserved in
the Mishna, which devotes a whole tractate to the
subject ( Tdmld), based evidently on sound tradition.
The substance of this may here be given.
The service naturally divides itself into three
moments : (i) the preliminaries, mainly affecting the
priests, and including the slaughter and preparation of
the sacrifice (§ 3 8 / ) ; (2) the offering of incense and of
49SI
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by three blasts on the silver trumpets, which gave the
sional for the Levites and ' men of the station ' (representative Israelites) to assemble, and also announced to
the city that the morning sacrifice was about to be
offered (for these details see the iii-mdrd on Tdmid).
At this point also, the great gates leading into the holy
place were opened to admit the priests whose duty it
was to cleanse the incense-altar and trim the candlesticks, into the sanctuary (see above). The opening of
the sanctuary gates was the signal for the actual
slaughter of the sacrifice. See Edersheim, T'l/;;//!;, 133,

part of the sacrificial worship, of what was publicly
recited later when the incense ascended from tlie altar.
We may suppose also that the people, during the
interval of silent prayer, mentally repealed the 'same
prayers.

S.-MRIFICE, § 32.

.Meanwhile the two priests abo\e referred to had
entered the holy plaee.
\\'hile the slaughter of the
lamb was taking place the first uf the priests cleansed the
golden altar of incense, putting the burnt eoals aiul
ashes into the golden pail {-yc^), and then withdrew,
leaving the utensil behind. The second priest, while
the blood of the lamb was being sprinkled, proceeded
to trim and re-light the lamps of the candlestick.
The procedure was as follows :—Only five of the seven lamps
were at this time trimmed—the other two being reserved for a
later period of the service. If the two farthest E. were still
burning they were left undisturbed, and the trimming and relighting of the five others was proceeded with. But the central
lamp, called the ' western' (because it inclined westward to the
most holy place), could only be relighted by fire brought from
the altar. If it happened that tbe two farthest E . were out,
they were first of all trimmed and relighted, before the others
were attended to. The cantUestick was approached by three
stone steps, and on the second of these the priest, when this part
of his duty was done, deposited the golden bottle (1^3) and
withdrew.

Meanwhile the slaughtering of the sacrifice and the
sprinkling of the blood upon the altar had been followed
by the fiaying of the victim, which was cut up into
pieces, and the entrails washed upon the marble t.ibles.
The pieces were carried by the six allotted priests (each
taking one piece) to the altar, while a seventh carried
the offering of flour, an eighth the baked meal-offering
(of the high priest), and a ninth the wine of the drinkoffering. These were all laid at the foot of the altarascent, and salted ; and then all the priests assembled
once more in the Hall of Polished Stones.
Here a service of prayer was celebrated, the details
of which are, however, not free from ambiguity. The
39. The prayers'^''^'^"^ passage [Tdintd:,i),
bearing
and blessings. ° ° * ^ matter, runs as follows :—
The president said : ' Give one b l e s s i n g ' ;
and the priests blessed and read tbe ten commandments (and),
the Shema' (in its three sections).
They blessed the people
with the three blessings—\ iz. (the blessing) ' T r u e and firm'
( z ' i ' : n:r.\*. (the blessing) ' .Service ' (,Tn-i?), and ' t h e blessing
ofthe prirrsts' (c-:^^,! n m ) - -^nd on the sabbath they added
one blessing for th.- outgoing temple course.

The points undetermined here are the following :—[a)
how far we are to understand that these prayers were
said in the hall by the priests alone, and how far in the
temple itself by priests and people ; and [b) wliat is
meant by ' one blessing ' and by ' three blessings ' ?^
Regarding [a) it has been usual to suppose that the
Shema [i.e., the three sections of the Law, Dt. 64-g
llij-zi ; and Nu. 1.^37-41 which had to be repeated by
each Israelite every day, morning and evening), preceded by a benediction and the ten commandments,
was repeated by the priests in the hall, ^vllilst the other
prayers mentioned form part of the public service, and
come later (so Edersheim, and apparently Schiirer).
The difficulty about this view is that the benediction
'true and firm' belongs to the Shema', which it ought
immediately to follow. In any case, if the benediction
was said by priests and people publicly, must we not
suppose that the Shema' itself was recited publicly as
well? It is not, perhaps, altogether impossible to
regard the priest's service in the hall—i.e., the recitation of the ShSma' preceded and followed by the benedictions mentioned, including ' service' and ' the priestly
blessing'—as a sort of rehearsal, before the solemn

The analogous case of the ShemOneh 'Esreh ( ' T h e Kightecn
Beiiedictioiis') in tliu modern synagogue, may he eiteil. This
IS hrst of all said by the congregation inaudibly, and then repeated aloud by the reader.

The recital of the ten commandments, which is elsewhere attested as a daily practice, vvas afterwards
discontinued, probably for anti-Christian reasons (cp
C. Taylor, Sayings of J. Fathers.'.''-) Excurs. 4119).
[b) .\s to what benediction was recited beJore the
Shema, the Mishna gives no indication, and it was
early a matter of dispute [B. Ler. iib) whether it was
that over the creation of light (nin nsi-; the modern
form can be seen in Singer's Eti. of Heb.-Eng. Praver
Book, 27ff.), or that in praise of God's love, known as
Ahabah Rabbah ( = ' with abounding love'). According to the generally received opinion, it was the latter
that was recited in the temple. In its early form this
ran sonrewhat as follows :—
With abounding (or, according to another version, everlasting)
love hast thou loved us, O Lord our God (Jer. 81 3).
With
great and exceeding compassion hast thou taken compassion
on us (cp Is. 63 9). Our Father, our King, for the sake of our
fathers who trusted in thee and whom thou taughtest the statutes
oflife, be gracious unto us, and be thou also our teacher. Enlighten our eyes in thy law, and make our hearts cleave to thy
commandments; render our hearts one that we may love and
fear tliy name, and not be ashamed. For in thy holy name we
t r u s t ; we rejoice and exult in thy salvation. For thou art the
God who works salvation, and thou hast chosen us from all
peoples and tongues, and brought us nigh unto thy great name
(Selah) in truth, that we give praise unto thee and proclaim thy
unity in love. Blessed art thou, O Lord, who hast chosen thy
people Israel in love. (Cp Jezvish Encyct. 1 281, and reff.)

The benediction that followed the Sh5ma', beginning
with the words ' true and firm' (n-s-i nDx), is a thanksgiving to God for various acts of redemption (hence its
technical name g^ulld), and has been much amplified
in the later Jewish liturgy. In its earliest form it may
not have contained more than the following ;—
True and firm (established) it is that thou art Yahwe our God,
and the God of our fathers ; our King and the King of our
fathers ; our Saviour and the Saviour of our fathers ; our Maker
and the Rock of our Salvation ; our Help and our Deliverer.
T h y name is from everlasting, and there is no God besides thee.
A new song did they that were delivered sing to thy name by
the sea-shore ; together did all praise and own thee as King,
and say, Yahwfe shall reign who has redeemed Israel. (See
further Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. d. Juden,i^) 370, ('4 333.)

Of the other two ' blessings,' the first, that known as
'service' (,-iiny), was doubtless a thanksgiving for the
splendid temple worship, which may have been an
earlier form of the present'Aboda prayer ( = t h e 17th
of the ShSmoneh 'Esreh ; cp Singer, 5 0 / ) , and in its
earlier form may have run thus :—
Accept, O Lord our God, thy people Israel and their p r a y e r ;
receive in love and favour both the fire offerings of Israel and
their p r a y e r ; and may the service of thy people Israel be ever
acceptable unto thee. Blessed art thou, O Lord, who receivevt
the service of thy people Israel with favour [for the last clause,
see Rashi on Berdkh. 11 b].

(See L. Blau, ' Origine et Histoire de la lecture du Schema,
IcEJ^l [1895] pp. 179-201.)

The ' blessing of the priests ' was, doubtless, some
form [not, however, the precative form now used in the
synagogtie = the last ofthe Shemoneh 'Esreh) of the wellknown priestly blessing (Nu. 624-26), in using which
within the Temple the priests pronounced the ineffable
name (,II,T) as written. After the priests had rented
the Shgma and the accompanying prayers in the Hall,
the third and the fourth lot were taken—the third to
determine who should offer the incense in the sanctuary,
and the fourth to determine who should lay the various
parts of the victim upon the altar. The most important duty of the service that could fall to a priest
was that of offering the incense, and only those who
had not performed the office before were eligible (except
in the rare case when all present had so officiated).
Those on whom no lot had fallen were now free to go
away, after divesting themselves of the priestly dress.
2. The offering of incense and of the sacrifice accom-
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panied

by prayer.—The
incensing priest now took a
golden saucer i^z) covered with a Ud,
40. OflFering
,
,,
.,
-.
° containing a smaUer saucer -;i3l with
of incense.
^
'-^
the incense. An assistant priest then
brought some live coal from the great altar in a silver
pan (.-nnfo) which he emptied into a goldi^n pan. This
done, both proceeded with another assi-stant, and with
the two who had already dressed the altar and candlestick, into the sanctuary, striking as they passed the
instrument called magrephdh (see col. 3229), at the sound
of which priests hastened to the worship, the Levites to
occupy their places in the choir, while the delegates
{'stationary men*) ranged at the eastern gate of the
Temple ( = the gate of Nicanor) such of the people as
were to be purified that day (' the defiled men '). •
The two priests who had dressed the altar and the
candlestick entered first, the former merely to bring
away his utensil, which, after prostrating himself, he did ;
while the latter completed the trimming of the lamps,
and then, prostrating himself, withdrew with his utensil.
The assistant priest who had the pan of coals emptied
them on to the altar of incense, prostrated himself, and
withdrew. T h e other assistant then arranged the incense, and withdrew in like manner. T h e chief officiating priest was now left alone within the sanctuary,
awaiting the signal of the president before burning the
incense. When this was given (with the words ' offer
the incense'), he emptied out the saucer on to the coals,
and the incense ascended in clouds of smoke. At this
solemn moment, the people withdrew from the inner
court and prostrated themselves, spreading out their
hands in silent prayer (cp Rev. 81 if. quoted by Edersheim). T h e incensing priest, also, after prostrating
himself for worship, withdrew from the sanctuary. T h e
period of silent prayer was followed (if the conjecture
given above is correct) by the recitation of the Sh^ma',
with the ten commandments and benedictions set forth
above. Others think that only the three ' blessings '
(mentioned in Tdmid 51) were here recited. In any
case, the priestly blessing was given in the following
manner.
T h e five priests who had been engaged
within the Holy Place now proceeded to the steps in
front of the Temple, and with uphfted hands, pronounced the priestly benediction. This was pronounced
by the leader (proi>ably the incensing priest), the others
following audibly after him. .Vs already mentioned,
the divine name was on these occasions pronounced.
The people also responded : ' Blessed be the Lord God,
the God of Israel, from everlasting to everlasting.'
The offering of the burnt offering was now proceeded
with.
T h e chosen priests brought up the various
pieces of the victin\ from the foot of the ascent, and,
after placing their hands upon them, threw them on to
the altar-fire.
W'hen the high priest officiated, he
received the pieces from the priests, placed his hands
upon them, and threw them on to the altar. T h e
appropriate meal offerings (that of the people, and
that ofthe high priest) were now brought, oiled, salted,
and laid on the fire ; and the drink offering was poured
out at the foot of the altar.
3. The Service of praise and
thanksgiving.—Hereupon the music of the temple began. T h e choir of
41 Musical ^•"^^'''^^^' ^^ ^^^ accompaniment of instruservice
niet^tal music, sang the psalm of the day,
which was divided into three sections.
At the close of each section, a body of priests blew
three blasts on the silver trumpets, and the people
prostrated themselves in worship. T h e singing of the
psalm closed the morning service, and the private
sacrifices were proceeded with.
The evening sacrifice (which, according to the law,
was to be offered 'between the two evenings'—i.e., in
the evening twilight) was at this period offered early in
the afternoon, about 3 o'clock. It was in all respects
exactly similar to that of the morning, save that incense
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was offered after the burnt offering instead of before it.
and the lamps in the sanctuary were not trimmed, but
simply lighted. T h e priests on whom the lots had
fallen again officiated in the evening, except the incensing priests. For this oflfice another lot was taken.
The daily psalms were the following; first day, 2\;
second, 4 8 ; third, 8 2 ; fourth, 94; fifth, 81 ; 'sixth,
93 ; on the sabbath, 92.
On the sabbath and festivals the same daily sacrifices
were offered, only increased.
Thus on the sabbath
_,
, , ., the sacrifice was doubled, and so on.
42. i n e saDDatn The essential features, howe\-er, were
and lestivais. ^^^^
^^^ ^^^^
j-p^^. ^^^^^-^^^ ^^^
F E A S T S , S A B B A T H , and the works cited below.]
G. H. B.
The literature of the subject is immense. T h e older books are
given in Bahr (Der Salo7nonische
Tempel) and other writers;
only the more important modern works
4 3 . B i b l i o g r a p h y , can be mentioned here.
(a) General:
T h e Archjeologies ot
J a h n , Saal.schiitz, Scholz, Schegg, Haneberg, de-Wette-Rabiger,
Keil, dc \'is-^<;r, Benzinger, N o w a c k ; the articles J.!''. ' Temple'
in PHEOlerx),
BL (Diestel), Riehm's Hl^'B, Ency. Brit.iS}
(by W . R. Smith ; it has been freely used in the preparation of
the present article), Hastings' DB (T. W. Davies); the commentaries on Kings by Keil, Thenius, Klostermann, Benzinger,
K i t t e l ; Fergu.-^sun, The Te7npte of the Jews, London, 187S
(/') Text and Literiii-v Criticism:
T h e commentaries on
Kings (al)ove); Wellhausen in Bleek, Einl.i'^);
Stade ' D e r
Text des Berichts iiber Salomos Bauten ' in ZA TW, 1883, pp.
129-177.

(c) Topographical:
T h e results of modern survey and excavation are given in the PEF vol. ' Jerusalem ' (London, 1884) and
in the accompanying atlas. See also Robinson, BR (2); Tobler,
Topographic Jen^sateins,
1853-54 ; Fergusson, Topography of
Jerusalem,
1847; Thrupp, Ancient
Jerusalem,
1855; De
Vogii^, Le Temple de Jerusale7n,
1864 ; Rosen, Das Haram
V071 Je-rusale7n u. der Tempelplatz
des Maria, 1866; Schick,
Beit el Makdas;
oder, der alte Tempelplatz,
1887 : id., Die
Stiftshiitte,
der Tempel ifi Jerusalem
u. der Tempelplatz
der
Jetztzeit;
Adler, Der Fetsendom u. d. heutige Grabeshirche zu
Jerusale/7i, 1873; Socin-Benzinger in B a e d e k e r ' s / ' a / . (5)
(d) Solomo7is Temple: Of older works may be mentioned
those of Bh. Lamy, De Tabernaculo Fcederis, de sanda
civitate
Jerusate7n
ct de Te7nplo ejtis, Paris, 1720; A. Hirt, Der
Tempel Salomos, Berlin, 1809; Fr. v. Meyer, id., Stuttgart,
1839. A more modern phase of discussion may be said to begin
with Bahr, Der Solo7nonische Tempel mit
Berilcksichtigitng
seines Verhdltnisses
z. h. Architektur
ueherhaupt, 1848.
See further B. Stade, GI\-iiiff.
\ H . Pailloux,
Monographic
du temple de Salomon, Paris, 1885; F . O. '^sXne, Solo7nons
te7nple and Capital, 1886; T h . Friedrich, Te7npel u. Palast
Salomos, 1887 ; O. WolfF, Der Te7npet von Jerusalem u. seine
M,zas-e, r S S / ; K. C. Robins, The Te77iple of Solo7non, 1U7 ;
<_;\iinand, Monok^raphie
du Te7npte de Salomon,
1888 ;
Perrot-Chipic/, Le Temple de Jerusalem
et la Maison du
Bois-Littin
restitutes apres Ezechiel et te livre des Rois, 1889 ;
L. Feuchtwang in Zt.f. tntdende Kunst, Tiew ser. 2, 1891, p.
1 4 1 ^ ; H . Bi.;cker in Jf'iener allgem. Bauzeitung,
1893, hft.
1-4; Perrot-Chipiez,/wo'ac'a.
(e) EzekieFs Temple: CorniU's edition of t e x t ; thecommentnrits of Smend, Cornill, Bertholet; also T o y in SBOT;
Mitiilicr, Proben A Tlicher Schrifterkldrung
(i^^-^), id. Neue
Aeh'-tnlesc:
Balmer-Rinck, Des Pi-opheten Ezekiel
Gesicht
vom Te7npel, 1858; Kiihn in St. Kr., 1882; H . Sulley, The
Te}npie of Ezekiel s Prophecy, 1889: Stade, GI 247 ff.
(f) Zerubbabels
Temple:
D e Moor and Imbert, in Lc
Musdon, 7 and 8 ; the commentaries of R;-.ssel and Bertholet on
Ezra and Nehemiah.
(g) Herod's Te/npte: A tolerably complete catalogue of the
older literature on Herod's temple will be found in Haneberg,
Die religiSse .MtertUmer der Bibel, 260j;?: ; for the modern
literature see Schurer GjV{^) 1 3 2 3 / W e mention here : Mishna
tractate Middoth, with the commentary of Ob adj a Bartenora in
Surenhusius, 5 ; E T in Barclay, The Talmud, 255 ff. Moses
INIaimonides in npin T (discussion o f t h e Talmudic details as to
the temple and its furniture, in Ugolini's Thes. S); J . Lightfoot,
Descriptio templi Hierosolymitani
(also in Ugolin. Thes. 1');
Hirt, ' U e b e r die Bauten Herodes des Grossen' in Abh. Berl.
Akad. : philol.-hist, classe, 1816-17, pp. 1-24 ; Haneberg, Altertitijier, 266-336; Spiess, Das Jerusalem
des Josephus, 1881, pp.
4<^Jf. ; id. Der Tempel des Je>-usalem wiihrcfid des letzten
jahrlninderts
sei7ies Bestandes nach josephus
1887- Schurer,
Kiehni / / / / " / ? , 1 6 6 3 , ^ : Block, Ent-7,mrf eines
Grundrisses
7'07n Herodiantschen
Teiuf'cl nach Talmudischen
Quellen
bearbeitet ,- Hildesheimer, ' p . Beschreibung <l- Herod. Tempels
im Tractate Middoth u. h \A. Josephu.s' in lahresbcr. d. Rabb.
Semiwars
f d orthodoxe Judentu,n,
1876-7; Lewin, The
Ciftre of le?-usale!nby Titus, 1863.
ih) Temple ^-orsldp.
I " addition to the works cited above,
see esp. bchurer, G^ /(3), § 34 (bibliography); SYNAGOGUE, § 11!
I- B. (§§ 1-33, 4 3 ) ; G. H. B. (§§ 3 4 - 4 2 ) .
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TEMPLE-KEEPER
TEMPLE-KEEPER (NeoJKOpON), Acts 1935 AV^eRV.

See XEOCOKOS.

TEMPTATION. The word DDD, massah ( 6 n e i p ACMOC always), occurs in the O T not only as a placename (see M.V.SSAH), in Ex. 17? *^'t'-\ l's. 958 (AV
'temptation,' RV 'Massah,' R\'"S- 'temptation'), but
also as a common noun in Dt. 434 7 19 -'-^2 [3] where l'".V
h;\s 'temptations' and RV"ig- ' trials' or 'evidences,' in
Job923[see©] where E \ ' h a s ' t r i a l ' a n d R\''"ff- 'calamity.'
The verb is nDJ. AN"" renders inconsistently ; in h",x. 17 2 7
Dt. 616 etc., it gives up the best rendering—i.e., ' t o
prove'—and substitutes what to modern readers is
certainly misleading—'to tempt.' As Driver (on Dt.
616) well observes, ' nr^j is a neutral word, and means
to test or prove a person, to see whether he will act in a
particular way (Ex.164 Judg.'J22 84). or 7ohethcr the
character he has is well established (i K. 101). God
thws proves a. person, or puts him to the test, to see if
his fidelity or affection is sincere. Gen. 221 Ex. 20-0 Dt,
^-[^•^'•] 1^4 [3] ; cp Ps. 2 6 2 ; and men test, or prove
Jehovah when they act as if doubting whether his promise
be true, or whether he is faithful to his revealed character, Ex. 17^7 Nu. 1422 Ps.7Si8 (see <•. 19) 4156959
IO614; cp Is. 712. So masscth Dt. 434 7 19 292 [3], are
not "temptations,"' but trials, provings (see note on
434).' ^^'ith regard to the X T , it is satisfactory that
ireipdio is rendered 'try in Heb. I I 1 7 Rev. 2210, and
irelpa 'trial' in Heb. H36. On the use of Txeipaapids
('temptation,' but R\''"S- sometimes 'trial"),^ Holtzmann
[HCl4sf)
remarks that this is one of the expressions
to which the X T has given a pregnant and almost new
meaning, indicating the external conflicts and distresses
which become the means of inward temptation ; see
Lk. 2228 Acts 2019 Jas. I 2 i Pet. 16. Such a conflict,
such a distress is reported to have been the lot of Jesus,
at the beginning of his ministry. See below.

TEMPTATION OF JESUS
Three stories (§§ 1.4).
Discussion (§§ 9-11).
Contents ofthe tradition (§ sf).
Possible light from myths (§12).
Nucleus (§ 7).
Specially parallel stories (§ 13).
Possible light from Persia (§ 8). Mythic elements, etc. (§ 14).
Bibliography (§ 15).

[There are three chief modes of procedure in dealing
with the traditional story of the Teinptations, or rather
Trials, of Jesus. (i) The narrative may be regarded as
having arisen in consequence of a kind of natural law or
tendency which, in the case of one who has won the
crown of moral perfection for himself and for his
disciples, places a symbolic event summing up the trials
and achievement of his life at the \cry outset of his
career, just as the final victory of good over evil needs,
through the operation of the same law, to be effectually
guaranteed by a reported initial vicicry of the Light-god
over the Dragon of Chaos. This may lead us to begin
our consideration of the story of the Trials of Jesus by
putting the story side by side with similar stories of other
spiritual heroes known to tradition, and to put our
literary criticism of the narratives under the control of
results already obtained by such a comparison. Thus
the literary criticism of the narrative will become
subordinate to the historical
(religions-geschichtlich)
criticism of the narrative. The neglect of this procedure
has, according to Gunkel and others, led to much misunderstanding of some of the narratives in the O T
(notably those of Paradise, ofthe Deluge, and of Jonah),
and it would perhaps be too much to suppose that no
loss would be sustained by the neglect of it in the study
of the NT. (2) It is also possible to begin our consideration of the narratives of the Trials by applying a
purely literary criticism—i.e., by determining, so far as
tnay be possible, from what literary sources they proceed, and explaining their details by reference to the O T
or to passages in the traditional life of Jesus. W e may
1 In Acts 20 19 Rev. 3 10, etc., R V gives ' trial' in the text.
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then consider whether, endeavouring to realise in some
slight degree the mental state of Jesus, and applying the
ordinary canons of probability, we can venture lo point
out a historical nucleus of the traditional story of the
Trials, and we m.ay then cojupare, or contrast, the
Christian tradition with apparent parallels elsewhere.
(3) W'e may, without disparaging either of the prcculing methods, consider whether light cannot be thrown
on the Christian tradition by incjuiring whether the
peculiarities of the narrative may not be accounted for
by the discovery of some custom or observance ;he
details of which are sintilar in essentials to those of the
story of the Trials, and yet are beyond the suspicion of
having been derived from it. The difference Ijctvccn
the first and the second of these methods and between
both and the third is striking. It may, however, be
minimised, when the student of literary criticism is not
opposed to the comparative study of myths, and when
the student of strange customs does not at all deny
the importance of illustrating, and to some extent at
least explaining, the narrative from biblical and extrabiblical literary sources. The essential truth of the
significant and instructive narrative of the 'I'emptation
is of course not a matter of controversy. Cp Cheyne,
Halloining of Criticism. ]
It is usual to explain the origin of the three synoptic ^
reports of the temptation by one or other of two critical
1 Three I^yP^'heses: [a) that Mk.'s represents a
'. .
bare and brief allusion to the larger story,
substantially reproduced in Mt. and Lk.,
which was already current when he wrote (cp 433, allusion to parables omitted), or [b) that Mt. and Lk.
represent a common and somewhat mythical expansion
(in Q, the Logia-source) of the original nucleus preserved by Mk. Neither of these hypotheses is without
its difficulties, however, and it seems preferable upon
the whole to conjecture that Mk.'s report constitutes an
allied though independent" account of the incident (in
the Ur-Marcus or Petrine narrative), which has been
depicted with fuller ethical detail and for other ends in
Q and thence transferred with editorial modifications to
Mt. and Lk.
The standpoint for criticising the contents of both stories is furnished by the principle that in
its higher forms temptation becomes more than ever a
mystery—hard to understand as an experience and
harder to communicate, especially to less sensitive souls
with a tendency to materialise the subtler elements of
moral conflict.
Upon this view Mk. 1 12/. portrays the inauguration of Jesus as Messiah by a contest with dcemonic
Tvrv 1 f po^^'^i^s whom he encountered in bestial
2. mic. I 1 2 / . j . ^ ^ ^
.j.j^g allusion to 'wild beasts' is
not a realistic touch (see §§ 9 / . ) or a reference to the
loneliness and danger of the experience, much less a
subtle parallel to the first Adam (Gen. I28 219), but
symbolic — and symbolic not of passions and hostile
powers ^ but of devils who appeared in such guise to
t The author of the Fourth Gospel, with his higher Christology, naturally omits the temptation as one of several features
(e.g., the agony in Gethsemane) in the human experience of
Jesus which would not have lain in line with his specific conception of Christ's person. H e prefers to dwell on the resultant
sinlessness (7 18 S 46), and the mcidental allusions to_ a strife
(12 27-32 14 30) breathe security of triumph rather than intensity
of struggle.
2 Mk. I1-13, though not an excerpt frorn earlier and fuller
writings, is a resume of fact^ already familiar in the evangelic
tradition (cp ' the gospel,' v- r). That does not imply, however,
that V. i2J\'i^ the conscious abbreviation of a tale corresponding
to that preserved in Mt. and Lk., even a l t h o u g h t h e Logia
underlying those gospels was composed of didactic pieces which
circulated earlier than the Ur-Marcus.
See Soltau's Unsere
Evangelien,
35-50 and A. Menzies' Earliest Gospel, 62-63.
3 As RtSxille (Jesus de Nazareth,
-2 14) suggests—' les betes
sauvages sont les passions d^vorantes que d-^chalnent les riivolutions violentes ; les anges conseillent et donnent les armes pures
de la persuasion et de I'appel aux consciences.' This is too
modern an idea. In Jewish apocalyptic a n g e l s a r e often violent
and punitive, by no means to be identified with gracious and
gentle influences.
The wilderness might also be symbolic
(Herrn. F u . i. 1 3), or part of the scenic accompaniment of a
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tlie vision of devotees in the desert. To the fervour
and imagination of Jesus the divine spirit is like a
fluttering dove [v. lo), the satanic spirits like wild beasts.
Here, as afterwards in human form {I23, etc., especiall}-"
I2227 with the different application in Mt. 728), the
satanic spirits comprise for Mk. a prominent sphere in
which Jesus lived and worked as Messiah, the foe of
daemons. This interpretation of Mk. 's language,^ therefore, is not simply in line vrith the naive psychology of
the age,'^ which peopled the desert with haunting deities,
visible especially to rapt devotees, but entirely consonant
with the leading idea of Jesus' career developed in Mk. 's
gospel (cp the mutual recognition of Jesus and dasmons
in I 2 3 / ! 34 3 i i / l 56/". 920; and AX'rede's Das Messiasgeheimniss in de7i Evangelien,
22f).
Common to all three gospels is the symbolic term
of ' forty d a y s ' (cp the forty years of Israel in the
„ —
wilderness, Dt. 82, and the forty days'
3. Common fast
. ^, in
. the
,. „ experience
. „ „ • _ _ „ of
r Moses
. . „ . [Ex.
rx.^,- 3428
Q/ci
matter.
and Elijah [ i K. 198], and see NUIMBER,

tempter' (i neipd^tav), ' a n d ' (Se, 4), ' t h e holy city' (TTjr ayiav
TTo^Lv),^ ' takes ' (Trapa\ap.!iaveL, his), the a^,>'ndetun m 7, again '
(JTOALV, bis), ' the world ' (TOU KOCTIUOU, 8), ' and behold ((cat tfiou),
besides the additions of 4c, 8 (high hill), and ' depart, S a t a n '
(vwaye traTavd, 10). Lucan peculiarities in 41-13 a r e : 'full of
holy Spirit' (ir^^ijpTi^ irv. dyiov,'^ ib\ ' i n tjiose d a y s ' (ef Taty
rip.epais eKeCvait;), ' a n d he said' (elnevSe: G O S P E L S , § 38, n. 2),
'answer ' (aTroKpiveaBaL vrpos), ' lead ' (ayto, his), ' departed ' (vTreo-rpe^ev,^ bis), TOU with infin. (10), ' world' (olKOVp-evr], cp 2 i),
' complete ' (avvTeXeu), bis), ' before ' (evdirLOv), ' departed '
(an-eo-TT)), besides the addition of 2b, 5 (in an instant), 6c, 9
(evrevBev), i o ( t o safeguard thee), 13 (for a season), and the omission of the angelic ministry at the close (made up for by the later
vision of 2243?).

§ 8) to delineate, as in Acts I 3 , a considerable period
of time. In Mk., at any rate, whatever be thought of
Mt. 4II (cp 815 2544 2755), the angelic ^ service has no
reference to food (Ps. 7825 Wisd. I620). It is simply
the counterpart of satanic opposition,* and represents
an experience of continuous aid during the vigil, not
(as in Mt.) a reward and refreshment vouchsafed after
the strain.
All three accounts, however, imply that
Jesus passed through the prolonged crisis without fall
or wound. Whatever he thought or sought in the desert,
his character suffered no deflection or compromise, much
less defeat. This is de\"eloped in Mt. and Lk., who
draw independently upon a didactic passage in the Logia
which evidently contained CL naive, pictorial description of what Jesus experienced in a far less matterof-fact and obvious fashion at this period. The form
of it is vivid and severel}'' simple upon the whole, but
dramatic rather than niysteriou's, and naturally less
impressive, because less inward and direct, than the
later record of Jesus' strenuous temptation in Gethsemane or even of his sharp encounter with an insidious
enticement near Ccesarea Philippi (Mk. 831-33). It now
remains for us to consider the temptation-vision in this
semi-parabolic presentment which Mt. and Lk. have
realistically preserved. (Cp HC [1901] 1 i. 45-48.)
Both in Mt. and in Lk. the original report of Q has
been worked over, and traces of editorial handling are
4 M t a n d T k °'^'^'°^^ ^^ (^^ "• rule) comparatively
unimportant.
Favourite or characteristic Matthfean terms in 4 i - i i a r e :
*then' (TOTS, .^uater), 'coming forward' (TTpQ<xeK6wv), 'tlie
vision (Rev. 17 3) translated into circumstantial prose. But the
literal sense is quite suitable and natural.
1 It is one bit of evidence in favour of the \'erdict that -whilst
Mk.'s gospel rests upon facts, not upon ideas, at a relatively
small number of points ' legendary features have come to attach
themselves to the facts ' (O. Holtzmann in ZKTJJ% igoi, p. 273).
2 Fordemonsinbc-stialshapesee, £'.^., j \ l k . . 5 i 2 l l Rev. 12 3 1311
1 0 1 3 7 ! , and—for the current belief in their connection with
waste and lonely places—J\It. 1:^43 ( D E M O N S , § 3 ; M A G I C , § 2,
b. I, and Cheyne on Is. 13 21), with Charles' note on Apoc. Bar.
108. These and other traces of Semitic folklore (see Doughty,
Ar. Des. 2_IPO-IQ4) form the atmosphere fo'c much in the synoptic
tales of evil spirits and their malign influence upon men (cp
also 2 Cor. 11 3 ; Everliivj;, Die paul. Angelologie, etc., 51-57).
In the Arabic ' gospel of the infancy' demons emerge from a
lad's mouth in the shape of crows and serpents
(Apocryphal
Gospels, ed. B. H . Cowper, 179).
3 Evidently part of the primitive tradition, for ]\Ik. never
mentions angels elsewhere in narrative. A Johannine equivalent
injn.151?
^ Just as the ' rulers of this world ' (apxovTe<i TOV aluivo'; TOUTOU,
I Cor. 2 6-8) are evil spirits who attempt to thwart the Lord of
glory, so here the Messiah encounters supernatural foes, after
Ps. 2 2f. where the rulers (01 apxovre^) gather against the Lord
and his anointed (xal Kara TOG xpto-rou aiirov), the latttr being
God's son par excellence (z>. 7 = Mk. 1 ir Lk. 3 22 [Dl, etc.). Cp
Clon. HoTn. 8 22 of Satan setting himself to catcli him (p-qpe-veLv
auTOv eTTLxeipoiv) at this period. In Herm. / 'is. iv. 2 4 Segri is the
xingel with authority over beasts such as are seen in the vi.^ion.
T h e conception of Messiah as inevitably assailed hv djemons is
preserved in Rev. 1 2 4 / ; (cp M k . 3 2 7 and specially I\It. 829),
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It is evident that the original tale in Q was little altered
in subsequent recensions and that the final editors have
reproduced it accurately though not slavishly, preserving
the essential features of the story. The main exception
to this rule is the altered order of the second and third
temptations by a process of transposition which is fairly
common throughout the synoptics (see SERMON ON THE

M O U N T , § 9). There are no data which would enable
us to decide with any confidence which, if either,
represents the original series in the Logia, much
less the actual sequence. P'ortunately the order is not
a matter of moment.'* Each of the two canonical
sequences has plausible features and is ethicaUy effective,
especially in view of the gospel in which it occurs.
In Mt., where Jesus is pictured as the real if unexpected (113) Messiah of Judaism, the newly realised
consciousness of his position (017) suggests the final and
supreme temptation of adopting compromise with external methods in order to gain the universal dominion
which formed his goal (48-ii). T h e true Messiah, as
had been already seen in part (Ps. Sol. I737-45), was to
be no second Solomon but one who.se reliance was solely
upon God for strength and wisdom. In Lk., again,
the climax is not merely that the O T scriptures themselves might suggest unworthy ideas, but that presumptuous claims upon God are a danger subtler than
seductions appealing to the flesh or to the external and
sensuous inclinations (49-12). Besides, ' thou shalt not
tempt the Lord thy God' formed a dramatic and appropriate ending to the initial series of temptations in a life
which Lk. emphasises (413 2228) as a tempted existence
throughout. Further, an apologetic tendency is to be
traced in his anxiety to give a more natural geographical
order, to show that the retirement was due to a
spontaneous and spiritual^ impulse or rather habit
( 4 i / ! , TxXxjprjs TTvevpiaTos dyiov . . . ijyero iv T(p xxvevpLarL, cp Rom. 814), and to explain^ for the benefit of
non-Jewish readers (46, 6TL
. avTTjv) how Satan
could reasonabl}' make such an offer. ^ The awkward
1 T h e Gospel of tbe Heljrews apparently agreed here uith
Lk. (TO LOvSaLKOv OVK €\ei' " t(5 TTJV ayCav iroAtv" aA\' "ev LKTJP "
[lepov<Ta\T]p.], H a n d m a n n , 7*6^ [1888] v. 3 70). The telic note,
characteristic of Mt. ( 4 i ) , is added to Lk. harmonistically by
Ss, as Lk.'s ' for a season ' to Mt. 4 iia (so Cur.).
2 Here, as at 3 22 ( = I\It. 3 16 Mk. 110), the most correct form
(Dalman, IVorte Jesu,
i66f.).
3 In v. I, whither? H a r d l y to Galilee (v. 14). There is a
good deal to be said for H a h n ' s idea that the retirement and
conflict of Jesus in Lk. forms an aside—a change of purpose (cp
7'. I and V. 14). Certainly that is the impression left by the
narrative. But this may be due simply to the ill-arranged order
of Lk. at this point (see, e.g., the unchronological position of
3 igf) and not to the author's real conception,
** ' T h e thoughts crossed and recrossed each another, occurred
and recurred, and the record is simply a classified summary of
forty days' reflectioTis and examinations' (Peyton), or rather-of
prolonged agitation in mind and soul. Some historical significance, hou-ever, is attached by Honig to the order (desert, hill
= Galilee, temple = Jerusalem) ; see also O. Holtzmann's Z-^/v«
J^sff,
-isf-108y:
5 Bruce (Expos. Grk. Test. 1486) prefers to regard this as the
first instance of Lk.'s editorial solicitude: no evil thoughts
possilile in the mind of such a holy man.
6 Mt. naturally takes it for granted that his readers understand
the Jewish notion, shared by most early Christians, that the
present age and world lay under the control (2 Cor. 4 4 E p h . 612,
etc.; Evcriin-. op. cit. 4 9 / , 107/;) of Satan as king of the
present time (r, 7rp6o-/catpos 3ao-tAeus) or king of the present
thmgs O . TMv TrapdcTwi') (Clem. Hom. 8 21).
•* The transport to a hill-top, characteristic of Jewish apocalyptic (Rev. 21 10, cp Herm. 6"/^. ix. 1 r, etc., also Ezek. 40 2,
Ap:>c. Bar. 768), is also softened down (ai-aya.ywi'), and stress
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insertion of the genealogy (823-38) between the baptism
now is to abuse not one's feeling of independence but
and the temptation may have been intended to suggest
one's consciousness of dependence — i.e., the current
that Jesus was mature, as \\ell as equipped by descent,
pious conviction, shared by Jesus, that God could and
at his entrance upon ministry and at the moment of his
would miraculously interpose on behalf of his servants
in peril. Jesus repels this suggestion.^ Genuine faith
conflict wilh Satan (so, evidently, Justin, Dial. 125, 3 5 4 :
breydp dvOpcoTxos yiyovev, xrpoo-rjXdev ai^Tip 6 5idldo\os).in man, he is convinced, will be content to believe in
God's care without nervously insisting upon arbitrary
It certainly makes the connection, rightly emphasised in
proofs of it.
Mk. I12 (/cat evOvs) and even Mt. ( 4 i , Tdr^), somewhat
loose.
iii. The mountain-temptation depicts Jesus' rejection
Treating the subject of their relation to similar narjatives
of another attractive and plausible idea which occurred
elsewhere (see § 13)^ we maj- remark that the fip;urati\'e ' stories
to him (no doubt suggested in part by popular expectain Mt. and Lk. were written in an atmosphere
tion), viz., that his Messianic goal might be swiftly and
5. C o n t e n t s of of belief in Satan as the arch-opponent of
t h e t r a d i t i o n . God's authority (Mt. \-2 27 f. = Ui. 11 ig / ,
smoothly reached along paths bordering upoti cometc.) and the per^Linal agent in seduL'tion—
promise.
Renan's motto for the scene — ' Christ or
a belief (Jewish and early Christian ; Spitta, Pas Urelu ist. 1 34Mahomet'—hits ofi^ one aspect of the dilemma precisely.
38) which there is no rea.son to doubt was shared, in however
Yet the bearing of the temptation need not be exclusively
minimised and moralised a form, by Jesus himself
In two
other visions of spiritual conflict recorded by Lk.- (10 18 22 31^^),
messianic, as Alk. 836 shows ; the latter passage'"^ (with
Satan appears as the defeated protagonist of j e s u s ; and these,
833) indicating also that here at any rate the larger
Hke the original nucleus of the baptism-story (Historical
Kew
temptation-narrative, relegated not without psychological
Testament, 1901, p. i3) and possibly also the transfiguration,
certainly represent (vt^t\yIj<xaTO r^plv, Clem. Hom. 11 35) auto- aptness to the opening of Jesus' life, forms really a
biographical communications of one who, like Paul, though far
miniature of the fundainental temptations which recurred
from being a visionary-, had visions and moments of rapture,
as constant factors in his career, just as the Sermon on
especially at crises ofhis religious experience. These communlthe Mount is placed by Mt, unchronologically in the
cations^ must have been made to the disciples in order to reassure, impress (Ml. '2i' j^f), and clarif^• their minds. T h e main
forefront of the mimstry as a. summary of his general
object was to throw light upon his own method and aims, and
teaching.
N o doubt the moral insight of Jesus carried
aiso by inference upon the course of life to be followed by his
with it foresight of coming perils. At Nazareth he had
adherents. Hence, in their present didactic form, it is not easy
not been out of touch with currents surging from the
to determine whether the stories originally possessed a Messianic
or a human significance, unless both are conceived to have lain
outside pagan world and its glories (see GASm. HG
blended together.
35"37'433"43Si ^O'' ^^ consciousness of ethnic splendour
[With regard to the order ofthe three Trials, it is worth menpossible to a Galilasan).
But the full force of such a
tionin.^ (after O. Holtzmann, Leben jesu, % 72) that according
temptation could not be felt until he had entered defito the fragments of the Gospel of the Hebrews (referred to again
in g 14) the narrative was originally so arranged that the
nitely upon his public mission (cp Jn. 6 1 4 / ) ; and the
temptation on the mountain came first, that in the city second,
same m a y b e said of the temple-temptation (Mt. 2 6 5 3 / ),
and that in the wilderness third, whereas in Mt. the order is :
for hitherto Jesus, though acquainted of course with the
wilderness, cit)-, mountain, and in Lk. wilderness, mountain,
city. He gives psychological reasons for preferring the order of
dizzy pinnacle of the temple (Jos. A7it.xv.\\^),
had
theC'Ospel ofthe Hebrews, pointing out that it coincides morerun no risk to his person (see further the didactic side
over with that in which the texts quoted from Deuteronomy
of this developed in Mt. IO17-31 Lk. I22-12).
The
occur (0 13 Io S 2 ^ 0 .
It was in Deuteronomy, he supposes,
difficulty of Jesus at. the outset naturally \^as to see and
that Jesus, "m the prolonged period of meditation after his
baptism in ^\hich his vocation had been revealed to him, sought
choose the true method : his subsequent trial, recurring
for the guidance of which he felt in need.]
at frequent stages, was to adhere to the choice made in
i. Loneliness and fasting,* the normal condit'ions of
this initial hour of insight.
an ecstasy or trance, naturally introduce the first
The Logia passage on the temptation thus represented
fi Thp t h r fi synoptic temptation, the ethical point of
the disciples' memory of Jesus' memory.
It was the
, . ,
which lies in the refusal of Jesus to
_ - . . . . literary embodiment, coloured by O T
seek exemption from the limitations of
7. H i s t o r i c a l reminiscences.^ of a crisis in the life of
common needs and bodily privations.
The later
nucleus.
j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^.j^-^j^ ^^p ^.it.1229 Mk.327) he
counsel Mt. 625-33 is thus grounded in his own eximparted in an ideal and concentrated form, looking
perience (cp Jn. 431-34 and Mt. 108-10 Lk. 93 IO4).
back on it through the later, deeper experience of his
Divine sonship, even in its highest degree, is thereby
shown to confer no title to exceptional treatment ; it
1 T h e ethical triumph of the crisis, as Keim points out (jesu
merely enforces the duty of loyalty to God's interests
von Nazara, E T , 2 32S), is not simply that Jesus conquered but
t h a t ' the inexorable godlike loftiness of his judgment discovered
and demands as the supreme thing in the moral life
the devil in scruples which even the noblest would have fondled
(see the application of this in Jn. 6 z 6 / ) , and the comas spiritual pearls.' further, with the possible and partial
panion duty of faith, that such devotion shall not be left
exception of the hunger-experience, the allurements in this
initial crisis of Jesus' life are depicted as attractive rather than
ultimately destitute by God.
threatening or painful. All trial (in the modern sense of the
ii. With admirable penetration the very intensity of
word) is temptation ; but all temptations are not trials. As
Gethsemane indicates, Jesus felt the harsh as well as the soft
such faith is represented in the temple-temptation as an
touch, and emerged from the ordeal unspoiled : cp -ni-novBev
insidious occasion for presumption.
The inclination
avToq nei.paorBeC'; . . . x^^P'^S «f^"-P''''^'^^ ( ^ ^ b . 2 i8 4 15).
2 The allusion to Peter as an embodiment of Satan corresponds
laid on the time (ei- O-TIWTJ xpovov, 45). T h e appositeness of
with the early Christian belief that seductions through human
Mt. 43 and the more vivid Lk. 4 3 lies in the resemblance between
influence were the devil's work (Weinel, H'i?-kungeri des Geistes
the rounded shingle df the locality and loaves of bread (cp
u. der Geiste7; 14-17 [1899]); but the synoptic stones, in their
^It. 79). There is no subtle allusion to the Baptist's remark
present form at any rate, expressly exclude the idea that Jesus
(Mt. 3911), which indeed is amply illustrated otherwise (cp
had to grapple in the temptation with anything but spiritual
Klein in ZKTIV, 1901, pp. 343-344).
hosts of wickedness (Eph. 0 11-13). Even the notion of the
^ They appear to fie between a chronicle and a poetical parable.
temple-temptation as a miracle of di-splay before a croM d is rather
As early as the seventeenth century, the Temptation was viewed
irrelevant and theatrical.
For tbe unpolitical character of
as ' a n interchange of dangerous thoughts,' by Balthasar Bekker :
Christ's propaganda, see Barth's Hariptproblcme
des Lebens
Die bezauberte JJ''ette (chap. 21).
- It is noticeable that the tempted nature of Christ is brought
jesu, pp. 41 "44^
,
1-1
forward in Hebrews, a book linguisdcally allied to Lk.-Acts.
3 T h e O T citations are all from 0 , and present little or no
difliculty. Mt.44C omits Tui before ejcTrop, with A F (Dt. y 3) ;
^ For the imparting of the substance of ecstasies and trances
the other variants kv ap-ri^ (Zahn, Einl. 2 316 ;
^est\e,Ei>!fiihr.
see Acts _ll4_/: I 6 9 / I S g / 2 2 6 / , etc., and Asc /.yrt7>, 6 T0-15,
2ri) and ei' p ^ u a n are insignificant and uncertain.^ 1 s. 91 i i / Oculi eins erant aperti, os vero clausum, sed inspiratio spiritus
is quoted with some freedom in Mt. 46. But in citing Dt. b 13
erat cum illo. Visio quam videbat, non erat de seculo hoc, sed
b o t h M t . a n d Lk. agree with © A in substituting Trpoo-wrui^o-ets tor
de abscondito omni carni. E t cum cessavit a visione, reversus
Aofi-neno-Ti and in adding p.6vui to avTw. T h e sequel in Ps. . 8 / .
notifica\it visionem Ezechise et fiHo eius Nasoni.'
to 7/ 7 niay have suggested the mountain-temptation, just as
•* See Gunkel's Die Wirlmngen des heiligen Geistes (1899), 22,
perhaps the beasts of Ps. 91 13 may have suggested Mk. 1 13.
and F A S T I N G , § 2 (with P R O P H E T I C L I T E R A T U R E , § ig),
A
But surh conformations or infusions are at most subordinate to the
notable exception occurs in Rev. I g /
Intense prayer may
dominant factor in the composition of the story—vi;^., the enhave preceded the Temptation (see von der Goltz, das Gebet,
deavour to summarise the cardinal temptations of Jesus.
3-4)1 but it is not specifically mentioned.
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actual ministry, when the initials eductions had become
more grave and subtle than before.
The historical
nucleus of the tradition is the natural and overpowering
impulse which drove JLSUS into the gaunt, wild solitudes
\V. ^ or rather E. of the Jordan to reflect upon the
strange consciousness (Baldensperger, Das
Selbstbeiousst'sei7i Jesu, 2 2 9 / ) which had recently dawned
upon him at his baptism,^ to forecast its issues and
determine his course of action (cp Gal. 115-17). It is
noticeable that he does not seem to have doubted the
reality of his Messianic consciousness ; for the words
'if thou art a son of God' (el vlbs d rod Beov) do not
bear this full hypothetical meaning. What he had to
win clearness and conviction upon was the real nature
and consequences of his position ; if any hesitation or
uncertainty upon the genuineness of this occurred to
him, it was during the period of conflict"* (implied by
Mk. and Lk., not Mt.) and self-questioning preceding
that in which Mt. and Lk. place the triple and typical
conflict of what is rather inappropriately termed the
Temptation of Jesus.
j . Mo.

day, he has attained his object, and the ji7mls, having been
unable to get the mastery over him, will have to become his
servants and obey all his behests. Well, I faithfully observed
all the necessary conditions, and on the twenty-first day, sure
enough, a Hon appeared and entered the circle. N e x t day a
tiger came, and still I succeeded in resisting the impulse which
urged me to flee. But when, on the following day, a most
hideous and frightful dragon appeared, I could no longer
control my terror, and rushed from the circle, renouncing all
further attempts at obtaining the mastery over the jinnis.
When some time had elapsed after this, and I had pursued my
studies in philosophy further, I came to the conclusion that I
had been the \ictim of hallucinations excited by expectation,
solitude, hunger, and long viuIK; and, with a view to testing
the truth of this hypothesis, 1 again repeated the process which
I had before practised, this time in a spirit of philosophical
incredulity. My expectations were justified ; I saw absolutely
nothing. And there is another fact which proves to my mind
that the phantoms I saw on the first occasion had no existence
outside my own brain. I had never seen a real lion then, and
my ideas about the appearance of that animal were entirely
derived from the pictures which may be seen over the doors
of baths in this country. Now, the lion which I saw in the
magic circle was exactly like the latter in form and colouring,
and, therefore, as I need hardly say, differed considerably in
aspect from a real lion.'

This custom, it will be noticed, belongs to the large
class of observances now often called ' ceremonies of
initiation,' that is to say, ceremonies
9. I n i t i a t i o n
by which a man is introduced into
ceremonies.
some new line of life, such as that of
a warrior, a priest, a king, and so forth. Among
savages, as is well known, these ceremonies are
often very elaborate and very repulsive, involving, for
example, mutilations o f t h e body and other torments;
among civilised peoples there is naturally a tendency to
soften them down, or suppress them altogether ; but
traces of them have survived in almost every country of
the world.
In the particular case under consideration the purpose
__(,,.
of the ceremony is perfectly clear,
..*
J ..
namely, to obtain power over those
t i o n of u n n . , .
^ ,
i ^ - . i
n
•'
beings whom modern Orientals call
jinn — a term which in meaning corresponds to the
Jewish shedhi7n and to the Greek 5aip.ov€s, 8aLpi6vLa.

It has been remarked above (introd.) that hght might
be expected to be thrown upon the singular and suggestive story of the Trials of Jesus by comparing it
with more or less striking parallels in the literature of
other religions, but that it is also possible that the
insertion of such a narrative (which is plainly not
literally true) may conceivably be accounted for by the
existence of some custom or observance which may have
led the narrator to postulate such an event as the threefold
trial at the opening of the ministry of Jesus. In an essay
read before the Oxford .Society of Historical Theology in
Nov. 1901 (an abstract of which is given in the Society's
Proceedings [privately printed], 1901-2, pp. 27-31) the
view has been expressed by Prof A. A. Bevan that the
so-called Temptation-story in its original form [i.e., a
form resembhng the narrative in Mk.) was a description
of a traditional practice or ceremony, by which, it was
supposed, a man could obtain control over demons.
ft P
'hi
'^he practice referred to must have
1" }i+ f n +>!« been of ancient origin, and it has con° ,
T. i tinued in the East down to the present
m o d e m East. .
T-^ ,
.
,
-,
day. Rather than attempt to describe
it anew. Prof. Bevan cites the testimony of an Oriental,
as reported by Prof. E. G. Browne in his work, .4 Year
amongst the Persia7is (1893), 148 f
About fifteen
years ago Prof. Browne heard this story from o.
philosopher of Isfahan, entitled Aminu-sh-Shari'at.

Later Jewish writers told that King Solomon possessed such
a power (TTJI' Kara TCIV Saipovtuv Texvr}v, as Josephus calls it).
Josephus also states that Solomon composed
incantations
whereby diseases are relieved, and left behind him forms of
exorcism, whereby men control and drive out demons, so that
they can never return. H e adds, ' even to the present day this
mode of cure prevails among us to a very great extent' (Ant.
viii. 2 5).

' A t one time of my life I devoted myself to the occult
sciences, and made an attempt to obtain control over
diejin)ils,
with what results I will tell you. Vou must know, in the first
place, that the modus operattdi is as follows :—The seeker after
this power chooses some solitary and dismal spot. . . . There
he must remain for forty days. . . . He spends the greater part
uf tills time in incantations in the Ar.iliic language, which he
reclti::s within the area of the man itzl, or geometrical figure,
which he must describe in a certain way on the ground.
Besides
this, he must eat very little food, and diminish the amount
dally. If he has faithfully observed all these details, on the
twL-nty-lirst day a lion will appear, and will enter the magic
circle. The operator must not allow himself to be terrified by
this apparition, and, above all, must on no account quit the
mandai, else he will lose the results of all his pains. If he
resists the lion, other terrible forms will come to him on subsequent days — tigers, dragons, and the like — which he must
similarly withstand. If he holds his ground till the fortieth
1 In the vlLinity of BI-:THABARA?

Cp J O H N T H E B A P T I S T ,

§ I, On the liaggard, austere Judaean desert with its vipers
(M^t. 37), see GASm. HG 312-317.
- Ju-.tin (Dial. 103, ^31) loosely brings the two into close
connection—ajua TW ava^i\va<. ain'ov aTrb TOU 'lopSdvov the voice
from heaven is followed by the temptation to worship the devil.
3 In Clem. Hom. (11 35 1','2) these forty days are occupied
by iliscussinns (Sia\eyecr9ai) with the devil (TrpoTpe-nuiv Ka\ dvaTretfux', IS 21). See the striking passage cited from Victor Hugo's
Quatrc-vin.:;t-treize
(in John Morley's Studies in
Literature,
235_/^) on the moral incitements and haunting eff'ects of Nature
upon the human conscience, and especially of Nature in her
more savage and qlriomy scenes. Where the strong conscience
resists, and develop^ by resisting, ' the pun^' conscience soon
turns reptile . . . it undergoes the mysterious infiltration of ill
suggestions and superstition,'
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In this connection it is to be observed that both in
ancient and in modern times a distinction is made
between subjugating demons, as Solomon is supposed to
have done, and entering i7ito league with them, in order
to gain some advantage for oneself or to injure one's
enemies. The former is called lawful, the latter unlawful
magic. Xow the ceremony which we are discussing
evidently belongs to the former category, and that it
bears a striking resemblance to the accounts of the
temptation in the Gospels, as Prof. Bevan points out,
n Til f a t
cannot be denied. In both cases we
?r>snp1 s t n r v ^"*^ ^^^ forty days spent in the desert,
^ "
^' the fasting, and the presence of the
wild beasts.
It is also plain that in the Synoptic
narrative of Jesus' ministry the casting out of demons
is a continually recurring feature. It appears natural,
therefore, that the narrative should begin with an
account of the process by which Jesus' power over
the demons was acquired. Nor must we overlook the
important fact that the Fourth Gospel, which omits the
' Temptation,' also omits all reference to the casting out
of demons. Does not this give plausibility to the view
that the early Christians believed that their Master had
obtained control over the demons by performing this
rite at the outset of his ministry? Further corroborations of this view are given in the abstract of this
essay in the Prareeding^ referred to.
An earlier explanation must, however, be mentioned.
The more we familiarise ourselves with the utterances
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of primitive antiquity, the morewe are relieved from the
P
"hip ^i'ff^culties incident to a literahstic and
r ^tf
rationalistic reading of ancient religious
v+b ^ records.
Primiti\e antiquity delights
^ y ^ * in myths, and details derived from
myths were not held to be misplaced in narratives the
nucleus of which was historical. Indeed, even whole
episodes might be borrowed from myths and adapted
to their own needs by the writers of popular narratives,
Avithout any sense of incongruity. How largely this is
the case in the earlier portion of Israelite history, is
becoming known, and there is no sufficient reason for
denying the existence of a more or less modified mythic
embroidery in early Christian narrati\es. The narrati^ e
of the Temptation of Jesus is one of thc most precious
of these narratnes. W e cannot call it an allegory any
more than we can call the Hebrew paradise-story an
allegorv, for it is put forth as history—such history as
to early Christians of a primitive habit of mind appeared
to need no proof, because it was ideally and undeniablv
true. Had these been called upon to prove the facts
of the history, they would not have understood the
summons, unless, indeed, it came to them from one
who was equally sceptical as to all that the truly ancient
mind held most dear, and in this case they would have
scorned to answer it. W'e need not then indulge the
pleasant fancy that Jesus himself may have given the
impetus to the production of the temptation narrative,
by giving some of his nearest disciples glimpses of his
early soul-history. The fancy is not only unnecessary
but also unwise—at least, if it entices us to suppose that
our purely subjective imaginings are of equal value with
critical or traditional facts, and so to lose that sobriety
which in a student of religion is the crowning moral
quality.
There are two stories ^ parallel to that now before us
which deserve the attention of the student. One is the
13 Sneciallv Temptation of Zarathustra (Zoroaster)
pajallel
^^ ^^^ ^^''^ ^^^"^ Angra Mainyu ; the
stories
other is the Temptation of Gautama
(the Buddha) by the demon Mara. In
both these stories the tempter seeks first of all to overcome the Holy One by violence, and only when this
effort fails has recom-se to spiritual temptations.

plain too that psychological reflection has done more
for the Buddhist story than for the Zoroastrian. ^ The
more archaic of thc two stories is the Temptation of
Zarathustra, the more appealing the Temptation of
Gautama. Darmesteter traces both to the nature-myth
embodied in the dialogue of the Pauls and Saram^ in
the Rig Veda. This, at least, seems highly probable ;
14. Mvthic **^^ Temptation-stories in general originelements ^^^^ '" ^^^ mythical conflict between the
Light-god and the Storm-spirit, and
while we fully grant that the story of the Temptation
of Jesus has been, like that of the Temptation of
Gautama, enriched by psychological reflection, and
(we may add in the case of the Gospel-story) by reminiscences ofthe Temptaiion of Adam and of ancient Israel,
we cannot consistently deny that its ultimate germs are
mythical. Not that the mythic element in this story
can be traced to imitation of either of the two parallel
stories mentioned above (§ 15) ; so far as we know as
yet, it is only in the apocryphal Gospels (150-700
A.D.) that Buddhistic influence can safely be admitted.
Indeed, the 'exceeding high mountain,' from the top
of which the tempter shows Jesus ' all the kingdoms of
the world and the glory of them,' would seem to be
suggested by the Babylonian mountain of the gods
which passed into the folklore of the Israelites^ (cp
Is. 1413 Ezek. 2816), and is ultimately the great mythic
earth-mountain. ' We know not where to look for the
" high mountain," ' remarks Keim. The Gospel according to the Hebrews, however, did know. According to
a fragment in Origen,^ ' the Saviour said. Even now my
mother the Holy Spirit hath seized me by one of my
hairs, and hath brought me to the great mountain
Tabor (Ga^wp, Ta/3a.p).' \\'hy Tabor? Probably by
a misunderstanding.
It was the mountain of the
Navel (mat:) that was originally meant-—the mountain
in the earth's centre. Earlier generations knew where
this mountain was—it was in the old Hebrew Paradise,
but certainly no one in the first Christian century could
have localised that Paradise.^ It was also on this
mountain that we should have expected to find Jesus
spending the forty days ; the analogies of Ex. 2418 3428
I K. 19 sy". point distinctly to this. But here again the
lapse of centuries since the period of a still flourishing
folklore must be borne in mind. Since these passages
were written transcendentalibm had placed its seal on
Jewish theology, and even the most venerated earthly
mountain was no more than the footstool of God (cp
Ps. 995 1327). Jewish ascetics naturally resorted to
the desert, as the region where conmiunings with another
world would be most attainable (cp JOHN T H E BAPTIST,
§ r). It was possible there to reduce the claims of
fleshly nature to the utmost; there, too, mysterious
oracular voices might be heard (see col. 3882, with n. 2);
there, too, the moral athlete might prove his spiritual
weapons in conflict with the Evil One. W'hether the
' forty days' were, according to the earliest form of the
narrative, really forty days of temptation may be doubted.
The Lenten fast of forty days might naturally exert a
modifying influence on the original tradition, which
surely must have said that Jesus, as the second Moses
and the second Elijah,^ communed with God for forty
days before he underwent the sorest attack of the Evii

Ahriman, ' t h e guileful one, he the evil-doer,' bids a demon
rush down upon Zarathustra. But the holy Zarathustra steps
forward to meet him, wielding 'stones as big as a house,'
obtained from Ahura Mazda (i.e., thunderbolts).
Then the
guileful one, fearing the overthrow of his own empire, promises
Zarathustra that if he will ' renounce the good law of the worshippers of Mazda,' he shall ' gain such a boon as Zohak gained,
the ruler ofthe nations.' 2 Zarathustra answers, ' N o ! never will
I renounce the good law . . . though my body, my life, my
soul, should burst.' And when Ahriman howls out, ' By whose
word wilt thou strike and repel,' Zarathustra answers, ''The
words taught by Mazda, these are my weapons, my best
weapons.' Once more be chants the sacred formula, the Ahuna
Vairya, and prays, ' T h i s I ask t h e e : teach me the truth, O Lord !'3

With this, Darmesteter^ well compares the Temptation of Gautama by the demon Mara.
^ The legend is that when the young Indian prince made the
great renunciation ' to devote himself to the discovery of truth
for thesake of his fellowmen, Mara became visible in the air,
promising that in seven days from now the wheel of empire
would appear, and would make Gautama sovereign over the four
continents and the two adjacent isles. Baffled, the demon Mara
sends his three daughters, Craving, Discontent, and L u s t ; but
their wiles are fruitless ; on the forty-ninth day the king of the
gods brings water for his face, and the four guardian angels
minister to him.5

It is plain that both these stories are of mythic origin ;
J^ Already referred to hy J. E. Carpenter, The First
Three
Gospels, i(if,ff.\ J. M. 'Rohen-.on,Christia7tity
and
Mythology,
34|353 355-.
A king in ancient Iranian mythology who ruled the world
ior a thou.sand years.
^ Vendiddd (Zendavesta), 1 3 i - i i (the Revelation chapterX
o.Dj^ 4 204-206; cp Introd. p. Ixxvii. There is also a briefer
account of the episode in the Dinkart, besides allusions to it
elsewhere (A. V. Williams Jackson, Zoroaster, the Prophet of
Ancient Iran, 53).
^ Ormazd et Ahriman,
20T.
° Birth Stories (Rhys Davids), 1 84 9 6 / 1 0 6 ^ :
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1 According to Rhys Davids (Buddhis7n,
36, SPCK), ' t h e
very thoughts passing through the mind of Gautama appear in
gorgeous descriptions as angels of darkness or of light. Unable
to express the struggles of his soul in any other way, they represent him as sitting sublime, calm, and serene during violent
attacks made upon him by a wicked visible tt^mpter and his
wicked angels, armed by all kinds of weapons." We must not,
however. Imagine that the Temptation of Gautama is of purely
psychological origin. Even here the first germs are evidently
mythological (see Darmesteter).
- The fondness for references to mountains in Jewish eschatological Hterature also has its roots in mythology.
3 See Nestle, NT Gr. Supplementum,
77, and cp TABOR, § 5.
•* There is evidence suggesting that the early tradition placed
it in the Jerahmeelite Negeb (see PARADISE, § 11, with n. 6)._
^ On the genesis of the ' forty days ' in the Moses and Elijah
story, cp M O S E S , § 11.
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O n e . ' Just so, Zarathustra is said to have beheld seven
visions of Ormazd and the archangels before meeting
the combined attack of the powers of evil.'" It may
well be that in the original Temptation of Jesus, as in
that of Zarathustra, the efforts of the tempter were made
to centre in the one object of drawing the Saviour away
to a false ideal of success. Analogy favours the view
that this, like other stories of the same class, grew, and
by the belief that it grew our appreciation of the final
perfected form is increased rather than diminished.
One serious difficulty, however, remains. T h e short
account in Mk. runs—
' And he was in the wilderness forty days tempted of Satan ;
and he was with the wild beasts; and the angels ministered
unto him' (Mk. I13),
To suppose that this account merely sums u p a fuller
narrative, such as Mt.'s, is scarcely admissible.
It
consists of three clauses, and it is only the first and
the third which can be represented as the skeleton
of the vivid narrative known to Mt. and Lk. ' H e
was with the wild beasts' [f/v fjc-erci. TC>V Btiploiv)—
clearly there is something more than picturesque realism
here, and the duty of the critic is not performed by
referring to Is. 306, 2 Macc. 627. W e seem to have
here a fragment of another separate narrative, attached
to the beginning of Jesus' career, the trials described
in which were those incident to initiation into mysteries,
or (in Egypt) to the passage of the soul to the Islands
ofthe Blest.* J. M. Robertson* is inclined to account
in this way for the tempter's invitation to Jesus to grasp
at food before the appointed time. ' W e know that
among the trials of the later Mithraic initiations were
those of hunger and thirst ; and as the adversary, the
tempter, is a capital figure in all stages of the Mazdean
system, it would be almost a matter of course that the
initiate should figure as being tempted by him to break
down in the probation.' It would certainly not be
extraordinary that some echo of these mysteries should
have made its way into the Christian community, considering how close was the struggle between Christianity
and Mithraism (the successor and supplanter of Mazdaworship) at a later period. Nor have we even thus
exhausted critical possibilities. Considering that ability
to vanquish demons was regarded as one of the most
essential gifts of the Messiah (cp Mk. 3), it is not surprising if an attempt was made by early Christians to
connect the temptation-story with this widely-spread
view of the messianic office. T h e discussion in §§ 8-11
will not, indeed, supersede the mythological theory,
but it may help us to realise the popular theories which
may possibly have been based at an early time on the
narrative of the temptation.
T. K. c.

A. D. Kurrikoff (ibid. 1895, PP- 289-307 395-4I7)-. [Add—
published since the above article was written—Oarvie,£j7)M.
June 1902; Hilgenfeld, ZWT, 1902, pp. 289-302; Denriey,
Deatli if Christ (1902), 16-18 ; and J. Halivy, l^evue Semitique
(Tan., 1902), p. 1 3 / ; also, for rabbinic parallels on Satan
tempting Abram, Moses, and Israel, Gisisei s Jahrhundert d.
''"'^•'^"^',.Mo.(§§i-7,xS);T.K.C.(§§X2-i4).
TENT. T h e tent, as =. place of abode or shelter,
appears to stand midway between the tree and the
_ . , ..
circular hut. T h e tree, with its
1. Introduction, canopy of branch and brushwood,
would suggest to nomad tribes the use of the tree-trunk
or pole, around which would be hung the skins of
animals caught in the chase, whilst settled races would
prepare a more lasting shelter by the erection, on a
similar plan, of round (or nearly round) dome-shaped
buildings of straw and clay. A later development of
this would be the construction of round buildings with
perpendicular walls, and sloping, not conical roof.
For these stages cp Montelius, cited by O. Schrader, Indo.
german. Altertum. i^cjf, andj. H. Middleton, art. 'Templum'
in Smith's Diet- Class. Ant. i-j-^li ('the round shape was the
earlier form for a god's house, just as the circular hut, built
round a central pole, is the early architecture for a human
habitation'). It is not denied, however, that oval or oblong
buildings are very old, and although there are indications that
the Indo-Germanic races, for example, passed through, the
'round-hut' stage (Schrader, 981/), it cannot be proved,
although it may plausibly be inferred, that they were originally
tent-dwellers. 'To proceed farther along this line, and to suggest that from the cave has arisen first the rock-hewn chamber
and then the rectangular abode, is a hypothesis not yet sufficiently
warranted by the evidence.! At all events, there is reasonto
suppose that the portico or gateway in front of the Egyptian
house, for example, has evolved from a previous practice of
building some kind of structure before the mouth of a cavern.
Cp ORACLE, 3.

It is unfortunate that the exact age of the circular domeshaped bee-hive buildings in the Sinaitic peninsula which are
described by Palmer (Desert of thc Exodus, 1 3 0 ^ , 169, 317,
etc.), is unknown.2 At all events there is no solid ground for
the old theory (based on Lev. 23 43) that they were once occupied
by the children of Lsrael during their wanderings in the wilderness. Some of them (at least) appear to have been used as tombs
by monks, a use to which they are occasionally put at the present
day, and this supports Mr. F.C. Burkitt's suggestion that the term
applied to them, na-wdmls, is not from ndmiis, ' mosquito,' but
is an evident oral corruption of naiwdwis, plural of nd'Us, which
is ultimately derived from vods (Syr. nausd), " temple," but i.s
used for "cemetery," and apparently for the Parsee towers of
silence—in fact for any non-Moh.ommedan kind of burial-pjace'
(private communication).
The characteristic Hebrew term for the tent is ohel
(hn'ti, (TKTjv^ [BAL]), occasionally rendered TABERNACLE [^.v., § 1 ) . I t has been connected' with the
Ass. dlu, • settlement, city' (in contrast with mafidzu,
• fortified p l a c e ' ) ; but the relationship is doubted by
Noldeke [ZDMGiO-jzo [1886]), who also questions the
identity of the Hebrew word with the S. Sem. ahi (op.
cit. 154, n. i).'* On the other hand, ohel, like bdyith
On the Hterary criticism of the synoptic narratives, besides the
relevant sections in critical editions of the synoptic gospels and
(see H O U S E , § 1), may refer not only to the dwelling,
in the various biographies of Jesus, see von
but also to its occupants ; cp Ps. 83 7 [6] ' tents of
16. Literature. Engelhardt, De tentatione Jesu (1858),
E d o m ' (II Ishmaelites), 120$ 'tents of Kedar' (cp
Hiinefeld, Die Versuchungsgeschichie
V. bb 'those who hate peace'),^ a n d for this reason it
<i88o); N. Schmidt, St.Kr., 1889, p. 4 4 3 / ; Wendt's Lehre
Jesu^iL-Y, 1 loiy; 395); W- Honig,' DleVersuchungsgeschichte' has been considered probable that the last two letters of
(Protest. Monatsliefte, 1900, 331 f. 382 fl) -, and B. \V. Bacon,
Bibl. World, Jan. 1900, pp. 18-25 I also '\J\isaz.nvts.Sundlosigkeit DTSIIN in I Ch. 441, and that m^-a of a C h . 14i4[i5]. ft^
Jesu (ET, 123-144 265-291 [1870]); Trench's Studies in Gospels, corruptions of tribal names.^
r-65 (1867); Ecce Homo (ch. 2); Campbell's Crit. Studies in
' Tent' is also the rendering of miskan, j3;i'i?. Cant. 18 and
Luke, 16-28 (I8QI): A. E . Garvie, Exp.T\^yi\ f-^s^f.e,icjf.
(II ^nN) Nu. 24 5 Jer. 3018 ; of sukkah, ,1|D (' booth') in 2 S.
45sf. scDgf); W. W. Peyton, Expos-, third ser. 9 369-391, fourth
11II, see PAVILION (I), TABERNACLE, § i ; and of kubbah,
ser. 2 360-378 439-454 4 223-236 340-360; and W. B. Hill, Bibl.
iVorld, 1128-36; further, on the metaphysical problem, Bruce,
nap, Nu. 26 8, sec PAVILION (2), and § 4 below. Bdyith, too, is
Humiliation of Christ (3) (1889), 236-288 ; and Fairbairn, Christ
used ofa tent'? in Gen. 27i5 33 17 (J), and is thus rendered also
in Mod- Theology, 348-353 (1893). A crude literalism dominates
essays like Nebe's L>er Versueh des Herm eine dussere Thatt For cave- or underground dwellings among Semitic peoples,
sactie (1857), and F. Nerling's ' Die Versuchung Jesu Christi,
cp Now. HA 1135^ (E. of Jordan, Petra), and Landberg,
des Sohnes Gottes, durch Satanas in der Wuste' (Mittheil. und
Nachrichten far die evang. Kirche in Russland, 32 49-104) ; cp L'Arabic Meridionale, 1159(5. Arabia).
2 See KIBROTH-HATTAAVAH, NEGEB, § 6.

t Keim unites the two views of the forty days. ' He stands
like Moses on Sinai in still converse with God, by whose word
he lives, but he is, at the same time, put to the test by Satan ;
and it is this side of his sojourn which has been most industriously portrayed ' (Jesus of Nazara, ET 2 305). The synoptics,
however, only speak of his being tempted of the devil.
2 Williams Jackson, Zoroaster, $of.
3 Masp. Dawn of Civ. i84_/I
4 Christianity and Mytlwlogy, 354.
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3 E.g., by Fr. Delitzsch (/"ro/. 105), Sayce (73'5/4 i. 2305).
^ Noldeke compares Syr. yahla, ' troop, tribe." From the S.
Semitic comes also-the cognate Nab. '^x, found in two inscriptions from Hauran (CIS 2 it^f).
is Not to be corrected into icSu" .nye/, ' haters of the Salmu
(i.e., Salamaeans)' as the emendation in Cant. 15 (see Wi
ProH^I 218, n, i) might suggest.
6 Cp Wi. ' Musri,' etc. MVG, 1B98, 148j?:, and see ZEBAH.
' Cp, perhaps, the gloss in Hesychius : ?aiT7j=tent of skin.
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TENT
t y RV in 2 K. 23 7 (but see DRIC^S, § 8, col. 1140}. Conversely,
<f/ji;/seems to refer to the p.ihicrs of Israel's neighbours in P's.
i 4 i o ( i i ) l J°l;2l28.
On the use of bhel in S;iKH.;in and Phoenician proper names,
see . \ H O L I B A M A H , O I I O L A H , U H O L I B A H .

Originally the Hebrews, like tho Arabs,' were essentially a tent-living people, and in one of their legendai y
. ,.f genealogies they enumerate among their
2. Tent-life ^n^gstors Jabal, the father of tent-dwclkrs
in Israel. and herdsmen, thus recognising ilieir
nomadic origin (lien. l:o, ep Hei). 119, and see L AINITES, CATTLE, § 1 ) .

T h e tent-dweller, if he follows an

TENT
during the summer, or from religious principle (see
RECHABITES),!

See below, § 4.

On the ease with which the people will pass from
house to tent-life see Per.-Chip. Art in Chald.) ic)g.
T O understand this we must realise the deeply-rooted
inefeveiiee which all Pednuins have for their tent.'- It is
still the practiee tn the I",, of the Jordan for the population of such towns even as es-Kalt, and Kerak, to pitch
their tents in the country during the summer. The same
holds good of the |)easaniry of S. Palestine-, and was no
ilnubt usual in ancient times (Thomson, L,cml and Book,
206).
Another practice, Schumacher remarks, is for
the fellahin of the Jaulan to build a hut of branches or
reeds^ upon the roofs of their houses [Jaulan, 43). Cp

honest calling, is cssenti.iUy a herdsman, and it is not
until he has become at least an agriculturist—the two
•tvpes are represented in .-Vbel and Cain respectively—
also BEI>, § I ; H O U S E , § 3 ; I l i T .
tiiat he will begin to think of replacing the tent 1)\- a
shelter o f a more substantial character.^
As an instance of the modification of the tent by a more settled
The Canaanites among whom the Hebrews settled ^folk, the usage of the lurcijiiMiis, N \V, of .^lepji,,, is of interesi.
in Syn,,,
636; Lun.l.jii,
were house-dwellers (cp N'u. ISig 28 Dt. I28 85, and see AeeorOini; to Burekhardt (Iiixfeli
CITY, § 1), and that the immigrants in time followed

their example, is only to be expeeted, and is presupposed in the (later) law Dt. •2-.iS (cp H O U S E , § I ) .

Still, it is noteworthy that outside help was desirable,
if not actually necessary, and for the building of his
temple Solomon was obliged to invoke the aid of the
more expert Phoenicians (see H I R A M , I ) , just as Arabian
tradition relates that for the erection of the Ka'ba
Coptic, Persian, or Roman workmen were called in
^Fraenkel, op. cil. 4).
In this connection it is interesting t o note that the Arabic
word for ' roof (diun) is ef Arain.iic, and ultimately, perhaps,
of Assyrian orisin (Fraenkel, 5, .Muss-Arnolt, ^ M . Diet. i6a),
and that the Hebrew synonym^rt.^ is of unknown etymology,
and does not appear to be Semitic. Similarly, the dcri\ation
ofthe Heb. 'Ir, ilr, deleth, basar (in mibsdr, etc.), a n d hit, all
43f which presuppose town-life, are quite obscure.

1822), the dwellings consist uf (A>\,,\ve. walls ,,S ril,out 4 ic. in
helL^ht. Tliese are made of loose stones, ami the wliule is
covered over with a black cloth of Liuiit's hair, elevated by
twelve or more pusts, about 8 ft. hiuli, in ilie middle of the
enclosure. A stone partition near llie entrance bars off the
women's apartment from that ofthe men. Many of the peujile,
liuwever, live in large huts 15 ft. high, which look like tents
but have roofs of rushes. As a furlher adaptation may be
noticed \.\\^jourt or tent of the Kirghiz in Central Asia, ' consisting of a wooden frame for sides, radiating ribs for roof, and a
wooden door. . . . Over this framework a heavy covering of
felt is thrown, which is either weighed down with stones or,
when necessary, stitched together.'^ From this it is possible to
gain some idea of the construction of thc Israelite tabernacle as
it existed in the mind of the priestly writers. See further
T A B E R N A C L E , § 10.

The well-known retention of ancient customs in the
East being admitted, our conception of the tent of the
J.
...
Hebrews must be based upon our know3. Uescnption. j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^^ construction among the
Bedouins of the present day,^ supplemented by the un-

Long after the settlement, the Hebrews retained in
their language traces of their earlier mode of living.
Wealth and cattle (njp.-D) are identical
terms.'' ,V,f,a' (v;j), ' t o journey,'
comes from the idea of pulling up the
tent-pegs before journeying. Removal
is compared to the carrying away of the
shepherd's tent (cp Is. :j.S 12); desolation
is as the breaking of the tent-cords, and
as the fall of the tent, when there is
none to set up or spread the curtains
(Job421 RV, Jer. IO20). A tent firmly
staked with stout cords s a figure of
security (Is. 3-320), and a tent-peg, like
our 'pegging out a claim,' is synonymous with the right of possession
(Ezra98).
' T o your tents, O Israel'
remains the formula of dismissal, and
even in the time of .\maziah, Judah is
deemed to dwell among tents (2K. 1412).
In spite of this, however, it is important to remember that there were
certain clans in Israel which apparently
<:ontinued to remain semi-nomaris [e.g.,
Kenites and doubtless other clans living
S. of the Xegeb, and to the E. of the
Sennacherib's camp at Lachish. Brit, l l u s , Assyrian Saloon.
Jordan).
Again, although niodern
fortunately small number of representations of tents
analogy supports the inference that the agriculturists were
upon the Assyrian sculptures, and illustrated by the
almost wholly house-dwellers (however mean their abode
scanty details in the OT. T h e sculptures furnish us
may have been ; see H O U S E ) , yet to a certain extent
these still retained the earlier custom of dwelling in
with illustrations of the roj'al pavilion which accomtents, whether it was during the ingathering of the
panied .Sennaeherib at the siege of Lachish,!> and from
vintage (see T A B E R N A C L E S , F E A S T OF) or for comfort
! [Che. /".J. |2i contends that in a number of passages (Ps. 15 i
1.15 'il if 61 5 69 26 78 60 84 11) •-,-;[< is miswritten for SD'.I.]
- Cp Gen.'.'",25 J u d g 8 11 (where T g . actually has ' X l i y for
0*7.1X3 -y\-^-C') Ps. 83 6(7) I Cli. 5 TO. As an examination of the
terms appears to she>\e, the Arabs learned the art of building from
the Aramjeans (Fraenkel, Aram.
Frenidw.
Tff.).
T h e okler
civilisation of the i\Iina;ans and Sabaeans of the S. of Arabia
does not come under consideration here.
'^ On the gradual settling of the Hebrews, cp Buhl, Die
sodalen Verhdltnisse d- Israeliten,
Tiff- (Berlin, 1899).
** Cp also perhaps, Syr. marhdie, and see C A T T L E , § 8 (end).
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1 Cp Bu. ' T h e Nomadic Ideal in the O T ' (Xew

World,

l'l'., ,c 1

Mittehneer z- Pers. Coif 2 50.
'- ( 'p v. 0]3peii
- Called •«;-«//;•,- I 11 below, col. 497.1, n. 2.
•* A'»or. Brlt-W ' T e n t , ' 23 183a. T h e tent of bhiloh, according to Ral>binical writers, was also supposed to be a walled enijusure, covered over with curtains.
.
6 Among the descriptions of the various travellers in the l-.ast,
Burckhardt, and more especially Doughty, have been elra«ii
upon most frequently in this section.
6 Cp also the pavilion portrayed upon the bronze gate of
Balawat (expedition against Carchemish).
For other royal
tents, cp Per.-Chip. Art in Chald. 1175 193.
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the same source there is preserved, fortunately, a plan
of the Assyrian camp, in which are depicted both the
roval paviHon and tents of a less luxurious description
(fig. i). Ill addition to this, upon the sculptures
representing A^ur-ljani-pal's expedition against the
Arabians (A'^ 1^217 /. 122), there are interesting
portrayals of llie tents of the enemy (fig. 2).
In
the upjierrnost panel, the lent-dwellers are seen peacefully working; below, is depicted the h a n d - t o - h a n d
conflict with the Assyrians ; and, finaUy, the Arabians
are overpowered and killed, and the burning tents are on
the point of collapse. The representation is extremely
\ivid. The framework of the tents appears to consist of
an upright branchfrom the middle of which other branches

F I G . 2.—Arabian tents.

Erit. Mus.

Assyrian saloon.

project, and the t^eneral appearance, it will be seen,
is markedly inferior to that in Sennacherib's camp.^
The Assi,Tiaiis, like the I^L:y|>Lian'^, \\'cre especially a housed welling pui.iplc. liju according to De ^hjv^D^n (Rec lie re hes sur
les (h amines de I Gcypte, 66 f , Paris, 1897; cp Budge, Hist,
op E.KVpt, 1 42 56 i''2 ; London, 1902), the earlier inhabitants of
E,^>pt Xw'td in booths of rush and reed, and the art of brickmaking (~^^--t: HKILK) was introduced probably from Chaldsea.
As regari-U tln^ Ass\ rians, the theory that tbey, too, once dwelt
in tents or booths, can at present be supported only by the fact
that they were in the custom of erecting a tent upon the flat
house-roof (Per.-Chip., .'\rt in Chald. 1 igj, cp above, § 2, end), a
practice which might lead to the erection -,.)( th'--- so-called ' upperchamber ' (found also in Egypt, e.g., ^\'il^;. Anc. Pg. 1 352), and
of the rounded lops, domes, or sugar-loaf roofs of Mesopotamia
(cp Alrt in Chald. 1 128 145 ib^ff.).
]May wc also point to the
general lack of window-^ ?

The nomad tent [hejra. Doughty, .-Ir. Des. I224) is
made of black worsted or hair-cloth, or of sheep's wool
mingled with the hair of goats and camels.- Tents of
linen were, and still are, used only occasionally for
holiday or travelling purposes, by those \\ho do not
habitually live in them (Kitto, Bibl. Cycl. art. ' T e n t , ' cp
Doughty, '2356). The Bedouins of the Jaulan according
to Schumacher (jaulan, 5 4 / ) do not make the plaited
goat-hair tent-cloths themselves, but buy them from
certain tribes and gipsies [Xamoiir), who for the most
part drive a regular trade in this.^ The skeleton consists of a number of tent-poles {ja7nddn, 'awd77iid),'^
varying in number from three to nine according to the
size of the tent, which are kept in position by cords
(yi'ther, 77tet/idr[cp C O R D ] , mod. tunub or /?i3^/[Eg.])

attached to stakes or pegs (ydthed, mod.

wated).^

1 Cp al.so Layard, Nineveh and its Ronains,
2 271 (London,
iS-iu), and Per.-Chip. Art in Chald. I 2.2,0.
- Hciii.e the mod. name heiit ¥ar, b. ivahar ; for the material,
cp aKi.> J-^x. '2fj 26 ud 14, T A U E R N A C L E , § iJ'., S A C K C L O T H , § I n.

3 Tent-making, the trade followed by Paul, was no doubt a
lucrative profession.
The Pesh., however, in Acts 18 3 reads

Over the poles are stretched the coverings of skin or
rag (yerfoth,

cp AZUBAH}, and around the sides is hung

a long cloth, an open space being left at one side for
hght and ventilation.^ Inside the larger tents, ahangmg,
commonly not more than breast or neck-high, separates
the smaller and inner apartment (kubbat, 7nah7'am) for
the women (who rarely h a \ e their o\sn tent, cp § 4
below), from the larger, and commonly open division,
which is used as a reception and general living room
[/7iak\id).'^ When there is a triple division, and this is
rare (cp Doughty, 2285), the extra room is used for
servants and cattle. The tents average 20-25 feet in
length (though sometimes reaching as much as 40 feet);
they are about 8-10 feet high, and usually oblong in
shape; round tents are mentioned in the old Arabian
poems,^ and a few traces have been found at the present
day near Teima (Doughty. I 2 8 4 / ) ; but with these
exceptions, they are used only by Turkish officials and
travellers.
The Arabs usually wander in ferjdn,
or nomad
hamlets, according to their kindreds,"* accompanied
perhaps bv some poor unprotected foUowers.
The
collection of tents forms the moizil;^
if few, they may
be arranged in a circle or semicircle,^ but usage varies,
and not unfrequently a tribe may be identified at a
distance by the arrangement adopted.^ Zarebas, encampments surrounded with a stone wall, are vouched
for in the desert of Pharan (Xowack, HA 137), biU are
not common.
The sheikh's tent is naturally the most important,
though not necessarily, thi refore, the most luxurious.**
It is usually placed in the most prominent position, and
will often face the direction from which travellers may
be expected to arri\e (cp Gen. 1 8 1 / ) . To it repair
the desert wanderers [duyfif Allah, ' G o d ' s guests'),
who find therein a sanctuary and can claim protection
for two nights and a day.^ The rah la (' migration') is
agreed upon the previous da)' by common assent or may
rest with the Sheikh. Should his tent remain standing
an hour past sunrise, it is known that the camp will not
move that day (Doughty, 1216). Naturally the proximity
of trees and wells (cp Gen. 184) is sought for in selecting
a fresh 7nenzil.
T o the women falls the duty of erecting and taking down the
tents (Doughty, 1 216). It is in their apartment that the goods
and chattels are stored, though these, it is true, are few in
number (Doughty, 1 216 227). Some lumps of r^iuk-salt, a few
lengths of cloth and patches of leather, a box for the feminine
vanities, the great brazen pot, a lamp, and a dozen minor
utensils will form the average equipment (Doughty, 1 227, cp
H O U S E , § 6 and references).

Nowhere do we find such conservatism of ancient
3125 Jer. 6 3) really contains a reference to the hammering
(yrpi) of the tent-peg.
1 This is the only door, in the proper sense of the word ; sei
Dnr:iiv. Contrast Gen. 18 l y ] the entrance (pithah) oi the tent,
and 19 7 the door (detctli) of the city-house (bdyith; cp v. 8,
where mention is made o f t h e liuam, kordli).
Cp Jer. 4'J 31, the
Arabians who have neither ' doors nor bars.'
2 Doughty (Ar. Des. 1 227) well s a y s : ' T e n t is the Semitic
house ; their clay house is built in like manner, a public hall
for the men and guests, and an inner woman's and household
apartment.'
3 T h e tents in the illustrations from the monuments (above)
are also probably round.
4 Cp P's conception of the camp of Israel in the wilderness
(Nu. 1 52, etc.). I n modern times the si/e of a tribe is frequently
reckoned by the number of t e n t s ; for examples, see Merrill,
East of the Jordan, 471.
5 From Ar. nazala, ' t o dwell,' perhaps originally ' to unload.'
Cp in Syr. masrlthd, ' c a m p , ' from sera, ' t o loosen' (unload).
See Fraenkel, oJ. cit. 3, n. i.
Q Cp thc Ar. name duwdr, and the H e b . tirdh; see C A M P ,
§ I ; C A T T L E , § i ; N E G E B , %, 6.

•^ Cp CAMP, S I- Thus the tents may be arranged in the shape
o f a triangle, rectangle, in one long line, or in two parallel lines
(Conder, Tent JJ'ork in Palestine, 2 2 7 5 / ? ) ; for square-shaped
suggested that (TKr^vo-TOLoi; is an error for Tji'iorrotos. See further, encampments, cp Robinson, BR 2 180 ;:'n7, and for rival ib. 201.
C I L I C I A , P A T I , , § 5, S A C K C L O T H , and cp S H I P , § 8 n.
f* Rich and elaborate tents are more characteristic of the
4 For a collection of other mod. terms in use see Oppenheim,
Persians, cp J u d i t h 10 21.
/',i;« Mittelmeer z. Pers. Golf vol. 2, faciiv^ 44,
9 Doughty, 1 228, cp W R S , Kinship,
41 y ; 250, and see
5 The Hebrew phrase for ' to pitch a tent' (.Vnxn DN VP'i' Gen.
S T R A N G E R AND S O J O L R N E R , § 5.
]-;*^C\^

'sa.dd\e-ms.Veis,'(

= lorarius?),
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customs as in matters outside everyday life, and in the
.
case of the tent this is pai licularl}'
.
J illustrated in certain religious festivals
marriage and
cp above, § 2), and in marriage cert:
reilgi •
nionies.
It has not escaped notice
that in a few cases in the O T the tent appears to be the
property of the wife (e.g., Jael, Jtidg. 4? ; Sarah, Grn.
24JD ; Jacob's wives, 3I33/".), and in this Robertson
Smith recognised the survival of an earlier stai;e of
societv (still found in various phases among some communities) where the woman possesses her own tent, into
which she receives her husband, and in which, though
married, she retains perfect independence (the so-called
beetio marriage). In later ages, when marriage entails
the loss of her independence, and the woman belongs
to the man, the importance of the tent is retained in a
varietv of ways : thus, notabl3^ the Arab still erects a
special hut or tent for his wife on the first night of
marriage, although it is otherwise unusual for the woman
to possess a separate dwelling [Kinship, 167).
The erection of this tent for the consummation of the marriage
illustrates 2 S. 16 22 (the, not a, tent as in .\\);
such a bridal
chamber may well have been called huppdh, n s n (cp Joel 2 16
[where the II hMer is used of a bridegroom, as also is Jmppdh
itself in Ps. 19 5 [6]).l According to Robertson Smith
(Kinship,
168 291) the 'ere's or bridal bed (Cant. 116) was also primarily a
booth; cp Ar. 'irrls, ' t h i c k e t , ' 'arrasa,
' t o make a b o o t h '
(esp. with a view to marriage), 'arils, ' bridegroom,' and 'irs,
' wife,' - but this is doubted by Budde, Fiinf Megillot, on
Cant. l.c.

Allusion has already been made to the circular and
tent-like shape of the earliest temples in the classical
\\Qx\d (§ i). and although there do not appear to be
actual records of the use of tents as temples, at least
Orestes had his sacred booths (Paus. ii. 316), and
temporary booths were not unfrequently erected in
sacred precincts (Frazer, Paus. 2165/^204).
These
usages remind us both of the tents and booths erected by
the Israelites on special religious festivals (Hos. I29, see
TABERXACLES, F E A S T O F ) , and of the temporary tents

in which dwelt the female-mourners over Hosein.^
Portable tents were also used as shrines on military
campaigns (WRS, Rel. Sem.'^^) 37, cp Schwally, Se7nit.
Kriegsalterth. I13), and the use of tents as sanctuaries *
was familiar to the Israelites long after the settlement in
Canaan. See further, T A B E R N A C L E , esp. § 12.
s. A. c.
TENTH DEAL fi'nL'*;;), Ex.2940 AV, RV 'tenth
part [of an ephah].' See WEIGHTS AND M E A S U R E S ,
§ 3 (s.v. ' o m e r ' ) .
TEPHON
TAPHOX

(T€4)CON

[A]), i Macc. 950 RV, AV

(q.v.).

TERAH ( n n n , G ^ P A [ B A D E L ] ; AD sometimes
G A P P A ; Thare), the father of Abraham (Gen. 1 X 2 4 ^
Josh. 242 i C h . I26 Lk. 334). Tradition described him
variously as the son, and as the brother, of Nahor. P
represents him as migrating from ' Ur Kasdim ' (see
UR OF T H E C H A L D E E S ) to ' H a r a n ' (Gen. II31). T o
understand ' T e r a h , ' wemust, first of all, have a definite
view as to the meaning of ' Abraham ' and ' Haran.'

TERAPHIM
Terah came, was (as Is commonly held) the S. Babylonian city
of Uru, which was the seat of the moon-cultus.
Harran
( = Haran, where Terah died) was the other great centre of the
same cultus (see H A K A N ) . This must be taken in connection
with the theory of Winckler and Stucken .is to the mythological
character of Abraham and Sarah (cp SARAH).
(2) Another
view, however, may deserve to be mentioned. There is strong
reason to think that Abraham is the heru cf the Jerahmeelites,
as^ Israel (cp S.irali) is the hero of the Israelites, aud that hia
original seat (/.,.•., lliat of the jeralimeeliLes) was, traditionally,
in the southern FLir.ln. Terah's close connection with H a r a n
and Nahor ( = Haran?), suggests that he i s a double of Abraham,
and that his name i^ a corrupted fragment of Jarahmeel.
T'ossibly for ' c o r r u p t e d ' we should rather say 'altered.' P ,
or his authority, may, as \\inLkler (see above) remarks, have
had a repugnance t o a n a m e w h i c h suggested moon-worship. (3)
Jensen's comparison of N . Syrian (Hittite) proper names, like
Tarhular (Z^i 0 70; Hittiter,
1^1), leads to the meagre result
that Terah may have been a divine name.
T . K. C .

TERAH (n-iri), N u . 3 3 2 7 / . RV, AV T A E A H [q.v.).
TERAPHIM {D^QTri, ® in Gen. eiAcoAA, Hist.
Rooks 0epa0[e]ii/, Bo-^-, Bepawecy, -^ecfx [exe. i S. 15 23 BepaTTKLav (B) 19 13 16 KeyoTcicl>ia or Kaii'.J, Hos. 84 STJAOI [see below,
n. 2], Ezek. 21 2[ [26]-vAuTTTa, Zech.102 airocf)Bey-^6ij.evoc ; Aq.
fj.opcl)ii}ij.aTa, TcpoTOp-a-L Sym. ctSwAa, eTziKvcrL^, Bepcu^ecf, Theod.
Bppci/j,[e]cv, iTTci,v6fjcevos) ; AV (following Vg.) sometimes transcribes, sometimes translates 'image,' 'idols,' idolatry'; RV
more consistently adopts ' teraphim' throughout.

The name appears to designate a particular kind of
idol (cp Gen. 3119 with o. 30, ' m y g o d ' ; also 3524).
Of the form of these images we learn nothing from
the scant)^ notices in the O T ; we cannot certainly infer
from the fact that Laban's was concealed under a
camel saddle that it was small, nor from the use which
Michal makes of David's (i S. I91316) that it was of
the size or shape of a man. Laban's teraphim (his
god) was stolen by Rachel (Gen. 31), but with other
foreign gods and heathenish amulets, was put away by
Jacob before he went to worship Yahwe at Bethel
(302-4) : the meaning of the story (in E) plainly is that
the teraphim were relics of Aramaean paganism which
Israel cast off to serve Yahwe alone (cp Josh. 2415) ;
see also i S. 1623, where in i prophetic passage (E,
Budde) teraphim ^ is coupled with divination as a type
of sin most hateful to God, and 2 K. 2824 ( R D ) .
IMicah had an ephod and teraphim in his shrine, which
were carried off by the Danites to their new settlement
at the sources of the Jordan and placed in their sanctuary
(Judg. 175 18). T h e teraphim in David's house (i S.
1913 16) is spoken of as if it was ? thing which would
be found in every household.
In the eighth century
Hosea joins the ephod and teraphim^ with sacrifices
and massebahs as essential to the religious observances
of his people; in their absence religion would cease
(Hos. 34).
Like the ephod, with which they are associated (in
Judg. and Hos.), the teraphim were employed or consulted in divination (2 K. 2824 Ezek. 21 2i[26i Zech. IO2).
Ezekiel, in the passage cited, represents the Babylonian
king as divining by shaking arrows (belomancy ; see
URIM

AND T H U M M I M ) ,

inquiring

of

the

teraphim,

examining the entrails of a sacrifice (extispicium) ; cp
also I S. 1523, where divination (nop, sortilegium) is
connected in a similar way with the teraphim. It is
(i) There is some probability in Winckler'stheory ( C / 2 2 4 n. i)
not clear, however, that the teraphim were consulted by
that m n is an intentional distortion of IT]' (>vra//)= Ass. arhu,
the lot; Ezekiel seems to distinguish the two. Spencer's
originally ' t h e beginning of " moon.' U r Kasdim, whence
theory that the teraphim were small images (figurines),
perhaps of human form, the heathen counterpart of the
^Another word is kubbah (Nu. 25 8, see PAVILION. 2) with
Other scholars
\vhich cp the Ar. term'kubba(^ 3, above). V>f)V> prefer ^(Zimri's) Urim, has no substantial foundation.^
princely tent,' but the older view is better (see Ges. Thes., I ' i ) ,
have inferred from Gen. 3119 30-3S Judg. 17 5 / - i S.
and is supported by the vulgar colloquial usage of the word in
19 r3 16, that the teraphim were household gods (penates,
both M H and Ar. (cp Freytag). Note that the derivative ' a l a Lapide; Seb. .Schmid, Vitringa, Ew., Eeidmans, etc.);
cove ' itself, was used in Spanish to denote especially the recess
more specifically, images of the ancestors, so that the
in a chamber for the bed.
2 Add, too, the 'anslii (col. 4970, n. 3 above). T h e stem is to
consultation of the teraphim was a kind of manes oracle
bekept distinct from Ass. erisu, 'bridegroom,'which corresponds
(E. Meier, Stade, Schwally, etc.). The latter hypothesis
to Hebr. eres(^-^n), ' t o espouse," Ut. ' p a y the price.' Theoriginal
rests upon questionable anthropological or etymological
meaning of cny is uncertain.
^ As Eerdmans has shown, the rite has traces ofthe Tammuzcult (ZA 9 303); cp also v. Kremer, .Stud. z. vergleich.
Cutturgesch. 1 59 (Vienna, 1890).
^ T h e Ka'ba appears to have been evolved from a tent (Wellh.
/AvV. 12)73).
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1 Read D'Snn |iy.
2 It is to be observed that IB has {:5''i"i elsewhere used to
render cmN.
3 See U R U I AND T H U M M I M .
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assumptions; other passages are hardly compatible
with the theory that the teraphim were solely domestic
idols {see Hos. 84 Ezek. 2121 [26] Zech. IO3 2 K. 2824).
The etymology a n d meaning of the word are unknown ; for
various conjectures see Ges. Thes. i$igf., Mooxe, Jttdges, 381 f.
cp also I. Low, in JVZKM 10 isf, those who think that the
teraphim were images of the ancestors connect the name with
D'NST (Neubauer, Sayce, Klo., Schwally).
T h e opinions of
Jewish writers about the nature of the teraphim may be found
by the curious in Buxtorf, Lex. Taint. 2660 ff.; Beyer, Additamenta to Selden, synt. ii. chap. 1. T h e most remarkable is that
the teraphim was a mummied human head (Jer. Targ. Gen.
31 ig, e t c . ) ; with which cp the stories of this kind of divination
among the Harranians, Chwolsohn, Ssabier, 2 xgff. s^f. 150 2^
Literature.—Jerome,
Ep. 29, De Ephod et
Theraphitn;
Selden, De dis Syris, synt. 1 chap, 2, with Beyer's
Additanienta; Spencer, De legibus ritualibus, bk. 3 chap. 7 ; Pfeiffer,
Exercitationes
biblica,
4 ; van Dale, De
divinationibus
idolatricis,
chap. 11 (against Spencer); Ewald,
Alterthumer,
296-299; Scholz, Gotze7idienst und Zauberwesen,
127 ff^. ;
Stade, GVI I 4 6 7 ; Schwally, Leben nack detn Tode,
s$ff'\
Uooxe, Judges, 3797?-; T . C. Foote, JBL 21 2 7 ^ (1902). See
also IDOLATRY, and cp ESCHATOLOGV, § 4.

TEREBINTH.
alldh,

T h e four forms

JISK, elon, and p^N, allon,

il^N,

G. F . M .

elah,

H^N,

are evidently closely con-

.„ ,
1. H e b r e w
terms

nected in origin. D'TN, eliTu, or DvN, ellm^
.
, .
.'
^ L
, r *
^^
' regarded as plur. of n7K, elah, or perhaps of the masculine form "^^N (occurring only
in the proper name p K 3 TN) from which HVN is the no77iett
unitatis.
Elah and elon are usually taken together as = ' t e r e binth,' alldh and alldn a s = ' o a k ' ; though Celsius (Hiervb.
1 34_^) joins alldft as ' terebinth ' to elah and eldn. T h e connection of these words—at least of n ? ^ , D^TK—with the divine
name 7^, suggested by Wellhausen (Prol. E T , 238) and Stade
(GI 1455), is too vague to help towards identifying the tree
intended (cp W R S , Rel. Sem.i^) igzf);
the difficulty is increased by our uncertainty as to the original meaning of the
root ^iN—according to others n'?M—with which the words appear
to be connected, ^ e e the literature cited in Gesenius(i3) under
7M, and c p N A M E S , §116.) On the other hand, the fact that
Aram, ildnd, which is in form exactly equivalent to Hon, means
' a t r e e ' in general, may suggest that the special sense which
these words have acquired m Hebrew is derived from a more
general one—viz. that of trees par excellence—the large and
strong trees characteristic of the region. This view is supported
by the fact that the place EHm was apparently so called from
its palm trees (see ELI.M), and the possible or (Moore) probable
identity (but see D I N A H ) ofthe miDTiCF) in J u d g . 4 5 with the
n 0 3 p ^ of Gen. 358.
Twice,^however (Is. 6 13 H o s . 413),
eldh and allon are mentioned in the same verse as distinct trees.
And as a considerable body of tradition h a s identified eldh with
the terebinth (Celsius, I.e.), and there is repeated mention ofthe
alldnlm of Bashan (Is. 2 13 Ezek. 276 Zech. 11 2), a district
famous for its oaks, it is reasonable to conclude that elak and
alldn came to be used for these trees respectively. I t is doubtful
whether the distinction in pointing between eldh and alldh and
between elon and allon is more than an artificial greation of
later times.l
T h e occurrence in © of TjAa (i S. 21 10 [9]) and
TjAwi/ (Judg. 9 37 [B]) may help to show which of the forms were
original.
T h e special associations of large trees like the oak
and the terebinth with the religion of the Hebrews, as
2 Relieioua ^'^''^ those of other Semitic peoples,
olo«rti«+;/»«r. *^^^^ been discussed by Baudissin
associations. , c-^ J««
^\
T^I_.
^ - ^
[Sti^ten,
2 1 8 4 ^ ) , Robertson Smith
[Rel. 5^w.(3) 185^?:), Stade ( G / 1 4 5 5 ^ ) . a n d others.
Such names as elon moreh (.Tlio p"?**)! ' o a k of the
teacher' {Gen. 125 Dt. II30), and Hon mtoninim
(pSw
D'3yii;D), ' diviners' oak
(Judg. 937), point to their
having been early seats of prophetic oracles.
The
custom of burial beneath the tree {Gen. 358 i Ch. 1012)
is again an evidence of sacred association.
On the
appearance of the angel to Gideon beneath the HSN in
Ophrah, see Wellh. Prol, E T , 238.
By the prophets
the association of worship with sacred trees was condemned as a departure from the spiritual ideal of
Israel's religion, and also on account of the degrading
practices connected with it (Hos. 4 13 Ezek. 613 etc.).
1 G. F . Moore goes farther, ' T h e r e is no real foundation for
the discrimination ; thewords signify in Aramaic " t r e e " simply;
in Hebrew usually, if not exclusively,'' holy tree " ' (note on J u d g .
4 11). If so, however^ the correctness of the text in Is. 613 H o s .
4 13 will have to be disputed.
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W e proceed to notice briefly the occurrence of the
various words.
1. rh% eldh (Gen. 35 4 Judg. 6 1119 i S. 17 2 [®BA om.] 19
r©B o n i J 219 [10] 2 S. 18 gf. [©L Uvhpov and in v. 14] 14 i K. 1314
I C h . l O 12 Is. I 3 0 6 1 3 Ezek. 613 [©B om.]
3. R e f e r e n c e s . Hos. 413 [© hivhpov o-uo-KiaiJ'oi'TOslt; repe/j,(j3)ii/flos in Ecclus. 2416 ; the proper name
nV'N, Elath, D t . 2 8 etc. is possibly the same word) is in AV
rendered ' o a k ' (RVmg. ' t e r e b i n t h ' ) except in the two places
where jl^N, allon, is also p r e s e n t ; in Is. 6 13 AV has ' teil tree,'
and Hos. 413 ' elms,' while R V h a s * terebinth' and ' terebinths
in these verses. © renders six times by hpv% a n d thrice by
repip.(g^LvBoz \ besides these, twice in J u d g e s © A L has hpv% and
©B T6peXj3)t;'0os.l
^
As has been shown at length by Celsius [I.e.) the
meaning ' terebinth' will suit all the passages where
eldh occurs.
Pistacia Terebinthus, L.., which in some
countries is only a shrub, attains in Syria the proportions
of ' a noble umbrageous tree,' 20 to 40 ft. or more in
height (Fl. and Hanb.C-^J 165).
It may thus constitute a
landmark.
Robinson (5J? 315) describes one he saw
on the way from Hebron to Ramleh—such a tree as
we can imagine to have given the valley of Elah its
name.
' Here, in the broad valley, at the intersection
of the roads, stands an immense Butm tree . .
the
largest we saw anywhere in Palestine, spreading its
boughs far and wide like a noble oak.
.
T h e Butm
is not an evergreen .
its small feathered lancetshaped leaves fall in the autumn and are renewed in
the spring.
T h e flowers are small and followed by
small oval berries, hanging in clusters from 2 to 5 in.
long, resembling much the clusters of the vine when the
grapes are just set.'
T h e abundant branching and
foliage of the terebinth agree with the references in
2 S . 18 9 / . 14 Ecclus. 2416 ; the fact that it is nevertheless not an evergreen explains the simile in Is. 130,
2. n?K, alldh (Tep6ju,[^]ti/5os, Josh. 24 26t), can be only a slightly
divergent form of '17N, eldh. T h e tree intended in Josh. (I.e.)
may be the same as that mentioned Gen. 35 4 Judg., 9 6 (j8aA.avos),
where for AV, ' plain," read ' o a k ' or * terebinth.'
3. D'^'N, illm, or D'*?**, eliin, the plur. of n^N or "?'« (see
above) occurs Is. 129 57 5 61 3 and possibly Ezek. 3114!. I n
the first two places © h a s wrongly eiSuXa, which is followed
b y AV ' idols' in the second. I n the first passage ' it is the
disappointingness of nature-worship which is indicated' (Cheyne);
the same species of idolatry is referred to in 575. I n Is. 613
(where ® interprets loosely yeveai) we have a spiritual metaphor
drawn from the noble stature a n d luxuriant foliage of these
t r e e s ; cp 60 21 and other passages. T h e word DHvN constitutes
a difficulty in Ezek. 3114 ; its rendering Trpbs a u r a formed no
part of the original © , according to some cursives (Field, ad
loc), a n d t h e verse reads more smoothly if, with Cornill, we
omit the word. [See Crit. Bib.]
4. p^N, elon (in © usually SpiJs, Gen. 126 13 18 1413 181
D t . 1130 Josh. 19 33 [cp © ] J u d g . 4 I I 9 5 37 i S. 10 3!, wrongly
* p l a i n ' in AV), and (5) |i?N, ation (usually Bpvs or fidKavo^,
Gen. 35 8 Is. 2 13 [SevSpov ^aXdvov] 613 4414 [om. © ] Ezek. 27 6
[eAariVous?] Hos. 4 13 Am. 2 9 Zech. 11 2t).
Blon and allon are slightly varying forms of the same
word, which had come to denote a particular large tree
distinct from r^^K, eldh, most probably the oak.
According to T r i W a m ^ [NHB368ff.)
there are three
species of Quercus which flourish in Palestine, the most
abundant being the evergreen Q. pseudo-coccifera; the
others are both deciduous species, Q. ^gilops
and
Q. infectoria.
T h e first he describes as in appearance
much like our ' h o l m oak,' and he speaks of one very
large tree of this species, the so-called ' Abraham's o a k '
near Hebron.
T h e oak of Bashan he believes (following Hooker) to be Q. ^Egilops.
C p Anderlind in
ZDPVlZ22off.
On the oaks of Sharon, see SHARON.
N. M . — W . T. T.-D.
T E B E S H (KH]^), a chamberlain of king Ahasuerus
(Esth. 221 62 o m r B A L a ^ , eAp[p]AC [&i'=-^'"&-]). called in
1 For Ps. 299 and Gen. 49 21 where © compares Naphtali to
a (TreAexos av€i.p.ivov (i.e., Tyvpi^ 'iV'K, Di., etc.), see HIND,
NAPHTALI.

2 H i s statements are based upon the important paper b y Sir
J . D . Hooker in Trans. Linn. Soc. 28381-387.
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GeAeYTOY [L'*])-

If the natne must be Persian, we have a choice between
titr^, ' dark, fierce' (Ges. /.t'.v.l"'), and tarsatd, ' feared,'
the supposed original of Tirshatha (cp Marq. Fund.
70); Oppert [A 7i7iales de philos. ehn'tien^ie, jcinv. 1864),
however, compares Tiri-dates, the name of the governor
of Persepolis (temp. Alexander). But if underneath the
present Esther-story there is an earlier story, the scene of
which was not in I'ersia, but in the land of Jerahmeel
(N. Arabia), the only one of the above suggestions
which will serve us is the secoiul, and the question is,
What is the origin of T I K S I I A T H A ?
ZETHAR.

•seventy" disciples by the Pseudo-Dorotheus and PseudoHippolytus Tertius appears as bishop (according to Dorotheus
the second bibhop) of Iconium.

TERTULLUS (TepTYA\oc [Ti. W H ] ) , the rhetor
or orator who appeared for the prosecution against
Paul before Fehx (Acts 2-iif.).
TESTAMENT

TESTIMONY ( n m ) ,
Cp also W I T N E S S .

But cp also

TETA

T. K. C.

HATITA

TERTIUS (xepTloc). in the present text of the
Epistle to the Ro.mans (16 22), figures in the first
person as having 'written' the epistle (fyw Teprios 6
ypi'-pas TTJV CTxiaToX^v). As lonj; as the authenticity of the epistle is maintained it is impossible to
suggest a reason why Paul's amanuensis, while delivering the author's greetings in the usual manner in
mo. 21 23, should thus abruplh' ha\"e taken an independent course in v. 22. True, i Cor. 16 JI Col. 4 iS 2 Thess.
3i7 compared with Gal. 611 can be urged for the opinion
that Paul dictated his epistles ; but so far as Rom. 16 22
is concerned this does not lead to any further conclusion
than that an amanuensis had to be mentioned somewhere
in the pseud-epigraphon. In point of fact the appearance of Tertius at this place belongs only to almost the
final form of the work. See RD.M \NS, § 4, 7, par. 3.
w . c. V. M.
Various conjectures have been made regarding Tertius (z>.l.
Terentius) on the assumption of the authenticity of the epistle.
A favourite sii!ij;estion is that he may have been one of those
Jews whom Claudius had expelled from Rome. Under J U S T U S ,
2, it has been sugijested that he really is the Titius, or Titus,
Justus of Acts i s 7, Ryder (JBL xvii. ;1S 197) thinks of hira
as an influential Roman Christian, and argues that Rom.
15-16 23 is a letter or part of a letter from him to his friends
at Rome. It can hardly be disputed, however, that the argument for the separation of chaps. 15-16 from the rest of the
traditional epistle is stronger than that for their ascription to
Tertius. Cp SIMON ([7] the Cyrenian). In the lists of the

(AiAeHKHJ.

Mt.2628

etc.

See

C O V E N A N T , § 7 ; a l s o (J V L A T J A , § 2 1 .

E.x. I634.

See A R K , § 3.

On 2 K. 11 12 see BRACELETS, 5.

(ATHTA

[A]).

I Esd. 528

AV)=:Ezra242,

(q.v.).

TETRARCH (TexpApXHc). the ruler of a tetrarchy
(rexpApxid.)' that is, in the original sense of the \\(ird,
of one quarter of a region. The title of tetrarch is
familiar from the N T as borne by certain princes of the
petty dynasties, which the Romans allowed to exercise
a dependent sovereignty within the province of Syria.
In this application it has lost its original precise sense,
and means only the ruler of part of a divided kingdom,
or of a region too narrow to support a higher title.
After the death of Herod the Great (4 B.C.) his realm
was shared among his three sons : the chief part, including Judcea, Samaria, and Idunirta, fell to Archelaus
(Mt. 222), with the title of ethnarch (see E T U X A R C H ) ;

Philip received the N E . of the realm, and was called
tetrarch ; and Galilee was given to Herod Antipas, who
bore the same title (Lk. 3i). These three sovereignties
were reunited under Herod Agrippa from 41 to 44 A.D.
On the tetrarchy of Lysanias mentioned in Lk. 31 see
A B I L E N E , LYSANIAS.

TETTER (pn3, bohak ; AA4)OC). a harmless eruption

of the skin (Lev. 1839+, AV ' freckled spot').
' In Syria, at the present day, this disease is known by the
same name, bdhaq, and it is recognised as not dangerous. It
takes the form of dull white or reddish spots on the skin, of
unequal size, and hardly rising above the surface of the skin.
T h e spots have no liright surface, and in time disappear of
themselves.' SBOT, Lev. E n g . , ad loc.
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Jewish documents obviously extend to the O T only.
Then,
again, the Peshitta and the Latin \ ' u l - a t e are m the O T transIations of the Hebrew, and the study of tliem raises a class of
questions quite separate from that raised by the study of the
texts o f t h e N T with which they are bound up.

The exact determination of the onginal text of the
Old and New Testaments is a study which has points of
But the great distinction between the textual study
„
, contact with questions concerning both the
of the O T and that of the N T lies in the very different
1. General Canon of Scripture,
'
^ sources
and the literary
limits. of the several books. There are instances of
_ . , part which palceographical error has
2. Textual pi^^.^^j i,-j tiig surviving documents. Aca translation acquiring ct scriptural authority which has
cnticism. j^ij^^ntal mistakes in the chief ancient
never been accorded to the original, as in the case of
texts of the N T are rare ; but in the O T they are to
Ercr.ESlASTicus (q.v.);
other books have been the
be
found continually. The inevitable result is that
product of successive compilations and revisions, so that
conjectural emendation, which is almost inadmissible in
it may become a matter of doubt at what stage of its
the N T , is in the O T a necessity, and one which can
existence it can be said lo have been in its 'original'
historically be justified.
form.
Generally, however, the limits of the subject
A few words here on this important subject may not
can be marked out by the actual state of extant
be out of place. Strange and confusing as the appearance
documents. Thus the criticism of the ' Priestly Code'
of an ancient MS is to our eyes, it was nevertheless
(P), or of the book usually called JE, as they may have
clear enough to those who wrote it, and the mistakes in
existed before the compilation of the Pentateuch, lies
copying which we make are as a rule avoided in old
quite beyond textual criticism. Our documents do not
carry us back behind the Pentateuch already complete j times. The discoveries of very ancient papyrus fragments of classical works have not overthrow n but rather
as a single work. On the other hand, the extant texts
confirmed the better class of extant mediceval codices.
of the Greek translation of Jeremiah suggest very serious
As long as a work was frequently read, as long as the
questions as to the collection and editing ofhis prophecies
scribe was fairly familiar with what he was copying,
and as to the authority for the arrangement found in
mere mistakes do not seem often to have been made,
the Hebrew and adopted in the English Bible.
and when made were frequently corrected.
In rare
The case stands much the same with the N T . ^\'e
and unfamiliar writings a perfectly different state of
can learn from the variations of our MSS little that
things obtains, and there is then no limit to the perversity
directly bears on the apostolic origin of the Fourth
of the copyist.
Gospel or the Pastoral Epistles.
Even the earliest
The N T was wTitten b)' Christians for Christians ; it
versions do not take us behind the collection of the
was moreover wTitten in Greek for Greek-speaking
four evangelical narratives which together made up the
communities, and the style of writing (with the exception,
Gospel, or the collection of the thirteen Pauline Epistles.
possibly, of the Apocalypse) was that of current
Of the literary fate of the Apostle's letters, of the journeys
literary composition. There has been no real break in
which they may have made from Corinth to Rome,
the continuity of the Greek-speaking church, and we
or from Thessalonica to Philippi, before incorporation
find accordingly that few real blunders of ^vriting are
into the collected edition, our AISS tell us nothing.
met with in the leading types of the extant texts. This
There is some evidence that there circulated in the
state of things has not prevented variations ; but they
West an edition of the Epistle ' t o the Romans,' in
are not for the most part accidental. An overwhelming
which the name of Rome was absent from tlie opening
majority of the 'various readings' of the MSS of the
salutation, and there is strong evidence that elsewhere
N T were from the very first intentional alterntioT^s.
than in the West the name of Ephesus was absent from
The N T in very early times had no canonical authority,
the Epistle ' to the Ephesians'; but on this one cirand alterations and additions were actually made where
cumstance it is difficult to build. The only real point
they seemed improvements.
The substitution of
where textual study touches the ' Higher Criticism'—
^\€x}pLocrvvT)v for dtKatoa^vTjv in Mt. 61 and the addition of
though it must be confessed that it is an important one
the doxology to the Lord's Prayer a dozen verses later
—arises when we consider what inferences are to be
are not palasographical blunders, but deliberate editing.
drawn from the incomplete condition in which the
Gospel according to Mk. appears in the best texts. By
The literary history of the O T has been very different.
whomsoever Mk. I69-20 was supplied, and at whatever
While the Canon of the O T was being formed, Hebrew
time it was first attached to the Gospel, the fact remains
was a dying language, and the political misfortunes of
that the genuine text breaks off in the middle of a senthe Jews w^ere of a nature far less favourable to the
tence with all the marks of accidental mutilation. The
preservation of ancient documents than the legal pernatural inference, the only inference which would be
secutions of the Christians. Under Antiochus, under
drawn from a similar state of things in any classical or
Titus, and finally under Hadrian, the Palestinian Jews
ecclesiastical writing in which such phenomena were
suffered all the devastating and uprooting effects of a
observed, is that all our MSS are ultimately derived
war for existence, and it is no wonder if, at the close of
from a single copy itself imperfect at the end.^
each of these epochs, the MSS which survived were few
and torn, and the scholars who could read them fewer
But this forms an exception to the class of problems
still. Hebrew had become a learned tongue, its place
raised, and the subject of this article may with little loss
being mostly supplied by the various forms of Aramaic,
of accuracy be defined to be the history of the text of
and it was not every Jew who could read the Scriptures
the books of the Old and New Testaments from the
in the original, far less spell out correctly a damaged or
time each became canonical, whether in thejewish or the
faulty exemplar. These are the very conditions in
Christian church.
which slips of copying are inevitably made and least
The methods of scientific criticism are of course
easily detected.
The veneration which the Jews felt for
equaUy applicable to the whole of the Bible. Indeed, in
their Scriptures ultimately led them to copy so accurately
certain branches of textual study the division observed
as to preserve the most obvious blunders in the transin this article between OT and N T has no significance.
mitted text ; but this antiquarian science came too late.
T h e Old Latin, for instance, and the Eg^'ptian versions are
Nor are we on much surer ground when we come to
translations of the Greek Bible as a whole; in such cases the
only true divisions are those produced by the mechanical conthe only very ancient version—viz., the Greek OT,
ditions of transcription. Those books of the Bible which were
commonly called the Septuagint. The fable of the
Usually included in the same volume have usually the same
seventy translators, each of whom independently agreed
literary history. Nevertheless, the division into N T and O T
represents for the most part a real distinction.
All purely
in their rendering, may be evidence that the Alexandrian
Jews had some common tradition of the meaning of the
Law ; but if w^e except the Pentateuch, to which alone
' Probably it was mutilated elsewhere. ' B o a n e r g e s ' is too
the name ' Septuagint' properly applies, the various
monstrous a form not to be a mere corruption.
4q8o
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books of the Greek O T bear all the marks of having
been oricfinally the private ventures of untrained scholars.
These unsatisfactory translations passed over into the keepint^of the Church ; but Christian scribes were unable to
check corruption in a text which frequently cannot be
translated to make rational sense, nor have we any
traurantee that the earliest MSS which came into Christian
hands were accurate representati\es of the original
version. Vet from these earliest Christian MSS our
copie5 seem to be descended.
Thus both in the Hebrew original and in the Greek
translation there are serious breaks of eontinuil)' in the
historv of the OT, to which the history of the N T

TEXT AND VERSIONS
offers no parallel.
The textual critic is therefore
justified, in the case of the OT, in a temperate use of
conjectural emendation based (i) on the scientific study
of the Hebrew language and (2) on the ascertained
usage of the biblical writers in passages where the text
is comparatively free from suspicion.
Eron\ various causes, but chiefly from the better
preservation of thc documents, the textual criticism of
the N T is at the present time in a more advanced state
than that of the OT. Contrary, therefore, to the usual
custom, the history of the te.xt of liie NT in the original
and in translations will precede that of the OT in this
article.

I.—NEW TESTAMENT.
.J.—TEXT
The original authorities for the text of the N T may
be divided into three classes—viz., Greek MSS, Versions
, . . made from the Greek, and Patristic
3- 9^^S"^^ Quotations. The Greek MSS range in
autHonties. ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^^.^^^ century 1 to the
invention of printing, the Versions from the middle of
the second century to the ninth. The original form of
each version is attested by MSS, some (as in the case
of the Old Latin) as early as any known Greek MS,
and by the quotations of writers who used the version.
We may point out here the inherent merit of the
testimony obtained from versions and patristic quotations, and the counterbalancing difficulties attendant on
their use. The most ancient versions of the N T into
Latin, Syriac, and Egyptian, are older than our oldest
Greek MSS ; wherever, therefore, w^e can be sure that
we have the original form of any of these versions, and
wherever we are able to retranslate \vith certainty that
original form into the Greek underlying it, we have a
resultant Greek reading possessing a higher direct claim
to antiquity than the reading of any single extant Greek
MS. But obviously this is not always the case.
i. Until a version has been critically studied we may not assume that any single ^IS faithfully represents its original form,
for the te.xt of the MS may have been revised from later Greek
texts. Moreover, the early translations were not always literal,
nor can Greek distinctions always be represented in another language, so that retranslation in some cases is a matter of uncertainty.
ii. The testimony derived from quotations in ecclesiastical
writers also requires very cautious handling. Many ' Fathers '
were not in the habit of quoting accurately, and the text of their
work^. which in some important instances depends ultimately on
a single late MS, is often open to suspicion.

Xevertheless, patristic quotations have a special value
to the textual critic. They are as a rule both localised
and dated. Where there is reason to believe that the
quotation in a writer's work reproduces the reading of
his Bible we have in effect a fragment of a MS
of the writer's own age and country, which serves as a
fixed point in our historical and geographical grouping
of the continuous extant biblical texts.
Unfortunately patristic evidence is often lacking just where it is
most wanted. T h e verses most instructive for tracing the literary
history of the text of the Bible are rarely those of immediate
doctrinal import, and again and again where crucial variations
occur the testimony of early Fathers is absent. It Is especially
difficult to ascertain the true weight of the patristic evidence
for omissions.

Most non-Greek Fathers are to be reckoned among
the authorities for the version in their vernacular ; but
some—notably TertuUian and Jerome—seem often to
make independent translations of their own direct from
the Greek.
In quoting authorities, the Greek MSS written in
4 Chief 1Vr^t3 u>icial letters (ranging from the fourth
to the ninth cent. —or later) are denoted
by capital letters, those written in minuscule (ranging
from the ninth to the sixteenth cent.) by numerals.
These latter are commonly called ' cursive.'
(See
\ Some papyrus fragments from Oxyrhynchus are still earlier,
lieing assigned to the middle ofthe third century A . D .
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W^KITING.) There is absolutely no distinction in critical
value between a 'cursive' and an 'uncial' MS.
CHIEF GREEK

Designation.

B (Cod,

Vaticanus)

K (Cod.

Si7iaiticus)

D (Cod. BezcE)
A (Cod. A lexandrinus)
C (Cod. Ephr^77ti)

MSS

DF N T

Place.

Contents.

4th Cent.
Rome

all books except part
of Hebr., Pastoral
Epp., and Apoc.
S. Petersburg all books complete.
<^th
Cent.
Cambridge
London
Paris

Gospels and Acts.
all books.
fragg. of nearly
books.

all

6th or 7th Cent
D2 (Cod. Claromontanus)
'Es.i(Cod.
Laudianus)
L (Cod.

Regius)

(A (Cod.
Sangal\
lensis)
1 G3 (fod.
Bcerneri\
amis)
p2 (Cod.
Porphyrian us)

Paris

Pauline E p p .

Oxford
Zth Cent.
Paris
gth Cent.

Acts.

S. Gallen

Gospels

Gospels.

\ A and Gg
(originally
Dresden
j formed
Paul. E p p . j one book.
S. Petersburg all bks. except Gospels.

The following fragmentary uncial i l S S are important
for the light they throw on the history of the text:—
Z (6th cent.)—fragments of Mt. ; 2 (8th cent.)—fragments of
Lk. ; six fragmentary MSS denoted by T, ranging from the 5th
to the 7th cent, and containing portions of the Gospels with a
Sahidic translation, which, together with some similar fragments
lately published by Amelineau (Xot. et Extr. vol. x.xxiv.), give
the type of Greek text current in Upper Egypt.
The most important cursives are : i. In the Gospels, those
numbered 33, 157, 28, 565, 700; and the two groups 1-118-131209 and I3-69-I24-346-543. These two groups are composed of
the immediate descendants of two lost uncials, each of which
would have been as valuable for critical purposes as any but the
very chief codices B.><DA. ii. Outside the GMSPCIS a special
mention must be made of 61 of the A d s , for the goodness of us
text ; also of 137, 180, and in the E p p . for the margmal readmgs
cited as 67** (Paul) and 66»» (Cath. Epp.).
Cod- 565 (Gregory) is also called 473 (Scrivener, Burgon), and
2^ct (rischcndorf).
.. , . \
Cod- -JCX (Gregory) is also called 604 (Scriveiur,
Hoskier).
„ ^i,-j (Gregor},)
,
c,^6 (Scrivener).

The history of the printed text of the Greek X T falls
into three divisions, i. The first age opens with the
editio princeps of Erasmus at Basel in
6. Printed 1516, and includes the early printed
editions. editions of Stephanus (i-'l. 1550). Beza.
etc., and the Polyglots.
During this period the
ordinary form of the text, commonly called the Textus
Receptus, was fixed, and the first collections of v.irious
readings were made, ii- The second age dates from
IVIill's edition of 1707. Little change was made in the
printed text during this second period ; but it is marked
by the great collections of variants brought together by
IVIill, Wetstein, M.attli3S!i, and others. The first attempts
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towards a systematic arrangement of the material by
Bentley, Bengel, and Griesbach also fall within this
period.
iii. The third age dates from Lachmann's
edition of 1831, in which for the first time a modern
editor constructed the text from ancient evidence alone,
without reference to previous editions. During the last
fifty years many very ancient documents have been
discovered ; many more have been for the first time
accurately collated, or edited in full.
As a natural
consequence the earlier collections of various readings
have been almost entirely superseded. The same may
be said also of the earlier critical theories, which were
based on imperfect data, especially with regard to the
primitive forms of the early versions.
The Textus Receptus derives its name from a passage
in the preface to the Elzevir edition of 1633. This edifl T vt
^'*^"' ' ^ ° " S ^ really little more than a
J.
.
bookseller's reprint, professed to give the
"
' text as received by the best authorities. ^
As tL matter of fact the early editions of the TsJT
were constructed from but few MSS, and those which
were chiefly followed were late and of no special
critical value. Yet from the very fact that the MSS
used were commonplace, these editions give a very
fair representation of the ordinary text of the middle
ages.
The importance of the Textus Receptus is derived not from
the accident that it was the text of the early editions, or of any
one of them, but from the fact that it is in all essentials the text
of the NT as publicly read in the Greek church ever since the
fifth century. For this reason, in collating the variations of MSS
the Text-iis Receptus (e.g., in Scrivener's reprint of Stephanus)
should still be used in preference to any modern critical text.
A complete list of the editions of the N T in Greek is
given in ' Tischendorf,' vol. iii. pp. 202-287. T h e
two editions which are practically indispensable to the
student are those of Tischendorf-Gregory {1869-1894),
and of Westcott and Hort (1881). ' Tischendorf' (i. e.,
the 'editio octava critica maior') contains by far the
fullest collection of variants of every class, those of the
uncial MSS being almost completely recorded. The Prolegomena by C. R. Gregory (who brought the whole
edition to a conclusion after the successive deaths of Tischendorf and Ezra Abbot) occupy the third volume, and
include full lists and descriptions of all the MSS,
versions, and editions.
T h e edition thus forms a
complete Introduction to the study of the textual
criticism of the N T .
In using it, however, we must remember:—(i) The text is the
product of Tischendorfs somewhat arbitrary judgment, and has
no special authority; (2) some valuable readings, now only
found in minuscules, are not recorded, and must be looked for
in earlier editions, such as Wetstein, or even Mill^ (3) the readings of the versions, especially of the Oriental versions, are not
always given accurately, and they are rarely quoted where their
text, though implying a different Greek reading, is not supported
by any known Gi eek MS.
The general theory contained in Westcott and Hort's
New Testatnent in the Original Greek (published in
7 W e s t c o t t ^^®^' *^* i8q6) has formed the startingtheorv
textual history of the N T , whether by
^'
way of defence or of criticism. It will
therefore be necessary to describe the main outlines of
this theory at some length. 2
If a text of the N T were formed by taking in each
variation the reading ofthe majority of the Greek MSS,
it would be in all essentials identical with that found in
the works of Chrysostom, who died in 407, after having
lived all his life, except the last ten years, at or near
Antioch. 3 It would also be the text of Theodoret and
the other writers of the Antiochian school as well as of
later Greek Fathers generally. Such a text would,
1 The words ofthe Preface are : Textu7tt ergo habes, 7iunc ab
otnnibus receptuTn: in quo nihil immutatuTn aut corruptum
damus.
2 The Introduction to this edition is from the pen of Dr.
Hort (§ 21). In the following pages it will be cited as ' Hort,'
with a reference to the numbered paragraphs.
8 Hort 130.
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moreover, be practically identical with the ' Received
T e x t ' — t h a t is, the text as first printed by Erasmus in
1516 and repeated with little serious variation till
Lachmann's edition in 1831. T h e text thus formed is
called by Westcott and Hort Syrian or Antiochian.
Hort commonly uses the term ' S y r i a n ' ; but the
' Syrian T e x t ' of the Greek N T is so easily confused
with the Syriac version (with which it has nothing to
do), that the term 'Antiochian' will be used here
instead.
T h e agreement of the Antiochian text with Chrysostom's shows it to have been in existence as early as the
fourth century, whilst the fact that the MSS by which it
is supported form in most cases a majority numoiically
overwhelming, shows that it continued to be the current
text of succeeding generations. It does not agree, however, with the text as preserved in our oldest MSS N and
B or in the Egyptian versions, and still less would it be
the text represented by the older forms of the Latin and
Syriac versions.
The clearest view of the nature of
the Antiochian text and of the documents which support
it is found in a series of readings called ' conflate' by
Hort, where the later text has combined earlier rival
variants.
For example :—
i. Lk. 24 53 (after ' and they were continually in the temple ')—
(a) blessing God
KBC*L Syr.sin.-palest Boh.
O) praising God
"Dea (b)fflr Aug.
(£) praising and blessA unc.rell minusc.omn cfg
ing God
^ ^ Lat.vg Syr.vg-hcl Arm.
(' blessing and praising God ' .(Eth.)
(Latin MSS are represented by italics. For the notation of
the Versions and the weight to be given to them, see the sections
upon each version.)
Of the three readings here called a, ^, and S, either a and ^
are independent abridgments of 6, or S has been made out of a
and /3. That is, unless fi be the original reading it is not a
chance alteration or expansion, but a combination of previously
existing variants. Now although S has the immensely preponderating numerical majority of witnesses in various regions,
It is not supported by the older forms of text in any of the
main classes of evidence. In Greek, $ is opposed by the three
oldest MSS NBC, though it is supported by A, a MS Of the
fifth century ; it is opposed by the African (f) and the Iduropean
(abjff^r) forms of tne Old Latin, though supported by the
revised texts fg and Jerome's Vulgate; in the East S is
opposed by the Old Syriac (Syr.sin or Ss) and the Palestinian
lectionary, though^ supported by the Syriac Vulgate and the
Harclean ; finally it is unknown in the Egyptian version.
The analysis of the evidence is fatal to the originality of 5,
the Antiochian reading ; it must, therefore, be later than a and
^, and, if later, must be a mere combination of them.
2.^ Mk.S26 (following Kal kiriaxtLKev avrbi/ els OIKQV O.VXOV
\dytov).
(a) M»]6e eU TTJV KutpL'rjv eicre'Afljjs (N)BL i*-209 Syr.sin Boh.
[K_^has fjLh for pr}&e.]
(fi)'Yiraye ets rhv otKdv <TOV KOX ju.yjSei'l eltr^q eis TTJI' KW/XTJI'

I>(^).
(jSg) 'YTraye eis rov OXK6V arov Kal id.v «i? Tijv KUpirjv ettrA^s
p.T]6evL etirns jU.T]6e ev rfj Kciup 13-69-346 28 565 (l), and
with the omission of juijfie ev T7J Kwpiji hfffvg [also a
nearly].
^3) Mnfiecl etTT^s els TTJI/ Ktip.y}v (or iv m Kdifijf) k (c).
Syr.hl (mg.) Arm. have a prefixed to /Sg.
(5) MijSe eis i^v Kti/xiji' eitre'Afljjs jLtTjfie etTrps rii/i ev TT[f Ktifin
ACA unc.rell minuscomn. (exe. 8) Syr.vg-hcl (text)
Meh Go.
(Notice that the Old Syriac version has now to be added in
both of these examples to the little band which supports the a
text adopted by Hort.)
3. Lk. 24 46.
(a) ovTws yeypaTTTai iraBelv T'OV xptorbi/ KBC*L D Lat,afreur (Lat. afr P7n. OUTWS) Syr.palest Boh iEth.
O) oi/TWseSei iroBeZvxhvxpi-<TTov mlniisc^ Syr.sin (hiat cur)Arm
^ 'Exis.Theoph.
(5) ovTwy y^yp. Kal oilrws SSei ira.6. rhv xp- AC2N xeW.fg' vg
Syr.vg-hcl.
(Part of the verse is illegible in Syr.sin ; but there is no doubt
as to the reading. Note that here, as often, the Armenian
follows Syr.vt.)
The distribution of documents in these conflate readings is,
roughly, as follows. To a belong NEL and the Bohairic
(or Me7/tphitic) version; to j3 belong D and the older forms
ofthe Latin versions. The Sahidic (Thebaic) version sides
sometimes with a and sometimes with j3, as is the case also
with the Old Syriac. In a few cases where the Latins side with
a, the Old Synac forms the chief item in the attestation of the j3
1 Hort 140.
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text" but it never sides with S. All other authorities (except
fragments) have been influenced by the 5 text.
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of either critical or spiritu.il insight, it presents the N e w Test.-iment in a form .sniouth and attractive, but appreciably impoverished in sense and furce. more fitted for cursory perusal or
recitation than for repeated diligent s t u d y ' (Hort 187).

The groups of authorities marked off above as a, /:?,
and 5, are found to present distinct types of text all
The surviv.il of good readings in some Itite cursives
through the Gospels. \\'c can thus test their witiKss
may be accounted for in two «a)s. Readings from the
chronologicaUy and geographically through the quotaokler
texts may here and there have been introduced
tions of the F.Uhers. This examination again is as
into a fundamentally Antiochian text from marginal
adverse to the priority of 5 to a or ^ as the analysis of
glosses or through the eclectic preferences of scribes.
the conllate readings. After thc fourth century, evidence
I'-ut as late MSS \\hich contain good readings present
for 5 is abundant; before the fourth centui*}- it is doubtthem in the less read parts of the narrative quite as
ful or non-existent,
much as in tlie more striking sayings, it is probable
A fourth family [y], independent of j3 and prior to tho
that these good readings are generally Ihe result of a
Antiochian text (5), is recognised in Westcott and Hnrt.
process nf imperfect correction. A MS containing
Xo document contains it in a pure form ; but leadings ]
another than the dominant Antiochian text would be
characteristic of it are most frequent in X, L, T, Z
concct'.'d to that text, but not as " rule with perfect
(Mt), A (Mk), ^ (Lk), and in the Bohairic version, in
accurac)'. Only in those readings which do not agree
fact in all the documents where a readings are found
with the ordinary ti;xt of the Middle Ages c;iii we be
except B. This te.\t is supposed by Hort to h.ive
cL'ttain that such MSS are reproducing the text c,[ their
originated at Alexandria and is called by hini .llevremote anccstijrs. The minuscules, in short, give little
andrian. The most constant witnesses for the text
additional authority to the 'received text' where they
called /3 are the \ arious forms of the Old Latin ; it was
agree with it, whilst their differences from it are often of
therefore supposed by previous investii:;aiors to ha\ e
critical weight.^
arisi^n in the West of Europe, and is stilt universally
It is still held by a few scholars that the S3'riao
known bv the name of Western.
The a text, wiiich is
Vulgate is a true product of the second centur}', and
neither ' Western ' nor ' Alexandrian,' nor ' Antiochian,'
. „
. that the version known by the name of
is called by Hort \eut7-al.
,
the ' Separated Gospels' (called in the
These three strains—the Western, the Alexandri.m,
remarks:
,
• .
,. , r ^ , , • • .1 .
and the Neutral — are the three great divisions into
Antiochiam aDo\"e section t h e Old S\riac ) is a revision of it.
Accordimg to this the
which, according to Hort, the anterevision.
support given by the .Syriac Vulgate to
8. The three Nicene text ofthe X T can be divided.
the Antiochian text transfers the evidence for that text
texts.
The • \\'estern' text is found e\ervfrom the fourth to the second century.
But Syrinc
where, from the banks of the Euphrates to Spain and.
patristic e\'idence for the existence of the .'~nriric Vulgate
to Upper Egypt. The Alexandrian text is witnessed
{i.e., the I^eshitta) in its present form before 411 A.u.
chiellv in Alexandria and Lower Egypt. The Neutral
is non-existent; whereas the text of the ' Separated
text is not so clearly associated with any local use ;
Gospels' (or ' O l d Syriae') is actually attested from
but, as is implied by the name, its subsidiary attestation
works of the third and early fourth centuries. (For the
is found among predominantly Alexandrian documents
proof of this, see below on ' Syriae Versions ' §§ 2 2 ^ )
as opposed to Western corruptions, and among the
Another objection which has often been raised is
Westerns as opposed to Alexandrian corruptions.
the silence of ecclesiastical writers with regard to the
Moreover, not all A\'estern readings are shared by the
Antiochian revision. It has been said that if there had
whole of the \\>stern array, some early Western texts
been prepared at Antioch early in the fourth century
in many cases supporting the Neutral reading where
a revision of the text of the N T which practically came
other Westem authorities have gone wrong.
to supersede all other forms of the text, we should have
Put more concretely, the case may be stated thus : combinaexpected clear references in ecclesiastical writers to so
tions of B (the typical Neutral document) with x o r L o r the
great an event. W'e hear something about the circumBoh.'iiric on the one hand, or with D or the Latins or the Old
Synac on the other, approve themselves a? giving the genuine
stances which gave rise to Jerome's Vulgate ; should we
reading. B is thus the central witness for the te.vt ; it is somenot find similar references to the .Antiochian revision if
times right almost alone, and to reject its rt-adings is never
it had fc\er taken place?
quite safe. Instances r^rc also given by Hort of ' ternary
variations,' where the ^\''J•;tern texts have a corruption in one
The parallel here suggested with the history of the
direction and the Alexandrian in another, but B retains the
Latin Bible is instructive ; a closer examination will
genuine reading, which could not have arisen from either cnrshow
that it tells the other way. It is true that we
ruptlon and yet explains the origin of both.
know something about the preparation of Jei-ume's
Next in excellence to B is x, which Hort believed to have
a text entirely independent of B ; so that the combination 11^*'
new translation ; but this is owing to the fact that we
which frequently occurs even in oppo'^ltlon to all other authorities,
possess the correspondence of that energetic and selfis practically certain to give the true text. Almost the only exassertive personality. Of the reception of his N T we
ceptions are found in a series of passages found in all e.xcept
know little, except that his revision of the Gospels seems
Western documents, which are nevertheless considered by
Hort to be no part of the genuine text of the N T . In these
to have found favour inimediately in .-\frica. .\ still
passages, called the 'Western Non-Interpolations,' B has gone
closer parallel to the silent success of the Antiochian rewrong, and the true text is preserved chiefiy by D and the
vision is afforded by the history of the Book of Daniel.
Latins.
The reasons given by Hort for the final supremacy
ofthe Antiochian text are mainly two, one political and
the other literary.
' Antioch is the true ecclesiastical parent of Constantinople, so
that it is no wonder that ih'j traditional C'jnstantinopolitan
text, whether formally ol'lVJrd or rnjC, was the Antiochian text of
the fourth century. It was equally natural that the text recot^nised at Constantinople should eventually become in practice
the standard N t w '1-stament o f t h e E a s t ' (Hort 195). ' T h e
qualities which the authors of the Syrian [i.e., Antiochian] text
seem mostly to have desired to impress on it are lucidity and
completeness. . . . N e w omissions accordingly are rare, and
where they occur are usually found to contribute to apparent
simplicity. New interpolations, on the other hand, are abundant,
most of them being due to harmonistic or other assimilation,
fortunately capricious and incomplete. Both in matter and in
diction the Syrian text is conspicuously a full text. . . . T h e
spirit of its own corrections is at once sensible and feeble.
Entirely blameless on either literary or religious grounds as
regards vulgarised or unworthy diction, yet showing no marks
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Both the Greek and the Latin branches of the church originally
received the Book of Daniel in the L X X version, but afterwards
discarded this for the version of Theodotion. The change
occurred in the Greek-speaking church towards the end of the
second century, in the Latin church (at least in Afnci) about the
middle of the third century. But on events connected with this
serious alteration of the traditional text ecclesiastical history is
silent, and we are forced to say with Jerome (Prcrf in Danicc),
' et hoc cur acciderit nescio.'

A true picture of the general attitude of the fourth
century to textual revision is, in the opinion of the present
writer, given by the Latin dialogue contra Fiil.c^cntiiim
Donatistam!^ where a Catholic and a Donatist dispute
together, the Ciitholic using the Vulgate throughout the
Bible unchallenged, though the Donatist uniformly quotes
from an Old Latin text.
Against these objections to the theory of the Antiochian
H o r t 196, and especiaUy 3 3 4 ^
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revision we may now set the evidence derived from the
Sinai palimpsest (.s^), a MS discovered some years after
the publication of Hort's work.

Hort's answer is unambiguous. ' T h e Western licence did
not prevail ever>'where, and MSS unaffected by its results
were still copied. T h e perpetuation of the purer text may in
great measure be laid to the credit of the watchful scholars of
Alexandria; its best representatives among tbe versions are
the Et;;ptian, and especially that of Lo\ver E g y p t ; and the
quotations which follow it are most abtmdant m Clement,
Origen (Dionysius, Peter), Didymus, and the younger Cyril, all
Alexandrians ' (Westcott and Hort, S7naller ed. 550).

Hort's estimate of the Old Syriac had been neces-^arily derived
from Cureton's MS (S^), the surviving portions of which cover
less than half the Gosjiel text. It seems, moreover, to represent a tj-pc of the f>ld Syriac which has undergone revision
from the Grtuk (sec col. 5002). Thus the discovery of Ss has
practically for the first time revealed to us the true character
of the great version of the Eastern world in its earliest form.

Now S^ is absolutely free from the slightest trace of
Antiochian readings.
Not one of the characteristic
Antiochian conflations is found in it.
Moreover, in
certain cases where the Latins agree \%ith the ' Neutral'
text, but the Antiochian tc-xt has an additional clause,
this additional clause alone is found in Ss. An instance
is given above (§ 7) from Lk. 2446 ; another may be
found at Mk, 113, whilst the additions to the true text of
Mk. 1223 and 138 have a somewhat similar attestation.
These passages do not merely prove that the Old Syriac
was uninfluenced by the Antiochian text ; they go far
to show that a text akin to the Old Syriac was one of
the elements out of which the eclectic Antiochian text
was constructed. Thus the readings of B and its allies,
the readings of the Old Latin and its allies, and now the
readings of the Old Syriac, all contribute to explain the
phenomena of the Antiochian text ; but the mutual
variations of B and the Old Latin and the Old S\Tiac
cannot be explained from the Antiochian text regarded
as the genuine original.^
In leaving thc discussion of the Antiochian revision
we leave the region of comparative certainty. Hort's
division of the ante-N'ictrnc text into the
10. The prethree strains of Western, Alexandrian,
Antiochian
and Neutral, still more or less holds the
texts.
ground ; but important details of his
scheme have incidentally been undermined, and the
fresh evidence of S.^ is here much less favourable to his
presentation of the history of the text. The general
tendency of criticism has been to raise the value of
the texts which Hort would have grouped under the
heading of 'Western.'
The channel of early ' non\\'cstLTn transmission has been still further narrowed,
whilst there have come to light types of early ' \\'estern '
texts purer than those which have earned them both
their misleading name and their bad reputation.
i. Recent research has decidedly confirmed Tischendorfs assertion that B and X came from the same
scriptorium.
This was admitted by H o r t ; but he thought that the two
M S S might have been written in Rome. It now seems almost
certain that they both belonged to the great library collected by
Pamphilus at Ca;sarea.2 We must therefore allow for tbe possibility that their agreements come from a partial use of tbe same
exemplar. This might happen in several w a y s ; e.g., the immediate ancestor (or ancestors) of ^ may have been largely
corrected to the B text. These considerations do not militate
directly against the excellence of the common archetype of BN
but they undoubtedly raise once more the very serious quc^iiiin
whether these great codices are in every case indt-pcndeiit
witnesses.
The demonstrable inferiority of B in certain books ofthe O T ,
notably Judges and Isaiah (.'^ee OT, ' Greek \'ersions'), niaj be
held to cast a certain suspicion upon its N T text. But the great
Bibles ofthe fourth century must have been copied from several
smaller codices or rolls containing only part of the Scriptures.
The textual characteristics, therefore, of B in the Prophets or
the Octateuch are by no means necessarily those it exhibits in
the Gospels or the Acts.

2. The claims of the Antiochian text to represent the
apostolic original are rejected mainly because no clear
evidence can be found for it earlier than the fourth
century. It is acknowledged by all that the various
forms of the ' ^^'estern ' text were \\'idely spread in the
second and third centuries. But where was the * Neutral'
text transmitted?
^ The latest serious defender of the conflate readings of the
Antiochian text is W. Bousset (Texte und
Unteryuchunge7i,
xi, -1 97-102); but the emphatic rejection of these readings by Ss
has made the refutation ofhis argument superfluous.
2 See Bousset, 7^6^ xi. 4 45 ^ ; J. R. Harris,
Sticho7netry,
71-89; J . A. Robinson, Euthaliana,
36-43.
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It must, however, be noted that the testimony of our
Alexandrian and Egyptian witnesses becomes more and
more \\'estern the earlier they are. Of tlie three great
Alexandrian fathers, Origtrn is more ' Western' than
Cyril. Clement is more 'Western ' than Origen.^ Recent
criticism has dealt similarly with the evidence of the
Egj'ptian versions. The old arguments for the comparative antiquity of the Sahidic version remain, and
new discoveries of ancient fragments of that version and
its immediate kindred are made year by year. But in
the Sahidic ' the \Vestern influence is often peculiarly
well marked.'- The Bohairic, on the other hand, is
thoroughly non-^^'estern ; but Guidi has shown that
this version in its present form, so far from being
a product of the thi)-d century, is almost certainly not
earlier than the sixth.
The very existence of a specifically Bohairic literature before the sixth centuiy is
extremely doubtful (see § 34).
Vet with all deductions it remains true that the
* Xcutral' text receives a larger measure of general
support even from the Sahidic version than from the
early Latin or Synac texts. In other words, a predominantly ' n o n - W e s t e r n ' text was current in l'",^ypt
from aijout Origen's time onwards. W e a r e , moreover,
placed in a peculiarly favourable position for studying
this type of text owing to the fortunate accident that the
Antiochian ru\ ision never found favour in Egypt. Until
long after the Arab conquest the text found in Egvptian
documents, both Greek and Coptic, continued on the
whole to be that which Hort has called 'Alexandrian.'
This text, though far purer than the Antiochian, is
equally with it an artificial eclectic revision ; its survival
at Alexandria, alone amongGreek-speakingcommunities,
was no doubt connected with the growth of Egyptian
Monophysitism.^
3. The ' Western ' text, as a whole, has hitherto found
few defenders. This is partly due to ' an imperfect
apprehension of the antiquity and extension of the
\Vestern text as revealed by patristic quotations and
by versions' {Hort 170). Hort, whose general estimate
of Western readings is no more favourable than that of
his predecessors, groups Western characteristics under
the three heads of Paraphrase,
Intei'polation, and
1 Ibid. 549. T h e Gospel quotations of Clement of Alexandria
have been carefully edited by P . H . Bavmixd (Texts and Studies,
55, 1899).
^ Hort, 55a.
3 T h e form in which the alternative ending to Mk. is
exhibited by the ' A l e x a n d r i a n ' text is a good illustration of
its highly artificial character.
The genuine text of that
Gospel breaks off in the middle of a clause at Mk. IGs with the
words e(/)o^oui'TO ydp . . . ('Jor they feared . . . . ' ) ; but an
ancient text, now represented by the Latin Codex Bobiensis (k),
added the following sentence: ' B u t all tbat they had been
commanded they showed forth in few words to those that were
with Peter. And after these things Jesus himself also appeared,
and from the East even unto the West sent forth by them the
holy and incorruptible preaching of eternal salvation. Amen.'
T h e absence of quotations from Mk. liig-so in Tertullian and
Cjprian makes it highly probable tbat k here, as elsewhere, faithfully reproduces the text of the Gospels current at Carthage up
to the middle of the third century. This shorter conclusion
evidently presupposes a text which ended at 168 as in BK and
Ss.
Most documents of course add to 16 8 the so-called ' last twelve
verses of S. Mark,* forming w. g-20. It is the charactei-istic of
the .4lexa?idrian
rcce7ision that it gives both co7iclusions, the
longer one being linked to tbe shorter by a critical note. This
composite ending is still extant in five Greek MSS, in some
.(Ethiopic MSS, and in the margins of the Harclean Syriac and
ofthe best MS of the Bohairic, accompanied in most cases by
the critical note (see Amelineau, Not. et Extr.VAn„ and the
descriptions of -^ [(Gregory 445], and of i i - |( ;iegor>- ^308], and
see also T. R. Harris, appendix to Mrs. Lewis's Cat of *ivtda.r

MSS at 'Mt. Sinai, 103 f).

"^ "^
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A Sii "I nation (Hort 173-175).
Notwithstanding this
unfavourable verdict, ' W^estern documents not unfrequently form the bulk of the attestation for the readings
adopted by him.^ The fact is that the expression ' the
Western text' is a misnomer. The ' Western ' documents do not present a single recension, like the
Antiochian te^it, or even a body of aberrant readings ;
they rather represent the unre\ised and progressively
deteriorated state of the text throughout the Christian
world in the ante-Nicene age. ' Westein readings are
accordingly of various types, ranging from the uncorrupted original to the most extreme forms of interpolation and paraphrase. It was a percej^tion of this
fact that led Hug as early as 1808 to speak of what is
usually called ' the Western text' by the name of KOIVX]
hdoffii.

Much of the bad repute of ' Western' texts comes
from the almost universal practice of treating Codex
Bezos (D) as their leading representative.
But this
famous MS, though it contains very ancient elements,
is far from being a pure representative of any ancient
strain of text. A more just vie\s' would be gained by
taking, on the one hand, the Latin fragments called Cod.
Bobiensis [k) as the best type of the texts early current
in the West, and, on the other, die Sinai pahmpsest (83)
as the best type of the texts early current in the East.
Both these documents would be reckoned as ' Western'
according to the ordinary view ; but it has not yet been
proved that they have any common origin later than the
archetype of all our extant authorities.
The discovery of the Sinai palimpsest has materially
alteredour conceptions of the early 'Western' text. One
of the chief characteristics formerly assigned to that text
was a tendency to admit interpolation ; and the presence
in the leading ' Western ' authorities of a series of interpolations, which must have come from non-canonical
sources, seemed to make it obvious that all ' Western '
documents were derived from an interpolated copy of
the Gospels later than the archetype of B&< and their
allies.^ But though the Sinai palimpsest has a thoroughly
non-Alexandrian text, not one of these interpolations is
found in it. It was the presence of clear errors in all
' Western' documents known to the earlier critics which
made them think of a ' \\'estern ' recension or edition ;
every fresh discovery, therefore, of documents fundamentally 'Western,' but nevertheless free from these
errors, makes the theory of a single Western recension
less and less probable.
4. One of the arguments employed by Hort in
favour of the genuineness of the ' Neutral' text is the
intrinsic excellence of the groups containing B, the chief
' Neutral' document. This line of argument is of course
quite independent of theories connected with the spread
of the ' Western ' or of any other ancient text.
It
is somewhat open, however, to the charge of subjectivity,
and the very fact that not all the readings adopted by
Hort have found universal favour, proves that the evidence of groups might have been interpreted differently.
Salmon [Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the
NT, 1897) calls the term ' Neutral' ' a question-begging
1 Notable instances are -Mt. O33 [(B)N], 713 [K*], 1835
[BNb niin.2 Orig.], 1620 [B* codd. ap. Orig.]. T h e square
brackets contain the ' n o n - W e s t e r n ' attestation of the text of
Westcott and Hort. Thus before the discovery of (< the true
textof iMt. 633 7 13 was known from ' Western ' documents alone.
_ 2 There are about twenty of these ' W e s t e r n ' interpolations
in the Gospels. T h e chief of them are :—Mt. 3 15 (the light at
the baptism); Mt. l i ; 2 ^ 3 ( ' t h e face of the s k y ' ) ; Mt. 2O28
( seek from little to increase'); .Mk. 163 (the angelic host at
'he resurrection); Lk. 6 4 (the man working on the S a b b a t h ) ;
J','^'^54/('Ye know not what spirit ye are o f ) ; Lk. 22437? (the
bloody sweat) ; Lk. 23 34^2 (' Father, forgive t h e m ' ) ; J n . 5 4 (the
angel at the pool); J n . 753-811 (the woman taken in adultery).
All these are absent from Ss as well as from BN, but they
appear to belong to the earliest Latin texts. T h e longer conclusion to the Second Gospel ([Mk.] 16 g-20) is absent from k in
addition to BN Ss, so that this passage forms no part also of
the eadiest non-Alexandrian text.
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name ' (p. 49), and adds with great truth, ' if we want a
more precise answer to the question what Hort means
by " Alexandrian," we shall not be far wrong in saying,
those readings which are Alexandrian in their origin and
are not recognised by Codex B ' (p. 51). Yet there is
no doubt that the text of B in the Gospels is, generally
speaking, an excellent one. Of this there can be no
stronger proof than the support it fre(|uently gives to
early readings, which, but for the witness of B, would
have been dubbed with the fatal epithet of ' Western.' ^
The habitual associates of B are of quite a different
character ; so frequently indeed does it agree with such
'.Mexandrian' documents as T L and the Egyptian
versions, that it has actually been maintained that the
Gospel text of B is a transcript of the Egyptian recension of Hesychius (Bousset, 7 ' ^ x i . 4 9 2 ) .
But the
occasional, yet unmistakable, support which B affords
to the Western against the specifically 'Alexandrian'
readings is inconsistent with this view.To sum up, Hort's text of the Gospels is less affected
by recent discoveries than his criticism ofthe documents.
- , « „ , .
As was pointed out above, the readings
11. Conclusion. . j . ^ f,
,, . .
u- u TT *
of BN, the authorities on which Hort
chieflyrelied, are often supported by the most ancient form
of the Old Latin (k), or by the most ancient form ofthe Old
Syriac (S^). These readings are almost always to be perferred, for they represent an agreement between the best
'A\'estern' and the best ' non-Western ' texts. ^ The
crucial difficulty occurs where all the early ' Western'
documents unite against BX, or BXL and the Bohairic.
In other words, the question before the textual critic in
the immediate future is, Are the oldest forms of the
Old Latin and the Old Syriac independent? We may
put the question in another form. Accepting Hort's
nomenclature, and remembering that ' AX'estern' documents such as k and Ss not unfrequently support B
against the specifically ' Alexandrian ' text, \\\e:\i grounds
have we for thinking that B, or even BN united, is
entirely free from 'Alexandrian* corrections?"^ In the
portions of the Gospels where k and S^ are both extant, B has the support of one or other of them about
four times out of five ; may not B be itself in the wrong
in the remaining readings? How far, in fine, can we
trust B whether supported by the other Greek MSS or
not, in cases where its only attestation among the ancient
versions is Egyptian ?
The answers to these questions cannot positively be
given until a complete analysis has been made of the
extant ' W e s t e r n ' variants to the text of BM.
It is,
1 E.g., in Lk. 10 I 17, B has 'seventy-two' disciples witb the
best Latin and Syriac texts, not 'seventy.'
2 There is not the slightest likelihood that the non-Alexandrian
readings in B have been introduced Into the text of B's ancestors
by irregular revision. The probability indeed is all the other
way. T h e few indications afforded by the actual readings of
the M S tend to show that ' \ \ ' e s t e r n ' (or at any rate non* Alexandrian') readings would have been corrected out, not
introduced. "The most striking instance is Mt. -7 16 f
In tbese
verses the common text has Bapa^par . . 'Qapa^^a.v, but an
ancient text (now represented by some good minuscules, a
scholion, and the Old Syriac) read 'II](TOVV Bapa^^av . . . 'lija-oyv
TOC Bapa^^dv.
Now B has 'ITJCTOVV in neither place ; but it inserts Tiiv before the second Bapa^fidv. T h e obvious explanation
is tbat an ancestor of B had the reading je.sus Barabbas, but the
corrector wbo expunged the word 'lr}aovv in both places omitted
to delete the article in the second place. Other instances, somewhat similar, ar*; iMt. 2131 (vo-Tepo?) ; Mt. 2.3 26 (ourou); Lk.
1937 (wdvTuiv); Jn.N 57 (eopaKcs). In such places t h e ' n e u t r a l i t y '
of B la the neutrality of compromise.
3 A striking instance is afforded b)' the readings connected
with the double cock-crowing in Mk. 14. The text adopted by
H o r t was that of B, a Greek lectionary, and the Bohairic. It
is now found also In Syr.sin. The fact that Syr.sin. here agrees
with B is a strong confirmation of the correctness of Hort's
judgment ; at the same time it removes the whole set ofvariations from the category of places where the true text is preserved in * non-Western' documents alone.
^ T h e definite issue is raised, for instance, in Mk. 6 20, where
BNL Boh read rf-rropeL for cTrot'et. 'ETroiet (with slight variations)
is found in all other documents, including Lat.vt and Syr.vt. If
riiropeL he not orieinal, it looks more like an ingenious conjecture
than a palasographical blunder.
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corresponding in the parallel passages Mt. 16 21, Lk.
however, in the direction here indicated — viz., the
9 22 : either the remark was considered too uninteresting
preservation of the true text in a considerable number
to repeat, or it originally contained something which
of cases by ' Western ' documents alone—that criticism
later writers might regard as unsuitable. For ini. 3 1 / ,
may ultimately be able to advance beyond the point
Ss Diat^' and k have ' the Son of Man must suffer
reached by Hort.
many things .
and after the third day rise and
W'e may add a few illustrations of passages where the
openly speak the word '—i. e., they read XaXeiK or iKhate.\t adopted by W H can be certainly or probably
\e1v instead of iXiXei, thereby making the clause part
amended.
of Jesus' word to the disciples. The central thought,
i. Mt. 6 8 ' your Father knoweth what things ye have
need of -irpo TOV iifms alTfja-ai avTov.
For airrjo-aL airbv therefore, of the prediction is not the physical miracle
but
the general victory of the Gospel after the great
12 Tlhistra ^ ^ ^^^ ai/ol^ai rd crrbpLa in D A.^ This
struggle (cp Hos. 62/.).
That Jesus did not preach
..'
. . " picturesque locution has been adopted
' openly after the Resurrection was a reason why the
u v e lexLS. ^^ gj^jg ^ ^ j jjy j^g^jjg (Hastings' VB
clause should be omitted by Mt. and Lk., and at a later
739a) ; the slenderness of the attestation may be experiod should be altered in Mk. ; but the agreement
plained by the desire of avoiding what seemed an
here of pur earliest eastern and western texts enables us
undignified expression. All Syriac VSS. support the
to restore the original form with confidence.
common text ; but it is worth noticing that in Mt.
V. The restoration of the true texts of Acts is a more
5 2 Ss reads ' and he began to say to thera' instead of
difficult matter than that of the Gospels owing to the
' and he opened his mouth and taught them, saying. , '
comparative poverty of the evidence. W e need especiA somewhat similar variant is to be found in
Mt. 7^3, where for o/j-oXcryqcrca we find dpiScTdi attestedally something corresponding to the ' Old Syriac,' by
the aid of which we might separate really ancient readby i5? vg.codd. pp.lat (incl. de Rebaplismate, § 7 ) : Justin
ings in the Old Latin and in D from those western
Martyr 262, with the African Latin {k [Cyp] also [tz] g)
variants that never had anything beyond a local circulaand Sc {hiat Ss), have ipSi—i.e., their text has been astion. Several of the proper names are undoubtedly
similated to Lk. 1827.
ii. Mt. l i s - KcxX TTTCoxol euay-y£\i^0VTai' om. k Ss corrupt. £-g-, 'lovdalav Acts 29 is impossible, for
Judasa
is quite out of place between Mesopotamia and
Diat."''' {i.e., Maes. 100).
Cappadocia. T h e African Latin (Tert. adv. Jud. 7,
These words belong to the genuine text of Lk. 722
Aug. c. Fund.) substituted Ar-meniam;
but this is
and are in accordance with Lk. 's accustomed diction.
palseographically
unlikely :
possibly Lk.
wrote
In Mt., on the other hand, the word 6i5a77eX(fe<r9ai
ropAyAIAN—1-e-, Gordyasa, now Kurdistan, vi. In
never occiu-s again : if the phrase omitted by k and Ss
Acts 46 'Ycjod.vv't)^ is a mistake for 'IcjyvaQa.^, the true
be retained, we must almost assume that Mt. is here
name being preserved only in D, in Berger's Perpignan
directly borrowing from Lk. Omit the phrase, and the
MS and (as E. Nestle points out) in Lagarde's OS
linguistic difficulty is removed ; Mt. gives the actual
69 18 ; on the other hand tlie Fleury palimpsest [h) is
words of Jesus, whilst Lk. 's addition ' the poor are
said to have \_Id\hannes, and we may conjecture from
evangelised ' is an early (and correct) interpretation of
the Doctrine of Addai 11 23 that the Old Syriac attested
them.
Similarly vo/uicb! in Mt. 2235 is alien to the
Onias. vii. In Acts 13 8 the present writer has a strong
diction ofthe First Gospel and comes from Lk. IO25 :
suspicion
that the mysterious name 'EXiJ/ios, for which
the word is rightly omitted from Mt. by 1-118-209
^rot/tos
is read or inferred in several Western documents,
e Ss Arm Origen '^^•
is a corruption of 6 Xoi/t6s, ' the pestilent fellow' (cp
Harmonistic additions are among the most frequent
Acts 245).
But conjectures of this kind stand on
and misleading corruptions of the text, as Jerome was
the first to see : ' dum eundem sensum alius aliter exquite a different footing from those restorations of the
pressit, ilie que unum e quattuor primum legerat, ad
text which are based on a consenus of the most ancient
eius exemplum ceteros quoque aestimauerit emendandos'
evidence. If we are to feel any confidence that this or
{Ep. ad Damasum).
Other passages where the disthat phrase or variant is the actual word of the original
covery of Sg has helped to remove additions of this kind
writer, it must be because we can really trace back the
are Mt. 2I44 (taken from Lk. 20iB) ; Lk. 1133 oihi i-trii
phrase in question to the earliest times, not because it
rbv fiidtov (Mt. 615) ; Jn. 12 8 ' F o r the pjor ye have
happens to have commended itself to some critic of the
always with you, but me ye have not always' (taken
ancient or modern world.
from Mk. 147, Mt. 2 6 i i , but omitted in Jn. by D
In addition to Hort's Introduction
(above, § 7), the following
iii. Mt. 251 ' went forth to meet the bridegroom
and the bride,' D i*-209 124* Latt Syrr (incl, Ss)
Arm. This addition is certainly genuine, and in accordance with Oriental custom. The bridegroom goes
with his friends to bring away the bride from her father's
home ; no one is left at the bridegroom's house but a
few 'virgins' [i.e., maidservants) to keep watch.
In
the parable these maidservants represent the church
(as in Lk. I236), whilst the arrival of the wedding procession with the bridegroom and his bride represents the
coming of Christ. Christ is here the bridegroom and
the bride ; the waiting servants are the church. But
the more familiar image was the comparison of Christ
to the bridegroom, the church to the bride ; when the
Bride had become the stock metaphor for the church,
the careless editor had » strong temptation to leave it
out in the parable where it does not mean the church.
iv. Mt. 832 ' Kal irappTjalc^ rbv \6-yov i\d\€L-'
These
words come after the first announcement of the Passion,
without variation in Greek MSS. As they stand they
are a remark of the evangelist, to which there is nothing
^ I.e., cod. Claromontanus of the 6th century.
itacism ANOlie.
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works on N T textual criticism may be recommended. E.
Nestle, Introd. to the Textual
Criticism
of the Greek NT
(Theological Translation Library, vol. xiii.), 1901, F . G. Kenyon, Handbook
to the Textual
Criticism
of the NT, 1901.
K. Lake, 'The Text ofthe NT (elementary), igoo. G. Salmon,
Some Thoughts on the Textual
Criticism, of the NT, 1897.
C. R. Gregory, Textkritik
des NT, vol. i., 1900: this will b e a
separate edition of the Prolegomena
to ''Tischendorf,' brought
up to date. A new and important work on textual criticism is
announced (1902) by H . von Soden.

B.

VERSIONS
I.

LATIN

Latin versions of the scriptures can be traced back into
the second century. The SciUitan martyrs at Carthage
13. L a t i n ver- ' " * ^ ^ ^ ^ , ' ^ ° t ' " ' l^^^*'° '^eir case of
s i o n s : first ™ " ' ^ P ' ' " ^ = °^ P ^ " ' * e just man. '
traces
What type of text these MSS may have
contained it is of course impossible
directly to determine ; but the occasional references of
Tertullian [e.g., adv. Prax. § 5) to the translation then
in common use are not inconsistent with the belief that
it was of the same general type as that found in the
many biblical quotations of Cyprian.
T o Cyprian, according to the judgment of the latest
1 Texts and Studies, i. 2 114.
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investigator of his style,^ the Latin version seemed
'clumsily executed and quite niodern ' ; but he quotes it
continually witli remarkable accuracy, and never seems
to question the correctness of the renderings.
The
natural inference is that Cyprian in the middle of the
tiiird century found a definite Latin text established as
an authorit,iti\c standard in Carllia,i;r,
W'e are able to carry back tlie history one stage
farther. The quotations of NuwUian, Cvfirian's Roman
contemporary, give us the text current in Rome, just
as Cyprians quotations give us the te\t current in
Carthage. To them we may add the few xer.scs
quoted by the Roman presbyters Moy.scs and Maximus in their letter to Cyprian {ap. Cypr. Ep. 31,
§ 4). These quotations present marked diffcrciuis
from the Cyprianic te.xt, as well as marked af^recnieiit.s
with it; we are, therefore, justified in assuming (nr Inah
the Carthaginian and the Roman tvpes <.,. cninmon
origin, which at the same time must have been sufficiently
remote to allow for the development of the characteristic
differences between the two texts.
Xo t7'adit'on of the origin or literary history of the
Latin versions seems to have been known even to
14 TVi • -"^"g^st^i^^ OI" Jerome; it remains an open
' . .
question whether the first translation was
° ' made in Roman Africa, in Italv, or in Gaul.
What is certain is that b\- the middle of the fourth
century, Latin bibUcal MSS exhibited a most confusing
variety of text, caused at least in part by revision from
later Greek MSS as well as by modifications of the
Latin phraseolog}^ This confusion lasted until all the
'Old Latin' (or ' ante-Hieron3miian') texts were supplanted by the revised version of Jerome (383-400 A.D. ),
which was undertaken at the request of Pope Damasus
and ultimately .became the Vulgate of the Western
church.
We are thus driven back on evidence other than
tradition to classify our MSS—to find, if possible, the
local texts which they respectively represent.
This
classification is the more necessary as the primary
importance of the Old Latin versions lies in their age.
The ' Old Latin' may go back to the second century ;
but before any particular Old Latin reading can be
safely treated as second-century evidence we require at
least pri77ia facie proof that the document in which it
occurs has a text which has largely escaped revision
from later Greek MSS.
In classifying our Old Latin authorities each group of
books must be treated separately. As a matter of fact,
IK m - 'c Athe different groups have had differ15. Classification.
^ ,*
r .
T *u r1
ent literary fates. In the Gospels,
the Psalms, and Isaiah, we find a maze of aberrant
texts ; on the other hand, the book of Wisdom seems
never to have undergone a thorough revision in
later times, and the text of Cyprian's citations here
hardly differs from the printed Vulgate.
The necessary starting-point is supplied by the biblical
quotations in the Latin Fathers. Some of the evidence,
however, derived from this source must be used with
great caution.
_ 1. It is rarely possible to take the many scriptural allusions
in Tertullian's works ai; literal representations of tlie biblical
text current in Carthage in his day. They are, in fact, so unlike
any surviving type of the Latin version^ ih.-it it is maintained by
2ah_n2and others that the Bible had ni>t I.JCI:II tran.slated into
Lrjtin in Tertullian's time. Even those, however, who place the
origin of the Latin Bible earlier than Tertullian admit that he
often translates directly from the Greek. A clear instance of
this is de Came Christi % 20, where .Mt. 116 is quoted in agreement with the ordinarj' Greek reading against the combined
testimony of all the older Latin tr;\ts.
ii. A great uncertainty hangs over the age of the Latin transladon of Irenasus^ work against Hf-resies. If it be contemporary
with the author it becomes a primary witness for the GaUican
text. Some, however, including Hort, have placed it in the
fourth century, and this is undoubtedly the safer view.
iii. One of our chief authorities, the Testimonia of Cyprian
^ E . W. Watson in Studia Biblica, 4 195.
2 Gesch. d. NT Kanofts, 1 51-60.
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(a series of proor-t<.-\ts from .Scripture), wcia so popuLir in the
Latin church that certain later writers c|uote from it instead of
using the Vj'ciAe ilircclly. In so far as this is done these writers
cease to be independent witnesses. This applies to Firmicus
Maternus, Commodian, Lactantius, and in part to Lucifer and
Zeno.

Fragments at least of eighteen IVISS of the Old Latin
Gospels are still rxiant. Of these only one—the Latin
16 The °'' ''"''-••'' Bcz.e [d)—is a bilingual.
h'ive
Gospels °^ "^'^^^ MSS—7VI., codd. Vercellensis [a),
Veronensis (*), Palatinus [e), SangaUensis
(//), Bobiensis (X'),—as well as (/ itself, are of the fourth
or the fifth ccntiny. having therefore been transcribed
at a time when the Old Latin ivas in full church use.
Hort was the first to point out the close connection
of the texts of k and e with the many and accurate
quotations of Cypi laa (died 258). Of these two M.SS
k is more faithful to the Cyprianic standard than e ;
but both are quite on a different plane from the rest of
the Latin MSS. W'e may therefore t.ikc the te.xt of k
and e as representing the form in which the Gospels
Here read at (Jaithage in the middle of the third century
before the Decian persecution. The only other nonI'.ttristic authorities which show a distinctive African
[i.e., Cyprianic) character are the contemporary corrections in the te.\t of n (esp. in Lk. and Ml<.), corrections
^\•hich must have been made from a MS very like e, and
isolated sections [e.g., the last chapters of Lk.) in the
late MS c (Colbertinus).
The character of the ' African Latin differs much
from other Old Latin texts both in language and in the
underlying Greek te.vt.' But one fact stands out above
all others—its unlikeness to the eclectic texts of the
fourth century, both Greek and Latin.
For the most part the interpolations of this, the oldest continuous Latin text ofthe Gospels that has come down to us, are
to a large extent not the interpolations ofthe eclectic texts, and
its omissions are not their omissions; moreover its renderings
are not the renderings of the later revised Latin texts such as
the Vulgate and its immediate predn^essi TS. All this tends to
show that the African text of the third century had to a lar:^e
extent escaped revision from Greek sources ; in other words,
that the Greek text implied by /• and its companions is that
which underlies the original translation.

The remaining Old Latin M.SS, including the Latin
of Cod. Bezae, m.ay be classed as 'European,' since
they agree with the European Fathers against the
peculiar African renderings. The origin of this type of
text is still obscure. The MS.S group themselves round
the two great codices a and b. Of these b occupies a
central position, the other MSS differing from one
another more than they differ from it. At the same
time it ma\- be doubted whether a does not represent an
earlier stage of the European text, as the quotations of
Novatian (the Roman contemporary of Cyprian) predominantly favour a against b, so far, that is, as the
' European' type is developed in them. This is especially the case in Jn., where the a text is also suppnrted
by Lucifer of (Cagliari. On this view 'African' readings found in a are relics of the earlier form of the
' European ' text. On the other hand b is the oldest
representatixe of that stage of the European text from
which most of the later forms of the Old Latin, and
finally the \'ulgate, are descended.
Some of the later Latin texts have been partially
conformed to the Antiochian Greek text. The most
prominent surviving example is Cod. Brixianus (/), a
Gospel MS of the sixth century.
It has been conjectured that MSS of this t>-pc were referred to by
Augustine under the term If,ila and that they formed
the basis of Jerome's revision. But it is much more
probable that Augustine's Itala means the \'ulgate ;
see below (§ so). The peculiar elenrent o f / is deri\ ed
from the codices of the Gothic version brought into X.
Italy by the Lombards and perhaps by previous northern
invaders during the fifth and the sixth century, whilst
the agreement o f / and the Vulgate (which in parts is
^ See especially Sanday's essay on the text of >^ in Old
Biblical Texts, vol. ii.
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(usually bound up with Cypnan). Of MSS we have
besides the Latin of the bihnguals C'xl. Hezrt [d) and
Cod. Laudianus (.-.,), large fragments of an African text
Many ' Antiochian ' readinLis are found in the Vulgate, a.s is
only natural in a revision umlurtaken by the aid of Greek MSS
in the sixth-century palimpsest Cod. Floriacensis (h), a
at the end of the fourth century. Some noteworthy agreement*
complete European text in Cod. Gigas Holmensis (g),
of the \ ' a l g a t e with the Greek MSS N and B are also found,
and 1-136 2Si6-end in a (?) Spanish text published by
especially in the .\cts : this points to a use of the §;reat library
Ilergur from a MS once at Perpignan ( / ) . There are
at Ca:sarea. Jerome gave special heed to the elimination of
harmonistic corruptions and to correcting the rendering of
also fragments of a late European text in a fifth-century
important doctrinal expressions. A well-known instance o f t h e
palimpsest
at Vienna (s), now published by H. J. White.
latter is the introduction of supersubstantialem
into the Lord's
The ' Acta' of Augustine's dispute with Felix the
Prayer in Mt. instead of cot id iaf tum, to render eTrtouVioc. Quite
as characteristic is 7}tundus for 6 /cotr/ioy in J n . , hie 7iiundus being
Manichee at Hippo in 404 A . D . should almost be
reserved for o K6<TP.O% O5TOS.2
counted among the MSS, for in them Augustine reads
The African text of the Pauline epistles is imfrom a codex the continuous text of Acts 1-2 n (see
perfectly preserved. The version used by Cyprian is
below, § 21).
p ..
not represented in any known MS, though
The most primitive form represented by these MSS is
some of its peculiar renderings reappear
that found in h, the text of which is almost exactly that
epistles. in the not inconsiderable quotations of
of Cyprian and also of Augustine. That the text conTyconius (flor. 380). Entirely distinct from these, and
tained in g is ancient, although the MS is only of the
representing 1 different Greek original, is the text of
thirteenth century, is proved by its close agreement with
Gal. ,5 -i-gff. as quoted by Nemesianus of Thubunee at the quotations of Lucifer, where it agrees wilh as well
the Council of Carthage (256 A . D . ) , ^ text which has
as where it differs from the Vulgate.
points of contact with Tertullian {cp de Pudic. § 17).^
This type of text is also found in a Milan lectionary (^2) containing the story of Stephen, and to some extent in j ; it reappears,
Among European texts the Latin of cod. Claromontanus (I-)., d.-j) holds a high place. The twin texts of strange to say, in the non-Vulgate portions of the 'Liber
Comicum,' a Visigothic lectionary published by Morin. The
bilingual M.SS are always open to the suspicion of
text of P differs greatly from g, and seems to have most affinity
having been greatly assimilated one to another. In the
with the very scanty extracts in the Speculum (ni) which run
parallel to it. The not unfrequent agreements ofp with e^ seem
case of d^, however, the genuine Old Latin character of
rather
to be due to the fact that each is a very Hteral version of
the text is vindicated by its frequent agreement with the |
the Greek than to real kinship of text. The Latin columns of
quotations of Lucifer of Cagliari (t37o). The curious
the two bilinguals d and e% as we might almost expect, agree
interlinear Latin version of Cod. Bcernerianus [Gj^g^ is
clostly with no ancient Latin text.^ T h e renderings found in
the quotations of Tertullian and the Latin translation of Irenseus
not predominantly supported by any Latin writer, and
here as in other parts of the Bible do not agree consistently
perhaps ought not to be reckoned among continuous
with any other authority.
Old Latin authorities.
The revised text used by
With regard to the underlying Greek, Irenceus and
Augustine in this part of the N T is represented by
the Africans together with the Perpignan MS all go
fragments of two MSS formerly at Freising, now at
back to a Greek text such as that of Codex Bezce, but
Alunich (r, ro).
comparatively seldom afford any real support to the
In the \'ulgate itself comparatively few changes
eccentricities of its Latin side. It is probable that the
appear to have been made by Jerome in the Pauline
' W e s t e r n ' element of Eo (Laudianus) is ultimately of
Epistles, so that it may almost be reckoned among the
Latin origin.'^
This, however, but rarely gives an
late Old Latin texts. On the other hand the Gothicindependent value to the Latin side of the existing MS,
Latin MS usually quoted as gue has very little indeexcept where Eg stands alone among Greek authorities.
pendent value, as the Latin has been assimilated to the
\\'hatever the history of the ancestors of Cod. Laudianus
parallel Gothic text.
may have been, in our MS the Greek and the Latin are
The Epistle to the Hebrews was absent from the
almost completely equated to each other. The pages
original form of the Latin canon, and it is not quoted
indeed have quite the appearance of a glossary.
by Cyprian or Tyconius, nor apparently by Irenjieus.
In the later European text represented by g and
Tertullian quotes it once [de Pudic. § 20), but not as
Lucifer the ' Western ' glosses have been to some extent
scripture ; as in the other parts of the N T the version
corrected out. This is true still more of the \'ulgate,
he uses does not agree with any other Latin authority.
which in Acts not unfrequently follows the Greek text
It is, therefore, of interest to observe that the text of
approved by modern critical editors.
Hebrews in d,^ stands on the same footing with that of
A very remarkable type—a third-century African text
the rest of the epistles, the agreement with Lucifer
as far as regards renderings, but without the ' Western'
being there as clearly marked as elsewhere, although in
glosses—is found in the anonymous tract de Rebaptisthe MS itself the epistle forms a sort of appendix at the
7?iate.
end. The epistle also occurs in the Freising M.S, with
It reflects in fact the isolated position of the writer, who,
the text of which the quotations of Augustine agree.
although a contemporary of Cyprian, differed from the majority
of the Africans in the biblical text he used, as he differed from
The ' Western ' text of Acts is found in nearly all
Old Latin authorities (see col. 4996, n. 3) ; in attempt- | tliem on the question of the Rebaptism of heretics.^ The
literary history of Acts in Latin can never be regarded as de1ft Aota '"^ therefore to trace their mutual connec- j finitely settled until the appearance of this curious text is
tion we must chiefly be guided by the style
sufficiently accounted for.
of the Latin renderings. The mere presence of \\'estern
The full collection of seven Catholic epistles which
glosses in a Latin source, such as Augustine, tells us
1ft ri 4-1, 1- usually follows Acts in Greek MSS was
little ofhis relation, e.g., to the Latin of Cod. Bezse.
19. C a t h o l i c
.. • 1 1 J .1.
T •
*i
The most important quotations are found in Irenasus,
- ,,
not mcluded m the Latm canon until
Tertullian, Cyprian, Augustine, Lucifer of Cagliari,
"
* the fourth century. Only i Pet. and
and the anonymous African tract de
Rebaptismate
I Jn. with Jude had hitherto been universally revery marked) is most likely due to the intrusion of
Vulgate readings into the text off^

} F . C. Burkitt, Journ. of Theol. Studies,\
i2g-ii4\
Fr.
Kauffmann's ' Beitrage zur Quellenkritik der gotischen Bibeliibersetzung 5,' in Ztsch.f
deutsche Philologie, 32 305-335.
2 In Jn. 10 16 the ^'ulgate, against all Greek M S S , substitutes
unum ouile ('one fold') for the Old Latin unus gr ex ('one
flock'), and from the \"uL':irc was derived the familiar rendering
of the authorised \-ersic'n. Tli.j Vulgate rendering of this verse has
been used by W^tnl.'^woith amd White in support of their view
that Jerome ii-.L'il ('.reck MSS of a type of text now lost. See,
however, J H. licrnard in Her mat hena, \\-i3S-2A'2.
^ For Xcnic^ianus scc C. H. Turner in Journ. of Theol.
Studies, 2 6 0 2 ^ .
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1 This contrasts strongly with the perfect agreement between
e2 and Beda, who actually used the Cod. Laudianus itself.
2 Blass, Acta Apt. p. 2'&f.
3 The phraseology of the quotations in the de
Rebaptismate
is almost always that of the Cyprianic lUble. The work is a
letter apparently addressed to Cyprian him^cjf (§ 4, § 10). It
is possible that it was not originally composed in Latin, and that
we possess only the Latin translation, as in the parallel case of
Firmilian's letter to Cyprian (ap. Cypr. Ep. 75). This would
account both for the African phrases and for the non-African text.
It is worth noticing that the de Rcbaptis7naie contains a clear
allusion to Mk. 16 14 (% 9, end : non credideruni,
nxsipostmodu7H
ab ipso Domino omnibus modis fuissent obiurgati
atque
increpati).
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ceived, although
Jn. is also quoted by some early
Fathers.
The extant Old Latin authorities for this division of
the NT are as follows :—(i.) Of the Old African version
no MS is known ; but we have the quotations of Cyprian
from I Pet (called ad Ponticos, as in Tertullian) and
I Jn. Wilh these, on the whole, agree the quotations
of Tyconius. A verse from 2 Jn. is ijuoted by one of
the Bishops at the Council of Carthage, (ii.) A later
African revision, including all the seven epistles is found
in Augustine. Of this revision we have two MS.S, li at
Paris (fragments of i and 2 Pet., i Jn.) and q at
Munich (a large fragment of 1 Jn.). h is the same
Cod. Floriacensis as in Acts, but in the Cath. Epp.
the text is not Cyprianic, but late Afiiean. A peculiar
recension is found in the pseudo-Augustinian Speculum
[m], in which the extracts from Jas. agree very closely
with the quotations of the Spanish heretic Priscillian.
This late Spanish t)-pe of text is noteworthy as the
original source of the famous gloss of the Three
Heavenly Witnesses in i Jn. ."17. (iii.) Among European texts we have the extensive quotations of Lucifer,
including more than half of Jude ; fragments of Jas.
and I Pet. are also found in s (see § 18). Of Jas. a
complete text is extant in a non-biblical MS formerly at
Corbey, now at St. Petersburg (ff).
This translation
appears to be as old as the early part of the fourth
century, and is apparently used by Chromatins of
Aquileia. A fragment of 3 Jn. is found in Cod. Bezse,
immediately before Acts ; but it must remain a matter
of conjecture what other books that MS once contained
between the Gospels and Acts. ^
The Apocalypse from the first formed part of the
Latin X V, and in Africa the ecclesiastical version of it
„„ ,
does not seem to have suffered re20. ApocalTPse.
• • • , , - ,
^
•'^
vision in the lourth century as was the
case with the rest of the X T , except Acts. Hence it
comes to pass that the ' late African ' text of the Apocalypse, as given almost in full in the Commentary of
Primasius, bishop of Hadrumetum in the sixth century,
differs but little from the Cyprianic text. The same
tc-\l is also found in the fragments of Cod. h (see above,
§ 1 8 / ) , A somewhat different type appears in the
Commentaiy of Tyconius, large fragments of which
are preserved in Primasius, in Beatus the Spaniard,
and in other sources. Beside these a late European
text is extant in g (see above, § 18) ; but Lucifer avoids
quoting the Apocalypse altogether. A third type of
text seems to underly the Vulgate, which has affinities
both with g and with the African text.
In certain circles some parts of Jerome's revised
translation were received immediately into Church use.
21 FiBfnrv This, for instance,was the case at Hippo.
of thp
Augustine, whilst writing to Jerome in
•y 1 .
403 A.D. to deprecate his great changes
°
' in the OT, nevertheless says : ' Proinde
non paruas Deo gratias agimus de opere tuo quod
Euangelium ex Grteco interpretatus es, quia pasne in
omnibus nulla offensio est.'
This Hmitation of his
praise to the Gospel is confirmed by the story of thc
trial of Felix the Manichee in the following year (see
above, § 18). At the trial Augustine had occasion to
read from the X T the story of the descent of the Spirit.
Accordingly there was handed to him first a Codex of
the Gospels, from which he read Lk. 1^136-49 in the
Vulgate text ; then being given u. Codex of Acts, he
read out A c t s l i - 2 i i in a very pure African Old Latin
text. The fact that the text of Acts as here given is
quite unmixed with Vulgate readings shows that our MSS
of 'Aug. contra Felice7n ' have suffered no wholesale corruption ; we cannot therefore but conclude that by 404
A.D. the Gospels were read at Hippo from the Vulgate,
^ The vacant space would suggest that the missing books are
the Apocalypse, and all three Johannine epp., making up
with the Fourth Gospel the complete Instrumentu77t
lohannis
(Tert. de Res. Carnis, § 38).
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whilst in other books of the Bible, such as Acts, the
unrevised Old Latin was still publicly used.
In some parts of the Western Empire the old versions
were long retained in ecclesiastical use, especially in
Gaul and N. Italy. This resulted in the formation of
mixed texts, sometimes by the insertion of familiar Old
Latin phrases into Vulgate MSS, but more often by the
imperfect correction of the codices of the old versions to
the Wilgate standard. These principles were in action
in all parts of the Latin church ; but they produced
somewhat different types of text owing to the different
epochs at which the Vulgate text, as current in Rome
and S. Italy generally, was brought in among the
various nationalities.
Sonic of the most interesting texts ofthe Vulgate come
from the British Isles. Both Great llri Lain and Ireland
had received the Bible before the victory of Jerome's
revision ; but the coming of the heathen EngUsh almost
entirely destroyed Christianity in what is now England.
The mission of Augustine brought the \'ulgate with it,
and the careful English scholars of Northumbria looked
to Rome and S. Italy for patterns of text, rather than
to north-western Europe. A product of the Northumbrian school is the Codex Amiatinus, now at Florence,
the leading MS of the \'ulgate both in the Old and in the
New Testament. This great book appears to have been
copied from a Xeajjolitan text; it was written at Jarrow
or Wearmouth a little before 716 i\. D. and was brought
to Italy as a present to the Pope by the Abbot Ceolfrid.
The Irish, until after the time of Columba, adhered
to the Old Latin ; one fairly pure Irish Old Latin text
of the Gospels survives in Cod. Usserianus (r). From
about the year 700, however, the Roman tonsure and
the Roman text began to make way among the Irish
also, and this resulted in the prevalence of a mixed type
of MSS of which the Book of Kells and the Book of
Armagh are noteworthy examples. A similar type of
text is found also in MSS written in Britain, representing the fusion of lona and Rome.
Simultaneous with the re-estab lishment of a Western Empire
under Charlemagne came efforts for improvement of the Vulgate
text. Hence arose the two great eclectic editions of the ninth
c e n t u r y : that of Theodulf of Orleans, who aimed at collecting
a large body of variants in the form of marginal notes ; and that
of Alcuin of Vork, who at the express desire of the great
Emperor constructed a standard text. Alcuin's revision uas
presented to Charlemagne on Christmas Day, 801 A . D , , and
although his text was soon corrupted in minor details his work
marks a turning-point in the history of the Vulgate. ' U p to
the middle of the ninth century . . . we find a distre.ssing
jumble of the best and the worst texts existing side b y side,
the ancient versions mixed with the Vulgate in inextricable
confusion, and the books ofthe Bible following a different order
in each MS. After Alcuin all is changed ; the singularities
have been levelled, the text has become more equal and its
character more tame. . . . From Alcuin's time onward the
only Bible in use has been that of Jerome, and the ancient
versions have disappeared ' (Berger, Vulgate, p. xvii).l
IL

SVEIAC

Almost everything that relates to the origin and early
history of the S3Tiac versions is the subject of controversy. In the following account an
22. Tliree early ^tt^^ipt has been made to distinguish
Syriac
between what may be regarded as
versions.
proved beyond reasonable doubt, and
what must in our present state of knowledge remain only
a probability. It will be necessary, in discussing the
earlier forms of the Syriac versions, to take the various
parts of the N T c^ne by one, as in the case of the Old
Latm. The later Syriac versions will be described
subsequently by themselves.
The Pour Gof els.-^Ahont
t h e y e a r 420 A.D. the
Gospel was extant in Syriac in three forms, viz.—
(i.) The Peshitta, or Syriac Vulgate.
^ T h e Vulgate was first printed at Mainz between 1452 and
1456 (' Mazarin Bible '). The authoritative edition used by the
Roman Church was issued by Clement V I I I . in 1592. A critical
edition of the N T is being prepared by Bishop J. Wordsworth
and the Rev. H . J. White, of which the volume containing the
Gospels has already appeared ((?.^/£7ra', 1889-98).
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^ii.) Tatian's Diatessaron.
(iii.) The 'EvangeliSn
da-Mepharresht,'
or Old
Syriac.
A clear idea of the nature of these three documents
and their relation to one another is necessary for a riglit
use of the Syriac versions in the criticism of the Gospels.
(i.) The version of the N T which alone has been in
ecclesiastical use int he Syriac church since the middle
_ ....
of the fifth century, is known by the
23. Ji-esmiia. ^^^^^ psshittd- (or Plshitto in the
Jacobite system of pronunciation)—i.e. ' the simple."

Gospels as read in the Peshitta, and indeed the Peshitta
is probably intended in the passage where EvangeliSn
da-MSpharrlshe occurs in the canons of Rabbula.' On
the other hand, the Sinaitic and the Nitrian MSS both
call themselves by this name, and Barsalibi and Bar
Bahlul the lexicographer expressly quote from the
Evangelion da-M^pharrlshi
the reading ' Jesits Barabbas ' in Mt. 2717, found in the Sinaitic MS.^
Two codices of the Evangelion da-Mlfharrlsht
are at
present known to scholars, viz., the Sinai palimpsest
(Ss), and the Nitrian MS used by Cureton (SQ).
The Nitrian MS, now B.M. add. 14,451, came with
the rest of the library of the Convent of S. Mary
Deipara in 1842-7 to London, where its peculiar character was shortly afterwards recognised by Cureton,
then keeper of the Oriental MSS. His edition of the
MS appeared in 1858,^ and from him the version came
to be known as the * Curetonian.' T h e Sinai palimpsest
was discovered at the Convent of S. Catherine on
Mount Sinai by Mrs. Lewis and Mrs. Gibson of Cambridge in 1892, and transcribed in the following year
by the late R. L. Bensly, J. Rendel Harris, and the
present writer.
.Sc may be assigned to the middle of the fifth century. It
contained the Gospels in the order Mt. Mk. Jn. Lk. ; but all
that is now extant is Mt. 11-8 32 10 32-23 25 Mk. 1617-20 Jn.

T h e name Peshitta was in use as early as the ninth or the tenth
century j it has been conjectured that it originally served to
distinguish the Syriac Vulgate of the Old and N e w Testaments
from the Hexaplaric version of the O T and the Harclean of the
N T (see below, §§ 30, 61), editions which were furnished with
marginal variants and other critical apparatus.

The Peshitta is extant in many MSS, a few of which
are as old as the fifth century. All of them, however,
represent the same type of text as is found in the
modern editions. It was first printed by Widmanstad
(Vienna, I5SS).
The best edition of the Gospels is
the Tetraeuangelium
published by (the late) P. E.
Pusey and G. H. Gwilliam (Oxford, 1901). A small
American edition of the N T in the Nestorian character
(New York, 1886, etc.) gives an excellent text in a very
handy form. Following the notation of Westcott and
Hort, I shall speak of the Peshitta as Syriac Vulgate.
(ii.) The Diatessaron, a harmony of the Four Gospels
composed by Tatian the pupil of Justin Martyr, at one
time took the place of the separate Four
24. Dia- Gospels in the public services of the
tessaron. Syriac-speaking church. But a vigorous
effort to get rid of it was made by the bishops during
the first half of the fifth century, and in consequence
of this no copy of the Syriac Diatessaron is now
known to survive.
Our main extant authority for the text of the Syriac
Diatessaron is the Commentary of Ephraim^ (+373)This work is no longer extant in Syriac, but is known to
us through an Armenian translation. A few express
quotations from the original work survive in some later
Syriac commentaries on the Gospels, such as those of
the Nestorian Isho'dad and the Jacobite Dionysius
Barsalibi. A complete Arabic version of the Diatessaron, made early in the eleventh century, has been
published by Ciasca from two MSS (Rome, 1888); this
was not made from the Diatessaron as Ephraim knew
it, but from a later edition in which the text had been
almost wholly assimilated to the text of the Peshitta.'*
It is therefore nearly worthless for the study of the text
of the Diatessaron, though valuable for determining the
arrangement adopted by Tatian.^ The Commentary of
Ephraim is quoted by the pages of a Latin rendering of
the Armenian, published in 1876 by G. Moesinger.
(iii.) Another version of the Four Gospels, distinct
from the Peshitta (or Syr.vg), was called Evangelibn
, _ , , da-MUpharrlshi—i.e. ' Gospel of the SepariO.
u m „ated
, „ j /(ones).'
1.4^ T ,h e name obviously
. •
, contains
._:
Syriac' a reference to the Diatessaron, which in
contradistinction to it is also called in Syriac Evangelibn
da-Mlhalliti,
' Gospel of the Mixed.' The title ' Separated Gospels ' would be equally applicable to the Four
^ Ephraim is often spoken ot as Ephrem Syrus, and as ' the
Deacon of Edessa.' T h e Syriac form of the name is Afrem.
2 It is worth notice that the textual history of the Diatessaron
in the E . is largely paralleled b y its history in the W . , where it
is extant in Cod. Fuldensis and its copies, the text being
altogether assimilated to the Vulgate. But there are many
indications that it had formerly existed with an ' Old L a t i n '
text. In other words, the text of the Diatessaron, so far as we
are able to trace it, was always in process of being assimilated
to the prevalent local text of the Four Gospels.
3 English translation by J . Hamlyn Hill, The Earliest
Life
of Christ (T. & T . Clark, 1894), and (direct from the Arabic) by
H . W. H o e g in Ante-Nicene
Christian Library, add. vol. pp.
35-138 (T. & T. Clark, 1897).
* Perhaps ' Gospel according to the Separated (Evangelists)'
is a nearer translation, the particle da being used for Kara in the
Syriac titles of the Gospels.
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1-2444, or less than half of the whole.
Ss is perhaps half a
century older than Sc. It contained the Gospels in the usual
order : Mt. Mk. Lk. Jn.; only about 450 verses (i.e., about one
eighth ofthe whole) are now altogether missing; but many words
and lines are illegible. Most of the gaps in Cureton's text can
now in a measure be filled ; but for the history of the text the
value of Ss lies less in those parts where it supplements Sc
than in those where the two MSS run parallel. By a comparison of these portions we are able to gain some idea of the
range of variation found in the codices of the ' Old Syriac'
Since the publication of Cureton's Codex in 1858, a
discussion has gone on as to the relative age of the
«rt T» 1 A- _ Evangelibn da-MHharrhh^
and the
26. B e l a t i o n

T,

uT.

-T-U

I

U J

. ,.

Peshitta.
The general opinion had
^ '
formerly been that the Peshitta, much
in its present state, had existed ever since the earliest
ages of the Syriac-speaking chui"ch. The defenders
of that opinion rested their case upon the common
reception of the Peshitta by all the sects into which
Syriac Chistendom has been divided from the end
of the fifth century, the exclusive use of the Peshitta by
Syriac ecclesiastical writers, and the alleged conservatism
of Orientals. The first of these arguments proves,
indeed, what is universally acknowledged—that the
Peshitta had already attained a position of exclusive
authority by the latter part of the fifth century. But
the publication of a mass of early Syriac works during
the last fifty years has materially weakened the second
argument. "The decisive moment is the episcopate of
Rabbula, bishop of Edessa from 411-435 A.D. From
that time the N T quotations of Syriac writers are all
influenced by the Peshitta, beginning with Isaac of
Antioch (t46o). But the quotations in Syriac writers
earlier than Rabbula agree with the known peculiarities
of the Diatessaron and the Ev. da-Mlpharrlshi.
The
text of the Diatessaron itself, as known to us from
Ephraim's Commentary and the few but express quotations of later writers, very closely resembled that of the
Ev. da-AJ^pharrishi without being identical with it.
1 The codices of the Psalter in the Peshitta bear the title
* T h e Book of the Praises of David dci-I\Iepharreshi.'
May not
the last word be taken to mean ' in separate ( P s a l m s ) ' ?
2 T h e Evangelion
da-MepharreshS
could not have got its
name in contradistinction to the Peshitta.
T h e only piece of
evidence which seems to suggest this unlikely conclusion is the
above-quoted statement about Jesus Barabbas, which is repeated
word for word by Barsalibi and Bar Bahlul. Probably, therefore, they each took it from some older scholion, in which the
' O l d S y r i a c ' was contrasted, not with the Syriac Vulgate, but
with the Diatessaron._ It is possible that Evangelion
daMepharreshe
in Rabbula's canons (Overbeck, 220 3) means any
M S of the Four Gospels as opposed to a M S of the Diatessaron.
3 It had been already in print for ten years. T h r e e leaves of
the codex found their way to Berlin, and are now numbered
Orient. Quart. 528 in the Royal Library.
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The writings in which the Diatessaron or theiTz'. da-.Mepharing of /card, and the insertion of these pseudo-bibliortsili CST& used include the Acts of Judas Thomas (3n.l cent.),
graphical notices, when contrasted with the simplicity
the Doctrine of Addai (4th cent.), the Homilies of .\phraates
of the Ev. da-.\l,'ph,irr,'ihc, are by themselves enough
<337-345)' '•^^ genuine writings of Ephraim (t373), the writings
of Cyrillona (^H- 400), the >\Ti,-ic Doctrine of the Apostles
to stamp the Peshitta as a later recension.
published by Curccon (^th cent.). T h e Syriac translations of
3. Although Ss and S,; usually agree closely with
Eusebius' Eccle„i,cstie,il History and Theoph,inia (\\\.\,W beone another atjainst the Peshitta text, and sometimes
fore 411) also show the influence of the Ev.
da-M(pli,irresliC,
and even lacob of Serug (6th cent.) follows the Diate-.ss.iroii in
e\'en stand alone lci,t;etlier against all other critical
his Homily on the Ixjrd's Prayer,
authorities, they often differ in important readings.1
The witness of Ephraim was long claimed for the Peshitta
But the MSS of the Peshitta hardly \-ary except in orthoagainst the Ev. da-Mephnrreshe
on the auth'-'rii>- ,,i commengraphical matters and other trifles. It is difficult to retaries and homilies which were printed as I'^phraim's in tlie
Roman edition(i737-.^;), but on insuHicient evidence. !• [ilir.Lim's
e.incile this fact with the priority of the Peshitta. If the
genuine writings, wliicli include more than 350 homilies, show
two \ersions had existed side by side during the third
no trace of distincu\ely Peshitta readings (V. C. Burkitt, .S".
century, it is not easy to see why the codices of the Tv.
Epiir-cims Qiiottcti,,ns from tbe Gospel, C.unbritlge, 1901).

To Rabbula is due both the publication of the
Peshitta and the suppression of the Diatessaron. .\t
the beginning of his eiiismpaie (411 A . D . ) ' h e translated by the wisdom of Liod that was in him the N T
from Greek into Syriac, because of its variations,
accurately just as tt was' [Life of Alar Kobbiihi, in
Cveibeck, 17"2iS^).
.Vnd in his canons he ordered
' that in every church there should be a copy of the
Ev. da-Mepharrc'she, and that it should be read ' (Overbeck, 2203). \\'hen we consider that up to the time
of Rabbala the Gospel quotations in Syriac works never
exhibit the peculiarities of the Peshitta, whilst after the
time of Rabbula they uniformly agree with it, there can
be little doubt that the translation of the N T prepared
by Rabbula was the Peshitta itself'
The Peshitta is thus an edition of the Ev. da-.Mi-pharrtshe, revised into closer conformity with the (jreek,
and published by authority with a. view of superseding
both the Diatessaron and the then current Syriac texts
of the Four Gospels.
The method by which the new edition was propagated
may be learnt from Theodoret, bishop of the adjoining
see of CjTrhus, who ' swept up more than two hundred
copies of the Diatessaron in the churches of his diocese
and introduced the Four Gospels in their place' (quoted
in Wright's Syriac Literature, 9).
The older forms
of the Ev- da-illpharrlshi
seem throughout the fourth
century to have been much less used than the Diatessaron, so that when the Peshitta was substituted for the
Diatessaron in the public services, it practically had no
rivals. Xeither S, nor Sc show any signs of having
been prepared for church use. In a word, the Diatessaron was condemned ; the Ev. da - Mlpharrishi was
antiquated.
The internal character of the Peshitta, as compared
with that of the Ev. da-Mlpharrlshl
confirms the view
of their relation to one another which has been given
above.
1. The style of the Ev. da-iVHpharrlshl gives an
impression of great age. All the later Syriac versions,
such as the Harclean, are marked by excessive literalness ; but the Ev. da-.]Ic'pharrc'shi is less conventional
and more idiomatic than the Peshitta. Certain particles
also and idioms are found in the E-o- da-Mc-pharri-she
which are avoided in the Peshitta and later Syriac
writings.^
2. The subscriptions at the end of each Gospel in
the Ev. da-Mc'pharrcsh§ contain no more than ' Here
endeth the Ciospel of ,\f,crk,' or 'of Luke' as the case
may be. But to render '^ia,~i-fi\cov Kara M. more
exactly the Peshitta has ' The {holy] Gospel, the preaching of M'
Moreover, it is added in almost all codices
of the Peshitta that .Matthew composed his Gospel ' in
Hebrew in Palestine,' Mark ' in Latin at Rome,' Luke
'in Greek at Alexandria
the Great,' and John 'in
Greek at Ephesus-'
Similar statements are found in
some Greek MSS of the Gospels. This peculiar rendert See F . C. Burkitt, S. Ephraim's Quotations, 57.
^ Such are the occasional use of the copula to introduce the
apodosis of a conditional sentence (<?..?., Lk. 1 2 4 5 / : Ss Sc) and
the occurrence of the word 'odh, ' forsooth,' which is met with
only in tbe oldest Syriac literature and has been consistently
expunged in Sc b y a corrector.
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da-Mcph,irri-sh,'' should have been honoured by revision
from the (ireek, whilst the codices of the I'eshittaHere
untouched.
'V\\,t Pesliitta has too many points of resemblance
to the Lv. da-Mepharrhlie to be considered an independent translation from the Grc-ek.
W'e must
therefore regard the Peshitta as a rc\ ision of the
previously existing Ev. d,i-Mepharresbe, just as the
Latin \'ulgate was a revision of an Old Latin text.
For that reason Westcott and Hort quote the Peshitta
as Syr.vg.
The agreement of Sg and Sc may be
conveniently indicated by Syr.vt. or the ' Old Syiiac."
The Greek text of the .Vntiochian revision (see §§
7, 9) is usually followed by the Peshitta, where it
differs from the Old Syriac ; but to this rule there are
some exceptions {e.g., Mt. I l i g 2 2 i 3 Jn. IT8).
The
revision of the Syriac N T was therefore made from a
Greek iM.S such as Cod. Ephraemi (C) which retained
some non-Antiochian readings in the midst of a fundamentally Antiochian text. It will be remembered that
Rabbirla was the friend of Cyril of Alexandria, in whose
quotations much the same state of things is found. At
the same time there are readings in .S\'r. vg which
definitely reflect the local Antiochian tradition [e.g., the
punctuation of Jn. 527/;).

T h e only theory to account for the textual facts which has
been advanced by defenders of the priority of Syr.vg to the
Ev. da-Me/>liarreshi is that, on the suppression of the Iliatessaron, a sudden demand may have arisen for copies of the Four
Gospels. Scribes would then have made imperfect copies, full
of phrases taken from Tatian's Harmony, two of which survive
in Ss and Sc. This theory accounts for the marked resemblance
of the Ev. da-M,plc,irreshe to the Diatessaron on the one hand,
and to the Peshitta un the other. It does not account, however,
for the numerous instances where Ss and Sc (or one of them)
have a reading which is neither that of the Diatessaron nor of the
Peshitta. Thus in Lk. 17 21 (' the kingdom of God is evrbs
vjao)!/') the Peshitta has within you, the Diatessaron ha.s in your
heart, but Ss and Sc have among you- Other notable instances
are Mk. 10 50 Lk. 4 29.
N o hypothesis about the origin and mutual relations of early
Syriac texts can stand, which does not a':count fnr thc crucial
fact that Mk. ends at lli8 in Ss, although the ' l.i^l twelve
verses ' are found in the Diatessaron as well as in the Peshitta.

Of our two codices of Syr.vt Ss is in every respect a
better text than S, , The discovery of S, has justified
Hort's conjecture that Sc represents a form of the Old
Syriac which has suffered ' irregular rei ision ' from the
Greek.'- The best e\'idence for this is afforded by the
presence in Sc of se\'eral conflate readings [e.g., Mt. .'118
Jn. 424).
The fact of this rexision once established, it is reasonable to assign to the reviser the many passages where
words and verses which are absent from Ss have
been added in Sc. Thus the episode of the bloody
sweat, the missing clause^ of the Lord's Prayer in
Lk., the long interpolation after i\lt. 2O28, and the
verse i\It. 2144, are all found in Sc, though absent from
Ss. The process of revision, however, was by no means
thorough, for Sc agrees with Ss in omitting Mt. I 6 2 3
1721 I811 Jn. 53 4. e t c '
1 T h e most striking instance is [Mk. 1169-20, which is read by
Sc but omitted by Ss.
2 Hort, 118.
,
, , . ,1
3 In Lk 10 .11 42 Ss has the shorter reading found also in all
genuine Old Latin texts, xi/., ' M a r t h a , Martha, Mary has
chosen the better part,' etc., omitting the y i p after Mary in
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It might have been suspected that Ss had been corrected to a
Greek text such as that of B b y the excision of all these passages.
But this suspicion is shown to be groundless by the fact that Ss
contains several interpolations (notably one at the end of Lk.
%'' 4?^ which are especially characteristic of the Old Syriac,
tliou^;h found in no (iruck MS. Had the passages which are
wanting in Ss been i.l(.-libt;rately expunged owing to their absence
from certain Greek MSS, these other passages would have been
rejected along with the rest.

the Genealogy of our Lord, and some comments preserved by
Barsalibi on Mt. 1 16 prove that these readings of Ss are not mere
peculiarities of an isolated MS. On the other hand, Sc throughout the whole of the first chapter of Matthew's gospel presents
a corrected text (except I It, 1 20, ' to thee '). T h e attempt which
has been made to represent Ss as an heretical codex rests on no
sure foundation, and the natural inference is that Syr.vt in its
original form was characterised by a primitive innocence of
offence in this matter (see Lk.248).

The crucial problem in the history of the Old Syriac
is its relation to the Diatessaron. There are two views
«.„ T^ 1 iconceivable.
27. Relation
T,, ^ ,,
T-.. ^
,.
f *mH <? '
"""' ^^^^ ^^^ Diatessaron was the
. -rv- J.
orieinal form in which the Gospel was
to Diatess.
• ,
, • r. •
, ,
,
circulated in Syriac, and that the
Evangelion da-Mephar7-eshe (Syr.vt) was a later translation from the Greek ; but the translation was much
influenced by the text of the already existing Syriac
Diatessaron.
2, That Syr.vt was the original form of the Gospel
in S)Tiac ; and that the Diatessaron was an independent
work, originally composed in Greek {or Latin), but
translated into Syriac as far as possible in the wording
of S\T. vt, which it eventually superseded for church use.
A third theory, that the Diatessaron was a purely
Synac work, later than Syr.vt and compiled exclusively
from it, can no longer be held since the discovery of the
Sinai palimpsest.

The arguments which go to prove that the Axmenian and -.Ethiopic versions were originally made
from the Old Syriac are indicated elsewhere (sf",e ^ 3 6 / ! ) .
It may be remarked that there is nothing to connect
these versions with the Diatessaron. But if, as seenis
most probable, they were made from the Evangeli(ht
da-Mephar7-eshe, this circumstance affords another proof
of its antiquity. If the Evangelion da'Meplia7-reshc were
a novelty, hardly holding its own against the ancient
and popular Diatessaron, it would scarcely have been
chosen in preference to the Diatessaron for missionary
translations.

T h e Diatessaron Liudiiuhteilly contained extracts from the
Mast twelve verses' of Mk.,i which arc .-ibsent from Ss and
therefore from the earliest furm I'f ttie Pvaiigelidn
da-Mepharreshi.
If the Diatessaron had been entirely based upon
Syr.vt, we should have to assume that Syr.vt had been already
revised by 170-180 A.D., the date of Tatian's return to the East.
Itusides, the theory that the I liattjssaron was a Syriac work fails
to account for the Latin Codex Inldensis and allied documents.

An adequate discussion of the other two theories
would far exceed the limits of this article, although it
00 r<-. 1 depends upon the conclusion reached
28. Conclu- / .
^ ^ ,
*i ^ i j o • a
.
whcilicr we are to place the Old Synac in
the middle or end of the second century.
It must suffice to say here, that the scanty historical
notices of the early S\Tiac-speaking church contain
nothing contrary to the first view {viz., that the
Diatessaron preceded the Iiv,ingelion
da-Mepharreshe)
and much that confirms it.On this h}'pothesis we may conjecturally date the Ev.
da-Mepharreshe about 200 A.D. and connect it with the
mission of PaliTit, who was ordained bishop of Edessa by
Ser.ipion of Antioch.
The arguments in favour of the second view are chiefly
based on the text of Ss- Some of the readings characteristic of that MS are quite contrary in tendency to what
we otherwise know of S\ riac Christianity, and that such
a text should exist at all is a remarkable testimony to
the essential faithfulness of the translator to the Greek
text before him. The Diatessaron much nearer reflects
the tendencies of the time. In fact, some things which
we know to have stood in the Diatessaron almost read
like .. deliberate protest against the text of S)T.vt as
represented by the Sinai palimpsest.
Tatian held Encratite \-iews, and it accords with them that he
left out the genealo:4i<;s from the Diatessaron, and that Joseph
is never called husband of Mary. This course is also followed
in Sc (except so far as concerns the genealoL,'ie~), and it harmonises
with all wc know of the Syriac-speaking church in the third
centurj'. I'.ut in Ss this tendency is altogether absent, to such
an extent that the last clause of Xlt.l 16 is rendered 'Joseph, to
whom -was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat Jesus wliich is
called Christ.'^
Certain statements in Aphraates' Homily on
7'. 42, as well as the words about the 'something necessary' in
V. 42. In S(- tliL- missing words are supplied to v. 41 ; but no
particle is added after ' M a r y ' in v. 42, and thus the reviser's
hand is betrayed.
1 The same mosaic of Mt. 28 Mk. 16 and Lk. 24 is found In
fiild as in the Arabic r»iatcssaron. Aphraates 120 mentions
CliriM's session at the ri:_'ht hand of the Father (Mk. 16 19)
imnvjtiiately .ifter quoting Mt. '2s 20.
2 I he jiuMic reading of the Diatessaron at Edessa in early
times to the apparent exclusion of the Four Gospels, is implied
in the Doctrine of Addai -2,6. For the date and historical
value of this work, see L. J. Tixeront, Les Origines de lEglise
d'Edesse, esp. 110ff.
3 [On the text of this verse cp MARY, § 13(^1).]
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On the first publication of Sc in 1858, Cureton brought
forward arguments to prove that the Gospel of Mt. in Sc
represented the original ' H e b r e w ' Gospel whilst the other
Gospels were mere translations from the Greek. This wild
theory found few defenders and is almost forgotten.
But it
was based on a perception that there is a difierence of style
between the vaiious Gospels in the Ev.
da-J\Iepliarreshe.
Lately Dr. A. Hjelt has collected the indications which show
that the translallnn of the lour (iospels does not come from
the same hand, Mt. being the earliest and Lk. the latest to be
rendered into Syriac (Die altsyr/.sche
Evangetieniibersetzung,
Leipsic, igoi).
The theory is attractive and may very well
rest upon a basis of fact; at the same time too much stress
should not be laid upon irregularity of rendering as a proof of
composite authorship. Only those u h o have tried ti>makea
pedantically consistent translatit.in uf the Gospels can reali.se
with what difficulty consistency i.s attained.

No MS of the Old Syriac version of Acts or of the
Pauline epistles is kno\vn to have survived. That the
29 Acts a n d ^^^^'^^^ ^^ "°*^ '^^ original form of the
V. - .,
Syriac version in these books also is
^
• proved by the quotations in Aphraates,
and from the commentaries of Ephraim. These commentaries are preserved only in the ancient Armenian
translation, having no doubt fallen out of favour when
the text on which they were based had been superseded
by the Peshitta.
In using these commentaries great
care is necessary, as the biblical text appears sometimes
to have been assimilated to the Armenian \'ulgate. The
quotations of Aphraates from the PauUne epistles are
many ; but those from Acts unfortunately cover only
five verses.
T h e almost complete loss of the Old Syriac version, except
for the Gospels, causes a serious ;;ap in the apparatus of critical
authorities for the text of the N I ' .
It can be to some little
extent supplied from the Armenian. Readings of the Armenian
Vulgate which differ from the ordinary Greek text, especially
if they are supported by the Peshitta, may be considered with
some confidence to have been derived from the lost Old Syriac.

The Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse formed no
part of the Old Syriac version.^ In the Peshitta this
defect is partially supplied by n translation of James,
1 Peter and i John, in agreement with the usage of
Antioch as represented by Chrysostom ; but to this day
the Striae Vulgate does not include the Apocalypse or
the minor Catholic epistles.
The Peshitta was firmly established for ecclesiastical
use in the Syriac-speaking church at the time of the
on T«+a^ Xestorian schism, and has continued to be
30. Later
i • i
. ,
Svriac ^^^^^^^'^Y ^^^^ by ^^
Ncstonan comversiona "^^"^^>'- Among the Jacobites (or Monophysite branch of the Syrians), however, two
successive attempts were made to render into Syriac the
full canon and the current text of the later Greek-speaking churches.
^^'hat appears to have been .v revision of the N T
1 Addai 46 ; ' The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel
. . . and the Epistles of Paul . . . and the Acts ofthe twelve
Apostles—these writings shall ye read in the churches of Christ,
and besides these ye shall read nothing else.'
Neither in
Aphraates nor in the genuine works of Ephraim are there
any quotations from Apoc. or Cath, epp.
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Peshitta, supplemented by those books of the Greek
canon which were lacking in Syriac, was made in 508
.\.D. for Philoxenus, bishop of Mabbog.

appear to be still at Sinai in Cod. Iber. 32 ;1 3. One leaf of
11.M. Add. 14,450, published by Land (Sth cent.); 4. Fragments
ot Mt. and Lk. from B.:M. Add. 14,664, published by Land
( n t h cent.). Besides these there are three complete Gospel
lectionaries, one at the Vatican and two at Sinai, besides
fragments of at least two others at Sinai and London, all dating
from the eleventh century. 'J'he Vatican lectionary (Vat. Syr.
xix) has been well edited by Lagarde (Pvangeliarimn
Hierosolymitanum,
1S92). T h e Sinai lectionaries, together with the
readings of the Vatican lectionaiy, were edited by Mrs. Lewis
and Mrs. Gibson iii 1890.
The rest of the N T is but imperfectly preserved. T h e very
ancient Bodleian frajjments <A the Pauline epistles have been
edited by G. H . Gwilliam (/'.lyi;;-,/, 1893-6), and a small fragment of Galatians from Smai by J . R. Harris. Land has edited
Acts 14 6-T_:5 from an ancient lectionary (see §62). In 1895
Mrs. Lewis bought in Cairo a late MS (? 12th cent.) containing
lections from all parts of the I3ible except the Gospels, and in
conjunction with Mrs. Gilison and Dr. Nestle publisTbed the text
in 1897 as Studia Sinaittra, (i. T h e lections differ from those
ill Land's much older lectionary, and Mrs. Lewis' M S is distinctly stated not to have come from Sinai. It may have belonged
to the same community that owned the very late MS of the
Liturgy of the Nile, edited by G. xMargoliouth (JRAS, Oct.
i'ii,i./>\. This Liturgy contains a lesson from A c t s l O ; but the
text is nothing more than an adaptation of the Peshitta to the
Palestinian dialect.
T h e P a l e s t i n i a n d o c u m e n t s e x h i b i t a m i x e d text.
T h e influence of t h e P e s h i t t a is often a p p a r e n t ; b u t in
t h e m a i n t h e G r e e k is closely followed, s o t h a t e v e n
s u c h S e m i t i c n a m e s a s 'I'qaovs a n d Xipnov a r e t r a n s l i t e r a t e d Isos a n d Si/wn,
n o t Veshtl' (or Isho') a n d
Shim'on.
T h e s y n t a x , m o r e o v e r , is s o m u c h a s s i m i l a t e d t o t h e
G r e e k a s t o r e n d e r t h e P a l e s t i n i a n version a very u n s a f e
g u i d e in t h e r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of t h e o r i g i n a l A r a m a i c of
Gospel phrases.
T h e origin of this c u r i o u s l i t e r a t u r e is still o b s c u r e ;
b u t t h e p r e s e n t w r i t e r h a s g i v e n r e a s o n s for c o n n e c t i n g
it w i t h t h e efforts m a d e b y J u s t i n i a n in t h e s i x t h
c e n t u r y t o e x t i r p a t e t h e S a m a r i t a n religion a n d b y
H e r a c l i u s e a r l y in t h e s e v e n t h c e n t u r y t o h a r a s s t h e
Jews.
A n earlier d a t e t h a n t h e sixth c e n t u r y is n o t
s u g g e s t e d e i t h e r b y t h e g-jrieral c o u r s e of h i s t o r y o r
b y t h e c h a r a c t e r of t h e s u r v i v i n g d o c u m e n t s .
F . C.
B u r k i t t ' s a r t . in Journ.
of Th. Studies,
2 i 8 3 _ ^ , cont a i n s a full b i b l i o g r a p h y of t h e C h r i s t i a n P a l e s t i n i a n
literature.

Whether any part of this revision of the Peshitta survives is
doubtful :1 but there is good reason to believe that the supplemental version of 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Jude, which was
first published by E . Pococke in 1630, and is generally bound up
with modern editions of the Peshitta, belongs to the original
Philoxenian. A MS of the Apocalypse in the same version has
been discovered IJV Gwynn, who has published the text with
full Prolegomena and critical notes (Dublin, 1897).
In the year 616 Thomas of Hc-raclea (Harkel), bishop
of Mabbog, made at Alexandria an elaborate revision of
the Philoxenian which still survives in several MSS and
is called the Harclean \'ersion.
It was edited bv Joseph
W^hite at Oxford in 1778-1803 from a slightly imperfect
MS ; but the missing portion of Hebrews was at length
supplied from a Cambridge codex by Bensly in 1889.
It is not improbable that the version of the Apocahpse
published in 1627 by De Dieu, and now commonlv
printed with the Peshitta, is a part of the work of T h o m a s
of Heraclea.
The text of the Harclean \ er^ion Is remarkable for its excessive
literalness,- and for the critical notes with which it is furnished.
These notes contain the various readings of two (or three) Greek
MSS collated by Thomas at Alexandria. I n Acts these notes
are of real importance, as one of the AISS must have contained
a ' Western ' text much like that of Codex Beza;. Tlie text of the
Harclean version itself, as distinguished from these alternative
or additional readings, is almost invariably that of the later
Greek MSS.
The S)Tiac versions hitherto described have all been
in the ' classical' Edessene idiom.
It is customary
->•« T>«i« *.- •« ^^so to reckon under ' Svriac Versions '
31. Palestinian ,,
V-.T
1 ^'
• -,
version
survning bibhcal fragments m the
' Palestinian' dialect.
The Aramaic language is divided into two branches,
the classical Edessene being the main example of the
Eastern Aramaic, whilst Palmyrene and the various types
of Jewish Aramaic (including Samaritan) belong to the
U'estern branch.
T h e dialect in which the Christian
version described in this section is written is a variety
of the \\''estern Aramaic, almost identical with that of
the later Galilaean Jews.^ Its linguistic interest, therefore, is very great, for although it is a somewhat literal
translation from the Greek, the language in which it is
written comes nearest of all known Christian dialects to
that spoken by Jesus and the apostles.
See A R A M A I C ,
§ 7 (col. 283).
The surviving documents can be traced to three
sources: ( i ) the Malkite convent of S. Elias on the
Black Mountain in the district of the Dux near Antioch ; *
(2) the convent of S. Catherine on Mt. S i n a i ; (3) a
community, or communities, of Malkites settled in Eg3'pt.
The MSS included under ( i ) appear to have been bought for
the convent of S. Mary Deipara in the Nitrian desert in the
thirteenth century, after the sack of Antioch by Bibars the
Mameluke Sultan. They include the Vatican lectionary and
the London fragments published by Land. T h e S. Petersburg
fragments published by Land, which were brought by Tischendorf
from the East, are almost certainly to be added to the MSS of
class (2). Those of class (3) Include the book of occasional ofiices
now at the British Museum (Or. 4951), the Praxapostolos
edited
by Mrs. Lewis, and the fragments from the Cairo Geniza now in
the Bodleian and the Cambridge University library.
For the Gospels we have fragments of four continuous
codices : —
I. Land's Petropolitanus
antiguior (7th c e n t . ) : 2. Land's
Petropolitanus
recentior (8th cent.), two leaves of which
^ See Wiseman, Hora Syriacee, 178 n.
2 The same torturing of the Syriac idiom in order to express
every particle of the Greek is found in the contemporary
translation of the Hexaplar text of the L X X by Paul of Telia
(see § 61).
^
3 Dalman, C r a w , des Jiid.-Paldst.
Aramaisch,
33-40. T h e
t A c^?'"^^ ^" Palestine with which any of our documents can
be__definitely connected is 'Abiid, a small town in lat. 32°, long.
35 , almost equally distant from Jafi'a, Nablus, and Jerusalem—
t-^-, not far from the frontier between J u d s a and Samaritan
territoiy.
^ The Malkites (or ' King's P a r t y ' ) are those Oriental Christians
who did not become Monophysites or Nestorians, but remained
in communion with Constantinople. The district of the Dux (TO
Aovf) is mentioned by Anna Comnena (Alexias, 13 12).
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III. C O P T I C A N D OTHER VERSIONS
Egypt is the stronghold of ' non-V^^estern' texts.
The
- n
+•
determination of the age of the Egyptian
L ' 1 iversions is therefore a proble
problem of contranslation:
siderable interest for the general history
date.
of the text of the N T .
In Egypt ' the progress of Christianity was for a long
time confined within the limits of a single city, which
was itself a foreign colony ; and till the close of the
second century the predecessors of Demetrius '^ were tlie
only prelates of the Egyptian church.
Three bishops
were consecrated by the hands of Demetrius, and the
number was increased to twenty by his successor
Heracles.
T h e body of the natives, a people distinguished by sullen inflexibility of temper, entertained
the new doctrine with coldness and reluctance ; and
even in the time of Origen it was rare to meet with an
Egyptian who had surmounted his early prejudices in
favour of the sacred animals of his country.
As soon,
indeed, as Christianity ascended the throne, the zeal of
those barbarians obeyed the prevailing inipulsion ; the
cities of Egypt were filled with bishops, and the deserts
of Thebais swarmed with hermits.' ^
The date here
assigned for the spread of Christianity in the country is
borne out by the Life of S. Pachomius (§ i ) , which
puts the repentance of the nations as coming to pass
after the persecutions of Diocletian and Maximin.
Pachomius, the founder of organised monastic life, born
1 T h e Sinai leaves are published in Mrs. Lewis's Cat. of
Syriac MS.S, App. pp. 118-120. They exactly agree in size and
character with the leaves of Land's Petropolitafius
recentior.
2 Bishop Ilf Alexandria, 189-2^13 A.D.
3 Bury's Gibht-'n, 26o, following Eutychius (Annal. 1 333) and
Orig. Cels. 1 757.
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in 285, was converted early in the fourth centnry, and
established the Tabennitic monastery in Upper Egypt
in 322. Such a comniunity could not long be without
the Scriptures in the vernacular, so that the earliest
version in Egyptian cannot be later than the first quarter
of the fourth century.
There is very little reason for placing it much earlier.
The notices in Eus. HE 641 of the ' Egyptian' Alexandrians who suffered during the Decian persecution
contain nothing to indicate that they formed a separate
community, with a translated Bible and Liturgy. The
Life of S. Antony is generally quoted as implying the
existence of a Coptic version in the third century ; but
it is not easy to say how much may be built upon the
details of the early part of Antony's career, as related
by his biographer.^ The evidence of the Pistis Sophia
also is indecisive as to date. The Pistis Sophia is a
Gnostic work of the latter half of the third century,^
which survives in a very ancient Sahidic MS. * Most of
the allusions in it to the Old and New Testaments are
loose and paraphrastic. But several of the Psalms are
quoted by number in full, almost word for word with the
Sahidic version. W e cannot, however, certainly infer
from this that Sahidic is the original language of the
book.
The Sahidic version must be older than the
Pistis Sophia as we have i t ; but the Psalms in question,
which are all put into the mouths of the various apostles
to illustrate the Gnostic teaching of Jesus, may have been
added by the Sahidic translator with the view of commending the book to orthodox readers; their strict
fidelity to the biblical text shows quite a different spirit
from the free invention of the rest of the book.
As many as five or six Coptic dialects have been
distinguished by modern scholars ; but from the point
_,
of view of textual criticism the Coptic
' .
versions fall into three divisions; — the
VBrsions
• Sahidic, the Fayyumic, and the Bohairic.
The Sahidic (Saidic) is the version of Upper Egypt (in
Arabic es-Sdid) ; it was formerly sometimes called the
Thebaic version.
The Fayyumic version, formerly
called ' Bashmuric,' is represented chiefly by documents
coming from the Fayyum ; to this version belong also
the biblical fragments in the ' Middle Egyptian'
dialect, as in text they agree with the Fayyiimic,
whatever the relation between the dialects may be.
The fragment of a very ancient MS of the Catholic
epp. in the ' Akhmimic' dialect must be reckoned
among Sahidic authorities for a similar reason. Some
of the more ancient Sahidic MSS are Grasco-Egyptian
bilinguals, the Greek occupying the page on the left
hand of the open book.
«
The version now in ecclesiastical use among all the
Copts, or Christian Egyptians, is called by scholars
the ' Bohairic.'
This version was formerly named
' Coptic' and ' Memphitic ' ; but the latter term is now
known to be inaccurate, whilst ' Coptic' is equally
applicable to Sahidic or any other Egyptian dialect.
The term Bohairic comes from the Coptic Grammar of
Athanasius, Bishop of Cos(A'ar) in the Thebaid during the
eleventh century. Athanasius recognised three dialects,
viz., ' Cairene Coptic, which is also that of Upper

E g y p t ; Bohairic Coptic, which is named from the
Bohaira ; and Bushmuric Coptic, which is named from
the Bushmijr.'' The Bushmuric dialect had already
died out in the time of Athanasius, and it does not
appear that the Bible had ever been translated into it.
The ' B o h a i r a ' [i.e., ' L a k e ' ) is not, as is sometimes
stated, the Arabic for Lower Egypt [el- Wajh el-Bahri)
or for the Egyptian sea-coast; it is a district near
Alexandria between Lake Mareotis and the W. arm of
the Nile.^ The Bohairic version is therefore almost
certainly of Alexandrian origin. T h e dialect in which
it is written became, later, the ecclesiastical language
of Cairo ; but this change occurred only after Coptic
had ceased to be the speech of the people in Lower
Egypt, and it was probably caused by the removal'of
the Coptic patriarch from Alexandria to Cairo.
The earliest surviving codices of the Bohairic N T of
which the date is known with certainty are of the
twelfth century, though some fragments are probably as
early as the ninth. ^ They are often accompanied by an
Arabic translation ; but there is no instance of a GrascoBohairic MS. All appear to present the same type of
text, the chief variation being the presence or absence
of certain interpolations derived from the great vulgates
of the East—i.e., the 'Antiochian' Greek text and the
Peshitta.-'
The Bohairic version was known in Europe for a
considerable period before any form of the Sahidic. It
.
. was long assumed to have been the
P ,•. ?
, earliest version of the N T in any
a i,"^Egyptian dialect, and this opinion is still
faaiumo.
maintained—«.<?•., by A. C. Headlam
in the fourth edition of Scrivener's ' Introduction.' Many
scholars, however, consider the Bohairic to be an
altogether later recension.
The most thoroughgoing
exponent of this view is Guidi, whose argument in the
Nachrichten
von der K. Ges. der
Wissenschaften,
Gottingen, 1889, pp. 49-52, is reproduced in the
following paragraphs.
Guidi considers that the use of the various Coptic
dialects as literary languages was in great part a reaction against the foreign Greek element.
The true
Egyptians hated foreigners and Alexandrians, and the
diffusion of Christianity would be favoured rather than
retarded by the dislike of the Imperial Roman authority
which was persecuting it.^ W e may add that this
dislike did not cease when the Empire became
Christian.
When the Emperors were Arian, Egypt
was Orthodox ; when the Emperors became Orthodox,
Egypt became Monophysite.
"The foreign and Greek element was comparatively
strong in Lower and Middle E g y p t ; but in Upper
Egypt it was weaker, and so the native Egyptian
characteristics made their presence felt more quickly
there in any new movement. Hence it is that the first
beginnings of Coptic literature are found in Upper
Egypt (where also, for analogous reasons, Coptic
maintained itself as a living language longer than in the
Delta). These early products of Egyptian Christianity,
whether originals or translations, contain a purely
Egyptian element. Such, for example, are the PistisSophia, the Bruce papyrus, and other Gnostic writings,
all of which show traces of the ancient beliefs and

1 Antony died at an advanced age in 356. T h e received
date of his birth, viz. 250 A.D., appears to depend upon the
fact that shortly before his death he claimed to be 105 years
old, but such statements from the mouth of illiterate men are
rarely to be trusted. S. Antony could neither read nor write,
and could not sjjeak Greek. ' M y book,' he is reported to have
said, * myc book is the Book of N a t u r e (if f^utny TWV -ye-yovoTov),
and that is present whenever I wish to read the words of God '
(Evagrius, ap. Migne, 40 1249). T h e statements in the Life of
S. .\ntony (§§ 2 and 3), even if we accept the details of the
story, imply no more than that two isolated sayings of Jesus
were forcibly brought to S. Antony's mind, and upon these he
built his whole theological system. Many illiterate Roman
Catholics, who may have never heard the Gospels except in
Latin, know that Christ said 'Sell that thou hast and give to
the poor,' and ' Be not anxious for your life.'
- See Harnack, TU vii. 2 g^ff. ; Am6Hneau, Pistis
Sophia.
3 Both Harnack and Amelineau hold that Greek was the
original language of the Pistis
Sophia.
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1 The original Arabic text is given by Quatremfere,
Recherches,
21. A later form of Athanasius' statement is.
given by Stern, Z.f. AUg. Sprache, 16 23 (1878), in which_ the
Bohairic is claimed as the Cairene dialect, and the Sahidic i s
said not to be current N . of Minieh. El-Bushmtir, not Bashmtir
is the Arabic name of a district near Damietta (Yakut 1634).
2 T h e modern BehSra (Yakut 1 514).
3 In Lord Crawford's Catena (Parham M S 102), edited b y
I-agarde, the exijosition is translated from Greek writers; b u t
the Gospel text is that of the Bohairic version. 'This M S isdated 888 A.D. A facsimile is given in Kenyon'.s Introd-uction.
^ See the passages in square brackets in Lagarde, Die Vier
Evangelien arabisch (1864), and the critical notes which belong
to them.
5 Diocletian's action in E g y p t was not directed against t h e
Christians alone (cp Gibbon, 1363-365).
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superstitions of heathen Egypt. The school of thought
represented by these writings is quite out of touch with
the orthodox Christianity of the Greek church (if
Alexandria, and would not long lie content to have the
Scriptures only in Greek. Thus the Snhidic version is
probablv of considerable antiquity ; it can be traced
back, as we have seen, to the early part of the fourth
century.
To allow the national Coptic element to come to the
front in Lower Egypt, where it was less i>o\\erful than
in Upper Egypt and where the centie of government
and ofthe church was situated, required a longer interval
of time.
In the end, howex-er, it x\as remarkably
helped by the Monophysite heresy. It is well known
th.tt .after the death of the Emperor .\nast,isius (5T8 A. 1,.)
and the repression of the lieresy in .S\Tia, Egypt beeame
the true home of Mcinoph)'sitism.
From that time
Egyptian Cliristianity detached itself more and more
from Byzantine Christianity and the Greek church, and
under these changed conditions there grew up a new
Coptic literature written in Bohairic (the Coptic dialect
spoken in the neighbourhood of Alexandria), comprising
translations of the Bible from the Greek and of many
other writings. It was probably at the same period that
popular Egyptian legends, such as the death of Joseph,
were adapted into Bohairic from the Saliidie.'
Coptic is generally supposed to have become a
literary language somewhat earlier; but that is not
supported by historical evidence, nor can it be proved
from the documents we possess. These show us that
down to the sixth or the seventh century the ofiicial
written language of Egypt was Greek.
With this
accords the fact that the most ancient \vritings connected
with Egyptian Christianity—the original of the Bruce
papvrus, the Life of S. Macarius, the Rules of S.
Pachomius, etc.—were all in Greek. Antony did not
know Greek ; \et the Coptic letters attributed to him
and published by Mingarelli (pp. 198, 201) are translated from the Greek. ^
-\n additional reason for assigning a late date to the
Bohairic version and literature is the rapid decay both
of the Coptic language and of Christianity in Lower
Egypt after the Arab invasion. By the tenth century
Coptic was almost as dead a language in the Delta as
Greek (see Schwartze. Copt- Gram. 10), though as
late as the time of Makrizi, in the fifteenth century, the
Sihidic dialect was still used in Upper Egypt. The
entire absence of native exegetical literature is also inconsistent with the assumed antiquity of the Bohairic.
In Lagarde's Catena more than thirty ' Fathers' are
quoted—all Greek.
Can one imagine (to take a
parallel from another Eastern church) a Syriac Catena
on the Gospels without one extract from Ephraim or
Philoxenus or Jacob of Serug ?
The three chief forms of the Egyptian N T — t h e
Sahidic, the Fayyumic, and the Bohairic, are not
, . _,
independent.
A comparison of the
' . ^* passages where all three forms are extant
coni^''°°rt ^^••'"g^ ' ° ''S*^' ''"'^'^ peculiarities of the
"

• Pj'ihniric :

' Greater faithfulness
to the Greek. The Bohairic
contains a representation of nearly all the particles of
the original, which are often omitted by the other
Egyptian versions ; it also often reverts to the Greek
order of the words.
2, A different choice of Greek loords to be translilerated. The Bohairic is especially distinguished by
vernacular renderings
for
abstract
substantives.
Perhaps words such as -irlcm^, X<^P^^, crocpla. i^ovala.,
had acquired a heretical and ' Gnostic ' siLjiiihcation.
3. Where the Bohairic follows a diiferent Greek
reading from the others it is almost always a specifically
'Alexandrian
reading.
The textual character of the
Bohairic thus fits in with the date assigned to it by
1 See F. Robinson, Coptic Apoc. Gospels, T. and S. 4 2, p. xvi
^ Guidi, 51.
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Its chief allies are Cod. Regius (L) of tlie
I'iospels, a MS probably written in l\gypt in the eighth
century, and among the Fathers not so much Clement
and Origen as Cyril of .Mexandria.
In all this a close parallel is afforded by the Harclean
Syriac, itself the wnrk- of a Monophysite living near
Alexandria at the beginning of the seventh century.
The great difference between the general type of Greek
text represented by the Bohairic and by the Harclean is
due rather to the difference of their aneestry than to
their final revision.
The Fayyumic version occupies a very peculiar
position between the Sahidic and the liohairic. I n t h e
Pauline epistles, indceil, the liohairic separates itself so
much from the other two as practically to become an
independent version ; but in lh(; Gospels the Fayyiamic
stands iiiiieh nearer the Bohairic. The general turn of
the seiUenees and the- Egyptian vocabulary are the same
in both \ersions, though the Fa\vuniie is careless of the
connecting particles of the Cireek, which here as elsewliere have been industriously supplied in the Bohairic,
In essentials, therefore, the official Bohairic recension
preserves in the Gospels an Egyptian text somewhat
older than itself
Unfortunately, the date of the
Fayyumic version is unknown, and its relation to the
Sahidic obscure.^
The 'Antiochian' Greek text seems never to haxe
influenced Egypt—at least not before the tenth century.
Freedom from specifically .Antiochian readings is a
characteristic of all forms of the Egyptian N T . The
relation of the Egyptian versions to the ' "Western ' text
is more complicated.
All Egyptian texts are predominantly non - Western ; but a few very striking
' Western ' readings and interpolations are found in the
Sahidic,'^ yet not as a rule those which were most xvidely
spread in later texts.^ In Acts also, there is in the
Sahidic a decided ' Western ' element; but it is by no
means so large as that, for instance, of the margin of
the Harclean Syriac. Blass (p. 29) puts the Sahidic
among the numerous ' mixed ' texts of Acts, and it seems
probable that it had this character from the beginning.
Even more interest attaches to the many readings
where the Sahidic supports X or B, or both, where these
great MSS stand almost alone.^
Here again, the
version must faithfully have preserved its original form,
as these readings are usually found also in the fragments
of the Graeco-Sahidic bilinguals.'' W e learn, therefore,
from the evidence of the Sahidic version that a text
similar in essentials to that of N and B, though slightly
more ' Western' in character, was current in Egypt
about the beginning of the fourth century.
The full Greek canon is represented both in the
Sahidic and the Bohairic ; but the Apocalypse seems to
have been regarded as non-canonical, and is never
bound up in the MSS with the rest of the N T . Acts is
placed after the Catholic epistles. In the Pauline epistles,
Hebrews follows 2 Thess. in liohairic MSS ; but in the
Sahidic and the Fayyiimic it follows 2 Cor.
1 A curious point of contact between Fayyumic and Bohairic
MSS is that the same contractions fer ' Lord ' and ' God ' are
found in both, whilst in Sahidic the WL.rds are always written out
in full.
, .
,
2 Prominent among them is the interpolation about the great
stone in Lk. -I'.i 53, with which is connected the longer form of
Lk. 24 I 2. The only non-Egyptian evidence for this reading is
O'E 1;., ' Nineue' for the name of the rich man in Lk. Ill 19 ;
comp.'' ilie Fiiieus diues ' in de Pasch. Comp. 265, and Finees
inmisericordls diuitis ' in Priscillian. 91.
, . , ,
4 Eg., .VIt.3i4(om. •Iiuriw'iji); Mt.l>8(adcl. o (ieot).
5 See «." I.k. 10 24 23 14a 36 Jn. 8 57, in the fragments published b'y Amelineau (N. ei Extr. 84). It should be noticed that
Gra:co-Sahidic bilinguals are generally written with two columns
on a page, the Greek occupying the whole of <c\c^ verso and the
Sahidic the recto, so that of the four columns visible at the open
page, the two on the left ate Greek, and the two on the right .are
Egyptian.
The Greek and the Sahidic agree column for
column, but not line for line, and the two sides of the codex now
and then support different readin-s—f.,e., in Jn. 6 33, the bahidic
side of T reads 6 TOC Bed with ND against its own Greek.
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In an article of this kind it is almost impossible to indicate
the printed texts of the N T in tht; various Egyptian dialects,
whif-h (apart frtim early editions, now antiquated) lie scattered
in periodicals such as the Zeitschrift fir Aegyptische
Sprache.
Complete lists of editions and M S S will be found in Scrivener
(4th ed. [by A. C. Headlam]), 2iofc-i23, 127-136, 140-144.
For
the official Bohairic by far the best edition is the Oxford text
edited with translation and critical apparatus by G. H[orner],
vol. i.f Gospels, 1898 ; vol. iii. Acts and Epistles (shortly).

Abyssinians, is usually cited as the • .Elthiopic' Abys, . . sinian Christianitv is said to go back into
37. Ethiopic jj^g j-Qj_^j.^^ century ; but the exi.-,ting
version.
^grsion is not older than the fifth or the
sixth century. The translation ^\as from the Greek;
but it has been proved by Guidi (Le Traduzioni degli
Evangelii iti Arabo e in Etiopico, Rome, 1888) that
many of the existing MSS, which are all very late,
represent later revisions made from the mediEeval Arabic
text current in Alexandria. ^
A few traces survive of a yet older Ethiopic version
of the Gospels, made from the Syriac, as in the case of
the Armenian version. The Aramaic colouring of the
vocabulary of the Ethiopic N T has been pointed out by
Gildemeister (Tischendorfs XT 8895 note), and the
text now and again agrees with Syr.vt against almost
all other authorities, though it usually follows the Greek
or the Arabic. Thus in Mk. IO50 it reads ixxi^aXibv
for dixolSaXibv, supported only by cod. 565 and by Ss.
(not by the Diatessaron).
The Ethiopic X T was printed at Rome in 1548-9;
this edition was repeated in Walton's Polyglott, and
has been carefully rendered into Latin (C. A. Bode,
Brunswick, 1753). Another edition was prepared by
T. PeW Piatt for the British and Foreign Bible Society

The first mention of an Armenian church dates from
the episcopate of Dionysius of Alexandria (24S-265),
„^ .
.
concerning whom Eusebius relates that
36. Armenian .
*
1 *. * *i, A
he wrote a letter to the Armenians,
and that their bishop was named
Meruzanes.
Gelzer (Die Anfdnge der
armenischen
Kirche) believes that this community lived in Azerbaijan ;
but in any case there can be little doubt that it was
evangelised by Syriac-speaking missionaries, and that
its ecclesiastical language was Syriac. An Armenian
version does not appear till much later. Tradition
ascrib'-'S the work to Isaac and Musrob (ff,. 400); but, as
Ariuitage Robinson remarks, the accounts ' combine a
certain conflict of assertion with a suspicious family
likeness ' (Euthaliana 72). He adds : ' One fact which
seeiuhi to stand out distinctly after the perusal of these
puzzling statements is that the earliest attempts at translating the Scriptures into Armenian were based on S\riac
codices,' and goes on to show (pp. 76-91) that there
are still unmistakable traces of the primitive renderings
from the Syriac in the existing Armenian \'ulgate. The
Striae text which was employed was not the Peshitta
but the Old S\riac, both in the Gospels and in the
Epistles. About the middle of the f^fth century this
primitive version was thoroughly revised from the Greek,
so that it is only here and there that \\c can recognise
the original groundwork. The (irt-L-k text by which the
revision was made was apparently not the Antiochian,
but one akin to HX ; the readings of the Armenian which
are attested neither by S\r. vt nor by BN are very few
and may have come from chance corruption in later
times. ^
The only critical edition of the Armenian version is
that of Zohrab (XT, Venice, 1789). A useful abstract
of the native traditions about the Armenian version, with
lists of some ancient MSS, is to be found in F. C. Conybeare's article in Scrivener (4th ed. 2 148-154).
Old Armenian ]\ISS of the Gospels usually omit [Mk,] 10 9.20
altogether; those which rtlain the verses make a break at ?'. 8,
giving the colophon Gospd 1'/-'/(ir/-both after Id« and after 10 20.
F . C. Conybeare (E.vpositc^r, i3g3, pp. 242 _//'), however, discovered at Etchmiadzin a codex ofthe Armenian Gospels, written
in 989 A.D., which contains the disputed verses with the rubric
Ariston Eritzu ('Of the Presbyter Aristion'). A photograph
ofthe page containing Mk. ^^'>^ff. is given in Swete^s St. Mark,
p. civ. T h e inference is that the scribe of the M S , or of its
archetype, had access to a tradition that Aristion, the friend of
Papias mentioned in Euseb. HE 839, was the man who added
the verses at the end of the second Gospel. This would seem
to be some fifty years too early, if other indications are to be
trusted. In any case, the readings of the codex should be published in full, as alone among Old Armenian MSS It contains the
story of the Woman taken In Adulter^', but In a form quite
different from any other authority (Conybeare in
Expositor,
Dec. 1895).

The version in Ge'ez, the classical language of the

in 1 8 3 0 .

The remaining versions of the N T are of much less
importance for the text. The Gothic version dates from
p ., . the middle ofthe fourth century. It is the
d8. ^OTi^ic ^vork of Ulphilas (IVnl/ila, ' Little Wolf'),
version. ,,
*i
r *u o *u
J
.-U
the apostle of the Goths, and so is the
earliest sur\'iving literature in any Teutonic language.
Ulphilas worked among the Goths of the Danubian
Provinces ; but the surviving documents all appear to
belong to N . Italy and the age of the Ostrogoths or
even of the Lombard conquest. Of the N T we ha\e
the Gospels and Pauline epistles (except Hebrews), but
with many gaps, well edited from MSS of about the
sixth century.
T h e Gothic, unlike the Armenian and the Ethiopic, bas hardly
any link of connection with the great ante-Nicene versions and
so for critical purposes is of less value. For the influence ofthe
Gothic on some late Old Latin texts see above, § 16. The MS of
Romans cited a^ gue (or guelph) is a Latino-( iothic bilingual;
tbe Latin appears to be entirely dependent on the Gothic text.
Here and there the Gothic M S S seem to have taken over O.
Latin readings (e.g., Lk. 1 3), in the same way tbat the Latin
c o d . y h a s been influenced by the Gothic.
T b e Georgian (ox I beria7i) vexs.ion shows signsof having been
originally made from the Old Syriac, like its sister the Armenian
(F. C. Conybeare in Amer. Journ. of Theology
3 9 . O t h e r 1 8'^3 ff.). T h e Slavo7iic version, of the ninth
v e r s i o n s , century, is made from the Greek and is too late to
represent any ancient type of text not otherwise
preserved. Arabic versions from the Syriac and the Greek can
be traced back to the eighth and the ninth century ; but the
current Arabic is essentially a translation of the Bohairic Coptic,
interpolated from the Greek and Syriac Vulgates.
Its .sole
claim to our attention here is that Guidi has recognised it as the
source from which the far earlier Ethiopic has been corrupted.
Just as in the East late versions were made from the Greek and
Syriac Vulgates, so in the West there are various translations into
Anglo-Saxon, Frankish, etc., from the Latin Vulgate. All these
secondary translations contribute nothing for the criticism ofthe
original text of the N T because the Greek, Latin, and Syriac
Vulgates can be accurately constructed from earlier authorities.

IL O L D T E S T A M E N T
A.

T H E MASSORETIC T E X T

All MSS of the Hebrew O T are copies, more or less
full and accurate, of a single critical edition commonly
called ' t h e IS lassoretic Text.'
This
40. Massoretic
' edition, like other critical works, context.
tains a Text, a Punctuation, and Notes.
'Massora' means tradition, and the unknown editors only
profess to give the traditional text, as it was traditionally
recited in the svnagogue. The date of the Massoretic
edition must be placed somewhere between the fifth and

the eighth century of our era. Jerome knew nothing of
any system of vocalisation in Hebrew MSS ; the present
system must have been introduced later than the beginning of the fifth century ; an inferior limit is set by
the existence of Massoretic codices as old as the ninth
century.2 (On the Samaritan text of the Pentateuch
s e e § 45.)

^ E.g., in_Mt. 1 7-8 the Armenian has dtrd^ with BN, against
the Antiochian Greek text on the one hand, and all forms of the
Syriac on the other.

1 Possibly a reminiscence of this revision has been preserved
in the E7icomiu7n of Abba Salama published by Ludolf in 1691
Commentarius,
p. 295.
2 Systems of vocalisation similar in principle are now used for
Syriac and classical Arabic. All three systems must have a
common origin, and may have been indirectly a result of the
Muhammedan conquest and the consequent spread of the \rabic
language in a vulgarised form. Before the seventh century
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i. The Text of the Massoretic edition consists of the
consonants of the Hebrew (cp \\'RiTii\G, g 7), which
are, however, di\ided into words.

mains unaltered, but the vowels supplied to it are
those of the emended consonantal text, which appears
only on the margin, followed by the word A'ere ( ' t o be
read').
A certain number of these alterations refer to the
spelling or pronunciation of grammatical forms, of which
the KUthibh has often preserved the older type, especially
in the Aramaic portions of Daniel and Ezra. But
whi-re it is a question of real variation of reading there
can be no doubt that the KHhibh was simply supposed
to l-c corrupt, and the A7/v was a more or less successful
conjeetui-al emendatio7i.
Thus we come to the \'ery
important conclusion that the Massoretic text itself is,
in parts at least, ultimately based on a single faulty MS ;
when we find in Ezek. 48 16 'five five hundred' in the
text, not corrected, hut with a marginal note to read
' five' only once, we cannot but conclude that here at
any rate the editors had been reduced to following a
single MS in which ' five' had been written twice over
by mistake.^
Few scholars will suppose that the Kitre readings
cover all the corrupt passages in the Hebrew te.xt.
They are simply the passages where the mistake was
most patent and the remedy nearest at hand. It is
only likely that we should find corruptions in the ancient
literature of the Jews, literature written in a dead
language and relating to vanished national and social
conditions, circulating among a people whose seats of
learning were again and again broken up by political
misfortunes (see further, § 66).
But in whatever condition the text underlying the Massoretic edition may be, criticism has to start from it.
The direct evidence takes us no farther, and the only
quarter from which we can hope for an improvement
of the Hebrew text (apart from conjectural emendation)
is the study of the ancient versions. From these we
may at least learn something of the history of the text
back to the second or the third century B.C.
Since the above was written some fragments of
papyrus, containing the ten commandments, followed
by the ShSmd (Dt. 6 4 / , ) in Hebrew, have been edited
by S. A. Cook in PSBA (Jan. 1903). The appearance of the papyrus and the very remarkable handwriting, which presents striking resemblances with the
Palmyrene character, point to a date not later than the
second century A.D. The te.xt agrees in several instances
with the Septuagint against MT. It is possible, therefore, that further discoveries may one day enable us
directly to control the Massoretic tradition.

According to the Jewish view this alone is ' Scripture,' and in
theory it is complete by itself without further punctuation or
vocalisation. T h e extant MSS, none of which are older than
the ninth century, give the consonantal text adopted by the
Massoretes with great fidelity; thrinighout the forty-eight
chapters of l'!zekiel only sixteen real \.ii i.iiioiis ocLur between a
modern edition based ultimately on Western J\lSS and the
'Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus' (916 A.D.), a newly discovered MS of wholly Eastern ancestry. Vet, as will be shnwn
later, this consonantal text is frequently corrupt, so tliat the
agreement of our M S S only enables us to reconstruct their
common exemplar and affords no proof whatever that this
exemplar faithfully represented the lost original as it left the
author's hands.
The leather rolls used in the synagogue contain no vocalisation; but their full agreement with the pointetl codices proves
that they also are only transcripts o f t h e oflici-il Massoretic text.
2. T h e M a s s o r e t i c Punctuation
scrNcs w h a t wc a r e

accustomed to consider the double purpose of \ocalisa—
. tion and accentuation.
Each word is
provided with ' points' and one or more
'accents, the points indicating the vowels that are to be
supplied to each letter, whilst the accents indicate the
inflections of the \oice, telling the reader what pause, if
anv, is to be made on the word, and thus forming a
complete system of punctuation in the English sense of
the term. These additional signs also are given with
considerable accuracy in the MSS, though there is a
certain amount of variation in the case of the subordinate
accents.
The value of the whole system as a kind of grammatical commentary on the Hebrew Scriptures can hardly
be over-estimated. So well is the vocalisation carried
out, that there are very few places where the text can be
emended by altering the points and leaving the consonants as they stand. In fact, the Massoretic pointing
may even be used as a means of discovering errors in
the text. The Massoretes did not make a critical
revision; they only supplied traditional vowels to the
traditional consonantal text ; where the consonantal
text was corrupt, really suitable vowels could not be
placed. As a general rule, therefore, anomalous pointing in our Hebrew text is a sign that the consonants are
WTong.^ The chief exceptions are to be found in places
where theological or national prejuduce appears to have
influenced the punctuation. Even there, however, the
false readings are hardly ever novelties ; they are the
perpetuation of old and popular errors.'^
3, In addition to text and punctuation the Massoretic edition includes critical Notes, which occupy
,rt M J.
the margins of our copies. Some of these
notes draw attention to anomalies of vocalisation, or what might seem to be such, thereby fulfilling
the same purpose that we express by putting sic after a
word ; others form part of a vast system of ' marginal
references' and computations intended to preserve the
absolute integrity of the Massoretic standard.^ For
textual criticism, however, the most interesting of these
notes deal with passages where the Massoretes against
their usual custom have deserted the reading of the tt-xt.
N^ot that even in such cases they have dared to change
the written Word (Kethibh) ; the consonantal text reother systems of partial vocalisation, such as the introduction of
the'matres lectionis' and in Syriac the diacritical point, had
been employed in Semitic writmg where a purely consonantal
alphabet had been found too ambiguous.
1 Illustrations of this statement will be found, e.g., in Dt. 33 21
I S. l e g Is. M6(7), Ezek. 28 12 Mi. 28.
2 Thus the Hebrew oath was by the life of the person sworn
W (e.g.. Gen. 42 15 f Amos 8 14) ; but in swearing by the true
God this is altered into a predication of His Being. Hence the
•npossible mi.ved formula ' As tbe Lord liveth, and by the life of
thy soul' (i Sam. 2D3, etc.). But this mixed form Is as old as
the Targum.
For other instances, see col. 5029.
^ Some of these lists and calculations form separate works,
such as the tract Ochla, and are no doubt in part older than the
written vow^l-points and the Massoretic edition.^ For a full
description of the methods used in the Massoretic Notes see
Wellhausen-Bleek, Einleitung,
§ 277.
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T h e three chief pointed editions of the Hebrew text are the
Bomberg Folio, published in Venice 1525-6, the Mantua Quarto
with Norzi's commentary 1742-4, and the octavo
4 3 . E d i t i o n s , edition of Van der Hooght, 1705. The last is
the parent of the ordinary reprints. The Bomberg edition is the wnrk of Rabbi Jacob ben Hayyrm, and
contains, besides Rabbinical commentaries and the Targums, a
vast collection of Massoretic material there brought together for
the first time. Of modern editions that of Baer-Delitzsch is to
be noticed for its correctness and the fulness of its Massoretic
notes. C . D . Ginsburg also may be mentioned ; his Massora
(now nearly completed) will contain the entire apparatus, with
indices.

In addition to canonical Scripture there was a considerable body of pre-Christian Hebrew literature ; but
this has altogether perished, or is only known by translations into Greek, etc. Such for instance is the First
Book of the Maccabees, the Book of Enoch, and
others (see APOCRYPHA, APOCALYPTIC),
A fragment of this literature in the original Hehrew was
brought to light in 1896 by the discovery of part of a MS of the
Wisdom of Jesus the son of Sirach ( N T D p ) , commonly called
Ecclesiasticus.'^
Fragments of other MSS have been discovered
in the following years. It is still disputed to what extent these
MSS preserve the original text, as they seem to have been
corrected in places to agree with thc Syriac and with the Greek,
1 In any given variation It is of course quite likely that the
copies used by the Massoretes had not fallen into the error for
the first time, but were slavishly repeating the originally
accidental error o f a single MS.
- See E C C L E S I A S T I C U S , § 4 ; S I R A C H .

5014

TEXT AND VERSIONS

TEXT AND VERSIONS

whilst in other places the newly-recovered Hebrew differs widely
from both versions. See ECCLESIASTICUS, § 4f., and especially
SIRACH. T h e extensive variations between the Hebrew M S S
and the ancient Greek and Syriac versions show the dangers to
which Hebrew works were exposed in transmission unless artificially preserved b)^ rules such as those observed by the Massoretes ; they also illustrate the freedom used by the ancients
when translating profane literature.

ship, as the command to build an altar on Mt. Gerizim
inserted after Ex. MO 17, and the interchange of Ebal and
Gerizim in Dt. 27 4. Characteristic also of the Sam'aritan
Pentateuch are certain long interpolations from parallel
or semi-parallel passages [e.g., at Ex. 2019 ff- from
Deut. 18, and in Nu. 2 0 / from Deut. 1-3), and in some
places anthropomorphic expressions are paraphrased,
much as in the Targums.^ On the other hand it has,
presumably, escaped the corruptions which have befaUen
the purely Jewish line of transmission since the fourth
century B.C., whence now and then it agrees with the
Septuagint in preserving words and letters which have
dropped out of the Massoretic text.* There is nothing,
however, to show that the roll or rolls carried oflTby
Manasseh contained a recension in any way superior to
those then current in Jerusalem ; in fact, the Samaritan
shares with all other extant forms of the Pentateuch
some clear palaeographical corruptions, such as ••za;,
Nu. 283, '7BD, Deut. 3313, Nm (lao, Deut. 3821 (see §66).
The main thing, therefore, to be learnt from the
Samaritan recension is that about the j'ear 333 B.C.,
less than a century after Ezra, less than a century after
the Torah in its present form had become once for all
the Law-book of the Jewish church, the text of the
Pentateuch was read substantially as we read it now.

B.

VERSIONS

The age and character of the versions of the O T are
so different that it may be well to prefix a list of them,
44 OT ^""^"S^^ roughly in chronological order,
to the more detailed examination which
versions. ^ ^ 1 , ^ ^ ^ . _
1. T h e Samaritan (Heb.) Pentateuch (§ 45) and the
Samaritan (Aram.) Targum (SAMARITANS, § 5 a ) , the
origin of which goes back to 400 B. c.
2. T h e ancient Greek version, commonly called the
Septuagint (§§ 46/15 x-55). Parts of it date from the third
century B. C. ; but other portions are not so ancient, and
the whole has been much revised and altered in later
times. This is the O T of the Greek church. There
are valuable subsidiary translations of the Septuagint
into Latin (§§ 56-58), Coptic (§ 63), Ethiopic (§ 64), and
Armenian (§ 64), from the second to the seventh century
A.D.), and at a later period into Syriac (§ 6 1 / ; ) , Arabic,
Gothic, etc. (§ 64).
3. T h e Targums, paraphrases of the Hebrew O T
in the various dialects of Jewish Aramaic for use in
the synagogue. Their origin goes back to before the
Christian Era ; but their extant form was fixed at a much
later period (§ 65).
4. Later Greek translations of the Hebrew Scriptures,
made during the second century A.D. by Jews or JewishChristians named Aquila (§ 46), Symmachus (§ 47), and
Theodotion (§ 48).
5. The Syriac version, commonly called the Peshitta,
a translation from the Hebrew, of unknown age but
certainly earlier than the fourth century A.D. (§ 60),
6. T h e new Latin version made by Jerome at the
beginning of the fifth century A. D., now known as the
Vulgate (§ 54).
It will be practically convenient to describe these
versions of the O T under the languages in which they
are found, irrespective of the character of the text.
The ' Samaritan Pentateuch' is not a version ; it is
the Hebrew text of the ' five books of Moses' as preserved by the Samaritan community.
T h e Samaritans were a mixed race settled in the country
round Samaria.
T h e y had been willing to join the J e w s in
rebuilding the temple after t h e j e t u r n ; b u t
4 5 , S a t n a n t a n when the Jews refused their help uiey became
P e n t a t e u c h , bitterly hostile, and Samaria formed a permanent asylum for those who left or were driven
out by their co-religionists in Jerusalem. About 333 B.C. one of
these refugees, a certain Manasseh, ^ a n d s o n of the high priest
Eliashib (Neh, 1323-31; Jos, AnLycc-l^,
obtained leave from
Darius Codomannus to set u p a temple on M t . Gerizim, and it
is highly probable that along with the temple ritual he brought
with him the then canonical Jewish Scriptures—i.e., the Book
of the Law in Hebrew.l This alone forms the Scriptures of the
Samaritans. I t is written, like all their books, in the * S a m a r i t a n '
character, which is the direct descendant of the old Hebrew
writing. T h e dialect spoken by the Samaritans was a variety
of western Aramaic (see ARAMAIC, § 8 ; SAMARITANS, § 5 ^ ,
into which at some period was made a translation of the Pentateuch known as the Samaritan Targum (SAMARITANS, § S « ) :
there is also found in Samaritan M S S an Arabic translation
made about the eleventh century A . D . , at a time when the
Samaritans, like the rest of the peoples of Syria, h a d adopted
the Arabic language. See SAMARITANS.

The Samaritan Pentateuch had from the beginning
certain intentional adaptations to fit it to the new wor^ I t is not unlikely that the schism of Manasseh is t h e cause
of the well-known various reading in J u d g . 18 30, where the
name Mo.ses (.-•B'D) has been changed into Manasseh (rta^ D ) h y
the insertion^ of a letter above the line. By this thoroughly
rabbinic device a parallel between the earlier and the later
northern schism was indicated, yet without entirely falsifying
the text. ' Manasseh' is in the Kere, the Targum, the Peshitta,
and the later texts of ® ; but the earlier text of ® h a d * Moses,'
which is still read by the Lyons Octateuch and some Greek M S S .
SO15

T h e Samaritan Pentateuch and T arg u m were first printed by
J . Morinus in the Paris Polyglott (1632) from a M S brought to
Europe by Pietro de la Valle. This was repeated_ in Walton's
Polyglott (1657), and the Hebrew text separately printed in 1750.
Ba^ster's Polyglott contains a collation of this edition with the
ordinary printed Hebrew. Cp SAMARITANS, § s a .
L

GREEK

Earhest among the versions properly so-called, perhaps the earliest translation of any considerable body of
„ .
. . . literature into a totally different lan. o e p u a g i n t . g^age, is the ancient Greek version
° •
commonly known as the Septuagint.
According to the constant tradition of the Alexandrian
Jews the Law was translated into Greek in the reign of
Ptolemy Philadelphus (284-247 B.C.) at the instigation
and under the patronage of Demetrius Phalareus the
librarian of the Alexandrian Library. One of the two
authors from whom we gather this is Aristobulus of
Alexandria, a Jewish philosopher of the second century
B. c. : the other is a Jewish writer of the Ptolemaic period
who composed under the name of Aristeas, a courtier of
Philadelphus, a fictitious account of the origin of the
version. Aristobulus {ap. Clem.Alex. Strom.\-ii,2 and
Eus. Praep. £ i ' . 96 1312) maintained that Pythagoras
and Plato derived their philosophy from Moses, whilst
the object of the pseudo-Aristeas ( H I S T O R I C A L L I T E R A -

TURE, § 19, vi.) appears to have been to represent the
Greek version of the Law as having been undertaken
with the express approval of the high-priestly circles in
Jerusalem. These authors had no object in asserting
that the version had been made about 280 B.C. under
distinguished heathen patronage—such a representation
must have stood in their way ; we may therefore assume
that it was a historical fact of which they were obliged
to take account.^ T h e name Septuagint comes from
the story given by pseudo-Aristeas, and variously
embellished by later writers, that the translation was
made by seventy men (or seventy-two, six from each
tribe), who all agreed in their renderings.
It will be noticed that these stories refer exclusively to the
Pentateuch, to which alone the name Septuagint ( L X X ) properly
belongs. But the whole Greek O T is now comprehended under
this term, by a convenient if unhistorical usage, which goes back
to the time of Origen,

The other books of the O T had an even less official
origin than the translation of the Law. They seem to
have been turned into Greek by different hands at
various times from the middle of the third century B.C.
i E.g., Nu.234.
2 E.g., Gen. 48 Deut. 32 35.
3 Demetrius Phalereus was exiled by Philadelphus early in
his reign; hence we cannot place the translation of the Law
much later than 280.
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down to the Christian Era, or even later. There is
evidence for believing that Philo the Jew (about 30 B. c ,„ „.,„x. „„ 5° - ^ D ) was acquainted with all the
47. owaiions. ^.^ ^^^^^,^ Esther, Ecclesiastes, Song
of Solomon, and D a n i e l ' (cp C,\N'0N, § 50). ,\t a still
earlier date (132 B.C.) the translator of Mcclesiasticus
speaks of ' the Law and the Prophets and the rest of the
Books' as existing in Greek (cp C.\NON, § 39), whilst tlie
Book of Wisd. 212 (? 50 B. c.) contains a clear adaptation
ofthe very peculiar rendering of Is. 3io in the LXX.
The use of the OT liy the writers of Uio various books
ofthe NT suggests many difficult problems, the solutions
of which have by no means all been reached. Scmie
writers, notably Lk., clearly use LXX. tUlRrs, such as
the writer of the first Gospel, often agree \\ ith the Ht-brew
in places where it differs from LXX. But it liy no means
follows that this latter class are using an independent
Greek version. In the opinion of the present writer
it is far more likely that the quotations in the N T
that do not follow LXX are derived either directly
from the Hebrew or mediately through the more or less
fixed .\ramaic renderings then current in the synagogue.
In the case of the Apocalypse we must remember that
it is in language an adaptation of f previously existing
Jewish Apocalypse in Hebre\\' or Aramaic (APOCALYPSE,
§ 2 4 ^ ) , an adaptation so close as to be in parts, at least,
a translation. Such a work naturally shows in its Greek
dress many coincidences with the OT which are quite
independent of L X X ; but these coincidences can
scarcely be used with any confidence to postulate independent Greek versions.
After the catastrophe
of the Jewish \ \ ' a r in 70 .\. D. the Semitic-speaking
Christianity of Palestine disappeared, and by the next
generation the church became entirely dependent on the
Greek version of the OT.
In the middle of the second century A. D. we find the
Christian Justin and the Jew Tr)'pho equally using the
LXX and founding their arguments on its wording, though
here and there (as in Is. 312 714) the Jew is no longer
satisfied with the traditional rendering. But after the
Hebrew canon became definitely closed under 'Akiba and
his school, and a stricter exegesis began to come into
fashion, the LXX failed to satisfy the synagogue, and
three separate attempts were made to supersede it.
These are the new translations of Aquila and of Symmachus, and the elaborate revision of the LXX by Theodotion. As these works are of importance mainly for
their influence upon the text ofthe LXX, which continued
to be the transladon used by the church, it will be convenient to describe them here.
.Aquila, a native of Pontus, is said to have been a
proselyte to Judaism and a disciple of the celebrated
48. Version of ^°-'°^'^ 'Akiba (d. 135 A . D . ) . His verAauila
sion, therefore, may be dated about
'
the second quarter of the second
century. It is marked by the greatest literalness, an
attempt being made to express every word of the
original, and even to render the derivatives of a Hebrew
root by derivatives from the corresponding Greek root
[Field, 22). This method of translation was not the
result of ignorance, but of a system of exegesis which
was willing to deduce important theological conclusions
frora the presence or absence of the smallest particles. ^
For the textual critic Aquila's method is extremely convenient. It is always easy to retranslate his renderings
into their Hebrew original, and (what is practically
more important) his style is so pronounced that fragments of his work which have been incorporated with
other documents can be easily recognised and eliminated.

The version of Aquila was used by Greek-speaking
Jews in the days of Justinian [X,YV. 146) ; but no MS
was known to survive until some fragments of two very
handsome codices were found among the di^bris from
the Geniza of the Cairo synagogue, «hich were transferred in 1897 to the Cambridge Unn-ersitv Library.
The fragments of the books of Kings (i K. Lib7-17 2 K.
2312-27) were edited in 1897 by F. C. Burkitt, those of
Psalms (parts of Pss. 90-103) in 1899 by C. Taylor.'
Sm.ill as is the extent co\crc(l by these fragments, they
are of great importance for the criticism of Origen's
Hexapla and the Hexaplar readings in our Creek MSS
of the LXX.

' Ryle, Philo and Holy Scripture,
32.
The Hebrew prefix eth, which marks the definite accusative, agrees in form with the preposition 'with.' Hence, when
pent. 1020 says, ' T h o u shalt fear ^^,4-Jehovah thy God,' Akiba
'i'^^rpret.s, ' Thou shalt fear the doctors of the law along with
Jehovah.' So Aquila, the disciple of Akiba, translates the mark
ofthe accusative by tru'i'" ( W R S , OTJC, 1881, 399). In such
cases cjitv does not govern a case.
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A peculiarity of Aquila's version, as revealed by these fragments, is lliu use of the Old-Hebrew character for the Tetragrammaton (Yahwe: see N A M E S , § cocjff.)'^ ? 1 3 ? \ ' "*'''='' '='
left thus untranskted. In Ps. 102 17 we find TglcON for p-li,
notable transliteration, to he paralleled only by T I A A H in B's
text of Lam. 1 18 L' la 8 52-54 4 18, itself probably adapted from
Aquila.

Symmachus is said to have been a Samaritan by race
and an Ebionite Christian by religion. His version
49 Of Svm- ^^^""^ '•° ^^^® 'octctxc published bet\vecn
inachtis
'^'^ ''""^^ °^ Irenseus and of Origen,
about 200 A.D.
His method was
utterly different from Aquila's, as he aimed at giving a
rendering of the OT in Greek sufficiently idiomatic not
to offend a reader ignorant of Semitic constructions.
The Hebrew text which underlies the translation of
Symmachus is equally with that of Aquila almost
identical with the Massoretic. Both Symmachus and
Aquila appear to have published second editions of
their translations, differing slightly from the first.
Theodotion is mentioned along with -Aquila by
Irenasus [Hcer. 823) as a modern translator in contraRn Of Thpn distinction to the ancient Se\enty.
dotion
'^^ '^ ^^''^ ' ° ^a.Yci been an Ephesian
and I proselyte to Judaism; other
accounts make him, like Symmachus, an Ebionite.
The date of his work is uncertain ; but, according to
Epiphanius, it falls within the reign of Commodus (iSo192 A. D.). The only reason for doubting this and
assigning Theodotion to «. considerably earlier date is
that coincidences with the version of Daniel, which goes
by his nanre, have been detected in various early
Christian writings, including some books of the N T .
But these coincidences admit of another explanation
(see above, § 47) which has strong claims on our acceptance ; it would, moreover, be against all analogy that
Christian literary tradition should put «. work of this
kind a century too late.
Theodotion's edition differs essentially from those of
Aquila and Symmachus. It was not, like theirs, an
independent translation, but a revision of the LXX by
the existing Hebrew.
He supplied translations of
words and passages of the Hebrew for which there was
no equivalent in the LXX, but retained the additions of
the Greek wliich are unrepresented in the Massoretic
text. The renderings of the LXX were largely retained
by him, and the construction of the sentences but little
changed. His own renderings followed the general
style of the LXX, his chief peculiarity being a fondness
for transliterating Hebrew words instead of translating.
Theodotion seems to have based his work on a good
text of the LXX, which is often unrepresented in our
existing MSS, and this constitutes for us his chief value.
The revision of the LXX thus made by Theodotion
appears very soon to have influenced the text used by
Christian scholars. Clear traces of Theodotion's renderings are found in some of the quotations of Clement of
Alexandria {e.g., Peed. 1 10 = Is. 4822 ; Strom. 222 =
Ezek. 18 4-9).- A httle later the same remarkable
1 T h e numeration in each case is that of the Hebrew text.
2 See 'Clemens Alexandrinus und die L X X , ' by Dr. Otto
Stahlin (Beit, z- Jahresb. d. K. neuen Gymnasiums
in Niirnberg, 1901).
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phenomenon meets us in Tertullian's quotations from
Ezekiel (Tertullian, De Res. Carnis, § 29 = Ezek. 37i-i4 ;
.•\dv. Iiidt.cos, § I I = Ezek. 8i.j-'J6). But the quotations
of Cyprian and other Latin writers from Ezelciel are free
from admixture with Theodotion. On the other hand,
the Church definitely adopted Theodotion's revision of
Daniel in the place of the older and more paraphrastical
translation ofthe LXX. T h e history of this important
change is extremely obscure. It may have been helped
on by the popularity of the commentary on Daniel
issued by Hippolytus (about 220 A.D.), and, in any
case, it was accepted even in the Latin-speaking church
at Carthage during the lifetime of Cyprian (250 A.D. ).
One consequence of this change is that all copies of the
genuine LXX text of Daniel have disappeared except
two, and these give the text only as revised by Origen
(§ 49). W'e have, therefore, a. very imperfect idea 01
the range of variation in the ecclesiastical texts 01
Daniel current in early times, and it is probable that
the coincidences of language with Theodotion's Daniel
which have been observed in early writers are due to
the use, not of Theodotion's text itself, but of a text of
the LXX, akin to that which Theodotion took as the
basis of his revision.
It has been maintained by Sir H. H. Howorth [PSBA
23147-159 [1901]), and the theory has great probability,
that the book called Ezra B in our Greek MSS of the
Septuagint, which is practically a literal translation of
the Massoretic text of Ezra-Nehemiah, is a part of the
work of Theodotion, the original Greek rendering of
the book being that called Ezra A—/. e., ' \ Esdras' in the

The last quarter of the third century and the beginning
of the fourth are marked by the appearance of thiee
—,
editions ofthe LXX, from one or other
5^. i n r e e re- ^^ ^^.^^^^ practically all our Greek M s s
censions.
are descended. ' Alexandria with Egypt
uses as its Septuagint the work of Hesychius ; Constantinople, as far as Antioch, uses the copies of Lucian
the martyr ; the provinces h'ing between these extremes
use the MSS of Origen's work issued by Eusebius and
Pamphilus' (Jerome, P/->rj. in Paralip. : • Alexandria et
.Eg^yptus in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem, Constantinopolis usque Antiochiam Luciani
martyris exemplaria p r o b a t ; mediae inter has pi'ouincise
Palestinos codices legunt, quos ab Origene elaboratos
Eusebius et Pamphilus uulgauerunt, totusque orbis hac
inter se trifaria uarietate compugnat'). Of these three
editions, the Eusebian is the Hexaplar text of the LXX
with its apparatus of asterisks (*) and obeli [-) ; the
Hesychian edition is that found in the quotations of
Cyril of Alexandria, and corresponds in character to
Hort's ' Alexandrian' text of the N V; the Lucianic
edition, like the ' Antiochian' text of the N T , is
characterised by attempts to smooth down grammatical
harshnesses and by conflate readings, where two previously existing and mutually exclusive renderings have
been fused into one. ^ It is this circumstance which
gives the Lucianic L X X considerable value for us, as
internal evidence conclusively shows that one at least of
the elements out of which this composite text was constructed was not only ancient, but also quite independent of the texts used for the Hexapla.
Such in brief is the history of the LXX ; a few words
must now be said about the existing MSS, and the
en T7-,4. J. rclatlou they bear towards the various
53. Extant
• ** /
T7 * r
u
.|y-(,™
ancient texts, tirst of course come the
four great MSS of the fourth and fifth
centuries, viz. the Vaticanus (B), the Sinaiticus (X), the
Alexandrian (A), and the fragments of Cod. Ephraemi
(C). Besides these there are a multitude of copies from
the sixth century onwards ; but very few of these ever
contained the whole OT, which is usually divided up
into divisions such as the Octateuch, the Prophets, etc.
The Psalter is usually separate.
The original MS of Origen's Hexapla was doubtless
never copied again in full on account of its unwieldy
bulk ; but fragments of the Psalms in all five editions,
accompanied by a Catena Patrum, were discovered
in the Ambrosian Library at Milan in 1896 by G.
Mercati.
T h e MS (O 39 sup.) is a palimpsest, the
original writing containing in tenth-century minuscules
all the columns of the Hexapla, except the Hebrew in
Hebrew letters. A fragment of Ps. 22, containing all
six columns, was found in 1898 among the Cairo Geniza
MSS at Cambridge, and has been published by C.
Taylor together with his fragments of Aquila (see
above, § 48).
More important for practical purposes than these frngments are the MSS connected with the Eusebian edinon
of the LXX. These are of varied character. SiMue,
like the great codex N, give a text more or less corrected
to the Hexaplar standard, but without the diacritical
marks. Others, such as Codex Sarravianus (G) of the
Octateuch, have the critical signs, whilst others have the

English Apocrypha {see E Z R A , T H E G R E K K , col. 1490).

About the 3^ear 240 the celebrated Origen, then living
as an exile from Alexandria at Cassarea in Palestine,
51 OriP-pTi's prepared an edition of all these versions
• ™.-_t
arranged in parallel columns, which
is known as the Hexapla.
T h e six
columns contained (i) the Hebrew, (2) a transliteration
of the Hebrew into Greek letters, (3) Aquila, (4) Svmmachus, (5) the LXX, (6) Theodotion. In the poetical
and prophetical books there were also extracts from a
fifth and a sixth Greek version, both of unknown age and
authorship. T h e ci^luinns were arranged in very short
cola, the extant fragments rarely containing more than
the equivalent of one or two Hebrew words. A smaller
edition, called the Tetrapla, was afterwards prepared by
Origen himself, consisting of the four Gre^rk versions
alone, without the Hebrewcolumns. The Hexapla,howe\-er, was not merely a synoptical table ; it was rather an
attempt to emend the LXX by the Hebrew, like the
edition of Theodotion. In the words of Jerome [Praf
in Paralipo!neno7i), 'Origen not only brought together
the four translations^—wntmg down their renderings one
against the other, so that the eccentricities of anyone of
them ean be convicted by the agreement ofthe threeothers
between themselves ; but, what was more audacious, he
mterpolated the L X X from Theodotion's translation,
marking the fresh additions with asterisks, and at the
same time obelising those parts [of the genuine L X X ]
which seemed to be superfluous '—i. e., as having no equivalent in the Hebrew. ^ It should be remarked that
though the additions are usually taken from Theodotion
there are many places where the missing words are adapted
from Aquila or Symmachus. In principle the He.xaplar
text of the LXX differs from Theodotion's edition only
in two particulars:—(i) the process of revision was
chiefly confined to supplying what was missing, not to
altering the Greek renderings ; (2) all additions to the
text, of whatever kind, were indicated by critical marks.
But there was no clear indication of actual changes in
the text itself, as distinct from additions or suggested
subtractions.^
1 See also Oripen in Matt. 15 14 (3671).
- There probahly were a few various readings set in the
niarc'iii, some of which are preserved in the Syro-Hexaplar text
>..f 4 Kings under the sign Of (?>., fifth column).
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readings are the last survival ofa very pure L X X te.'ii; see helow,
§ 66.
As to the amount of change admitted by Origen into the
Hexaplar text, it is probable that he emended the Hebrew
proper names (cp Orig. injoann.
1 159 In Brooke's edition with
the Hexapla to Ex. 616); but he seems often to have hesitated
to introduce einendations which seriously affected the sense.
T h u s in Jer. 15 10 he retained ovre to^e'ATjtra, OVTC wt^eAi/o-eV pe
ovSeL<;^ for ' 3 IK-J K^I 'HT': N"^, instead of substituting w^eiXyfffa
and <u»/)eiA,Tjo-e' poL frr.in Theodotion, although he beheved the
l . X X to contain a scribal error (Ori-. 8225). T h e scribal error,
howevc;r, seems to occur in Philo (Pe Confus. Ling., § 12).
1 T h e original copy of Lucian's recension, written'by his own
hand, is said by Theodoret to have been found in the time of
Constantine at Nicomedia walled u p in the turret of a house
belonging to Jews.
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criticil signs together with marginal notes containing
renderings from Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, etc.
Foremost ainong these fuller authorities is the 5i'^'t'He.cciplar version made by Paul of Telia in 616-617
A.D. (see § 61), one of the most valuable e.xtant works for
the te.vt ofthe LXX.
From some of the notes in the S\ro-He.xaplaric version
and from remarks of Theodoret it has been possible for
Field and Lagarde indepeiulently to identify the MSS
which contain .i Lucianic text. T h e Hcsycliian text is
best represented by the first hand of Codex Marchalianus
(Q), a sixth-centuiy MS of the prophets. .V sccoml
hand has added to this MS a immbcr of He.xaplar
readings from the other editions.

names have been largely corrected to the Massoretic
Hebrew, while in other matters inferior readings have
been either introduced or have been wrongly followed.
Having thus gained some idea of the worth of the
Hexaplar text \\e ma)' go on to apply these results to
the criticism of our chief surviving M.SS. Their value
and independence will be found to differ greatly in the
various books. That they all contain ' Theodotion's '
Daniel, not the Daniel of the genuine LXX, is perhaps
not due to the Hexapla alone, as the change probably
occurred earlier.
But it was Origen who introduced
nearly 400 hnes [i.e., half-verses) into the LXX text of
Job from Theodotion, yet these interpolations are found
in all our MSS ; so far therefore as Job is concerned it
The chief printed editions of \P .ire : - ( i ) the -Aldine, Venice, i is certain that none of our MSS go behind the Hexapla.
1518; (2) the Complutensian
Pvil\L;Iott, -Alcala, printed 1514Thefact that in various parts of the OT, notably the
^ .
17, published 1522, representing a Lucianic
54. P r m t e d text; (3) the Sixtine, Rome, 1587, based on Cod. [ four books of Kings (Ki.s'r;s, § 3 ; cp SAMUEL, §4) and
editions.
^', (4^ C-'Ctc^ -Ale-candrlan, O.xford, 1707-20, i-e., Ezekiel, ©i- leaves out many passages known to be inGrabe's edition, based on Cod. .\ : (5) Holmes
terpolations, has given plausibility to the belief that it
aiid Parsons, Oxford, 1798-1827, a reprint of tlit Sixtine text
presents us with a pre-Hexaplaric text; but other pheno(Cod. B.), but with an apparatus containing the various readings
mena of 0 " are inconsistent with this view, and it is better
of many ^ISS and Fathers.l
Quite distinct from these, as aiming to reproduce not M S S
to regard ®" as in the main a Hexaplar text without
but particular recensions of t!^ are:—Field's Hexapla, a coUection
the passages under asterisk (Lagarde, Proverbien, 3,
ofthe extant fragments, Oxford, 1875; and Lagarde's restoration
n. i). In Judges, Isaiah, and Lamentations, the text
ofthe Lucianic text [Gen.-Esther only], Gottingen, 1883. .^
of @^ is neither Hexaplaric nor that of the unrevised
Lagarde in his .-iti merk ungen zur griechischen UberLXX.i [On the text of Judges, cp JUDGES, § 18.]
setzung der Proi-erbien, 3 (see Driver, TBS, p. xlvii)
The text of ^ ^ shows greater independence than that
... -n
. has laid down the following rules for
of @^ and though it is sprinkled more or less throughout
66. Recovery of
.,
• - , . . % . ,
i -.-\'
, . .,£_ recovermg the origmal text of the L X X
the O T with Hexaplaric additions it often retains the
original LXX. , „
^ ,, . °
°
from our authorities :—
reading of the LXX when most other MSS have gone
1. The MSS of the Greek translation of the O T are
wrong. ^
all either immediately or mediately the result of an
The Lucianic text contains a singular mixture of good
eclectic process : it follows that he who aims at recoverand bad readings ; but so far as can be judged from the
ing the original te.xt must follow an eclectic method
surviving evidence its good readings are also those of
like\vise. His only standard will be his knowledge of
the Old Latin. Its value to us therefore is to supply
the style of the individual translators ; his chief aid will
evidence akin to the Old Latin, where that invaluable
be the faculty possessed by him of referring the readings
witness fails us. T h e character of the Lucianic text is
which come before him lo their Semitic original, or else
indicated by Jerome [Ep. ad Sunniatn et Fretelam, ap.
of recognising them as corruptions originating in the
Field, p. Ixxxvi) when he says: 'editionem, quam
Greek.
Origenes, etc. KOCVP\V id est communem. appellant atque
2. If a verse or part of a verse appears in both a free
uulgalam,
et a plerisque nunc KooKcavm dicitur.'
and a slavishly literal translation, the forrner is to be
Lucian's revision, rather than the Hexaplar texts, is the
counted the genuine rendering.
representative of the old KOLV^\ ^Kdocrts that survives
3. If two readings coexist, of which one expresses
approximately pure in the better texts of the Old Latin.
the Massoretic text, while the other can only be exThe difference between the comparative value to us of
plained from a text deviating from it, the latter is to be
the ' -\ntiochian' texts of the O T and the N T simply
regarded as the original.
comes from the paucity of what we might call ' early
These admirable rules, however, practically give up
Western texts ' of the OT in Greek. If a MS analogous
the attempt to trace out the history of the text of the
to Codex Bezje survived, the value of the Lucianic text
LXX. It may therefore be worth while to indicate the
would have been largely discounted.
lines on which such an attempt may be undertaken.
In the first place it is necessary to get some criterion
II. L.\TIN
for estimating the worth of the Hexaplar text with its
The Old Latin is the only version of the O T made
apparatus of asterisks, etc., as preser^•ed in existing
MSS, For this we may use the fragments of the Old from the Greek which is certainly older than the Hexapla.
The Syriac version of the O T was
Latin which are certainly derived from a Greek text
56. The Old translated direct from the Hebrew, not
older than the Hexapla (see § 5 6 / ) . Along with the
Latin version. from the Greek, and the other Oriental
Old Latin we may take the quotations from the early
versions belong to a later period. Hence the Old Latin
Greek fathers, so far as their text can be trusted.
occupies a. unique position, and must be regarded as
When we compare our Hexaplar text with these
the chief authority for the restoration of the KOCVT} IKSOCTIS,
primary sources of information the general result
or pre-Hexaplaric LXX. Unfortunately it survives only
may be summarised t h u s : — (i) T h e critical signs
in fragments, and some of the better-preserved forms
attached to the text, especially the all-important
are the result of revision from Greek texts later than the
asterisks (*) which mark interpolations introduced into
original translation.
the LXX from .\quila, Symmachus, or Theodotion, are
As in the NT, the quotations of Cyprian (d. 258) form
fairly well preserved. Single authorities have dropped
the standard by which we may classify our texts.
or misplaced them here and there ; but it is rarely the case
Cyprian quotes from nearly all the books of O T and
that the majority of our witnesses conspire in error.
N T and with almost unfailing accuracy, so that we may
(2) The Hexaplar text itself, when purged ofthe intergather from his works a fair idea of the characteristics
polations under * is a good text of the LXX, on the whole
of the O T in Latin as it was read at Carthage about
the best continuous text which survives. (3) It is very
the middle of the third century. Closely akin to the
far, however, from being really pure.
T h e proper
The useful editions of Tischendorf (7th ed. 1C87) give the
Sixtine text with the variants of BKAC. T h e Cambridge Editio
Minor, 1887-1894, gives thc text of B and the variants of XAC
with soine other uncial M S S ; a larger edition is in progress
which it is hoped will supersede Holmes and Parsons.
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1 Cp, for example, Is.49r8 in (BB and the Hexapla. In
Lamentations the names of the Hebrew letters of the alphabet
are transliterated in ®B differently from other M S S , TI being
used for y and xcr for ct) (see above, § 48).
2 E.g., J u d g . 5 8, end.
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Cyprianic text is that used in De Pascha Computus,
except in Daniel. A slightly later type is presented by
the various Donatist texts, such as that found in the
extensive quotations of Tyconius, and in the Gesta of
the ' Collatio Carthaginiensis' held in 411 A.D. ; among,
these also must be reckoned the Lucca Genealogice
(Lagarde, Septuaginta Studien, 25-28), a historical work
of purely Latin origin containing a very large number
of biblical proper names, all of which are given in preHexaplaric spelling.
Among * E u r o p e a n ' texts special mention must be made of
Lucifer of Cagliari (d. 371), whose quotations, especially from
the historical books, are very full and accurate. T h e pseudoAugustinian Speculum (Corp. Scrip. Eccl. Lat. xii.), a collection of biblical extracts somewhat similar to the Testimonia of
Cyprian has a text, jDossibly Spanish in origin, which contains
some elements belonging to the earlier form of the version.

Revised texts, which cannot be used as evidence for
the true Old L.atin save in exceptional cases, are met
with in Ambrose, Augustine, and Jerome.
Jerome's
quotations especially are often taken direct from the
Greek and usually agree with ®f< and ©". Augustine (to
mention only the clearest cases) used Jerome's translation of Job from the Hexapla, and in Judg. 5 he agrees
with the Hexaplar Codex CoisUnianus against the true
Old Latin as preserved by "Verecundus.^ Tertullian's
curious use of a text of the LXX mixed with Theodotion's
in the Book of Ezekiel has been already noticed (see
above, col. 5019).
T h e most complete MS of any part of the Old Latin
O T is the Lyons Heptateuch of the seventh century,
MQS containing most of the Pentateuch, Joshua,
67. lYlhb. ^ ^ j Judges to 2O31 (ed. by U. Robert, 1881
and 1900). A better text is to be found in the Freising
Palimpsest now at Munich, of the fifth or sixth century
[BruchstUcke einer vorhieronymianischen
Ubersetzung
des Pentateuch .
, by L. Ziegler, 1883); although
this MS shows some marks of literary revision it contains a Cyprianic element, which in conjunction with the
general independence of its text places it in the first
rank of LXX authorities.^ Its independence is especially noticeable in the latter chapters of Exodus.
Other Old Latin MSS, all of them pahmpsests or
mere fragments, are:—the Vienna Palimpsest of Gei^esis
(? Oct.) and the historical books, fifth-sixth century,
a text which agrees remarkably with that of Lucifer,
and only requires to be well edited to take its place
among the very best MSS ; the two
Wurzburg
Palimpsests, one of the Pentateuch, the other of the
Prophets, fifth-sixth century, both edited by E. Ranke,
1871; the Weingarten MS ofthe prophets, fifth century,
also edited by E. Ranke, 1868-1888.
Besides these
there are smaller fragments at Quedlinburg, "Vienna,
and S. Gallen.
Of a slightly different character are
the two documents edited by 'Vercellone in his Varies
I.^ctiones Vulg. Lat. Bibl. editionis, viz., extracts out
of Genesis and Exodus from the Codex Ottobonianus,
an eighth-century MS of the Latin "Vulgate, and the
various readings written in the margin of a "Visigothic
MS of the Latin "Vulgate at Leon in Spain. These
various readings agree very closely with the Lucianic
text, much closer in fact than any other form of the Old
Latin, so the conjecture may be hazarded that they
were translated direct from some Greek MS.
A number of Latin Psalters are extant; but none of
1 Printed in Pitra's Spicilegium Solesmense and in "Vercellone's
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them represents the earlier stages cf the version, as the
quotations of Cyprian differ widely frora them all.'
The O T ' Apocrypha'—i.e., those books of the Greek
O T which are not in the Hebrew canon—were left more
or less untouched by Jerome; in these
58. A p o o r y p n a . ,^^y^ therefore, the Old Latin sinvives
in the Vulgate. In fact, the "Vulgate text of Wisdom
and Ecclesiasticus does not differ appreciably from the
Cyprianic standard. It is therefore important to notice
the divergence in the arrangement of Ecclesiasticus
30-36 in the Greek and the Latin. ' In these chapters
the Greek order fails to yield a natural sequence, whereas
the Latin arrangement, which is also that of the Syriac
and Armenian versions, makes excellent sense. Two
sections [of the Greek], chap. 3025-33i3^ (tis KoKa/j-cifievos .
. 0iiXds 'laKcip) and chap. 33 is''—36 16^
'KapLirpd. KapSla
Itrxa-'ros -fiypi-trv-iiaa), have exchanged places.
There can be little doubt that in
the exemplar from which, so far as is certainly known,
all our Greek MSS of this book [Ecclus.] are ultimately
derived, the pairs of leaves on which these sections were
severally written had been transposed, whereas the Latin
translator, working from a MS in which the transposition
had not taken place, has preserved the true order'
(Swete, pref t o vol. ii. of the Cambridge Septuagint, p.
viy. ).^ A fact of this kind deserves to be particularly
mentioned, as it brings out the exceptional value of the
Old Latin for the text of the LXX, and the essential
homogeneousness of our Greek authorities notwithstanding their numerous variations.'
A conspectus df the biblical quotations of the Latin Fathers,
together with such Old Latin M S S as were then available, is to
be found in the great work of Sabatier (Bibliorum
Sacrorum
Latina I'ersiones Antiguie, 1743 and 1751).

Jerome's edition of the N T was a simple revision of
an existing text; but his version of the OT was wholly
KO 'V 1 + ' ' ^ * ' ^' '^' ' " *^^'^'' ^ translation of the
69. v u l g a t e . jjgijrew into Latin independent of the
LXX, though Jerome frequently adopts renderings from
the other Greek editions, particularly that of Symmachus. The great work had been begun at the invitation of Pope Damasus ; but that powerful patron
died when only the Gospels had been issued (384 A.D.),
and Jerome left Rome for Bethlehem.
The various
parts of the O T were published separately and furnished
with prefaces, in which the merits of the Hebrew over
the dreek and the methods of translation adopted are
vigorously defended.
Thus the Latin church was confronted with a new
version of the Bible which had no external authority to
recommend it save the well-deserved reputation of
Jerome as the most learned scholar of his day. It is
not surprising that it met at first with opposition.
Its ultimate success is probably due in great measure
to Augustine.
At first Augustine thought the new
version of the O T too revolutionary, and almost to
the end of his life clung to a belief in the inspiration
of the Seventy.
He wrote of Jerome's translation,
however, with increasing respect and occasionally
quotes from it [e-g-, De Civitate Dei, 1843), and in
his last work—the genuine Speculum, a collection of
biblical extracts, left unfinished at his death in 430—
he follows the new version wholly, except where he
quotes from memory. In the sixth century Cassiodorus
seems to have treated the two versions on an equal
^ Cp also the remarks of Augustine (De Dod. Christiana,

2 iq) on Ps. IS 3.
2 T h e English version, both in A"V" and R V , follows the
Latin here.
3_ T h e Syriac of Ecclesiasticus is not a witness for the L X X ,
as it was made for the most part direct from the H e b r e w ; the
E . x . 40 3, w h e r e i n p l a c e of crcce-ira-cTec,; Ty]V KC-^car'bv [rov fjcapTvpCov) Armenian here probably follows the Syriac as so often elsewhere.
Tea KaTaTreracTfiaTL, which is the reading of all other L X X T h e newly-recovered Hebrew text supports the Latin order, as
authorities, Greek and Latin, and corresponds verbally with the
might be anticipated.
Massoretic text, we find in the Freising M S et super earn proWith regard to the Latin text of Ecclesiasticus it has recently
pitiaiorium;
that is, it reads n*19D instead of nDHBi with the
been shown by Thielmann that chaps, xlv.-l. are the work ofa later
Samaritan and the J e r . T a r g . T h u s b y Lagarde's canons the
hand ; apparently the praise of the Jewish Fathers was intenFreising M S alone has preserved the true text of the L X X in
tionally left out by the Christian translator as superfluous to his
this passage.
object (cp J. H . A. H a r t ' s edition of the Greek cod. 248).
Variis Lectiones2 See Ex. 17 14 for the reWsion. In E x . 321 the M S has eicere
for to * bring o u t ' of E g y p t (l^a-yecv) with Cyprian, Test. 1 1 .
For an instance of its positive value in correcting the Greek see
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footing; but Isidore of Seville in the seventh century
uses Jerome's exclusively.
From that tinie it really
deserves the name ' Vulgate' now universally applied lo
it, though as a matter of fact it was not so called before
the time of Roger Bacon.
In Jerome's own works
I'uh^'ola means the Old Latin.
The difference between the \'ulgate and the Old
Latin in the O T is so great that mixed recensions w ere
less readily formed than in the N T , though single
passages have suffered corruptioii from time to time in
the ^ISS. As was remarked above, the Latin chuixh
in adopting the new version added to it from thc Old
Latin those books which formed no part of the Hebrew
canon and were therefore left untouched by Jerome.
The best MS of the Vulgate i-s considered to be the
Codex Amiatinus (a se\'enth-century MS of the ^vhole
OT and XT, see § 21), the variations of which from the
authorised Clementine text h a \ e been not very accurately
published by Heyse and Tischendorf (in 1873) ; a
valuable collection of readings is brought together in
the unfinished {''aries Lectiones of ^'ercellone.
The Vulgate is less useful to the textual critic than
the Old Latin, just as the later forms of the LXX which
contain interpolations and corrections from Theodotion
are not so useful as the earlier forms. That, however, is
because we heive access to the Massoretic Hebrew in the
original and possess admirable renderings of it into the
vernacular. The early forms of the LXX are valuable
because by their aid we can correct some errors which
have befallen the existing Hebrew text. It should not be
forgotten, however, that the LXX is often a bad translation to work from, many passages being quite devoid
of sense as they stand, a defect that was sometimes intensified by the further translation of Greek into Latin.
The Vulgate, on the other hand, is the work of a competent scholar, and gives the meaning of the Hebrew
with comparative accuracy and clearness. It was the
great good fortune of the Latin church that so excellent
a translator should have been raised up for the work,
and it is her great glory that neither the sentimental
associations of the old version nor. the increasing
ignorance of the Dark Ages were able to interfere with
her final acceptance of S. Jerome's labours.
III.

SYRIAC A N D OTHER VERSIONS

In the OT the S\Tiac Vulgate, commonly called
Pesiiitta, is a translation made direct from the Hebrew.
60 P e s h i t t a ^^"^^ ^""^ place of translation are alike
unknown. It is conjectured that it was
made at Edessa, the centre of Syriac literary culture,
and it seems to have been the work of Jews rather
than Christians.^ There is no surviving trace of any
previous recension of the text; the earliest Syriac Father,
Aphraates, who is our chief quarry for pre-Vulgate
citations from the Syriac N T , quotes the O T in literal
accordance with the Peshitta.
The character of the Peshitta varies in the different
books, which has been held as an indication that the
version was the work of several hands. The Pentateuch
and Job (which in the Syriac follows the Pentateuch)
are rendered literally; some of the other books,
notably Chronicles, are very freely paraphrased. But
the Hebrew underlying the Syriac is in almost all
cases simply the Massoretic text.Here and there,
\ Cp especially i Ch. 02, where the words 'for J u d a h prevailed above his brethren, and of him came the prince ' {-;»j3)are
rendered in the Peshitta ' From J u d i l i shall come f01th King
Messiah.' Cp also J . Perles, Aletetemata
Peschitthoniana
(1359).
f Some of tbe best M S S supply a striking illustration of the
close connection of tbe Peshitta with the Hebrew by the fact that
they contain a note marking the exact place where the half of a
book comes in the Massoretic text. Gox-ai\\(Ezcchiel, Prol. 144)
brings this forward as a proof that the A i7ibrosianiis has been re^'I^ '^^o'li the H e b r e w ; but the phenomenon is to be found in
other MSS of other books, and as far as we know the tendency of
the Syrians was to correct from the L X X , not from the Hebrew.
There are a few instances where the Syriac seems to represent
502s
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especially in the Prophets, there are unmistakable traces
of the influence of the LXX. No satisfactory explanation of this infiuence has yet been reached ; it is possible
that it dates from the establishment of the church in
Edessa about the end of the second century.
In addition to the Hebrew canon the Syrians had
translations of the OT Apocrypha, in most cases derived
from the Greek ; but the Syriac JLCclesiasticus is partly
a rendering of the Hebrew. The dates of all these
translations are quite unknown ; but ' it seems tolerably
certain that alterations \\ere made from time to time
with a view to harmonising the Syriac text with that of
the L X X ' (Wright's Syriac Lilenitnre, 4), a process
wliich may iiave begun as early as the episcopate of
Palut (about 200 A.D.).
The Peshitta Isextant in many MSS of considerable antiquity.
T h e olde.st knuwn diUL-tl MS of any portion of O T o r N T in any
lanL;uag-e is tlnj Cud. Add. 14,425 in the British Museum conLiiiuiig Gen., KK., Nn., Dt., tran.scribed at Amid in the year
464 AD. A good text of the whole O T is presented by the
Cod. Ambrosianus of the sixth century, which contains, in
addition to thu ordinary 'Apocrypha,' the Apocalypse of
Baruch and 4 I'^xdras. This M b has been reproduced in photolithography by Coriani.
The most aucu.ssible edition of the O T Peshitta (without the
Apocrypha) is that prepared by Lee for the ' British and Foreign
Bible Society' in 1823 ; but It only reproduces with little variation the text of the London and the Paris Polyglott, In fact
all the printed editions go back to the ed. princeps in the
Paris Polyglott, which is a mere transcript of a very late MS
(now at Paris), as conjecturally emended by the editor Gabriel
Sionita.l For practical purposes, therefore, Ceriani's reproduction of the Ambrosianus
is the most satisfactory text that
has yet appeared.

The earliest attempt at a Syriac version from the LXX
seems to have been that called by the name of Philoxenus,
q .
made in 508 A.D. (see § 30). Of this version
* "
fragments of Isaiah survive in a MS in the
v(*T*Rtnn^
£
.,
British Museum (edited by Ceriani in-l/t'w^i r o m tlie
, c
, r, j-,
\ r.
p
.
menta bacra et ProJana,\. \i-4o).
It seems
to have been a free revision of the Peshitta
by a Lucianic MS, producing a curious mixed text.
Of far more critical value is the Syriac version corresponding to the Harclean revision of the N T , which is
commonly known as the Syro-Hexaplar.
This was
made at Alexandria in 6r6-6i7 A.D. by Paul, Bishop
of Telia (Assemani, BO 2 333 334). It contains a translation of Origen's text of the LXX with the asterisks
and obeli, together ^\ith many marginal renderings from
the other Greek editions ; the style, moreover, of the
Syriac translation is so literal that the exact Greek represented can be recovered with considerable accuracy.
The work of Paul of Telia formed Field's chief authority
in his reconstruction of the Hexapla.
The Syro-He.vaplar version is extant for most books of tlie
O T . T h e poetical and prophetical books are extant in a cod.
in the Ambrosian Library at i\Iilan which has been published in
photo-lithography by Ceriani (M,,n. Sacr. et Prof 5).
The
remains of the Pentateuch and HistoricalBooks are collected in
Lagarde's Bibliothecis .Syriaccr etc , published in 1892.
At the beginning of tlie eighth century Jacob of Edessa made
a final effort to revise the Peshitta by the ^'arious Greek versions ;
but his work does not seem to have ever gained any currency.
H e made use of no materials which we do not possess from
other sources

The whole O T appears to ha\e been translated into
the Palestinian dialect (see § 31) ; but only small fragments now survive. It is a translation
6i2. Paleabinian from
the Greek, certainly post-Hcxaversion.
picric, and it probably presented a text
closely akin to the 'Eusebian' edition (§ 52) and the
Codex Vaticanus. The fragments of the OT, so far as
they have already been published, are collected in Land's
-Inecdota, vol. iv., in Anecdota C)xonicnsi,i (Semitic
a really different Hebrew, not agreeing with the L X X . In J u d g .
148 Pesh. reads n m n . l for ,nDin,l, so as to make the sentence
run 'when Samson had not yet entered the marriage chamber."
Such readings occur so rarely, however, that we must suppose
this instance to have been the result of a brilUant guess (cp
chap. 15 T).
-c See .{n .•Ip/'aratus Criticus to Chronicles in the
Peshitta
J'ersion])y \V. E. Ilarnes, 1897.
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Sf-vies), and in a lectionary edited by Mrs. Lewis
[Studia Sinaitica, 6, 1897).
The general history of the Bible in Coptic has been
discussed in the section upon Egyptian versions of the
P .. N T . The Bohairic version in the O T has
."
the same characteristics as in the New, and
' there is every reason to assign it to the
same date, viz., the sixth century. It is not even yet
edited in full ; but the Prophets have been edited by
Tattam, the Pentateuch and Psalms by Lagarde, and
lately Proverbs by Bouriant.
The Sahidic version from its greater antiquity is of
more importance. Of this the Borgian JNISS, together
with other fragments previously collected, were admirably edited by Ciasca (Rome, 1885-9}. The Psalms
have been edited by Budge from a seventh-century MS
in the British Museum (1898), and now lately again by
Rahlfs. There is also a large addition to OT Sahidic
texts to be found in Maspero, Mission arehiol. fra72^.,
torn. 6. The general character of the text resembles that
of the first hand of Cod. Marchalianus (Q); that is,
it is akin to what we are accustomed to call the Hesychian
recension ofthe LXX (§ 52). Ciascahimself (255) points
out that the Minor Prophets show clear signs of
revision ' iuxta archetypum hebrasum.'
The text of
Daniel is that of Theodotion, as in the Greek MSS.
The type of Greek text followed by the Sahidic in the
Psalms is represented by U, the fragments ofa papyrus
book in the British Museum {see F. E. Brightman in the
Joiii-n. of Theol. Studies, 2275). U is now considered
to be of the sixth or the seventh century, and is said
to have come from a monastery near Thebes. Doubtless,
therefore, it gives us the text of the Psalter as sung in
the earliest days of Christian monasticism, and where
it is defective it may be reconstructed from the Sahidic
as edited by Budge, Rahlfs, and Ciasca.
The chief interest of the Sahidic version centres in
the Book of Job. As has been explained above (§ 55), tbe
original Greek translation of Job omitted between three
and four hundred Hnes, or half verses, which were
supplied in the Hexapla under asterisk. The Sahidic
leaves these lines out, and it is generally supposed that
it therein represents the pre-Origenian KOLVT] ^/cSotrts,
like the Old Latin.
But apart from the difficulty
of assigning to the Sahidic version of Job the high
antiquity which would be required for a translation
uninfluenced by the Hexapla—we should have to think
of the second century, instead ofthe end of the third or
the beginning of the fourth—there are other reasons
which are inconsistent with this view. It is far more in
accordance with all the facts to regard the Sahidic Job
as a translation of Origen's revised text of the LXX, with
the passages under asterisk 07nitted. The Sahidic text,
when it is examined closely, cannot claim to preserve
even so large a measure of independence as the Greek
Cod. A ; we may fairly describe (t<^ as a text of the KOLVI)
interpolated from the Hexapla, but the Sahidic is
Origenian from post to finish.
The importance of this question for the history of the Greek
Bible makes it neces.-,ary to indicate the chief signs of the
dependence of the Sahidic on the
Hexapla.
1. Cinsca uses five Sahidic codices for Job. One of these,
the Podluian M S edited by Erman, contains the Hexaplaric .
additions as an integral part of the text. The 400 half-verses,
therefore, were not altogether unknown in Upper E g y p t .
2. A few of the lines which are distinctly assigned to Aquila
or Theodotion In our He.xaplar authorities are found in the
Sahidic. Thus Job 30 20,^ and 22b (from Theod.) are in their
ordinary place ; 9 x^b (from Aq.) is inserted after 7-. 14.
3. After Job 11 20 f. ©'^adds Trap' auroj yan uo(f>La Ka\ S-vvapi^.
S\r.-He.\. obelises these word-.—/.£.-., they are a genuine part of
<B, though not i n t h e Hebrew. They are omitted by I^^C and
also^ bv the Snhidic, which thus represents here a
critically
7\T'!-^ed text. [See also 3 17 e^eKavaav ; 7 11 om. dvoL^tii.'\
4. The_ original Greek for ijji/' ,ys in J o b 9 3^ appears to have
been ou5' ov /«j ai/retTrij (cp Hex. ad loc).
Sj'mmachus and
Theodotion had ov |UTJ viraKo-dayi avrw. In the Hexapla,
followed
by the Greek M.'-IS, a conflation of the two was made, producing
ov pT} vir. avTM 'iva piij dvTeCrrrj. This conflation is reproduced
in the Sabidic.
5. The clearest case of the dependence of the Sahidic on
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Origen is In Job 2R 21 y;, which runs thus in the Hexapla,
the
lines from Theodotion being italicised :
It [viz., Wisdom] is concealed from e\<;ry man,
attd from ihejcuds ofthe keave7i it is hid.
DestT-uctiofi and Death
said:
But (&e) we have heard the fame thereof
Omit the italics, and the first person plural in the fourth line
is meaningle.ss ; it is Impossible to suppose that it could have
been the original form of the Greek. Vet that is exactly what
the Sahidic gives.
T h e true L X X is probably preserved by
Clement of Alexandria (Stro77i. xi. (5 763) who quotes v. 21 thus :
Ae'yet 6 ii5i7S' 177 diriaXeia €t5os pkv avrov ovK ei&op-ev ^oji/Jji- &e
avTov rfKO'vffap.ev (cp J n . 5 37).
This not being an accurate
rendering of the Hebrew, It « a s emended in the Hexapla by the
help of Theodotion ; but simply to omit the lines here taken
from Theodotion, as has been done by the Sahidic, cannot be
managed without ruining the sense, and (we may add) revealing
to all time the Origenian source of the text.

The Ethiopic version dates from the fourth or the fifth
century ; but the existing codices are late and seem to
„ nth
have been much revised, some frommediEeval
Greek or Arabic texts, some from the Hebrew.
Gen.-Kings has been edited by Dillmann,
Psalms by Ludolf (1701), Song by Nisselius (1656),
Lamentations by Bachmann {1893). The best critical
discussion on this version is to be found in CorniU's
Ezechiel, 36-48.
The .-lr7nenian version appears to contain in the OT,
as in the N T , both Greek and Syriac elements. The
best edition is still that of Zohrab, published in 1805.
Some Armenian codices have the Hexaplar critical
marks ('Scrivener,' ed. 4, 2153).
The Gothic of the sixth, and the Slavonic of the ninth
century, both of which are intimately connected in origin
with Constantinople, are remarkable for their affinity w ith
the Lucianic text (Lagarde's Lucian, 14, 15). Of the
Gothic OT, however, only fragments of Ezra B, chap. 2
and Neh. 5-7 survive, besides a few verses of Gen. 5.
The Arabic versions of the OT are of various character and value. The version printed in the Polyglotts
is derived from «. MS now at Paris (Colb. 900 =
de Sacy, i) written in Egypt in the sixteenth century.
The Pentateuch is the translation of Sa'adia from the
Hebrew ; but the Prophets were translated from an old
uncial MS of 6 akin to A (CorniU's Ezechiel, 49-57).
The Targums, or Aramaic paraphrases of the OT
prepared for use in the Synagogue, contain elements
65. T a r g u m s . °^ various dates. They differ from the
°
versions riitherto considered in liaving
a directly edificatory aim ; tiiey are, in fact, paraphrases
rather than translations, although the style of some of
them is often very literal. They talte their rise from
the custom, described in Lie. 4 i 6 ^ , of giving a short
e.xplanation of the sacred Hebrew text in the Aramaic
vernacular of Palestine.
At first the Targum was a
free oral e.xposition ; then it gradually acquired fixed
forms, and at last it was reduced to writing.
The written Targum is found in MSS sometimes
alone, sometimes verse by verse with the Hebrew text.
There are two Targums to the Pentateuch (besides the
Samaritan Targum ; see SAMARITANS, § 5 a), thc official
Babylonian Targum, known by the name of the reputed
author Onkelos (si':-p:N, D''PJ1N),' and the Jerusalem
Targum, also linown as [Pseudo-] Jonathan.
'Jerusalem ' (Yerushalmi) means Palestinian ; in fact, this
Targum gives to a great extent the old popular exegesis,
though its extant form dates from after Mohammed.
There once existed a ' Jerusalem' Targum to the
Prophets ; but the Babylonian recension alone has come
down to us ; it is commonly cited by its reputed author
Jonathan f)cn Uzziel. The Hagiographa are also preserved in a Babylonian recension ; but they are of varied
character, being to some extent private literary works,
since the Hagiographa were not regularly read through
in the Synagogues like the Law and the Prophets.
Job is a comparatively literal rendering; Proverbs
appears to have been made up from the Peshitta;
Esther is extant in two forms, both wildly paraphrastical.
The Targums are to be found in the great rabbinical
1 Onl^el,,s is probably a corruption of c ^ ' r y
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editions of the O T . e.g., the Bomberg edition of 1517,
ed. by Kelix Pratensis.
Onkelos has been edited by
Berliner in 1884, the Prophets and Hagiographa by
Lagarde in 1872, 1873.
The Hebrew text from which the Targums were
made is practically identical with tliat of the Massoretes.^
Their value for us is not so much the text they attest,
as the prejudices they display.
They show us the
atmosphere of thought in which the tradition of the
meaning of the OT was preserved, an atmosphere absolutely unliterary and unartistic, and anxious at any
cost to remove the anthropomorphism of carlier Hebrew
religion (see the amazing list of locutions m CorniU's
Ezechiel, 123).
Some of the toning down of old
metaphors or reminiscences of ancient heathendom is
very ancient; even t? does not call God by His personal
name but translates mn'by [6]\-('p(OS ( N . \ M K S , eol. 33^1),
and refuses altogether to call him a Kock [Heb. -n^,
e.g., Ps. 951].
The Targums simply exhibit this
tendency in an exaggerated form. The popular exegesis
has now and then influenced the Massoretic text. But
the Massoretes were too good scholars simply to point
the true text wrong ; it almost always happens in such
cases that there is some corruption in the transmitted
consonants, which formed the starting-point for the
wrong interpretation.
The mode of procedure by
which the critic recognises the corruption is somewhat
as follows. A grammatical anomaly in M T surprises
him ; he refers to the Targum and finds it carefully
reproduced, perhaps in the midst of quite a free
paraphrase. Evidently the anomalous punctuation is
i7ite7itional, and as the prophets wrote better Hebrew
than the Targumists, it is only too likely that the
traditional interpretation of the whole passage is wrong.
Xow and then it is possible to restore the original, to
the great gain of literature.
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ation'), producing the form jr3 [Chiun, AV). B y a
more violent change Saul's son 'Ish-baal ('Baal'sman'), preserved almost intact as Eshbaal in i Ch. 833,
becomes Ish~bosheth (• Man-of-Shame') in the more
frequently read book of Kings. In later Jewish wi'itings
this tendency is carried into original literature ; there is
no reason to doubt that the name Abed-7iego, evidently
meant for .ibed-ncbo ('Worshipper-of-Ne'bo'), is the
invention of the author of Daniel, not a scribe's
blunder. It is in Daniel (12ii) that we find crty |-ipiy
(the 'Abomination which maketh desolate'), an intentional perversion of D'DC ^i;a, the title of Zeus Bee\(xafj.7jv. ^

An article like the present ought in strictness to
consider what may be called the pre-canonical history
aa n^
4.of the text. It is almost demonstrable
66. Oorrection ., ^
. .u
* •
of WTT
some of the most serious corruptions originated in the documents before
they became part of the OT. Such are all the variations
which can be traced to confusions arising from the Old
Hebrew alphabet. E.g., s^:^ -for the dew' in Dt. 3313
corresponds to the more appropriate '7^0 ' above' in Gen.
4925,
as inBut
both
cases
word is., iscontrasted
' beneath.'
in the
olderthecharacter
Q a n d t with
so the corruption was easily effected. Again, the
influence of Hosea 217 (' I will take away the names of
the Baalim out of her mouth') should be mentioned.
This verse was interpreted to mean that the very names
of heathen gods were unlawful to be used ; accordingly
the vowels of bosheth ( ' s h a m e ' ) are substituted for the
real vowels in such words as Tvpheth and Molech (also
'Moloch').
In Amos526 Kaiwan [i.e., ' S a t u r n ' ) has
been vocalised with the vowels of sikkus {i.e., ' abomin-

Wc are now concerned, however, with the corruptions
which have befallen the te.xt in the course of transmission,
and here, as W'ellhausen remarks, the chief agents have
been chance and caprice, not deliberate falsification
(cp \\'ell.-Bleek, § 2gs ff.). Space will only allow of
a few examples ; but those given below will sufficiently
exhibit the commonest kinds of corruption, while at the
same time they bring forward the instances where modern
scholarship has been most successful in restoring the
true reading, whether by means of the ancient versions
or by simple conjecture.
Conjecture is not always a mere arbitrary procedure,
it may be based on the surest of all exegetical and
critical rules, viz., the explanation of passages which
are obscure by those which are plain and free from
suspicion. Thus we can be quite certain by comparing
Zeph, 2i4 with Is. 34:ir that for ^-m, 'desolation,' we
must read n~\y. 'ra\"en,' and that the mysterious "niB"
not only contains the name of some bird, but must be a
corruption of tr]^y, yanshilph or yanshoph, ' the eagleowl ' (see OWL, 4). The translation then runs : ' Both
the pelican and the porcupine shall lodge in the
chapiters thereof; hark to the eagle-owl in the window,
the raven on the threshold I'
Although the Massoretes point well where the text
is sound, the smallest error definitely represented in the
consonantal text is sufficient to throw them out. Thus
the long final n7in of ixKH *jy p ('verily the poor of
the flock') in Zech. II711, was doubtless the cause
which prevented the first two words from being run
together and vocalised ixi-n 'JV^D, kSna'dne lias-son—i.e.,
' t h e sheep-dealers.' There are of course a few cases
where the restoration of the true text depends on a
point of arch se ological knowledge which might easily
fade from the narrowly grammatical Hebrew tradition.
Thus in Jer. 4615 we should divide r^noj ynn into ;;nD
F]n D3, and translate with 0 ' ^^'hy has Apis fled?' (cp
APIS). Again, it was not till some progress had been
made in Assyrian that Halevy was able to recognise in
•^STI (Ezek. 2 7 I I ) the name Cilicia, the Hilakku of the
cuneiform monuments.
0 — i n its original form—often preserves excellent
readings which have quite disappeared from our other
authorities. Thus 'in 2 K . l 5 1 0 Gratz's clever conjecture (Gcsch. der Juden, ii. I99) DySa'H for the unHebraic nySap is confirmed by Lucian ' (iv lejSXaap,,
quoted in Driver, TBS, p. lii note). Another example
is furnished by Dr. Hayman's too little known emendation of Dt. 3321 [Proc. Ca77ibridge Philol. Soc. 1895,
p. 8), the essence of which is the substitution of pSDNnn
for the impossible NH'I |)3D- The phrase is then exactly
parallel with v. 5.^ Here also (S appears to support
the true reading ; but ^rt ^/cet ip.epi(jQx\ yx) apxbvTbiv
a-vvTjyp.^vojv &p.a dpxvy^^^ 'Kai^v is too paraphrastical
to suggest the actual change required. The cause of
the corruption here in the Massoretic text may have

This is especially the case with the Babylonian Targum.
The Jer. Targum sometimes differs—e.g., in Exod. 40 1 It read.s
m_D3 for n^ns, with the Samaritan and the Old
Latin.
- i£5 of this passage cannot be correctly preserved, for the
constant rendering of ' E d o m ' in the Prophets is y} 'ISovpaia,
not(ashere)"E5oi|L(,.

DESOLATION.
2 Translate: ' A n d [Gadl saw the first fruits were for him,
for there was the allotment ofthe Lawgiver, and so the chiefs of
a people were assembled together.' T h e reference appears to
be to the settlement of Gad on the E. o f j o r d a n (cp Nu. 32).
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No belter instance can be given than Is. 63 1-6. Here we
find a series of verbs pointed as jussives inste:id of with waw
consecutive; this arouses suspicion. T h e same verbs are taken
as futures in the Targum, and the reference to future punishments upon the heathen is more pointed than in the Hebrew.
Now 031-6 is the only passage in Deutero-Isaiah that contains
the name of any of the petty nations of Palestine ; in fact the
sudden and inartistic mention of ' E d o m ' has given much
trouble to commentators. In the popular Jewish exegesis, however, ' Edom • regularly stands for Rome and the Roman Empire
(cp, e.g.j Targum to Lam. 4 2if.).
It Is out of place here,2 and
we should read with Lagarde (Proph. CItatd. p. 1) D^ND for
cnxr; and "5ii2:2 for m i ' 3 0 , so that the sentence runs : JVho is
this that coinetli alt reddened, with garments
stained
more
than tlie gatlierer of tlie vintage V The corruption of z*. i,
which took its rise in popular exegesis, was the excuse for the
wrong pointing of the verbs in Z-ZK 3-6 by the iNIassoretes.

1 Nestle, ZATIV,

1884, p. 243; see ABOMINATION OF

THASSI

THADD.ffiUS
been a transposition, the word having been written l]5f
at the end of a line in the archetype.
Some corruptions are older than any of the versions,
perhaps older than the final redaction of the Pentateuch.
Thus all extant authorities give >za7 I'-'-i as the end of
Nu. 233, generally translated : ' And he [Balaam] went
to a level phice.' Apart from the grammatical harshness,
however, this and every other sense \vhich these letters
can be made to bear are alike poor, and Kuenen has
suggested that at some period before the development of
7ncdial 2 the letters •]'? had been written once instead of
twice over ; then by reading the final as i (or supposing 1 to liave been lost before the following -pn) v<e
get rrr-'^";'^'"! (i.e., VDK'^'^ I'^'i)' '^^ went to his incantations.' This agrees with Nu. 24i, where we read that
Balaam 'went not, as at other times, to seek for
enchantments.'

Jesu, 40) connects ©afiSalos with ©evSa? .nnd At^^aroj with the
NabatEean 'j<3'^- '^'^ (Notes, TI) suppose Ae^fialoq to be due
to an attempt to bring Levi (.Mk. 1^14) within the number of
tbe Twelve. But we should have expected A<fuets. Ae^^aio? =
Aeuet's is unparalleled.
U seems clear that Ae^^alo? is a
' \\'estern ' gloss of a copyist who connected ©aSSaioy with
thedd = }namma, a n d wished to substitute a not dissimilar
name which sbould be more appropriate to an apostle, and
less undignified. If Ae|8)3ato? can be thus explained as an early
emendation the difficult ©afifiaios remains.
Dalman's ©aS6ato9 = ©ev8as is improbable. I t is more likely that 0a65aios,
by corruption in Greek or Aramaic, repix'suiils an original
m ( l ) n ' or N-i(i),T. For the Q cp 0ou6outa [];j=-i-n;^j Xt-h. 7^3
(see H O D A V I A H ) , Bvr(K [B*vid.N] = '?NlN, E z r a l 0 3 4 (see U E L ) ;
0ov6[B]=,yi,iN(Ahava), E z r a 8 2 i ; 0eAKa0 [A] = n p 7 n ( H e l k a t h ) ,
Josh. 21 31 ; BatreLpeL [B], Qa.<TOvp [A] = niK'Ni 2 S. 1^ 9 (see
AsHURiTEs); flao-ojSttf [AD],-ju[L] = pi;N(Ezbon),Gen.46i6. l u r
the doubled 5 and the ending -atos cp i"i'=Ta5SaLOs, D e "\'og:inl',
Syr. Cent. 63.

In Lk. 6 16 Acts 113'loi'Sas Ta/iu./3ou = Judas, so7i of
James,^ takes the place of Thaddceus.

Equally brilliant i.s Lagarde's emendation of Ps. 326. F o r
x^,it^ p-| NL.,ti ny'*' he writes ^^'3 ^p 1^^ ny':'—/.<-•., ~i::s h a s
been written "iNi;D (for 11"") by some scribe. Translate ' in the
time of distress ; the sound of the flood of mighty waters shall
not come nigh hlin.'
Finally, we may quote Wellhausen's
restoration of the original of 2 K. If 26_/I ( = I s . 37 27^/'). For
-[n1C'^(27) : n ^ p ••3^^ he writes "|ni;c") T;r;p ''•yyh ( 2 7 ) : so that
V. 27 be^dns ' Before me is thy rising u p and thy sitting down,
and thy going out and coming in I know.' It is worth while
pointing out, as a final testimony to the excellence t^f iP in its
(_iriginal form, that this palmary emendation is not without support from ©. In Is. 37 27 the n r p *J2*7 of -^'T is omitted. In
2 K ICI 26 most documents have ajrtVai'TL CO-T^KOTOS for ,-i;2'p ""iS^*
but the te.\t called O l in the Syro-Hexaplar M S S (see col.
5019) had d-nevavTi dvatrrdo'eijji <TOV—i.e., "icp 'JD/j the consonantal text suggested by Wellhausen.

In concluding an article of any length on the textual
criticism of the Bible it is always wholesome to remind
oneself of the comparative soundness of the text. That
there are blots, especially in the OT, some of them
probably irremovable, must be admitted ; but they are
not enough seriously to obscure tlie main features of
the narratives related or the ideas expressed. So far
as the Pentateuch is concerned we may be especially at
our ease. It would have been impossible to separate
the documents with the minuteness which modern
scholarship has found possible if the text had been
much confused liy scribal errors. And with regard to
the Prophets, though their works are less accurately
preserved than the Pentateuch, we can be sure tbat
textual corruption never improves tlie style or the
thought. T h e fact that so much of the Prophetical
Books is—judged by any standard—of the first rank as
lit( rature, is the strongest proof that they have not
been utterly disfigured in transmission.
Some of the most important bibliographical references have
already been indicated above.
Thi; he^t general accuunt of
llic tu\t and Versions of the O T in a n y
67. B i b l i o g r a p h y , l.-m-uage is \\cllbausen's monograph in
the fourth edition of Bleek's
Einleitung
in das Alte Testament,
Berlin, 1878, §§ 275-208; later edd.
are arranged on a different plan.
Somewhat similar in plan,
but more C(^>iirined to the special books treated of, are the introductions in r)ri\er's Notes on the Hebrexu Text of the Books of
Samuel,
p p . xxx-lxxxlv, and in CorniU'.s Ezechiel,
1-160.
Klostermann, quoted by Driver, p. lii, says ' L e t him who
would himself investigate and advance learning, by the side of
the other Ancient X'^erslons, accustom himself above all things
tn the u.se of Field's Hexapla, and Lagarde's edition of the
Rijcensiun of Lucian.' T o these specially valuable authorities the
present writer would a d d any well edited fragment of the Old
Latin.
fSce also Kittel, Ueber die Not7vendigkeit
und
Mdglichkeit
einer neue7i .Ausgabe der hebr. Bibel: Studien u. Er^viigungen
(1901); Cheyne, Critica Biblica, pt. t (Isaiah and Jeremiah).]
F. C. E.

THADDEUS.

In

Mk. 313

GAAAAIOC

appears

See J L H A S , 7.

« TJ i*.e J.'
It mav, therefore, be reasonably
i,. xxA^uuuix.avxKJu.. conjectured that Judas was the name
of the apostle, that Thaddceus is a corruption of Judas,
and that Lebbseus is a gloss upon Thaddaeus. Of
James, the father of Judas, nothing is known. Syr.
Cur. has here Judas Tho77ias, and Syr. Sin. Tho7nas
(see THOMA.S).

T h e evidence of the (iospels being so

confused we not unnaturally find great uncertainty in
the post-biblical tradition. Ii^ Origen [I'-nef. ad Ro77t,)
Thaddasus = Lebb0eus = Judas Jacobi.
In the Cluvn,
Pasch. Thaddaeus = Lebba^us = Barsabas, whilst Judas
Jacobi = Simon the Canaanite. In the Abgar legend
preserved by Eusebius ( J ^ . £ ' 1 I 3 ) Thaddceus is distin-

guished from Judas Jacobi = Thomas. In the Acta
Tho7nce Judas Thomas is the Lord's brother. According to the Syrian Ischodab (9th cent.) quoted by Zahn
(.£•/«/. 2263) the Diatessaron identified James son of
Alphasus with Lebbagus (note that D in Mk. 214 has
'IdK(jj[iov for AeveLv).
The earliest form of legend connected with Thaddaeus is that
which represents him as preaching at Edessa.
A very e.xhaustive bibliography of the literature and sources of ilils
tradition may be found in von Dobschutz, Christusbildei;
158*249*. I n the account given by Eusebius (HE 1 13) from Syriac
sources, Thaddseus the Apostle, one of the Seventy, was sent
b y the Apostle J u d a s Thomas tu Abgar, king of Edessa, iu
accordance with a promise made b>" C hrist before his death. In
the later Syriac iegend (Doctrina . Iddtu^ 4th cent.? ed. Phillips)
Addai is substituted for Thaddaeus. In the Gk. Ilpa^ets
©a&haCov (Lips. Acta Apost. --7/Itjcr. 1273-278) Lebba^us Is
identified with Thaddeeus, one of the Twelve. For this and
the later legends which represent Thaddaeus as preaching in
Armenia, in S> ria and Mesopotamia, a n d in Persia, see Lips.
Diet. Christ. Biog., s.v. ' T h a d d s e u s , '
w . C. A.

THAHASH,

or

(RV) TAHASH

(K'llPl,

TOXOC.

[ADL]), a name in the Nahorite genealogy (Gen.
22.4t)..
H e is identified by Winckler (-Mittheil. d- Vorderas. Ge^.,
i8g6, p . 207) with Tihis, mentioned in the so-called Travels of
an Egyptian (Pap. Anast- i. 223 ; see PP 2 i n ) and elsewhere,
as in the region of Kadesh on the Orontes (to the N . ) . e p
W M M , As- u, Eur. 258. But see alsoTEDAH.
T . K. C .

THAMAH ( n p r i ,
TEMAH

eeMA [ B A ] ) , Ezra253 AV, RV

[q-v.).

THAMAR (e&MAp [ T i . W H ] ) , Mt. I 3 .

THAMNATHA
See TiMXAH (3).

(eAMNa,e^^

[A^!^']),

See TAMAK,

I Macc. 950.

THANK OFFERING (HniFl), 2 C h . 2 9 3 i etc. See
S A C R I F I C E , § 29 b.

THARA (eApA[Ti. W H ] ) , Lk. 334AV, R V T E K A H .

THARRA (OAppd, [BK=-aAL]), Esth. 12i.

See

TEEESH.

THARSHISH (C"L'nn), i K . IO22 AA', R \ ' T A R -

tenth in the list of apo'^tles.
Ke^^olo^ is here a western
SHISH [q-v-).
variant ( D a b ff 1 i q).
In Mt. 10 3 ©oSfiaZo? is
1. N a m e , the right reading (NB), but Ae^i3,:uos is found
THASSI (e&cc[e]l [NV]), I Macc. 23. See SiMON
in westem texts (D 122 Aug.), .'nnl the conflate Af/3j3. o k-KLK>er\Be\% ®aBS. in the late '.Svrian' text. (i), and M A C C A B E E S , g§ i. 5.
©aSSato? has been derived from the H e b . TL''= S\r. th''dd =
rruiiiiina, and Ae^^a^os from •^•=cor. But Dalman (Worte
- So Syr. Sin. .Mt. 10 3 L k . 6 1 6 ; Pesh. L k . 6 16 Acts 1 13.
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THEATRE

THEOPHANY

THEATRE. AUhough theatres and amphitheatres
were erected by the Herods in Jerusaleni and other
towns of Syria {Jos. Ant. xv. 8 i , 96, xvi.Si, xix. 75,
82; Bj\. 21&, ii. 7 2) in which magnificent spectacles
were exhibited, principally in honour of tlie Roman
emperors, there is no reference to them in the Cii^spcls
or Acts. Even in narrating the death of Herod Agii[)pa
{Actsl22i/!), whose fatal seizure, according lu tlie
Jewish historian, took place in the theatre at (.'i^sarea
[Aut. xix. S J ) , the word does not occur. Thi; word
theatre is absent alike from the canonical and from the
apocryphal books of the I* T, and in N T is found only
in Actsl929-3i where the theatre of Ephesus is spoken
of It was probably the usual place of meeting for
the assembly ; and the ruins can still be se<-n (see

Gen. I613I Ex.36 I921 Judg. 6 2 2 / i K . I 9 1 2 / Is.65),
many narratives, including those just cited, record cases
in which men saw God, or at least perceived hrough
the senses that he was present, and jet lived. T h e
must striking of thtsr is in Ex. l^lio (JE) where it is
quite simply related tliat Moses and Aaron, Nadab and
.\bihu, and seventy ciders of Israel, having gone up Mt.
Sinai, saw the (ind of Israel. T h e narrator is well
aware of the exceptional character of thc occasion, for
in the next verse he expressly records tliat God ' laid
not his hands' upon them ; but he gives no hint that
what was seen was anything less than the fullness of
the glory and person of the deity or that it was seen
in any other way than by ordinary vision. Cp Nu.
126-8"(F,).
EPHESUS. § 3).
In most cases, however, it is implied tliat the deity,
I Cor. contains two probable references to theatrical
although he makes his presence knowii by a physical
representations, neither of wliich is \ ery apparent in KV.
appearance, dm.s not manifest himself in his fullness
The word translated ' spectacle' ( i Cor. 4g) is Oiarpov,
to the ordinary human eye. W e may conveniently
and the whole passage seems to refer to ' the band of
classify the O T theophanies into those in which the
gladiators brought out at last for death, the vast range
appearance is of the human form and those in which it
of an amphitheatre under the open sky well representing
is some other physical phenomenon.
the magnificent vision of all created beings, from men
i. Thciph,lilies
in human form.—[a)
Kx. 24io
up to angels, gazing on the dreadful death-struggle ;
records, as we have seen, <-. complete exception to the
and then the contrast of the selfish Corinthians sitting
^ . .
law that the sight of *iod was fatal.
by unmoved at the awful spectacle' (Stanley, Gorin2. I n human T ,
.
Ti i . .u• r^
tlii-vis, 73I Cp Heb. IO33 ' being made a gazing.
The nearest parallel to this occurs in Ex.
stock ' (B^aTpL^bpLcvoi). In i Cor. 731, ' the fashion of this
torm.
3 3 i 7 j ^ (J), which relates that Moses saw
world passeth away' [rrapdy^L Tb axvf-^^ fov Kda-fxov),
the back of Yahw^ as he passed away, but that even he
many have seen an allusion to the drama, drawn either
could not with safety see the face of Yahwe. In other
from the shifting of the scenes, or the passing across
narratives, however, it is just the face of God which is
the stage of the gorgeous processions then so common.
seen — E x . 3 3 i i (E), Gen.3230 [31] (probably E) ; in
Ancient history records the name of at least one Jewish
Nu. 126-8 it is said that Moses, unlike others (cp Dt.
dramatist—Ezekiel, who Uved in Alexandria in the second
412 15), in his customary and immediate intercourse w^ith
century B.C. and wrote a ' t r a g e d y ' or dramatic poem, entitled
Yahwfe sees his form or temiinah (something less distinct
T/ie Exodus ("E^ayioyq), of which considerable fragments are
than his appearance—cp Job 416). But these are only
preserved in Clem.Alex. (Strom. 1 23), Eusebius (Prcep. Ev.
^2%f.) and Eustathius (ad Hexae7n. 25), On the question
typical cases in connection with the present subject, in
ofa Semitic drama cp CANTICLES, § 7, POETICAL LITERATURE,
which looseness and inconsistency of expression corre§4(5)spond to looseness and variety of thought. W'ct are
THEBES. See No-AMON.
dealing with popular ideas and expressions, not with
theological and systematic thought. What is common
THEBEZ ('"501, where Abimelech was killed whilst
to the present type of theophany is that tlie sight of God
besieging the citadel (Judg. Qso :eHBHC [BL], e<MB*.IC
is partial.
[A]: 2 .s. II21 and I/. 22 in @, e<\Mdi,c[e]i [BA, -Meccei
(*) In another type the pecuharity consists in the fact
[L]), was situated, according to Eusebius and Jerome
that God is seen in human form indeed, but only by
{OS, 1^6244, 15715), 13 R. m. from Neapolis on the
. .
nieans of dream or vision (cp Nu. 243/.).
road to Scythopolis.
Starting from this, Robinson
3. I n Vision, gj^ ^^g should probably interpret the explausibly identifies Thebez with the mod. -Piibas, a large
village on the W. slope of a fruitful valley, 10 m. due perience of Isaiah (Is. 6) and certainl)- those of Ezekiel
(Ezek. 1 etc.) and Daniel (Dan. 729).
Cp Gen. 28
NE. from Nablus. So Buhl, PaL 204 and the PEF
13-16 (J).
Survey.
(<;) But the commonest type of a theophany in human
But is this correct ? Tubas suggests rather fHID. Apart from
form ^ was by means of the ' angel of Yahwe' or ' of
this, the form o f t h e name is peculiar. W e expect some famous
fortress to be referred to. From the point of view of S H E C H E M ,
2, one may naturally think of Zephath ( = Zarephath); nSy might
easily be written ni^:, out of which by transposition would come
-ez- This seems to give greater vividness to the narrative.
T . K . C.

THECOE (eeKooe [AXV]), i Macc. 9 33 AV, RV
TEKOAH.

THELASAR (ibN^Pl), 2 K. 19i2 AV, RV T E L A'.S.iR [q.v-).
THELERSAS (OeAepCAC [B]), i Esd. 536. See
TEL-HARSHA.

THEMAN (9i,IM«»N [BAQP]), Bar. 8 2 2 / AV, RV
TE.MAX.

Go&-[cl-n-•»'o,•n^T.-•\ih•c,\. Cp A N G E L ,

4.

Angei 01 g ^ . j^T \j,E, § 6.
The narratives
Yaliwe.
clearly identify the ' Angel of ^"ahwe '
with Yahw4, though often in the same narrative a
certain differentiation is also implied. Thus in Gen. 16
the angel of Yahwi who appears to Hagar is called
'Y'ahwe who spake unto h e r ' [v. 13), and Hagar
expresses surprise that she still lives after seeing God
(cp further .•. 10 with e.g., 122). On the other hand
in V. 12 the angel sjje.iks of Y'ahwe in the third person.
For further ilhistralioiis from other narratives of this identification, see Gen. 22 II y: E-: 3 (angel of Yjihwe, 7<. 2 - V a h w e ,
vv- 4a 5 7), N u . -2-2 32-3S (cp especially :•• 35 with 24 13), J u d g
2l-S 611-24 Oui^tl uf "i'ahwe, mi. w JJ. 2 0 ^ = Valnve, -•,'
See
- y16
e t 23)
cp vv.
27 ;48for
Nindications
u . 22 31 J u dof
g . differentiations
13 8 / 2 S. 24 15-17.3
14
L'l 23
see Uen.
24 also
7 4,
IlCSTRO^'ER.

THEOCANUS (OaiKANOY [A], 60K. [B]), i Esd.
9i4 A V = E z r a l O 15, TIKVAH [q.v-).
THEODOTUS (eeoAoTOC [AV]), one of Nicanor's
ambassadors to Judas the Maccabee in 161 13.r\ (2
Macc. 1419).
THE0PHA:TY.
T h e invisibility of God formed no
part of early Hebrew belief. Although it was commonly
, T
. . . thought that to see God (or indeed to
1. Immediate. ,
", .
T,, ,
K /?• r ^r^\
hear his voice Dt. 433 \i2-ijp. [ 2 0 ^ ] )

1 Read ' H a v e I e\'en seen God and am I (still) alive?' So
Ball in SBO I'm accordance %vith a large consensus of critical
opinion. See BEER-LAHAI-ROI, § i.
.
2 In E x . 3 3 the 'anijel of Vahwe' e.xception<ally manifests
himself in ' a flame of fire,' presumably not in human form. ^
3 The Yahwistic narrative in Gen. 1 8 / presents special
peculiarities. Vahwe appears to Abraham (18 i) as three men
(v 2) who speak or are addressed sometimes in the singular
(-TS 310), sometimes in the plural (vv-i,ff-)Subsequently
(16-33) i^ne of the three, who is identified with Yahwe, remains
behind with Abraham, the other two, who are described in 19 i

was dangerous and even fatal (Ex. 33 20 Judg. 1322 cp
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THEOPHANY

THESSALONIANS (EPISTLES TO)

In brief, the ' a n g d of Yahwu' is an occasional
manifestation of Vahwe in human form, possessing no
distinct and permanent personahty but speaking and
spoken of, at times as Yaliwe himself (cp the way in
which the word of Vahwe passes over insensibly into the
prophi-tic comment), at times as distinct from him.
The danger which attached to the sight of God attached
also to the sight of the angel. T h e two early literary
strata of the Hexateuch differ in their detailed accounts
of the angel. In J he eats, drinks, and converses with
men, and in every respect comports himself as a human
being—the narratives of Judg. 6 13 are also in many
respects similar ; in E there is a tendency to keep even
the angel from close contact with men—thus he appears
in and speaks from heaven [e.g., Gen. 2 2 n ) .
At a later date, theophanies in (human) form were
denied (Dt. -iis) or, as regularly in P, the theophany is
referred to in the barest possible terms without any
indication of its character—e.g., ' And God [or ' Vahwe ']
appeared
and spoke (said)' (Gen. 17 i 869 ; cp
Ex, 63) ; and thus (afterthe Exile) the ' angel of Yahwe '
was no longer regarded as a theophany but became one
of the numerous distinct angelic personalities which
thenceforward formed prominent objects of belief (see

the phrase corresponds closely to the Shechinah of postbiblical Hebrew. T h e fact that the ' glory of Yahw^,
where it indicates a fiery appearance, is so frequently
associated with cloud and the similar combination of
fire and cloud in the stories of the Pillar of Fire and
Cloud (q.v.) may be, in part at least, exjjlained as
modified survivals of an old \ iew, which also maintained
itself in greater purity in poetical passages [e.g., Pss.
18 29), that Yahw6 manifested himself in the thunderstorm.
[c) Closely related to the term just discussed, and in
some cases almost synonymous with it, are the ' Name
(-J
,
of Yahwe ' and the ' Face of Yahw e ' ;
*(„
, the former stands in parallelism with
VnVi^ 1
the 'glory of Vahw^' in Is. 5919 Ps.
10215. T h e most strictly theophanic
passage in which either occurs is Is. 3027, and even that
is clearly figurative, Cp N A M E , § 6. Generally speaking, both terms are used of God as made known to men,
but rather by some decisive event, or otherwise indirectly,
than by a physical phenomenon. In Phcenician, on the
other hand, ' the face ' or ' name of Baal' is a goddess—
"ryDlDnjni *?yn CL:-nin^yy (cp Baethg. Beitr. 5 6 / 267 ff.,
also N A M E , § 6 ; and see Fr. Giesebrecht's monograph,
Die Alttestamentliche
Schatzung des Gottes7ia7nens u.
ih7-c religionsgeschichtliche Grundlage [1901]).
Two remarks are suggested b)' the preceding survey.
(i) T h e belief that fire, especially the lightning of the
_
. storm, was the physical indication of
* ..
.
Yahwe's presence may lie at the base of
the belief in the danger of beholding
Yahwfe's face ; at the same time, it must be remembei ed
that analogous beliefs occur in other religions, (2) A
large proportion of the stories are connected with the
Exodus and the subsequent Wanderings. l"he idea of
the ' A n g e l ' or 'Messenger of Yahwfe' may well have
sprung out of an attempt to reconcile the belief that
Yahwe abode in Sinai, and yet that he accompanied
Israel to Canaan (cp Ex. 2320-23). A similar conflict
would still have called for reconciliation when Vahwe
was regarded as seated in heaven.

ANGEL, § 3/.).

^. Theopha7iies in which the manifcstatitoi is not in
hu7nan form,
(a) Fire, in one form or another, fre_ p.
quently indicated the divine presence. T h e
most notable illustrations of this are the
'Burning Bush' (Ex.3) and the ' Pillar of Fire' (Ex.
1321). In Kx. 14i9^ (J) the 'pillar of cloud' = ' t h e
angel of God,' v. iga (E). For further details see the
articles BusH and P I L L A R O F F I R E .

But there are a

number of other passages where fire or a fiery
appearance clearly has the same significance—e.g.,
Gen. 15i7 Ex. 19r8 24i7 i n . 4i2 15.
W'i ought also to compare the part played by fire in the
diistruction of N a d a b and Abihu (Lev. 10), of Korah and his
company (Nu. 10 35), of the people at Tab'evah (Nu. 11 1-3), in
Elijah's conflict with the priests of Baal (i K. liS, cp 2 K.
1 1 0 ^ ) , in the theophany at Horeb (in i K-VJiif,
where
fire IS not itself the theophany but an accompaniment of it), in
the assumption of Elijah (2 K. - 11), and generally' in the later
literary tliuophanies (sec below, § g), and in similes (e.g.. Is.
10 17 ; 'V;Lli\vt IS a (Icvnuriii.u fire,' ! ) t . 4 2 4 9:;). Cp also the
Arabic stories i>f (it^ry appearances uf the jinn ; * '.oldziher, Abh.
zur Arah. L'hiloIoe;ic, 205_^

Even in the N T we find, in addition to citations from
or references to the O T [e.g., ActsTso Heb, 12i8 29),
t\\o or three instances of theophanic fire; the fire
clearly indicates, or is the accompaniment of, the divine
presence in Acts,23 2 Thess. 1 8 (of the second coming
of Christ) 2 Pet.3io-i2 Rev.lOi (of an angel); perhaps
also Mt. 3 i i = Lk. 316 should be compared. Generally,
however, in X T (as already in Enoch ; e.g., 1013 217-10
983) fire is the instrument of the divine punishment and
does not necessarily or explicitly affirm the divine
presence. T h e transition froni the older to the later
conception WL\S facilitated by such passages as Am. 56
Is. 33i4 (cp 6624) Mal. 32, and is actually seen in
certain N T passages—2 Thess. 18 2 Pet. 310-12 i Cor.
31V15.

[b) T h e ' glory of Vahwe ' ("»•\^2zh which from Isaiah
{63) onwards [e.g., N u . l 4 2 i / Dt. 621 [24] Ezek. 3p2i
p.
- Ps.8i 192[i]963)expressesthemanifestation
• - , , ^,
of the divine character in nature and history,
is used by Ezekiel to express also the fiery
appearance which, in his visions, indicates the presence of
Vahwe—128 IO4 432 etc. In P the phrase is invariably
used of " fiery theophany—in the first instance of the
theophany on Sinai (Ex. 24i5 17) and, subsequently, of
that in the tabernacle—Ex. 2043 4O34/. I67 10 (in r. 10
restore cnprn, tabernacle, for the redactorial imr^n),
Lev. 96 23 Nu. 1410 1619 ; cp further, i K . 8 1 0 / , which
is dependent on P (Corn. Einl. 108). In its last usage
as ' t h e two angels,' proceed t o S o d o m ; b u t these in turn are
addressed and speak in the singular (zm. 19-21), a n d speak and
act as Yahwe himself (7'Z'. 2i_2^).
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In addition to the narratives of theophanies where the
theophany is regarded as sober historical fact, we have numerous
purely literary theophanies — i.e., descriptions
9. L a t e r , clearly intended by the writers to be metaphorical
and imaginative. Some of these are conceived in
the boldest anthropomorphic manner (cp, e.g., the descriptions
of Yahwe as a warrior—Is, tl.'i j-6 M ' 1 5 / ' ^ ) ; in others, ngures
drawn from the storm or other natural phenomena play a large
part (cp, e.g., Ps, 18 H a b . 3).
In the N T we have angelophanies (see A N G E L , § 7), but
(except as indicated above, §2*2, adfn.)
no occasional theophanies such as the O T records. Instead, we have the life of
Jesus which, most clearly by the author of the fourth gospel,
but also by other N T w riters, is regarded as a prolonged manifestation of (_iud ill the desh (cp especially J n . 1 1-3 14, and e.g.,
Rom. 1 1-7 Col. 1 1 5 _ ^ 2 9 Heb. 1 1-3). In the same way the
belief in the Parousia is tantamount to the expectation of a
coming theophany.
Literature.—Ch.
J . Trip, Die Theophanien
in den Geschichtsbucher7i des A /'{Leyden, 1858); this is primarily a history
and discussion of the view that the ' Angel of Yahwe ' = ' the son
of God.' Kosters, ' D e Mal'ach J a h w e ' in Th.T, 1875, pp.
369-415. See, further, under A N G E L .
G. B. G.

THEOPHILUS (eeoct>iAoc [Ti. \^"H]), the ' m o s t
excellent' person to whom the Third Gospel and the
Book of Acts are dedicated (Lk. I 3 A c t s l i ) .
.See
G O S P E L S , § 37.

THERAS (eepa, [BA]), i Esd. 861 (cp v. 4 i ) = Ezra
831, A H A V A .

T H E R M E L E T H ( e e p M 6 A e e [ B A ] ) , i Esd. 536 = Ezra
259, T E L - M E L A H .

THESSALONIANS (EPISTLES TO)
Place and time (% i).
I t s authorship (% 8).
Character of epistles (§ 6).
2 Thess. (§ i,f-)Thessalonian Christians (§ 7). Its authorship (g§ 9-15).
I Thess. (% 2f-).
Bibliography (§ 16).

The two Epistles to the Thessalonians were written,
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not in Athens (cp i Thess. 3i) as stated in the subscription to the epistles in the Textus Receptus,
1. ,Place
..
but in Corinth during Paul's first visit
and time. ^^^^^ recorded in Acts 181^?;
This
appears from the following considerations :—
i. The names of Silvanus and Timothy are joined with the
name uf Paul in the salutations of both epistles, and they were
i\ith Paul in Corinth during his first \isit there, according to
Acts IS 5, which is confirmed by 2 Cor. 1 ig. A considerable
period had elapsed since Paul left ThLssaloiiica, for the fame of
the Thessalonian Christians had already spread throughout
Maccdunia and Achaia (i Thess. 1 7 / . ) . and Paul must have
laboured at least for siime months in At li.iia, as m a y b e gathered
from the spread of Christianity in that province implied in the
same passage. Timothy had been sent back to Thessalonica
from Athens, and had had time to return and make his report
to the apostle (i Thess. 3 2 1..), and this return may fairly be
identified with the arrival of Silas and Timothy in Corinth,
mentioned in Acts 18 5. See T I M O T H Y , § 3 ; cp SILAS.
ii. On the other hand, the epistles cannot have been written
al a time subsequent to Paul's hrst visit to Corinth, for the first
of them was c\idcntly written innnetliately after the return of
Timothy from Thessalonica, whiiher be had been sent by Paul
from Athens (i Thess. 3 6); the Thes^^alonian church was
apparently still a youn^^ church (i Tliess. 1 9), and, finally, there
is no sign that Paul and Silvanus and Timothy were together
again after the first visit in Corinth ; cp SILAS.

The epistles were written probably in the year 48 or
49,^ or, according to the generally accepted chronology
of Paul's life, in 53 or 54.^ They are commonly
regarded as the earliest of Paul's epistles ; but there is
good reason for thinking the Epistle to the Galatians
StiU earlier.^ The notable lack in i and 2 Thessalonians
of the doctrinal element which is so prominent in most
of Paul's epistles counts for nothing in the matter of
date, for in any case they were written later than the
Council of Jerusaleni, sixteen years or more after Paul's
conversion, and an interval of only some five years
separates them from the Epistle to the Romans, and still
less from Galatians and Corinthians. As a matter of
fact, the simplicity of the Thessalonian epistles and the
absence of the great characteristic Pauline doctrines are
to be explained, not by the date of the epistles, but by
the particular circumstances which called them forth.
Those circumstances are indicated with sufficient
clearness in the epistles themselves. Paul had been
compelled to leave Thessalonica before
2. 1 T h e s s . :' .he wished to do so, and under circumoccasion. stances which made him fear for the
permanence ofhis work there (i Thess, 217 3 T / 1 ) .
He
had apparently been driven away from the city by a
persecution \\ hich continued to assail the disciples after
his departure.
Whether this persecution is to be
directly connected with the attack of the Jews upon
Paul recorded in Acts ll sf is uncertain. At any rate,
if the persecution was begun at the instance of the Jews,
it was carried on afterwards by the Gentiles, and it was
at their hands that the Christians of Thessalonica chiefly
suffered (i Thess. 2 14).* The persecution was so
severe that Paul feared his Thessalonian converts might
lose courage and renounce their faith, and he therefore
greatly desired to return himself to Thessalonica (i Thess.
217/!). For some reason, however, possibly because
his friends had given bonds for his continued absence
(Acts 17 9), he was unable to do so, and he therefore
sent Timothy from Athens to encourage and strengthen
his converts and to bring him news concerning them

[i8g8]); but we have no evidence of such a letter, and the
information which Paul gives his readers in i Thess. 2 17 3 5
rather argues against an earUer comnrunication fiom him. But
though we have no adequate ground for assuming that P a u l
sent to Thessalonica another epistle before our 1 Thessalonians,
there is some reason for thinking that the Thessalonians sent a
letter l.iai:k to Paul by Timothy (see Harris, ibid. i6jf).
Harris
finds evidence of such a letter in i Thess. I 2 5 2159101383-fi,
and also in 1 9, where he suggests the alteration of ' they report'
(dirayyeAKova-Lv) to ' you report' (dTrayyeKKere), in order to bring
it into line with 2 i ; and he gives a tentative reconstruction of
the letter on p. 172. 'Also w e ' (xal r]peLi;) in 213, 'also I '
(/ca-ycu) in 3 s, the conventional epistolary formula * ye have good
rememljrance of u s ' {^x.ere pveiav rjpiav dyaO^v K.T.A.) in 3 6,
'for you yuurselves report concerning u s ' (avrol ydp Trepi
rjpiiiv aTTiiyytAAc Tt) in 1 9 (to adopt the reading suggested by
Harris) may fairl\- be regarded as pointing to a Thessalonian
epistle; but lje>ond these liints we can hardly go. It will not
do at any rate to regard the words ' ye know ' (oL8are) as evidence
of such an epistle, for we cannot well suppose that the Thessalonians gave Paul an account ofhis sufferings In Philippi (22).

The report which Timothy brought back from
Thessalonica was upon the whole very cheering ; but
he informed Paul of the existence of certain evils among
the Thessalonians which demanded the apostle's attention. The common fleshly impurity of the heathen
world, especially prevalent in a. great commercial
metropolis like Thessalonica, had not been entirely
overcome by the Thessalonian Christians ( i Thess. 4 47^);
a spirit of enthusiasm was abroad among them which
led them to neglect their ordinary employments and so
bring disrepute upon the brotherhood (i Thess. 4 i i / . ) ;
and there was on the part of some a tendency, entirely
natural where fanaticism had so free play, to disregard
the counsel and authority of the leaders of the church
{i Thess. 512/.). On the other hand, in opposition to
the common enthusiasm, there were some who ' despised
prophesyings ' and frowned upon all spiritual manifestations (I Thess. 520). It looks also as if some of the
disciples were casting aspersions upon the character
and motives of Paul himself, possibly because he had
left the city during a time of persecution. At any rate
he felt obliged to defend himself in his epistle against
variouscharges.suchas covetousness, avarice, selfishness,
and personal ambition {r Thess. 2i-i2). Finally, the
Thessalonians had apparently asked the apostle a
question touching the fate of Christian brethren dying
before the return of Christ (i Thess. 413/.). Evidently
they had believed that Christ would come so soon that
they should all be alive to greet him ; but as time
passed some of their number died and Christ still
tarried. The question naturally forced itself upon them.
Were such brethren to be deprived of the privilege of
seeing the Lord at his coming and sharing his glory?
Either Timothy was asked to consult the apostle upon
the matter, or the question was raised in the epistle to
the Thessalonians referred to just above. It \\ as due to
all these circumstances that Paul wrote his first epistle
to the Thessalonians.
The epistle has no central theme, nor is it a studied
composition constructed upon a well-defined plan. It
_ , ,
is a familiar letter in which expressions
3. Contents. ^^ affection and words of exhortation
and warning follow one upon another with no attempt
at logical arrangement.

1 A',i:ording to the chronology of Paul's life adopted by
Kellner, Katholik,
1887, 1 146^:, O. Holtzmann,
NTliche
Ztgesch. (1894), Blass, Acta Apostolorum
(1895), Harnack,
Chr07iol (1897), :\l'Gifrert, Hist. Christ, in Apost. Age (1897),
and some others.
2 Cp CHkO-,oLOGV, § 72_^
3 See M'Giffert, l.c. 2 2 6 / ; Zahn, Einl. 1 1 3 8 / ; Bartlet,
Apostolic Age, 84 ; Bacon, Introd. to NT, siJ Zimmer (Der erste Thessalonicherbricf
34, 94^:) takes the
oppijsite view, but without sufficient warrant.
^ Of this mission of T i m o t h y t o Thessalonica we hear nothing
in Ae-ts. In fact, there is no hint in Acts that Timothy was with
Paul in Athens, as we know from i Thesfe. that he was.

After a salutation, in which the names of Silvanus and
Timothy are joined with his own (11), Paul expresses his
gratitude, beginning with the conventional ternis of contemporary
correspondence (see Harris, ibid.), for the faith and steadfastness of the Thessalonians (1 z-8), and reminds them of his own
conduct while among them, of his devotion and self-sacrifice
which some had evidently called in question (21-12), gives
utterance to his joy at the reception they had given his message,
and at the steadfastness they had shown in the face of persecution ("2 13-16), tells them of his anxiety about them while in
Athens and of his great desire to see them, which resulted,
when he could not go himself, in his sending Timothy to visit
them (3 1-5), and which is now fully relieved by the good neu-s
brought by him (36-io). The commendatorj'^, apologetic, and
explanatory portion of the letter is concluded with a beautiful
prayer for the readers' growth in grace (3 11-13).
The passage just referred to serves at the same time to
introduce the second and hortatory section of the epistle (4_^).
After emphasising the importance of purity (4T-8), of brotherly
love (•'tgf.), and of quietness and diligence in daily business
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(i Thess. 3 i / . ) . 5
It is possible that Timothy also carried a letter from Paul to
the Thessalonian church (see Rendel Harris in E.epos. ^174

THESSALONIANS
(iif.),
the apostle turns to the subject of eschatology and
instructs the Thessalonians, first, touching the brethren dying
before the return of Christ (413-18), and secondly, touching the
uncertainty of the time of the Parousia, which makes it necessary
to be constantly watchful and zealous (5 i - n ) . ^ Then follow
various exhortations having especial reference to the d i s c i p l e s ' '
association with each other as a Christian brotherhood (5 12-22),
and the epistle closes with a petition for their perfect sanctification
(2Sf.), a request for their prayers (25), a salutation, and a
benediction (26-28).

The epistle apparently accomplished its purpose, for
we hear nothing more of aspersions upon Paul's
_,
character, and the Thessalonians seem to
• have needed no further instruction as to
the resurrection of the dead. But Paul's words touching the Day of the Lord [62f.) evidently led them to
believe that the Parousia was imminent, and some of
them in their expectation of the immediate return of
Clirist were greatly excited and were neglecting their
ordinary employments (2 Thess. 2 1 ^ ) . It is possible
that it was this expectation which had led them to
similar fanaticism before Paul w]"ote his first epistle
( i Thess. 4 i i / . ) ; but if so he cannot have been aware
of it, or he would have dealt with the matter in that
epistle.
How Paul learned of the existing situation we do not
know.
It is not impossible that he had received
another letter from the Thessalonians in answer to his
former one (see Bacon, 1-c. p. 7 2 ) ; but we have no
positive evidence of it. At any rate, however the news
reached him, it led him to write a second epistle intended
to put a stop to such unwarranted fanaticism.^
After commending the patience and faithfulness of
the Thessalonians (2 Thess. 11-4), as he had done in
_ ,,
, .
the first epistle, and comforting them
5. I t s contents.
•.,
v
. .u
with a reference to the recompense
which God will render both them and their enemies
(I5-12), he proceeds at once to his main point. When
he wrote before, he supposed that an exhortation to go
about their daily business with quietness and diligence
would suffice to put a stop to their fanatical conduct,
and that they needed no special instruction touching
the time and the season of the consummation ( i Thess.
,51). He saw now, however, that it was because they
believed that Christ might come at any moment that
their minds were disquieted, and so he reminded them
that certain events must occur before the consummation.
The ' m a n of sin,' the ' s o n of perdition,' the 'lawless
one ' must be revealed as he h a d told them when he
was with them (2 Thess. 2 5 ) ; but he cannot be until
' that which now restraineth (2 Thess. 26 rb KUTIXOV,
V. -J b Karlx^v) has been taken out of tlip w a y '
(2Thess.23-io).3
This eschatological passage is followed by renewed
commendations, and by exhortations to steadfastness
and patience, sobriety and diligence (213-815), and the
epistle concludes with benedictions and with a salutation
from Paul's own hand, which he asserts is the token in
every letter (316-18).
It would seem that those disciples who were insisting
that the Parousia was immediately at hand were appealing to a letter bearing Paul's name (2 Thess. 2 2 ) ; but
as he was not conscious of having written anything to
support their opinion, he concluded that they must be
making use of a forged document, and so he was careful
to call attention to his autograph signature which
guaranteed the genuineness of all his letters. It is not
likely that Paul's surmise was correct, for it can hardly
1 On this apocal>'pse see H . St. John Thackeray, The Relation
of St. Paul io Contemporary
Jewish Thought, \cy2f.
-- I t was formerly maintained by some scholars (e.g., E w .
Sendschreiben
des Paulus,
i-jf, Laurent, NTliche
Studien,
40/1) that 2 Thess. is earlier than i Thess. ; but this is excluded
by the literary relationship between the two epistles, which
clearly points to the secondary character of the second, by the
sharper tone of 2 Thess. in dealing with the disorderly (3 6f-),
and by the relation of the apocalyptic passage in 2 2f. to
I Thess. 4 1 3 ^
3 Upon the interpretation of this passage see A N T I C H R I S T ,
§4/
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be supposed that any one would venture to palm off a
forged letter upon the Thessalonians so soon after the
apostle's departure, and as a matter of fact the eschatological passage in the first epistle ( o i - n ) was of such a
character that it might easily serve to promote the
belief in the immediate consummation, though he seems
not to have realised it.
The Epistles to the Thessalonians are almost wholly
personal and ethical and throw very little light upon
_.
.
Paul's theological views,' except in the
" i s ^ ^ c t e r ,j,3^((g,. pf eschatology to which there
of epistles. are a great many allusions.
Thus,
the Parousia of Christ is referred to in i Thess. 110 2^9
813 iisf- &2f. 23 2 Thess. 1 7 / . 2 i / . ; the judgment
in I Thess. 110 " Thess. \6f. 212 ; the resurrection of
believers in I Thess. 4 i4_/l ; their future glory and blessedness in I Thess. 417 510 2 Thess. 214 ; and the final
kingdom in i Thess. 212 ? Thess. 1 s.
It is evident
that the Thessalonian Christians were much interested
in eschatological questions, and it would seem that Paul
must have laid considerable stress, while in Thessalonica,
at any rate upon the speedy return of Christ and the
impendingjudgment(cp I Thess. 1 1 0 6 2 / ; 2Thess.25).
Possibly he was led to do so by the great prevalence of
vice and immorality in the city. However that may be,
the Thessalonians expected the return of Christ very
soon, before any of their number h a d passed away, and
Paul had evidently given them some warrant for the
expectation, for even when he wrote his First Epistle he
looked for the Parousia during his own lifetime and
theirs (cp 219 415/!). It was doubtless because of this
that Paul had not instructed them touching the resurrection of believers a n d so was obliged to do so at
some length in r Thess. 413/". (cp i Cor. 15 and see
M'Giffert, l.c. p . 248).
The two Epistles to the Thessalonians throw considerable light upon Paul's work in Thessalonica and
upon the character and condition of
7. The
his converts there. T h e Christians adThessalonian dressed were most, if not all, of them
Christians. Gentiles ( i Thess. I 9 214) ; and, moreover, as appears from the former passage, they had
been converted dirsctly from heathenism to Christianity
under Paul's preaching. But the account of Paul's work
in Thessalonica contained in Acts (llif.)
gives a very
different picture of the Thessalonian converts. According to that passage, ' Some of them {i.e., of the Jews)
were persuaded and consorted with Paul and Silas, and
of the devout Greeks {i.e., Jewish proselytes) a great
multitude, and of the chief women not a few.' Of
these Jews and Jewish proselytes there is no trace in
either of Paul's epistles, and though of course it is quite
possible that there were some of them among his
converts, it is certain that they must have formed an
altogether insignificant minority. It is clear then that
the author of Acts, as is frequently the case, has
recorded the least important part of Paul's activity in
Thessalonica, and that it was not in the synagogue
that he did his chief work (the only part of his work
mentioned in Acts), but among the heathen population
of the city. At the same time there is no reason for
doubting that Paul actually did preach to Jews and
proselytes in the synagogue of Thessalonica.^ But after
a brief period spent in that worl» he must have turned
to the Gentiles, instead of leaving the city directly as
implied in Acts 1710, and must have spent at least some
months in labour among them, as is clear from i Thess.
2 7 / and Phil. 416, and also from the large and
permanent results accomplished. T h e account in Acts
is thus very meagre and misleading at this point and
has to be not only supplemented but also corrected by
I Thess. - It is evident that that epistle was not in
the hands of the author of Acts when he was writing
1 See I Thess. 2 12 8813 478 6 1018 2 Thess. 1 11 2 13 16 for
familiar Pauline ideas.
2 See M'Giffert, op. cit. 246.
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his account of this part of Paul's work, nor was Acts in
the hands of the author of i Thess.
The Thessalonian epistles bear eloquent testim.ony to
ihc success of Paul's missionary labours in 'I"hussalonica.
He succeeded in founding there a strong and vigorous
church, and the faith and patience and brotherly lovr nf
his converts WL-re so marked that their fames purdi lys j>r('ad
even beyond the provinces of Macedonia and Achaia (i
Thess. I ? / - ) - ^'^^ their generosity in ministerinj:; to the
necessities of other churches, wen though poor themselves, called forth the apostle's hearty commendation
(iThess.4io; cp 2 Cor. S i / . and Acts204), To none
ofhis churches was he bound by warmer tics of affection
than to the churches of Thessalonica and Philippi, and
none of his epistles, except that to the Philippians, is
more thoroughly pervaded with joy and confidence and
affection than i Thess.
It has been assunied throughout this article that both
I and 2 Thess. are genuine epistles of Paul. So far as
. ,,
the former is concerned its authenticit\',
• . _ - denied a couple of generations ago by
_^'
many scholars, is to-day generally recognised except by those who deny the
genuineness of all the Pauline epistles (see P A U L ,
§ 38). As a matter of fact, if one accepts any of
Paul's epistles there is no good reason for denying the
authenticity of i Thess. The argument against its
genuineness, drawn from its lack of the doctrinal and
polemical material found in the great epistles to the
Galatians, the Corinthians, and the Romans, is now
universally recognised as fallacious, for the situation
in Thessalonica as indicated in the epistle itself fully
accounts both for what it contains and for what it
omits. Moreover, the style of the epistle, its revelation
of the character of its author, its familiar and personal
tone, the absence of any doctrinal or polemic interest
which would account for pseudonymity, the discrepancies
between the epistle and Acts, the use of the three names
Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy (the form SiXas being
found uniformly in Acts and '^iXovavds only in
I and 2 Thess^. 2 Cor, I19 and i Pet. 612) all make for
genuineness [cp SiLAS] ; and the evidence brought by
Rendel Harris in the article referred to above (§ 2)
that it is part of a correspondence with the Thessalonian
church, strengthens the argument, and if that evidence
be regarded as conclusive, of course places the genuineness of the epistle beyond all question. Finally, the
implication in 417 that Christ was to return during the
lifetime of the apostle is of itself enough to prove that
it was not written after his death. ^
On the other hand, the authenticity of 2 Thessalonians
is by no means so clear, nor is it so widely recognised.
ft ne nrwn.
The tendency to view it as a eenuine

y. ui 2 rness.

. ^1
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epistle of Paul has apparently grown
somewhat in recent years among scholars of the critical
school (e.g., Julicher, Einl, ^of [1894]; Harnack,
Chronol. 239 [1898]; Bacon, Introd. to NT, 7 5 /
[1900]; and compare the statement of Holtzmann
[£?>/.(3) 2i6] that ' a t the present day the question is
not whether the epistle is to be brought down into the
post-apostolic age, but whether it does not on the contrary reach up into the hfetime of the apostle, and
whether consequently it must not be genuine, and have
been written soon after I Thess.'). Many, however, w!io
accept I Thessalonians reject 2 Thessalonians altogether
(as, f,;'-.^ Lipsius, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Pfleiderer,
Schmiu'Iel, Weizsacker), or regard it as largely interpolated [e.g., P. Schmidt, Der erste Thessalonicherbrief,
127/.).
The first objection urged against the genuineness of
Schmiedel, while accepting the epistle as a whole, .suggests
that 2 i5_/C is an interpolation.
There is, however, no rea.scjn to
doubt the genuineness o f t h e passage, though it is quite possible
that V, i6b is an interpolation ; and the same may be said of
^; ^3b. The latter looks decidedly un-Pauline, and by its omission V. 24 is brought Into immediate connection with v. 23a with
which it seems to belong.
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the epistle is the apocalyptic passage, 2 Thess. 22-12.
10. Are-ument '^^'"^ objection is based chiefly upon
from
^^'^ assumption tliat the passage is ineschatology. ^""^'^^'^•'^^ ^^''^^ 1 Thess. 6 2 / , and since
Us substance is said to have been
imparted to the Thessalonians while Paul was still
present with them (2 The.ss. 25), the inconsistency cannot
be explained as due to the further development of
Paul's thought after the writing of 1 Thessalonians.
It is to be noticed, however, that though the author
indicates in 2 Thes^. 2 that certain events must occur,
and, consequently, some interval elapse before the final
consummation, there is no sign that he regards the
interval as long, and that he does not expect to live
until the Parousia. Nor is the fact that certain signs
are to precede the consummation inconsistent with the
exhortation in i Thess. a 2 to be watchful, for the day of
the Lord comes as a thief in the night only for those
who sleep, the implication being that those who are
awake know the signs of its coming and will not be
taken unaware. It is quite conceivable that Paul might
have told the Thessalonians when he was with them
why the Parousia was delayed, and might have spoken
of the traditional figure of Antichrist (the raPra of 25
refers to what precedes), without contradicting his belief
or theirs that the consummation was to take place very
soon. Only when he found that their expectation of its
imminence was leading them into fanaticism would he
naturally, in order to show that it could not come
immediately, dwell more at length upon the intervening events, and indicate still more fully what those
events were. Possibly the protection of the Roman
pro-consul at Corinth (Acts 1812) had led him to recognise more clearly than ever before the protecting powder
of Rome (to which T6 Karixov and 6 Kar^x^^ ['the
restrainer'] certainly refer), and so, for the first time,
to bring this element of the traditional eschatology into
prominence as in 2 Thess. 26 f
The further objection brought against the genuineness
of 2 Thess. 2 2 / . , on the ground of its alleged dependence
upon the Apocalypse, or of its acquaintance with the
Nero redivivus legend, breaks down completely when
the passage is interpreted as it should be in the light of
current Jewish eschatology, and the figure of Antichrist
is recognised as purely traditional (see ANTICHRIST,
§4/.)It nmst be recognised then that there is not sufficient
ground in the eschatology of the second epistle for denying Its Pauline authorship. If there is good reason for
ascribing the remainder of the epistle to Paul, there
need be no difficulty in assuming that he wrote the
apocalyptic passage, 22 f
In fact, we may perhaps go
farther and say that that passage, when taken in connection v/ith the remainder of the epistle, can be better
understood on the assuniption of its authenticity than on
that of its pseudonymity. It can hardly be supposed that
any one would venture to produce such a pseudonymous
epistle during Paul's own lifetime, or that it would find
acceptance if he did. On the other hand, if Paul's
first epistle gave rise to misunderstandings—as the second
epistle, whether genuine or not, seems to show that it
did—we should expect those misunderstandings to have
arisen immediately, not after an interval of many years,
when the expectation expressed in the epistle was
already at least partially discredited by Paul's own
death. And if the fanatical abuse of his words appeared
during his lifetime, it would be strange if he took no
notice of it. If it could be supposed that the epistle
was written simply to save Paul's reputation and set
him right with the Thessalonians after his death, by
showing that he had not expected the consummation as
soon as i Thessalonians seemed to imply, its postPauline date would be easy to understand, but there is
no sign of such an interest. The sole purpose of the
eschatological pass.age is clearly to put o. stop to the
fanaticism to which the belief in the speedy consum5042
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way un - Pauline, except possibly the conception of
divine recompense and vengeance in I6-12.
One might
almost be lenipted, if accepting the epistle as a whole,
to regard these verses as an interpolation and to connect the ' t o which e n d ' [els 6) of v. n diieetly with
' t h a t ye may be counted worthy' (ei's rb KaTa^Ltodr,vaL
vpLas) of V. 5.
Much more serious than the objections to the genuineness of the epistle already mentioned is the objection
19 Frnm
drawn from its close resemblance to
resemblance " thessalonians, amounting at times to
f 1 TVi
^^
almost slavish dependence.
A
detailed comparison of the two shows
that the only new matter in the second is found in I5-12
22-1215 3i-5ioi3_/! 17.
Even within these passages there is more or less dependence
upon I Thessalonians. Thus 2 Thess. 1 7 suggests 1 Thess. 1 10
2 19 416 ; and 2 Thess. 110a suggests 1 Thess. 3 13. 2 Thess. 215,
taken with the verses immediately preceding, seems to show the
influence of i Thess. 5 6-10. 2 Thess. 3 i and i Thess. 625 both
11. From
have the words, ' brethren, pray for us ' (Trpoa-evx^a-Be, aSeA^oi,
language and '^"»"™™ly l^.-'f """"ber of words irepl rjp.o}v), which occur nowhere else in Paul, and 2 Thess. 3 i
° .° .
and phrases which occur nowhere else
and I Thess. 1 8 415 have the pftrase ' word of the L o r d ' (Aoyoj
in Paul (the Pastoral epistles not being
KvpCov), which is also wanting i A P a u l ' s other epistles, though
' word of Christ' (Koyoq XpLtxrov) is found in Col. 3 16. 2 Thess.
reckoned as Pauline).
83-5 contains reminiscences of i Thess. 5 22-24 ^ 3 3 11, and
Such are : ' groweth exceedingly' (virepav^dvtd*), 1 3 ; ^ * glory '
2
Thess. 3 15 of I Thess. 5 12 14.
(eyKavxdopaL*), V.4; ' t o k e n ' (SvBeLyp.a*'), ' j u d g m e n t ' (KpCcrts),
count w o r t h y ' (Kara^Loti}), z'. 5 ; ' flaming fire ' (irvp AA.oyos),
T h e remainder of the epistle, about a third of the
V.&; ' p u n i s h m e n t ' (SCKT)), 'suffer' (rtvti)*), 'everlasting dewhole, is simply a more or less close reproduction of
struction ' (aitovLoq, 6\eBpo<s*), ' from the presence' (aTrb
the first epistle.
7rpo(n.jjrou), 7: g; ' glorify' (ev&o^d^ui*), TZ: IO 12 ; ' good pleasure
of goodness ' (euSoKta dyaBtoa'6vr}<;*), v. it', 'gathering together
Thus, in addition to the salutation at the beginning and the
unto ' (eTna-vvayiuyTJ), 2 i ; ' shake ' (craKeijoj), ' be troubled '
benediction at the close, which are identical, except for the
(9poovpaL), V.2; 'falling a w a y ' (ciTro orao-ia), 7'. 3 ; 'object of
addition o f ' f r o m God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ'
worship ' (aefiaap-a), f. 4 ; ' deceit of unrighteousness ' (aTrarrj
(airo Beov irarpoq KOL KvpCov 'ITJO-QO XpLarov) in 2 Thess. 1 2, and
aSiKi'as*), ' because ' (dvB' oiv), ' love of truth ' (dyd-irq dXjjBeLai;*),
of ' a l l ' (ndvruiv) in 3 18, we find that 2 Thess. 1 1-4 is a condensed
V. 10; ' a working of error' (evepyeLa jrAarrjs*), XK I I ; ' b e summary- of i Thess. 1. 2 Thess. 2 1 has the clause ' now
lief of truth* (TTt'oTiy dATjSet'as*), v. 1 3 ; ' c h o s e ' (aipe'o/j.ai), v.
we beseech you, brethren' Gp<ii7t^p.ev 6e vpdq, dSeXtfyoi), which
13 (occurs once in Phil. 1 22 and H e b . 11 25 in another conoccurs in i Thess. 5 12 (cp 41) but nowhere else in P a u l ; also the
nection ; the common word in Paul, to express the idea, being
clause ' touching the Parousia,' etc. (-inrep riJs Trapoven'ay K.T.K.),
eK\eyoi) ; ' good hope ' (eAms dyaOif), v. 16 (cp Heb. T 19 i P e t .
which is nearly identical with i Thess. 2 1 9 8 1 3 4 1 5 5 23, and the
remainder of the verse suggests i'Jhe^^.. 4 17. 2 Thess. 2 13^;
1 3); 'unreasonable' (arotroi), 8 2 ; 'busy-bodies' (wepiepya^ocontains reminiscences of 1 Thess. 12 213 (though ' w e are
pai.'). r'. 1 1 ; 'well-doing' (KoAoTrote'tu*), v. 13; ' n o t e ' (iT7jju,eiOL/tr^e*), 1'. 14 ; and the particle ' n o r ' (/A^re) in 2 2.
bound ' [b<l>€C\op.ev] is added as in 1 3) ; uf 1 Thess. 1 4 ('brethren,
beloved of the L o r d ' [d&e\<l>o\ y^yan-qpievoL VKO Kvpiov] for
Considerably more than half of these, however, are
' brethren, beloved of God ' [afieA(/>oi. T)yaTn)p.evOL viro Beov]); of
found in the apocalyptic passages in chaps. 1 and 2,
I Thess. 47 (though the combination of ' o f spirit' [irvevparo^]
and their presence is sufficiently accounted for by the
with ' sanctification' [dyiatjpi^], and the phrase'' belief of truth '
[TTto-Tet dkr^Beias] are new) ; and of i Thess. 5 g. 2 Thess. 2 16 f.
nature of the subject-matter, and it is now generally
may be compared with i Thess. 82 i2yr (notice the connection
recognised that very little weight can be laid in any
of the two words, ' comfort' [irapaKaKeaai] and ' stablish'
case upon the mere occurrence of hapax legomena.
[o-TTjpi^to]). 2 Thess, 3 6-12 is entirely, with the exception of the
latter part of 7'. 10, which is new, a reproduction of i 'J'liess. '2f,f.
More striking is the fact that the epistle contains very
•^11 f; Z'. 8 being verbally identical with a part of I'ilicss. 2g
few words which are found in Paul's epistles but not
(' wrought in labour and travail night and day that we might
elsewhere in the X T , except such as it has in common
not burden any of you ' [ev KOTTW KOL p.6xOt? vvKrb's Kal rip.epa^
epya^opevoL Trpby TO ilr\ eiTL^apr^<Tai riva v/xon/]); and zi'. loa
with I Thessalonians.
with the first clause of i Thess. 8 4 (' for even when we were with
The particle ' if so b e ' (eXivep), 2 Thess. 16, and the word
you ' [Kal yap ore ^pev Trpbs vpd<;], the particle ' w h e n ' [ore]
' w o r k i n g ' (kvepyeia), 2 9 1 1 , are found half a dozen times in
being found nowhere else in either epistle, and 'fur even' [KOL
Paul, the former in Romans, i and 2 Corinthians, the latter
ydp] only here in 2 Thessalonians). "The passage also contains
in Philippians, Ephesians, and Colossians, and ' g o o d n e s s '
striking reminiscences of i Thess. 1 6_/ 4 i 11 5 14. 2 Thess. 3 16,
(dyaBtjiovvr\) in Romans, Galatians, and Ephesians, once each.
The phrase ' as t h a t ' (ibs ort), 2 Thess. 2 2, occurs only in o- Cor.
' now the Lord of peace himself (aiiro^ 6e 6 Kwptos T^S eip-qvr}^)
11 21 ; 'exalteth himself (un-epatpojuai), 2Thess. 24, only in
may be compared with i Thess. 623, ' a n d the God of peace
himself (avfo^ Se 6 Be'o^ T^S etpTJi/ijs). T h e following words and
2 Cor. 1 2 7 ; ' withdraw ' (a-reWopai), 2 Thess. 3 6, only in 2 Cor.
phrases, which are common to i and 2 Thessalonians, but occur
820 ; ' k e e p company with ' (a-vvavapCyirupiai), 2 Thess. 3 14, only
nowhere else in Paul, may also be referred t o : 'work of faith'
in I Cor. 5 9 1 1 ; 'deceive' (e^airardto), 2 Thess. 2 3, which is
(epyov iTLtneui<;), 2 Thess. l i i i Thess. 1 3 ; ' o b t a i n i n g ' (nepifound in Romans and i and 2 Corinthians, occurs also in the
TToujo-ty), 2 Thess. 2 14 i Thess. 6 9 (the word is found once in
]>ost-Pauline i Timothy.
Ephesians in a different sense); ' stablish' (a-r^pi^nl) with
On the whole, the argument from style, so far as it
*heart'(Kap8tas), 2 T h e s s . 2 i 7 i T h e s s . 3 1 3 ; ' direct'(KarevBvvut),
goes, seems to point away from Paul rather than
2 Thess^ 3 5 I Thess. 3 II ; 'patience of Christ' (viropovy] rov
XpLo-rov), 2 Thess. 85 (in i "Thess. 1 3, 'patience of the hope of
toward him as author ; but it must be recognised that
our Lord Jesus Christ' [virop.ovri TTJ? eKiriSos rov Kvpiov r}pu}V
no definite conclusion can be drawm from it.
'ITJO-OV XpLtrrov]); ' disorderly ' [adv.] (araKTw?), 2 T h e s s . S 6 i i ;
Nor can any conclusion be drawn from the ethical
' behave disorderly ' (droKreu}), 8 7 ; ' disorderly ' [adj.] (draxros),
1 Thess. 5 14.
and theological content of the epistle. There are but
In the light of these many and close resemblances
few characteristically Pauline ideas—e.g., I n :
'that
between the t\vo epistles it is clear that the genuineness
our God may count you worthy of [your] calling' (tea
13 B Y Paul ? ^^ ^^^ second requires the assumption
L-jtittS a^iihaxi rrjs K\r}(X€w$ 6 debs 7}p.u}v ; c p E p h . 4 1 ) ; 2 16,
•^
that Paul had much of the thought and
' God who loved u s ' (6 ^e^s . . 6 ayaxxriffas ijpLas ; cp
language of the first epistle in his mind when he wrote
Kom. 83 Eph. 2 4 ) ; '2 13,'God chose you from the beginIf it could be supposed that the two were
ning unto salvation' (eiXaTo vpLas 6 6ebs dxx apx^i'^ ^h aojTrj- the second.
written at a single siitincj, or within .. few hours or
piav ; cp Eph. I4, where the idea is the same but not
days of each other, as is possible in the case of Ephesians
the language), and no argument can be drawn from any
and Colossians, the resemblances might be explained ;
of these.
On the other hand, there is nothing in the
but an interval of at least some months .separates
teaching of the epistle which can be pronounced in any
2 Thessalonians from i Thessalonians.
T h e verbal
resemblances are altogether too many and too close to
* T h e words and phrases marked with an asterisk are found
nowhere else in the N T .
be accounted for on the ground that the general situamation was giving rise.
Under these circumstances
2 Thessalonians, so far as the eschatological passage is
concerned, seems e;isier to explain as a leiier of Paul's,
written within a few months of i Thessalonians, than as
the work of a later time and of another hand.
It has been suggested by some scholars [e.g.,
Schmidt, op. cit. 12-;} that 2Thess. 22-12 has been interpolated in a genuine epistle of Paul ; but there is no
ground for such a hypothesis. T h e point of the epistle
is entirely gone if the apocalyptic passage be omitted,
and the difficulties which beset the genuineness of the
remainder of the epistle are even greater than those
which beset the apocalyptic passage. As 1 matter of
fact, the suggestion of Hausrath (NTliche Zeitgesch.^-)
3 198) that this passage is the only genuine part of the
epistle is much more plausible.
A second objection to the Pauline authorship of
2 Thessalonians is drawn from its language and style.
It is true that the epistle contains an
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tion in Thessalonica and Corinth remained much the
same, and suggested consequently a similar line of
thought. The genuineness of the second epistle can be
maintained, in fact, only by assuming that Paul had «
copy of I Thessalonians in his possession, and that he
read it over again shortly before writing 2 Thessalonians,
and saturated himself with its thought and language.
It seems a little unlikel}' that Paul should have had a
copy of his carlier epistle at hand,^ but it is not impossible ; and if he had, it was not perhaps unnatural
that, when the report reached him that Thessalonians
were appealing to 1 letter of his in support of their
views touching the Parousia, he should read over the
earlier epistle to see if it gave any justification for such
an appeal.
This would also serve to explain particularly the
relation between 2 Thess. 3 6 / and i Thess. 2 o / ,
In
both passages Paul refers in almost identical terms to
tlie fact that he had supported himself with his own
hands while in Thessalonica ; but in the first epistle
he cites the fact as «. defence against the charges of
his enemies, in the second as an example to the
disorderly.
The eftbrt of Spitta [Zur Gesch. 7.. Lit. des i'lrhristetithums, 1122/. ; cp TIMOTHY, § 6) to explain the
resemblances and divergencies between the two epistles
„
,
by the ingenious suggestion that the
P I T ^ second was written not by Paul but by
Timothy at Paul's request and in the
name of the three fellow-workers, while it might relieve
tiie difficuUies somewhat, is rendered impossible by the
use of the first person singular in 2$ which cannot, occurring as it does without qualification, refer to Timothy, as
bpitta assumes, but must refer to Paul. That the Thessalonians should have known from the handwriting that
Timothy was the author of the epistle instead of Paul
there is no ground for supposing, for it was Paul's
custom to dictate his epistles to an amanuensis, and 817
must suggest to the readers of 2 Thessalonians that it
was written in the same way.
Those who deny the authenticity of 2 Thessalonians
explain the striking resemblances between the two
epistles by the assumption that the author of the second
purposely conformed it to i Thessalonians in order to
gain Pauline authority for its eschatological teaching,
and so to displace the earlier epistle, which was giving
rise to so much trouble in the Thessalonian church.
Such a procedure is not without parallels, nor can it be
regarded as in itself more improbable than the unique
self-repetition involved in Pauline authorship. Indeed,
while the reproduction of the earlier epistle is at times
subtle and of such a character as to suggest that the
author wrote with a free hand, it seems quite as easy to
suppose that some one familiar with Paul's style produced 2 Thessalonians in conscious imitation of i Thessalonians as to suppose that Paul unconsciously repeated
himself so slavishly. And if this conscious effort be
assumed, the reference to Paul's own signature in 817
(cp iCor. I621 Col. 4i8 Gal. O n ) need constitute no
insurmountable obstacle.
At the
15. Conclusion. same time, in view of the considerations urged above in connection with the apocalyptic
passage, the present writer is inclined to think that the
evidence points rather in the direction of the Pauline
authorship of the epistle, but it must be recognised that
Its genuineness is beset with serious difficulties, and that
it is at best very doubtful.

ductions to the N T , the histories of the apostolic age, and lives
of Paul, and the special commentaries: by
1 6 . L i t e r a t u r e . Schott (1834); jowett, The Epistles of St.
Paul to the Thessalonians,
Galatians,
and
Rotnans (1856, (3) 1SL14); Eadie (1877); P . Schmidt, Der erste
Thessalonicherbrief
neu erklnrt nebst eine7n Exkurs iiber den
zweiten gleichnamigen
l^rief (1885); Zimmer,
Theologischer
Kommentar
zu den I'hcssalonicherbrif-?i
(1891). Of the
general commentaries on the N T special mention may be made
of Liinemann (i\Ieyer's Handbuchi'^)), Bornemann (Meyer, (5)
and (6)), and Schmiedel in Holtzmann's Hand-Comme7ttar
zum
NT, Bd. 2 (1889). On the integrity ofthe epistles, see especially
Clemen, Die Einheitlichkeit
der paulinischen
Briefe (1894), p .
1-i.f, and on the text Zimmer, Der Text der Thessaloniclie7-briefe (i%g-i).
In defence of the genuineness of both epistles, see the N T
introductions of Weiss, Jiilieher, and Zahn, also Bornemann in
Meyer. In defence of the lirst epistle, see also von Soden in
St.Kr., 1885, p. 263_/I, and Weizsacker, Ap. Zeitalter, 241 f.;,
in defence ofthe sucond, Klopper in Theologische Studien und
Skizzen aus Ostpreiissen, 8 (i88g). Against the genuineness of
both epistles, see especially Baur, Der Apostel Pautus (1845,
(3J 1867); and against the genuineness of the second Weizsacker, I.e., 24gf.; Schmiedel, I.e., Zf; Bahnsen, JPT, 1880,
4oiy^ For further literature see Holtzmann, Einl. (3) 210 f ,
and Findlay in Expos., 1900, l2^if.
A . C . MCG.

Upon the epistles to the Thessalonians see the various introThe common notion that copies of Paul's epistles must have
been from the beginning carefully preserved, either by Paul
himself or by his companions, rests upon a conception of their
dogmatic importance which was not shared in Paul's own timt;,
as is .sufficiently indicated by the fact that so few of his epistles
—so far as we know, only those which we still have—were
handed down to the next generation, and that even the author
of Acts apparently made no use of them in the composition of
his work (see McGiffert, I.e., 436).
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II 13 Phil. 4i6 2 Tim. 4 10; ethnic QccsesolkoviKebs, Acts
1 TTi f V 272 20 4 I Thess. 11 2 Thess. 11 [translated
"• in the three latter passages by the curious
syncopated form 'Thessalonians,' EV]). /V large and
important city {now Salonica) at the head of the Gulf
of Salonica, which in ancient times was called the
Thermaic Gulf, from the city itself Thessalonica, we
are told, was originally named Therma or Therme,'^
from the hot springs found on the coast in its neighbourhood. But Therme seems to have been a small place in
the vicinity, from which, as well as from twentj'-five
other towns on the gulf, the inhabitants w-ere compelled
to migrate in order to create the new city (Strabo, 330,
frg. 21 ; PHn. H.V, 417).
T h e creation of Thessalonica was due, according to the most
probable account (that of Strabo, I.e.), to Cassander, who called
It after his wife Thessalonica, step-sister of Alexander the Great
(about 315 B.C.). T h e history of the town begins therefore with
the Macedonian, and its importance increases as we approach
the Roman, period. It was the great Macedonian naval station
(Livy, 4410); and when Macedonia was conquered by the
Romans and was divided by them into four districts, Thessalonica
was made the capital of the second region, Macedonia
Secmuta
(168 B.C. : see MACEDONIA).^ When the whole of Macedonia
was reduced to a single province (146 B.C.) Thessalonica became
virtually its capital.

Even before the close of the Republican period the
natural advantages of Thessalonica had raised it to
importance, for it lay upon the great route which connected Rome ^^•ith the East (cp Cic. De Prov. Cons. 2 :
' Thessalonicenses, positi in gremio imperii nostri'),
about midway between Dyrrhachium on the Adriatic,
and the river Hebrus in Thrace. It was the residence
of the proconsul; Cicero during his exile found here a
refuge, in the qucestor's house [Pro Plane. 41).
During the first Civil W a r the town was the headquarters of the Pompeian party (Dio Cass. 41 18) ; but
in the second war it took the side of Octavius and
Antonius (Plut. Brut. 4 6 ; Appian, 5 C 4 118), and by
way of reward was made a ' free city ' (Plin. HN 417).''
As a free city it was ruled by its own assembly (cp the
use of the word 5-iip.os in Acts 175, in accordance with
the actual constitutional fact) and by its own magistrates,^ who here bore the special title of politarchs
{•n-oXiTo-pxac, A c t s 1 7 6 ) .
I SdTTab-ovUri in Pol. 23 4 ; ©eo-o-a^oviKeio in Str. 330, frg- 20
etc.
'- 0«>f»T), Herod. 7 J 2 I , et scrp. ; Thuc. I 6 i 229. ®tpiici.,
/Eschin. De Pal. Leg. 29 (Bekker).
3 After 158 B.C., when the right of Sliver comage was granted
by the Senate, Thessalonica issued silver tetradrachms with the
inscription M.VKEAONnN AEYTEPA2.
S,-e Head, Hist.
Numm. 213. Its bronze coins before and during the empire are
plentiful, bearing the name of the town, or the ethnic in the
genitive, often with titles ^TjTpoiroAts or KOKCUVCCX. T h e latter
title dates from the time of Valerian (see Momms.-Marq. 1 320).
J T o this may allude the word iKeveepCa with female head on
some of its coins.
, . ,•
5 Cp Livy, 45 29, where vEmilius Paulus at Amphipolis
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T h e title politarch does not occur elsewhere in Greek
literature, but its use here is quite accurate, as appears
from an inscription (CIG, 1967) which was engraved on
a Roman arch of the Vardar gate (perhaps a monument of the victory of Philippi) recording its erection
when certain persons, whose names are given, were
politarchs ofthe city ' {-tcoKiro.pxobvTcjov).^ It is doubtful
whether the number of poUtarchs was five or six (see a
paper on the politarchs by Dr. Burton, reprinted frora
the Am. Jour. Theol. [1897], 598, where other inscriptions are cited from Macedonia, and more particularly
frora Thessalonica, in which the title 7roXtTd/3XOi, or the
verb TCQkiTaprji.obvre^, occurs).

Further, the church in Thes-salonica would seem >to have been
composed very largely of Gentile converts (whether p'oselytes or
pagans at the time of Paul's teaching is, of course, not to be
decided). At any rate the Jewish Scriptures are not employed
in the two Epistles to the Thessalonians, and in i i h e s s . 1 o the
members are spoken of as having ' turned to God from idols.
Hence we should infer that much time was spent m Gentile
circles, apart from the work among the J e w s which is most
prominent in Acts. It does not appear that the inference as to
the length of Paul's stay in Thessalonica derives any further
support from a consideration of such passages as I Thess. 29
2 Thess. 3 sy:, in which stress is laid upon Paul's self-supporting
•industry.

The town flourished greatly. Strabo (33,0, frg. 21) calls it the
/itjrpdn-oAtg of the Macedonia ofhis time, andjiotes itspopulousness (323, T) vvv fidXtiTTa Tatv aWciv eiiavSpel). Lucian, in the
second century A.D., speaks in similar terms (Asin. Aur.
46,
TToAetus Twi^ iv MaKcSovi^ -nj? /Aeytarr)? ©eo-craAoi'iKijs).

The spread of the jews after Alexander's death would
doubtless affect the city, well placed as it was for controlling the trade of Macedonia. That
2. N T
the Jewish coramunity in Paul's time
references. was fairly large is evident from the fact
that it possessed a synagogue here (Acts 17 i ; contrast Philippi, and corapare with Beroea, Which also,
being a coramercial town, possesses a synagogue, Acts
1710). The number of the Jews settled in the town
had also produced an appreciable effect upon the
Hellenic section of the population, and prepared the
way for Paul's work of evangelisation by the creation of
a large class of proselytes (cp Acts 174, ' of 'he devout
Greeks a great multitude,' EV ; ir\7}6os -jroXv). A
testimony to the number and influence of the Jews,
both in Thessalonica and in all this region of Macedonia,
is to be found in the apparent ease with which they
excited hostility against Paul. The exact ground of
complaint alleged against Paul at Thessalonica should be
closely corapared with the charge used against hira at
Philippi, for the difference runs closely parallel with the
actual difference of political stattis between the two
towns.
The charge at Thessalonica is virtually one of political
innovation or revolution (v. 7, ' contrary to the decrees of Ccesar'
, . . ' another king')—a thing to which the Empire was very
sensitive, and one fraught with grave possibilities of undesirable
changes for the people of Thessalonica if the imperial authorities
were minded to take it seriously.
In Philippi, on the other
hand, a Roman colony, where there could be_ no question of
loyalty, the charge touches religious innovations (see on this
point, Ramsay, St. Paul the Travelle-r, 22gyC). T h e riot itself,
though not so represented in the narrative in Acts, would appear
to have surpassed that at Philippi in malignity and violence (cp
I Thess. 2 T^f).
T h e attitude of the magistrates, so far as can
be inferred from the short account, would seem t o h a v e differed
entirely from that of the magistrates at Philippi, and to have
been not in harmony with the feelings of the dregs of the populace stirred u p by the Jews. W i t h the attitude of the politarchs
and upper classes of Thessalonica we may well compare that of
the Asiarchs at Ephesus (Acts 19 31). Nevertheless the politarchs were obligea in the interests of their own safety to fetter
Paul's work effectually by taking sureties of Jason and other
prominent Christians of Thessalonica against the repetition of
the teaching. Paul was therefore cut otf from the city by a
barrier more effective than the threat of merely personal danger
(i Thess.218, ' S a t a n hindered us.' _Cp Rams. op. cit. 230).
As regards the time spent in the city b y Paul, nothing certain
can be inferred. Probably, however, it would be an error to
confine his work to the Hmited space mentioned in Acts 17 2
(' three sabbath d a y s ' ) . Not only is a longer sojourn indicated
by the expression used in i Thess. 18 (' For from you sounded
out the word of the Lord not only in Macedonia and Achaia '),
but such is perhaps proved by the statement in Phil. 416 (' For
even in Thessalonica ye sent once and again unto my necessity ").
declares ' omnium primum liberos esse iubere Macedonas,
habentes urbes ea.sdem agrosque, utentes legibus suis, annuos
creantes magistratus.'
1 T h e arch was demolished about 1867, but the in.scription is
now preserved in the Brit. Mus. (Murray, Hdbk. to Greece, 826).
It is remarked as a curious coincidence (Conybeare and Howson,
Life and Epp. of St. Paul, 1 395) that three of the names on the
inscription are identical with those of three of Paul's friends in
this region (Sopater, Gaius, and Secundus ; cp Acts 19 29 20 4).
Possibly a later date should be assigned to the arch than is
given above (so Leake and Tafel), but that will hardly invalidate
the weight of the inscription a s a testimony to the accuracy of
Acts in this passage.
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Though the name of Thessalonica does not recur in
Acts, Paul almost certainly saw the town again, both
going and returning, on his third missionary journey
(Acts 2 0 1 / ) .
On his return two members df the
church of Thessalonica accompanied him into Asia
[v. 4) [see

ARISTARCHUS,

SECUNDUS].

Possibly

he

was also there after his first imprisonment (cp Phil. I26
224); the visit to Macedonia recorded in 7 Tim. I 3
might very well embrace an excui"sion to Thessalonica.
Of members of the church at Thessalonica we can
specify Jason (Acts 17 s ; possibly identical with the
Jason of Rom. 16 21), Demas (probably; •^Tim. 4io),
Gaius (Acts 1929), Secundus (Acts204), and above all
Aristarchus (Acts 19 29 20 4 272 ; he is alluded to also
in Col. 410 and Philem. 24).
Christianity, having been once established in Thessalonica, spread rapidly ( i Thess. 18), and in later times
the city was the bulwark of religion in this region of
Europe, so much so that it was designated ' The Orthodox City.'
Its name is prominent in the Byzantine
historians. It was a safeguard of the Empire during
the Gothic inroads, and later during the Sclavonic wars,
of which it bore the brunt frora the middle of the sixth
century A . D . onwards. During the Middle Ages the
city was thrice captured, by the Saracens, the Normans,
and the Turks. It is now a flourishing place, the second
in European Turkey after Constantinople. It is specially
rich in remains of Byzantine ecclesiastical architecture,
surpassing in this respect any other city in Greece
(Leake).
The most elaborate work is that by Tafel, the first part of
which was published in i835andafterwards prefixed -AsProlegomena to his De Thessalonica eiusque agro,
3. Literature. Dissertatio geographica (Berlin, 1839). 'I'^'S
is especially fullin relation to the topography
and the Gothic and Sclavonic wars. For the history Finlay s
History of Greece (ed. Tozer) may also be consulted. Descriptions of the town and remains are given by all travellers from
(Tlark (1810) to Leake (1835), and onwards. A good succinct
account will be found in Murray's Handbook to Greece.
W. J. W.
THESSALY (eecc*>AlA, A c t s l 7 i 5 D). Thessaly is
mentioned only in an addition to Acts 1715 in D, which
runs, ' and those who conducted Paul brought him as
far as Athens ; [and he passed by Thessalia, for he was
prevented from preaching the word unto them].' It is
not clear whether at this time Thessaly was included in
the province of Achasa, or fell to Macedonia. If the
latter was the case, we should naturally expect to find
Paul going frora Beroea to Larissa, the chief town in
Thessaly, for his call was to Macedonia (Acts 1610);
and in that case his neglect to visit Thessaly must have
been due to divine injunction (as in ActslS?).
If
Thessaly fell at that time to Achasa, there was no
necessity specifically to mention its omission, unless we
assume that already Paul felt that he was called to a
wider field than Macedonia. It is indeed a strange
omission in Acts that nowhere is it indicated when
and how this conviction forced itself upon his mind;
already in Athens (Actsl7i7) the special call to Macedonia is forgotten in the absorbing self-imposed task
of disputing with the Jews and proselytes of that city.
Apparently there is no feeling of restriction to a particular
province.
As regards the actual attribution of Thessaly, Ptolemy
assigns it to Macedonia, Strabo to Achasa (p. 840).
T h e separation may have been the work of Vespasian.
w. J. w.
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Acts and Jos. on Theudas. 5. Text and purpose of Acts 5 36/^
Not two jaersions.
6. Separation of sources.
No error in Jos.
7. Inexact use of Jos. by Lk.
Did Lk. know Jos. ?
8. Litt;rature.
T h e u d a s [Qeykd^C^
T i . W H ) is m e n t i o n e d o n l y in
Acts 536, w h e r e G a m a l i e l , in h i s spccL-h m the s v n e d r i u m
- i n s u p p o r t of h i s p l e a lur l e t t i n g t h e
1, ilCuS SillCt a p o s t l e s a l o n e , n a m e s h i m a s t h e l e a d e r
Jos. o n
of a m o v e m e n t w h i c h , n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g
Theudas.
its t h r e a t e n i n g a p p e a r a n c e a t first, verv
soon c a m e t o n o t h i n g .
T h e peculiar interest whieh
attaches t o this p a s s a g e lies in t h e fact t h a t a q u i t e
similar story is f o u n d a l s o in J o s e p h u s [.-Int. \ x . fii,
§§':V/-)('0 '^^ ^'"^^ p o i n t t o Lc i n \ e s t i g a t e d is
whether L k . h a s h e r e d r a w n u p o n J o s e p h u s , it will b e
convenient t o p r i n t b o t h p a s s a g e s in close j u x t a p o s i t i o n .
J o s e p h u s . — ^ a S o u Sk rrjs TovSaia^
KirLrponevovTOS ydfji Tts dvrfp
0eu5as ot'O/j.ari TreiBet roi' irKeiaToi' c-iyVov dvaKa^ovra
r a ? (crijireis
eVecrdat irpos TOf 'lopSdvi)v
irOT'Xpbv avrw.
irpo0»jT7)s ydp eAeyev
eh-ai, Kal irpoa-rdyparL rov iroraphv
<r\iaa^ SCoBov t(/)jj
wape^etv
awTOis pif6ii.lv.
Kal ravra
Aeyajc TTOAAUH^ TiTrdrqtrev.
ou ixriv
elacrev avroi'S Tijs o.ttpotrui'Tjs ovaa-BaL 'PdSos, aAA' e^enepipev
i\riv
iTTTrti'ioi' en-' avrov-i, rjTts dirpoaSoKrjros
tTrtn-co-oucra TTOXAOVS p.kv
avTiav dvei\.ev, TTOAAOUS 5e ^iovras eAa^ei/" avrov
re r b f W t i i ^ c r
^layp-ija'avTei d-irorepvova-L rijv KeiftaXi^v s a t KopC^ovo-ii' el<; 'lepoa-6-

Avfia. 'While Fadus was procurator of J u d ^ a , a cert.dn
charhtan, Theudas by name, persuaded a very great number of
people to take their effects witn them and follow him to the rivtr
Jordan ; for he told them that he was a prophet, and said he
would at the word of command divide the river and give them
an easy passage through i t ; and by these words he deluded
many- Fadus, however, did not permit them to gain aught b y
their folly, but sent a regiment of cavalry against them, which,
falling upon them unexpectedly, slew many of them and took
many aUve. Taking Theudas also alive, they cut off his head,
and carried it to Jerusalem.'
Acts.—7rp6 y a p TOUTUJI' rdiv r}p.epiiiiv dvecrrTf 0 e u S a ? , \eyoiv
elvaC
Ttca eavrov, i TrpoueK^id-q dvSpdv
dpLBpo^ to? rerpaKOO'Lcov.
os
avrfpeOj] KOX ndvreg o u o i eTreCBovro auTci SieAu07)cjai' Kal eyevovro

eU ov&ev. ' For before these days rose up Theudas, giving himself out to be somebody, to whom a number of men, about four
hundred, joined themselves: who was slain; and all, as many
as obeyed him, were dispersed and came to nought.
[b] In so far a s t h e differences b e t w e n t h e t w o a c counts affect t h e i r s u b s t a n c e , they a r e s o u n i m p o r t a n t
as in no wav t o h i n d e r u s f r o m b e l i e v i n g t h a t t h e s a m e
fact is i n t e n d e d in b o t h .
Lk. naturally is shorter, for his object is not to tell the
history of Theudas, but simply to cite an instance appropriate
to the purpose of Gamaliel's speech. H e therefore mentions
only the beginning, and the ultimate issue of the movement. Therefore, there is no contradiction with Josephus
when Lk. says of the followers of Theudas simply that ' t h e y
were dispersed and came to nought.' If Theudas gives himself
out ' to be somebody,' the meaning can well be what Josephus
says—that he called himself a prophet.2 Lk.'s expression recalls Acts 8 9, where almost the same claim is atributed to Simon
-Magus—an identical claim if ' g r e a t ' (jxeyav) there be a gloss
(see SIMON- MAGUS, § i, n.).

T h e g r e a t e s t d i s c r e p a n c y is t h a t whilst L k . is a b l e t o
give t h e n u m b e r of followers of T h e u d a s a s a b o u t 4 0 0
men, J o s e p h u s h a s rbv TrXelarov 6x^ov.
It does n o t
follow from this e x p r e s s i o n t h a t h e i n t e n d s a s u b s t a n t i aUy larger n u m b e r .
Krenkel (below, g 8), 170f, has collected abundant instances
to show that Josephus, in places where we are able to control
his statements, often gives much too high i i g u r ^ . On the other
hand, we are not precluded from supposing that to Lk.'s 400
men, women and children ought to be added.
That the number must have been a relatively moderate one is
evident from Josephus's own statement that an 'A*; ( = ala) of
cavalry (some 500 men) was all that was requir'-d f-.r the suppression of the rising.
(c) M u c h m o r e s e r i o u s i s t h e n e x t difficulty.
Lk.
goes on t o s a y t h a t after T h e u d a s , J u d a s of G a l i l e e
raised a n o t h e r r e v o l t in t h e d a y s of t h e t a x i n g .
As he
particularises t h e t a x i n g b y m e a n s of t h e definite a r t i c l e
[ii> rah xpiepaLs TXJS aTroypatpijs) a n d in h i s o w n G o s p e l
( 2 i / . ) m e n t i o n s t h a t u n d e r (Quirinius (in 6 o r 7 A . D . )
and t h a t a l o n e , h e c a n n o t i n t e n d a n y o t h e r h e r e ; a n d
J On the name see next col., n. 1.
^ If Theudas promised his followers to lead them through
Jordan, like another JToshua, this will be not the sole purpose he
had in view, but probably only a first trial by means of which he
hoped to confirm faith in his miraculous power with a view to
being afterwards in a position to take up some bolder enterprise.
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it \vas a t t h e t i m e of this t a x i n g t h a t in p o i n t of fact
J u d a s of Galilee d i d m a k e h i s r e v o l u t i o n a r y a t t e m p t
(see J U D A S O F G A L I L E E ) .

Thus,

Lk. carries

the

in-

s u n o L t i o n of T h e u d a s b a c k t o a s o m e w h a t e a r l y d a t e .
A c c o r d i n g t o J o s e p h u s , h o w e v e r , t h e i n s u r r e c t i o n of
T h e u d a s was when Cuspius Fadus was procurator, that
is, s o m e t i m e b e t w e e n 4 4 a n d a b o u t 4 6 A . D . ( T i b e r i u s
A l e x a n d e r , t h e successor of K a d u s , h e l d office till 4 8
A. D.).
If L k . is t h i n k i n g of t h e s a m e T h e u d a s , h e h a s
t h u s n o t merely a s s i g n e d h i m t o a w r o n g d a t e b u t , w h a t
is m o r e , h a s p u t i n t o i j a m a l i e l ' s m o u t h a reference t o
a n o c c u r r e n c e w h i c h a t t h e a l l e g e d t i m e of s p e a k i n g
h a d n o t \-ct h a p p e n e d .
T o a v o i d t h e a s c r i p t i o n of s o serious a n e r r o r t o L k . ,
it h a s often b e e n a s s u m e d t h a t h e h a s i n h i s m i n d
0 w«4- +«,« a n o t h e r T h e u d a s t h a n t h e o n e m e n t i o n e d
2. N o t t w o u r u
T i l l 1
T h e u d a s e s ^ Josephus.
Indeed, the attempt h a s
b e e n m a d e t o p r o v e this from J o s e p h u s
himself.
(a) S o n n t a g (below, § 8) t h o u g h t h e h a d
d i s c o v e r e d L k . ' s T h e u d a s in t h e S i m o n w h o , o r i g i n a l l y
a slave of H e r o d t h e ( J r e a t , s h o r t l y after t h e d e a t h of
t h a t m o n a r c h (4 1;. c . ) , g a t h e r e d r o u n d h i m a b a n d of
r o b b e r s in P e n e a , g o t himself c h o s e n t o b e their k i n g ,
b u r n e d a n d p l u n d e r e d r o y a l c i t a d e l s in J e r i c h o a n d elsew h e r e , b u t finally w a s d e f e a t e d in b a t t l e b y G r a t u s , a n
officer of H e r o d ' s , p u r s u e d a n d b e h e a d e d
[Bjii.As,
i^§ 5 7 - 5 9 , .^w;*. xvii. 1 0 6 , gi^ 2 7 3 - 2 7 6 ) . T h a t this S i m o n ,
h o w e v e r , a l s o b o r e t h e n a m e of T h e u d a s is a m e r e
conjecture.
(b) Z u s c h l a g (below, § 8 ) identifies
L k . ' s T h e u d a s w i t h T h e u d i o n , b r o t h e r of D o r i s , t h e
first ^\'ife of H e r o d t h e G r e a t a n d m o t h e r of h i s e l d e s t
son, Antipater.
After the execution of Herod's third son, Aristobulus (7 B.C.),
Theudion married Berenice his widow (Bj i. 'IS 1, § 553). H e
subsequently engaged in a plot against the life of Herod the
Great which had been set on foot by the Antipater just mentioned. Antipater caused poison to be fetched from Egypt
through the agency of Antiphilus, one of his friends ; Antiphilus
passed it on to Theudion and Theudion to Pheroras the brother
of Herod. Pheroras handed it over to the charge of his wife.
Not till after the death of Pheroras (5 D.C.) did the matter come
to the knowledge of Herod ; the result was that Antipater was
put to death ( ^ / i . 3 O 5 / , §§ 592-598; Ant. xvii. 4 2, §§ 69-77).
It is plain that between this 'I'heudion and the Theudas of Lk.
there is not the faintest resemblance, and it is therefore quite
useless to inquire whether Theudion could also be called Theudas.
In point of fact, Theudas can quite well be an abbreviation of
T h e u d i o n ; but with few exceptions a person was known exclusively either by the full or by the abbreviated form of his
name, not by both indifferently (Winer, Gram.\'^), § 16 g).
[c) W i e s e l e r (below, § 8) d i s c e r n s t h e T h e u d a s of
L k . in M a t t h i a s t h e s o n of M a r g a l o t h o r M e r g a l o t h o r
M a r g a l o s , a t e a c h e r of t h e l a w , w h o , t o g e t h e r with h i s
c o l l e a g u e J u d a s t h e s o n of S a r i p h s e u s o r S e p h o r a s u s ,
in t h e last d a y s of H e r o d t h e G r e a t , p e r s u a d e d a n u m b e r
of t h e i r p u p i l s t o c u t d o w n t h e g o l d e n e a g l e w h i c h
H e r o d , in c o n t r a v e n t i o n of t h e l a w a g a i n s t g r a v e n
i m a g e s ( E x . 2 O 4 / . D t . 4x5-1823 5 8 / 21is), h a d c a u s e d
t o b e p l a c e d o v e r t h e g r e a t g a t e of t h e t e m p l e .
Herod
r o u s e d h i m s e l f from h i s d e a t h b e d a n d c a u s e d M a t t h i a s
a n d J u d a s a n d their m o s t p r o m i n e n t a c c o m p l i c e s t o b e
b u r n t t o d e a t h , a n d t h e rest of t h e forty w h o h a d b e e n
t a k e n t o b e e x e c u t e d ( 5 / i . 332-4, §§ 6 4 8 - 6 5 5 , A7it.
xvii. 62-4, §§ 1 4 9 - 1 6 7 ) .
This story also has but few points of agreement with what we
read in Acts. That Matthias gave himself out to be any great
person of any kind is neither asserted nor probable ; he simply
appealed to the O T commrmd. Nor can it be said that he won
over a band of followers; for those who joined in his undertaking were from the outset his pupils, and the entire action
was an affair o f a ft^w hours, since the temple captain intervened
at once with armed force. At the same time all those taking
part, who were not captured, were dispersed, and it was only
afterwards that Matthias and Judas were .seized. Further,
J u d a s was as deeply involved as Matthias ; in fact, in Bj and in
the first two mentions of him iuAnt. he is named before Matthias,
and only afterwards (§ 167) does Josephus name Matthias alone
because directly before ln^ has spoken of another jMatthias ; .so
also xvii. 9 1 , § 206: HarQiav Kal rovs a-vv avr^.
T h e onlyreason Wieseler has for passing Judas over is tbat the name
.AL'ttthias has the .same meaning as Theudas.i But that Matthias bore this second name also by no means follows.
1 06i)5as is oneofthe names formed with the well-knownabbreviation-ending (cp N A M E S , § 86, e n d ; L U K E , § 6 ; A P O L L O S , § i ,
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[d) Other critics, with rather more prudence, attempt
no identifications, but nevertheless declare that some
Theudas other than the Theudas of Jn^ephus must have
come forward before Judas of Galilee. Thus, in the
last instance, again Ramsay (below, § 8). The scholar^
who with Ramsay starts from the axiom that Lk. is a
historian of the same rank as Thucydides (see G A L A T I A ,
§ 12, end) will not readily give up this way of deahng
\\ith the difificulty. Those on the other hand who take
cognisance of the great untrustworthiness of Lk. in
specifically historical questions (cp ACTS, §§ 2, 4, 1 3 / ;
Gosi'ELS, § 132 ; LYSANIAS) will regard the assertion
as rash. Ramsay is certainly right in saying (p. 259)
of Josephus that ' he does not allude, or profess to
allude, to every little disturbance on the banks of the
Jordan.' But it is just as certain that Gamaliel must
be supposed to be alluding not to a little but to a great
disturbance, if his speech is to be in keeping with the
gravity of the occasion. An occurrence which could
reasonably be placed side by side with the affair of
Judas of Galilee would certainly not have been passed
over by Josephus.
Therefore also it is quite irrelevant to urge that the name
Theudas was a common one, that the later Theudas was perhaps
the son or grandson of the earlier (so Blass), or that Theudas
was not his original name but only one which he had afterwards
assumed (so R a m s a \ ) . As for the frequency with which the
name occurs, the evidence—particularly that from the inscriptions
—will be found in Schurer (GJV^'^) 1 473, E T i. 2 1 6 8 / ) . T h a t
the name was frequent among the Jews, however, is not affirmed.
John Lightfoot (on Acts 5 36) mentions two men named DTUn in
rabbinic literature, with regard to whom he himself adds that
neither of them can be the person intended in Act.s.

Lastly, some critics have asked : If one or other of
the two authors must have been mistaken, why not
Josephus ' cui et in historia et in chrono3 No Grror
.
logia titubari et vagari non msuetum?
i n . J o s e p n u s . ^^^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ Lightfoot). Joh. Dav. Michaehs
[Einl i. d. Schriften d. Neuen Bundes.<-^n [1788] p . 6 2 / . )
formulates this position with greater precision thus :
Lk. dates Theudas correctly ; Josephus correctly remembers (from his childhood) that a revolt occurred
under Cuspius Fadus, but is mistaken in thinking that
Theudas was the name of the leader on that occasion.
Blass is conscious that such a charge against Josephus
would be inadmissible, but reaches the same result by
the extremely bold assumption (which, however, he
introduces only with a fortasse) that, in describing the
risingunder Cuspius Fadus, Josephus wrote either another
name than that of Theudas or no name at all, and that
his copyists, carelessly identifying this narrative with
that of Acts 536, introduced the name of Theudas into
his text. This identification would have been occasioned
by the circumstance that with both authors the mention
of Judas of (jalilee immediately follows.
Indeed our problem becomes still more complicated
than at first sight it appeared to be, by reason of the
_ . , _,
fact that Josephus, immediately after the
' .j^
' words about Theudas quoted above (§ i),
J
I, 9 mentions Tiberius Alexander's succession
"
• to Cuspius Fadus in the procuratorship
and the famine in Judsea during;; hi^ term (Acts 1128),
and then proceeds as follows :—
(A7tt. XX. 5 2, § 102 [Naber]) TTOO? TOUTOIS Se Kal OL iralSes Toufia
n. I ; SILAS, § 7 a). Probably it comes from ©edSwpos, ©e65oTOs,
or some such form, and thus the meaning does coincide with
that of Matthias (' gift of God ' ) ; but various other forms such
as 0eo5eK7Tj9, ©eoSij/xoyand the like could also have produced it.
0ev- for 0eo- rests upon a contraction met with mostly in the
Ionic dialect (Gust. Meyer, Griech. Gra7n.f'^) § 119; Schweizer,
Gram, der pergamen. Inschriften,
1898, g 8 2 iJ-; Meisterhans,
Gram, ner att. InscliTd^tenf^) § 1'.' i). If the accent lies on the
first element of the composite name as in the first instances
given above (of which 0eu5oTO9 is established in Attic inscriptions of about 200 B.C. and <^)ru5(opos—both with eu—from the
period of the empire, whilst ©eoSoros is already found in Plato
and r-)c66a)po9 in Thucydides), it is proper to accentuate the
word as 0eu6a? (see S I L A S , col. 4519, n. 2); if such a form as
^-^ivhduLos—a name met with also in Attic inscriptions of about
160 B.C.—is at the oasis of the contraction ©€v6as will be the
correct accentuation.
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ToO ToAiAaiov dvrjpeByjaav [Niese, dvrixBrjaav] rov TOI' Kahv d-jro
'Pwpaiiiiv dirocrrri(ravTOS Kupiriou TT}? 'lov&aCas TLprjrevovros, OiS
ei' TOIS Trpb rovrtuv eSrjKu>a-ap.ev, 'IOKCO/SO? Kat '^tp.uiv, ovs ava<TTavpioa-aL iTpO(rera$ev b 'AX.e$avSpos I ' Besides all this, the sons
of J u d a s the Galilaean were now ]3ut to death,—[that J[udas] who
drew away the people from the Unmans when Qulrlniusmade a
census of Judsea as has been shown in a former part of this work.
Their names were James and Simon, whom Alexander commanded to be crucified.'

^^'ith this must be carefully compared what is said
in Acts 037 :
jU.eTa TODTO;' dvetrxT] T o u S a ? 6 r o A t A a t o r ev r a t s rip.€paLs

TTJS

aTToypai^TJS, « a l d-iretnT^O'ev A a o r OTrt'trw auTOu • KdKelvos diTdiKero
Kal TTavres oo"0i. eirei&ovro avriu BLeaKopTrio'djfa'av'.
' .\fter this

man rose up J u d a s of Galilee in the days of the enrolment, and
drew away [some of the] people after him : he also perished, and
all, as many as obeyed him, were scattered abroad.'

(a) If Lk. cannot be cleared of the charge of having
made a mistake about Theudas it will be exceedingly
natural to look for the cause of his mistake in this
passage of Josephus, on the assumption that Lk. took
the latter part of the passage just quoted from Josephus
as referring not to the sons of Judas but to Judas himself. If so, it could indeed appear as if Theudas ought
to be placed before Judas as long as Lk. confined his
attention to the dating of Judas which he found in his
own gospel i2if.) and left that of Theudas out of consideration (see further, § 7 b).
T h e remarkable collocation, by which the two are mentioned
in the same i.irtler, has (since Keim) determined most critics who
are not shocked at the suggestion of an acquaintance with
Jitsephus on the part of Lk. to see here a proof of such an
acquaintance—a view which il is rather diflicult to a\ oid. Indeed,
so strong is the proof that it and it alone has led AVendt, who in
the seventh edition of Meyer's commentary on Acts had still
denied the use of Josephus by Lk., to aflirm it in the eighth
edition (1899, pp. 35-38); and Blass, who does not admit it,
nevertheless s a y s : ' n o n facile adducimur ut casui trihuamus
Theodae Judasque apud utrumque scriptorem junctam commemorationem,' and has no better way of escape than that
mentioned in § 3, end.

[b) As for the phraseology : the expression ' to draw
away the people' (\abv aTxoa-TTJaaL) in particular is one
that two authors writing independently would not easily
happen upon. Then there is also the mention of the
census. In ' obeyed ' (exreidovTo) Lk. uses, both in the
case of Judas and in that of Theudas, the same verb
which Josephus uses in speaking of Theudas (' persuades,' TreiOeD. It is specially important to mark that
of all the five passages of Josephus in which Judas is
mentioned (see JUDAS) only that which we are at
present considering exhibits these agreements with Lk.
Theudas's description of himself is introduced in both
cases by X^yetv, and the participle X^ycov which Lk.
employs Josephus has in his second passage.
The
statement that after his capture Theudas had his head
cut off was plainly too detailed for Lk.; but he uses
with reference to him the verb dvaipetv ['V/SLS slain')
which Josephus applies to the death of the followers
of Theudas [dveikev, ' he slew '), and to the sonsof Judas
in precisely the same aor. \>?tss. [6.vx}pi6x}<jav, 'were slain'}
as we find in Lk. Any one of these coincidences can
appear indecisive, but taken together they turn the
scale.
The last of the coincidences enumerated above is, it
is true, denied by Blass. [a) Eusebius [I-IE ii.Wi)
_, ,
, quotes the words of Gamaliel regarding
V +^f Theudas in indirect narration as follows:—
A I r f. f ^^ ^P^ Kara rbv 5x}\ovp.evov xp^^ov dviffxx)
'^^ I' Qevbds, Xeyojv eavrbv elvai riva, 8s KareXvdx), Kal TxdvT€s 6ffOL ^TreiaOrjaav avrbp SieXbdrjcxav:
' that at the time specified Theudas arose, giving himself out to be somebody, who was destroyed, and all, as
many as obeyed him, were dispersed.'
Although this quotation is far from being verbally
exact (notice ixreicxdrjaav and the order of the words
eavrbv elvai Ttva), Blass, nevertheless, believes that we
have a survival of the original text of Lk. in KaTe\v$7},
and that we shall be warranted in supposing the dvrjpidT)
of the best authorities to have been first introduced into
Lk. by copyists of the Bible, from the text of Josephus
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[dvelXsv ; cp dvr}pidT)aav in his section relating to the
sons of Judas), and vice zrrsa that the name of Theudas
was introduced into the text of Josephus also by copyists
(above, § 3). Assuredly a bold hypothesis.
(b) Blass considers that some support for this hypothesis can be found in the reathng of D* • ds SieXi'idij
avTbs SC avTov Kal ixavres 6(TOL iixelOovTO avTiip Kal
iyivovTO els ouS^v.
Not only, however, does this vary greatly from the rendering
of Eusebius ; it also appears to be the older of tlie two. This
has been recognised by Blass in so far as he t.ikcs up into what
he maintains to be the first form in wliich .V^ ts was written the
words au TO? BL avrov ( = eavrov) nx\d omits the BLe\vO-qa-av. It
is all the more reinnrkable to find that he refrains from proceeding to the natural consequence—that of taking the KareKvBij
of Eusebius as a modification of the BieKvBr} in L) wbich was
preferred after the BLe\vBr}a-av had been introduced fiom the
ordinary text into the text of D,
KaTaAiicti' will ha\'e been
selected in the process because it occurs in 7*?^ ^Bf. The converse, that D or his predecessor changed the Kare\v9rj (of the
original text put forward by Blass) which j e t was not followed
by any 5ieAii6>]{Tai', into 5teA.u^, might be hard to e.vplain.

(c) On the other hand it is nevertheless quite intelligible why Blass should h a \ e found difficulty in
accepting the text of D entirely, including the dLe'Xi''6r),
as the original. For D's text admits very readily of
being regarded as modification—not indeed of the
primitive text assumed by Blass, yet certainly of the
generally received text of the best authorities. The
dv7}ped-q Kal . . SLeXodrjaav has here been compressed
into one verb 5te\e(^7j.
If this SieKvBrjtrav had not lain before the scribe, the single
verb SieA.u0»j would never have been chosen. It can be applied
to a group of men who have been dispersed or to a thing which
has been destroyed, but to apply it to one man is not natural.
Only KaraXveLv is so used (r-. 39) ; but KareKiiBt} in view of what
ha.sbeen said above cannot be accepted as the original reading.
By the compression of the two verbs above referred to, however,
the construction also has suffered. T h e subject to fiteAu^Tj is in
D not merely os but also the plural as well, irdvres OO-OL eneCBovro
aii-w. and this same second subject receives further a verb in the
plural : Kai eyevovro els ovSev. The Latin translator of D has
seen that this is inadmissible, and has therefore taken occasion
to delete the *cat before eyevovro : ' qui interfectus est, et omnes
quotquot obtemperabant ei facti sunt n i h i l ' ; and Hilgenfeld
{Acta ap.K^t. greece et lat., 1899) has found necessary the
following punctuation — so completely inconsistent with the
genius ofthe Greek language—of the words of D which he too
regards as those of the true original: os SteAil^ auTosi BC avrov
KOL irdvres dcrOL eireidovro auroJ, Kal eyevovro els ovSev.
The
reason for the compression of the two verbs into one (SLeMBrf)
wa.s perhaps that the eye of the copyist before it reached dvYipeBj]
had already run ahead to SLe\v9rjcrav. Yet the addition of the
words auTos BL avrov seems to indicate that the alteration, even
if in the first instance it was due to an accident of the sort
indicated, was nevertheless carried out with full consciousness.

(d) Blass also urges reasons derived from the context
for preferring KareXvOx} to dvrjp^dij. Gamaliel's design
is to persuade his hearers to leave the apostles alone
[iv. 3 8 / ) ; bul if the revolt of Theudas had been
quelled by his being put to death, such an instance
would tend to show on the contrary that the right policy
was to punish the apostles \vith death. W'e are willing
to believe that it was this argument, whether by itself or
taken in connection with the oversight conjectured above
under (c), which led to the reading dieXvdx) avros 5L'
ai'Tov in D. But the argument is not conclusive.
Wendt (in Meyer's Comm.) has already pointed out that it is
not the apostles who are intended to be put in the parallel
position to that of Theudas, but Jesus himself as the head of the
new movement; Jcsus, however, has already suffered the
penalty of death, and Gamaliel therefore might all the more
assume that his followers were no longer seriously to be feared.
At the same time it is by no means indisputable that Lk. was
here thinking of Jesus. H a d it been so, to have referred expre.ssly to the fact of his death would have been very natural. In
point of fact not only is this reference not made, but in speaking
of the case of "Theudas it Is not so much as hinted that his death
was the cause of the dispersion of his followers ; rather are the
two facts brought into juxtaposition merely.

Thus the point of the comparison between the movement originated by Theudas and that in which the
apostles were engaged will rather be simply that both
at first had an apparently threatening character but
soon lose it, without reference to the manner in which
the change is effected. If this view is correct, it must
be conceded that the example of Theudas from Josephus
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is not in all its particulars quite apposite, and the
attempt of Blass to discover or conjecture another
Theudas who was not ' s l a i n ' [dvr}p40T]) but only
' broken' [KareXbOi]) must appear to be called for.
(e) But let us now for a little leave aside all this
argumentation and simply ask : What of Judas of
Galilee? What avails it to eliminate the death of
Theudas by operations on the text if nevertheless that of
Judas remains? True, Josephus knows nothing of i t ;
but this does not come into account, for Lk. makes
Ganialiel say, ' he also perished' : KaKetvos dxxwXero.
Against this Blass can only adduce the Perpignan codex
cited in ACTS, col. 50, n. 2. This in fact has for
dxxihXero in the case of Judas, just as for dvyp^drj in that
of Theudas, * dissolutus est' ; but must we believe that
the original has been preserved in a solitary Latin translation ? Is it not very easily conceivable that the second
' dissolutus est' is due to repetition by a c.-ireless copyist ?
And who was it who introduced the dxxiLXero in the case
of Judas? The dvyp^B-q for Theudas, Blass will have
it, is taken from Josephus ; but the dixibXero for Judas
could not at all have been taken from Josephus by way
of correction of a KareXijdT) originally written by Lk.
(according to Blass), for Josephus says nothing at all
about the end of Judas.
It thus appears that text-criticism is of no avail in the
endeavour to show that Lk. has fallen into no error or
6. Separation \° disprove his acquaintance with
of sources
J°5^P""SO""" "'^"t question therefore must be as to whether analysis of
the sources can contribute nothing to a solution of the
problems of our passage. Most of the source-critics
named in ACTS, § i i , have no difficulty in attributing
the mistake as to Theudas along with the entire speech
of Gamaliel to the author of their ' secondary' source,
to whom also they trace everything else that is inappropriate or incredible in Acts. The situation is changed
somewhat if, as Clemen holds, the two verses about
Theudas and Judas of Galilee were introduced into
Gamaliel's speech by the final redactor only. Clemen
shares the view of Blass as to the inappropriateness of
both these instances to the purpose of the speech, and
therefore assumes that its purpose had not been recognised with sufficient clearness by that redactor. Lastly,
B. Weiss, with whom Feine and Hilgenfeld concur,
regards only the instance of Theudas (from CXV^O-TTJ in
V. 36 to dv^cxTTj in v. 37) as being due to the final
redactor.
The motive of the interpolation \\as, he
thinks, because the movement led by Theudas, as being
of a more religious character, supplied a better parallel
to that led by the apostles than the purely political
agitation of Judas of Galilee. Even if this is not very
convincing, there is nevertheless this advantage gained
by means of Weiss's hypothesis that the literatim repetition of dv^csr-q which would seem clumsy if we suppose
a. single writer, as well as that of -ico-vr^^ 6CTOL ^Treidovro
avTcp, become less inexplicable. All critics who accept
separation of sources at all are agreed in admitting the
existence of the error in the e.\isting text of Acts ; as ;o
acquaintance with Josephus on the part of the author of
J. 36 they differ in opinion, and this is easily possible,
since separation of sources naturally cannot shed any
light upon this question.
(a) Thuswemust resume thequestionnt the pointwhere
we left it in § 4 u. Lk.'s acquaintance with Josephus
was in no case an exact one ; in fact
"^'r j ^ ^ ^ y^® it is sometimes denied even from a
Of Jos. by Lk. standpoint for which the chronological
difficulty does not e.xist.
Thus Schiirer (below § 8)
without holding the priority of Lk. in point of time,
says : ' either Lk. took no knowledge of Josephus at
all, or if he did he afterwards forgot all that he had read.
The first supposition, as the simpler, seems preferable.'
With reference to the case before us, he therefore
supposes that any knowledge Lk. had regarding
Theudas was by hearsay only. In that case, however,
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the remarkable degree of coincidence with Josephus
must he set down to mere chance—at which explanation
even Blass stumbles (above, § 4 fl).
(b) It is difficult to see why the following explanation
might not serve. Lk. had made notes from Josephus
in which occurred the exact words now common to both
authors. According to the order of Josephus, Theudas
stood in the first place, Judas in the second. Perhaps
in his reading Lk. had overlooked the circumstance that
Josephus strictly speaking was dealing with the sons of
Judas, and thus erroneously took what was said of the
fate of these as referring to the father ; perhaps, however, on the other hand he read quite correctly, but at
the same time made his note only to some such effect
as this, that ' Judas of Galilee stirred the people to
revolt in the days of the taxing ' ; because the instance
of the father seemed to him better suited for his purpose
than that of the sons.
If now he had never before
heard anything of ?. trustworthy kind about Theudas,
it will certainly be excusable in him if he did not retain
in his memory the date of Theudas (which of course he
did not require for his actual purpose and therefore did
not note), and (especially if the composition ofhis work
did not follow immediately on the making of his notes)
took the order of his notes to be also in chronological
order, and therefore represented Theudas as appearing
before Judas whose date was well known to him. If he
assigns to Judas himself the fate which according to
Josephus overtook his sons, this admits of being explained, on the first of the assumptions suggested above,
from careless reading of the passage ; on the second it
explains itself Even Krenkel concedes that Lk., even
without literary authority for it, could believe that Judas
must have come to the same end as nearly all the insurrectionary leaders of that period (see JUDAS, I O ) .

laborious and time-consuming in those days in the case
of a large work not then, as now, divided into chapters
and paragraphs or provided with an index ; we do not,
above all, in the least know whether Lk. deemed this
necessary, or whether he did not rather acquiesce all
too willingly in the suggestion that he knew the matter
well enough already without verifying it. We do not
by any means deny that Lk. often gives way to fancies
which a careful reading of Josephus on his part would
certainly have dispelled ; as for example the notion that
two men could be high priest at one and the same time
(Lk. 82) or that • the census under Quirinius which
Josephus plainly assigns to 6-7 A.D. could have c^ncided in date with the birth of Jesus. T h e question,
however, is whether Lk. read Josephus with so much
attention as to be able to correct these errors which had
already passed into his flesh and blood. If, for example,
as has been with probability supposed (see CHRONOLOGY,
§§ 59 / • i Q U I R I N I U S ) , he had already confounded the
census under Quirinius with some other, it could not
of course make any great impression on him if he found
it in Josephus mentioned in another connection than
that in which he had already in his own mind placed it.
[e) If we are to form any correct judgment as to Lk.'s
procedure with reference to sources which in our modern
view ought to have been absolutely authoritative for him,
it will be our duty to observe the manner in which he
uses the Pauline epistles. H e leaves so much of their
contents unnoticed and contradicts them to so large an

An instructive example of careless reading which no one can
dispute is to be met with in Eusebius (HE 2 i i ) , who reproduces
verbatim Josephus's account of Theudas, including the mention
of Fadus, and nevertheless says that it relates to the same event
as Gamaliel refers to in his speech. T h e mention of Fadus h a d
thus failed to suggest to him the question as to the date to
which the event ought to be assigned, a n d as to whether it could
possibly be reconciled with the assumed date of Gamaliel's
speech.

(c) The attempt here made to account for the remarkable degree of coincidence between Josephus and Lk.
would have to be abandoned only in the event of its
being possible to show that Lk. could not have used
Josephus. Not to speak, however, ofthe great number
of cases in which his employment of that author is
raised to a very high degree of probability indeed, if
not to absolute certainty, the non - employmgnt in the
strict sense is incapable of being proved. It is not
difficult, indeed, to prove that Lk. did not make use of
Josephus in the manner in which a modern scholar
does ; but all the cases in which he diverges from him
admit of being arranged under two classes ; either he
knows some other account besides that of Josephus and
prefers it^ (whether, in our judgment, rightly or no is
not the question), or he fails to use statements of
Josephus as to the accuracy of which he would have had
no doubts, simply because he has forgotten them, unless
indeed, perchance, he had never read them (for it is
possible that his use of Josephus may have been
sporadic only).
(d) Let us suppose, however, the case that a modern
scholar has read the whole of Josephus—or most of
him. Will he at the end of his reading be in a position
to say with confidence, for example, what were the
territories included in the tetrarchy of Philip, and particularly whether Iturasa (Lk. 3 i ) was one of them
(there are, in all, five passages in Josephus, not all of
them in full agreement, to De taken account of here ;

extent (cp ACTS, §§ 4, 7, 14 ; C O U N C I L ; R E S U R R E C TION, §§ 16-18, 2 1 , 23, 27 d, etc. ; SIMON P E T E R , § 3 ;

S P I R I T U A L G I F T S , § 9 / ) that even some critical theologians have supposed he was entirely unacquainted with
them. Yet this, if he wrote about 100-130 A.D,, is
almost more impossible than it would be on the
assumption of his having been a companion of Paul.
We could imagine that not every companion of Paul
became acquainted with the contents of his epistles
before they were dispatched. Yet this is a matter of
indifference here; for a companion of Paul became
acquainted, from his own observation or from the oral
accounts of eye-witnesses, with facts of which but a small
number is known to us from the epistles, yet in sufficient
number to show us how far it was from Lk,'s intention
to pay serious heed even to these authentic sources in
constructing his picture of the apostolic age.
(/) T o return once more to Theudas, it is clear that
in this case also L k . ' s divergences (above, § 1 ^ ) from
the account in Josephus are not decisive again'st his use
of Josephus.
It is very easily possible that Lk., as
Schiirer thinks, knew something about Theudas by
hearsay, and indeed that the reported number of his
followers reached him in this manner. With this it is
not at all irreconcilable that his collocation of Theudas
with Judas of Galilee and the chronological error may
be due to his use of Josephus. T h e case is not such as
makes it possible to say that every other explanation is
excluded ; but the explanation here offered has in point
of fact a probability that presses, and no counterproof
can be brought forward. As against it may be urged,
if one chooses, the contradiction apparently involved in
the fact that Lk. is found accurately reproducing certain
words of Josephus while yet altering so profoundly the
general contents of his statements. This last fact seems
to coimteract the evidential value of the verbal coincidences. W e believe, however, that this difficulty has
been obviated by the suggestion that the words in
question come from L k . ' s notes of Josephus (see
above, b).

1 For example, on the death of Herod Agrippa I. (Acts
12 20-23) I see H E R O D , § 12, end.

T h a t Josephus had been used by L k . was first aflfirmed
by Holtzmann (ZWT, 1873, p p . 85-93, and especially 8 9 / ;
1877, p p . 535-549).
See also Hausrath,
8. L l t e r a t l i r e . NTliche
Zt.-gesch.C^) 4, 1877, p p . 239-243 ;
Keim, BL 5,1875, p p . 510-513, and Aus dem
Urchristenthum,
1, 1878, p p . 1-27, especially 18-21; Clemen,
Chronol. d.paulitt. Briefe, 1893, p p . 66-69, and St. Kr. 1895, p p .
315-337 *. and Krenkel,/£7j^A7«-7(. Lucas, 1804, pp. i62-i74"(very
thorough). L k . ' s use of Josephus was denied b y Sonntag, St.
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cp H E R O D , § 1 1 ; L Y S A N I A S , § i b). or to recapitulate the

facts about Lysanias ? H e will have to refer to his
author again. But not only was such an expedient more

THIMNATHAH

THOMAS THE APOSTLE

A'''. iSi". PP- 622-652 ; Wit;suler, Chroiioloi^. Synof-iC, 1S43, pp.
I0--ID5, and Beitr. zur ll 'n>-di-::!/n^ der Er-a/igi ,'; /;, i S-o, p p .
101-104; Zusclilag, I'heudas, 184'); Schurur, Zll /', 1071,, p p ,
C74.582; liel.ser, Till', theol. Quartaisehnft,
1S96, p p . 61-71;
Blass, St. Kr. iSoh, p. 459,/.", and Acta apostolorum
. . .
sccimd II III formam Romannni,
Leipsic, i89'>, p. x v i / ; (c|i Acta
atostotoriniie lit. phib>/i\-< cr, I lutLiiigen, -i.>^')'^,ad Icc.); Rainsa\-,
iVisCiir.st L'r/i at Betlilehem < iSgS, ^52.-ho; Kcinc, yV/tvV.
Lit.'Blatt, igoo, 6 0 ^ ; Cross, Exp.T,
iSog-igoo, pp. 518-540.
P. \v. s.
THIMNATHAH ( n n j p n ) . Josh. 1943-

^ee T I M N A H .

THISBE (eicBH [BN], eiBH [A]), the native place
ofTobitj(Toh. I2).
Itwas siuKi-U-J ' at the right hand "—i.e., southward—of Kufitoiy
[PX] or KvBiuiV [.\] (Kadush) in G:iUh>c, and above ao-[cr]i)p
(Hazor?). X adds UiaC it was oiriuaj Bvap^v r\KLov, e^ dpiurepiZi' ipoyMp.

So far on the hypothesis that we have the Rook of Tobit in an
apprnxiiiiarely original form. There is, howevei, strong rcasLHi
to l>elii--\e that the stories of Danii,'! (in part), Ksiher, Jiidilli,
and Tobit. h.i\ e been systcniaticalh- altcied as rc-ards tlieir
historical and gei.igraphic.il names (sue Crit. Bi''.).
Tiuis tlie
addition in x represents i ^ ' ^ n "^xrriJ'O 3"IV^a THN, but this is a
corruption of ^N"'^^'] -~> '^x••.:^m', and tbe names Niizsson,
R.i/'i'icii'!. Sephet in It. \ ' g . come respectively, (ci) from p''D, ('')
from •:"N2"i (see R E P H A I M ) , a n d (c) from n r i i . '^'^J a n d "iv'^J
are liable to confusion : the original reading was probabl;- not
*Galilee' but *Gilead'—i.e. the southern ('.iltad in the Negeb.
'Naphtah' is a southern district so callud, ain.1 ' A s h e r ' represents the southern Asshur or Ashhur. See, however, T O B I T ,
and on another reference to a Thisbe or Tishbeh, see T I S H B I T E .
T. K. C.
THISTLE, T H I S T L E S occur in AV as the rendering
of the following words : —
i.. -"I";, dardar [rpiSoXoL, Gen. 313 Hos. lOsf), a.
word also found in Aramaic, Arabic, and Ethiopic, but
apparentl)' quite distinct from another word
dardar
which, in Persian and Arabic, denotes the * elm tree '
(see Low, 9 8 ^ ^ ) .
Being coupled in both places with
j-ip, kjs (' thorns ' or ' thorn-bushes,' see T H O R N ) , dardar
has been reasonably identified both in ancient and
modern times with the rpi^oXos of the Greeks—i. e.,
either a thistle or more probably a spinous plant of the
knapweed kind, such as Gentaurcii
Galcitrapa, L.
(Ascherson ap. Low, 427) or the more formidable C.
verutum (Tristram, NHB 426). Petermann [Reisen
iTn Orient, I74) reported that the name dardar was still
used in Syria for plants of the thistle kind.
2. For l a x , att~id, pdp.vo<s, E V 'bramble,' AVmg'- offers in
Judg. 9 14 the alternative rendering ' thistle.' See BRAMULE, I.
3. n'ln, hddh, is rendered ' thistle' in 2 K. 14 9 2 Ch. 25 18 J o b
3140, and ' bramble ' (AV only) in Is. 34 13, elsewhere and in
RVmg. exe. Is. THCIK.V iq.v.).
4. rpt^oXot occurs twice in X T (Mt. 7 16 Heb. 63t) ; the meaning is proli.ibly the same as that of O T -\'\-\-\.
Thistledown appears once in AVuig- (Is. 17 13), producing as
the result, 'like thistledown before t h e whirlwind.' But if a
definite plint is required, one might think rather with W . M.
Thomson 1 of the globe-like branches of the wild artichoke (probably Cynara syriaca).
When ripe and d r y in autumn these
'vegetable globes' are carried far and wide by the wind. AV,
curiously, gives in the text of Is, (l.c.) ' a rolling thing,' and in
the similar passage, Ps. 83 13 [14], ' a wheel'(see W H E E L ) ; R V
in both passages renders ' t h e whirling dust.' T h e analogy of
'^y^-gelid, \T^h.jill, would, however, rather recommend' stubble'
as the true meaning of 7J'7J, .galgal, in these two passages.
N. M.
THOCANUS (fl^.KANOY [B], etoK. [A]), i E s d . 9 i 4
R V = E z r a IO15, T I K V A H (q.v.).
THOMAS T H E A P O S T L E .
For the order in which
the name occurs in the lists in Mt. 10 Mk. 3 Lk. 6
1. The n a m e . ^^^^I;
^ee A m s I L K , § i (col. 264). In
the Fourth Gospel the name occurs
seven times, thrice with the addition ' who is called
Didymus,' 6 Xe-ybp-evoi AlSup-o! ( I I 1 6 21124 -Jlz I 4 5
2026^).
From j n . this addition found its way into
the Greek and Latin to.tt of Lk. in cod. D.
Formerly
the name was read also in Jn. 2O29 by the T R without
any Greek attestation and in the Vulgate of this passage,
^ The Land and the Book, ep,3~S. Palestine and Jerusalem,
ll2f.
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though none of the MSS collated
White have it there.

by

Wordsworth-

T h e spelling of the name is without exception ©cifiH,;, in
L a t m Thomas (only two J I S S of Wordsworth-White have frequently Tomas); in Syri.ac Thdnid (IJO-l'(' J,) .according to BarHehrieus, but the Nestorian vocalis.ation 'is The',',iii,'c
([ioolh),
preserving the consonantal character of x as in Hebrew ; the
Syro-Palestinian writes the Grecised fc^:,Jw"M30ti. (cod. A, J n .
1116 uaokaBoli), and for tsiSvisoi { . . o o o l t i'^°'^ C, 2O24
JiDO/i).
T h e Syriac a|>])cllative for twin is tlu'iiiul (Nestorian cbc',ctii,l), and scarcely differs in pronunciation from
the proper name, forwhich reason the explaiialiiMi u Aeyo/Aei/os
Ai'S. was omitted in all three passauies in .Syr. Sin. Syr. Cur. is
defective in all pa.ss.iyes of the (_iuspels where Thomas occurs.
But in both these S>'riac tcvts tlie name Tliuiiias <jccurs in a
]jaxsa;;e \vhure it is not found in the original tireek, namely J n .
1122; inslead of 'louSas (jvx it 'lOKapccbTri^, Syr. Sin. gives
rh,,itt,L, Syi. CcT. Juda-Ihoma;
Blass gives now'Ioii6ay[, ovx
CJ aTTO KctpvtijTou]. T h e Greek Ativ/io? has been preserved as
Didymus
in the Latin versions, but rendered no creszeiitz or
dubitos in the MSS of Lyon and Carpentras of the Provencal
\ersion and ein zwei feler in the pre-Lutheran (jerman Bible, a s
if it were = 5n/<iixo!"(see PPE{3>366).
T h e OS translates the
name a/3ucrtro5, aKaraA^jTrros /3a5uT>)s= Heljrew AV;;^;;/(Qinp, in
Pal.-Syr. timid), and SlSvfeo^. T h e meaning ' t w i n ' is certain,
but the original form of the Semitic word is much disputed (see, on the one hand, Olshausen, § 181^, Lagarde,
Uebersicht, 144; Barth, 182;^, n. i ; Ges.-Buhl, Lex.; on the
other hand, Siegfried-Stade, Lex.; Konig, 269; Dalman, Gramm.
TI2, n. 4). T h e question is whether the Hebrew word be te'din
(rather than to'em) or to'dm (in Arabic tati'am). Still more doubtful is tbe relation to the corresponding Ethiopic word. T h e
spelling ieyam in the Targums is merely due to the pronunciation
of X between two vowels. No example of the use of the noun as
a proper name older than tbe N T is known to the present writer.
There is no Thomas for instance in Josephus, but cp Phoen.
"j^^^-I^y M QNn cn CIS 1 no. 46, where also ©a^aos AjiSovcrcpov,
though the name became very frequent in all parts of Christendom ; for modern Syriac instances, see IVLaclean's DictienaryFrom the reading ' T h o m a s ' or ' Judas-Thomas ' for
' J u d a s not Iscariot' in Jn. I422, it is apparent that
_,
Thomas was identified at a very early
z. i n e p e r s o n . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , ^^ j ^ ^ jj^j^
of Lk. 6 and Acts 1. This is strange enough, since the
name Thomas also occurs in these lists.
Yet so it is,
and this identification has been maintained by Resch
(Texte u. Unt. A. 3 824 Jp.), who explains ' Judas of
James as brother (not son) of James, and finds the other
twin in James the son of ."^Iphjeus, taking LebbajusThaddseus to be different from ' J u d a s of J a m e s ' (see
J U D A S , 7, col, 2623).
This ' Judas of James ' has been
identified further with Judas (or Jude) the son of Joseph,
the brother of Jesus, and thus Thomas has been made
brother of Jesus himself
On the latter identification see
especially Th, Zahn, Forschungen, %3ififf., wlio thinks
that it is an invention of the author of the Acts of
Thomas.
\
Syriac origin for these .Acts has been
maintained by Noldeke and supported lately upon valid
grounds by Burkitt [Journ. Theol- Stud. \2Zcsff. 2 9 4 / ) .
T h e name J u d a s - T h o m a s occurs also in the .Syriac
Doctrine of Addai (see Lagarde, Reliquice Syriace, p.
42 / / . 1 6 / ; Greece, p. 94 /. 35 ; Cureton, Docu-nents, 33 ;
ed. Phillips, 5 ; Barhebrosus, Chron- Eccl. 82), and it was
doubtless from a ,S)Tiac source that Eusebius got his
'louSas 6 /cai GMMas [HE 113, wliere the Syriac text of
Eusebius has only Judas Thomas).
Ephrem Syrus,
too, called him Jud.as-Thomas (616 F of his works,
where the Roman edition printed ' T h o m a s , ' see
Burkitt, Texts and SlnJies, vii, 24). Others make Simon
Zelotes a brother of Judas or James (see the .Armenian
Commentary of Ephrem on Acts in Rendel Harris,
Four Lectures on the Wcctcrn Text of .-lets, 37), and
from this combination the other fact may be explained, that for Lebbaeus also Judas Zelotes is found in
Latin MSS in Alt. IO3, in Munter's Sahidic version, Jn.
1422 (see Lipsius, 8163), in the Latin Chronicle of the
year 334 (ed. Mommsen, 670, ed. Frick, 100, who
wrongly presupposes a lacuna between Judas and
Zelotes).
For the question whether under the ' things
S°S8

THOMEI
which Judas T h o m a s wrote from I n d i a ' (Lagarde,
ReliquuF Syr. 4 1 6 ; Cureton, Docu77ients, • 32) the
epistle of Jude is to be understood, set- Lipsius, 8194 ;
Zahn, I'orschungen, 5 i i 6 122 6347, n. 4. T h e 'Gospel
of the Twelve Apostles ' (ed. by J. Rendel Harris, 190)
makes him a member of tlie tribe of Benjamin, the
• Book of the B e e ' (ed. Budge, 1886) of the tribe of
Judah.
The legends that gathered round this apostle are of the most
fanciful kind and too intricate to be treated a t length h e r e ; c p
the Greek edition of Bonnet, t h e S>Tiac of Wright, a n d its
supplement by F . C. Burkitf^in Sttuiia Si7iaiticaSi 2^-44, z.nd
the treatment of these Acts in Lipsius, Die Apokryphen
Apostelgeschichten.
In the Clementine Homilies Thomas h a s a twin brother
Eliezer (or, Eleazar, see Lipsius, Ergdnzungsheft,
24), in
another list a twin sister Lysias (app. ad Chro7t. pasch. '1142,
ed. Bonn).
In the Apostolic
CoTistitutions, vi, 14 (173, ed.
Lagarde) the name Thomas is omitted in the list of the Apostles
by the M S S vjx, supplied between Bartholomew and Matthew
by oyzt.
In the 'Apostolic Church order or Third b o o k o f Clement's
Teaching of the Tivelve Apostles, a s published b y T. P .
Arendzen (in / . Theol. Stud. Soo) the order is (7) James, (8)
Nathanael, (9) Tliomas, (10) K e p h a s , ( i i ) Bartholomew, and (12)
J u d a s soft of James (the Sahidic version has ' brother of J a m e s , '
see Arendzen, 74). In the corresponding text (to be published
by Mrs. M. I>. Gibson in Horce Se7niticeF,\ 20) we get (7)
James, (8) J u d a s son of James, with (9) Nathanael, (10) Thomas,
(11) Bartholomew, (12) Matthias. A M S in the possession of
R. Harris agrees with the text of Arendzen (Gibson, appendi.x).
In the History of Mary (Budge, E T , 105) Thomas is said to
have preached to ' t h e Indians, ?.nd the Chinese, and the
Cushites, and (the people of) all the islands near and far' , . .
His day in the Western church is the 21st D u e , m the (ireuk
the 6th Oct., in the Syriac the 3rd July (st-e Nilles, Kalendarium).
On the 22nd Oct. 304 his coffin was deposited in the
great church of E d e s s a ; but this was, perhaps, only a removal,
as other sources tell of his grave at Edessa at a much earlier
time. On the church of the Thomas-Christians of Malabar,
which refers its origin to the apostle himself, see Germann, Die
Ki?-che der Tho7naschristen
(1877); on the character of the
apostle see the Commentaries on the Gospel of John a n d
exegetical and homiletical books. T h a t the legends make him
a carpenter and builder may have arisen from his association
with Jesus.
E. N.
THOMEI (eOMGi [A]), I Esd. 632 RV, AV Thomoi.
See T K M A H .
THORN, THORNS, occur in AV as the rendering of
many different words.
It is in nearly all cases impossible
to arrive nt a tknermination of the particular species
intended, and indeed most of the words may be presumed to be of somewhat general application.
1 ")^N, dtdd (see BRAMBLE), is probably some species of
Rhammus, M T in Ps. 58 9 [ i o ] where nat* occurs Is probably
corrupt. [In Cheyne's restoration the ' p o t s ' and ' t h o r n s ' d i s appear in asentence which mayremind us of J o b 27 2o_/C D u h m
here is more conservative. Olshausen's note, however, still
deser\es consideration.]
2 p^T\. hedek, is rendered ' b r i e r ' In Mic. V4 (but cp (S), and
' t h o r n s ' in Prov. 15 i g t . See INKIER, 6.
3. nin. hodh (2 K. U 9 2 Ch. 25i8 J o b 3 l 4 o Prov. 269
Cant. 2z Is. 3413 (cp 6 ) Hos. 96), rendered in AV thrice
'thorn,' thrice 'thistle,' and once ' b r a m b l e , ' is a word
which elsewhere denotes a ' h o o k ' (Job4026 [412]
2 Ch. 33 n ) ^; the D'nin, havtihim, of i S. 1 3 6 t is probably a corruption (Dr., ad loc.).
© has in three places
d/irai'^ai ( ' t h o r n s ' ) and once KVLBT} ( ' n e t t l e ' ) ; in 2 K.
aKav (accus. affa»'a[j/] but aKx^Lv [L]) ; in 2 Ch, 2f'n8
the word is merely transliterated,
6 x^f^^' "^^^ ^X'^^'X
[B], 6 0x0^, Tbv ax- [A], 6 aKX^-v [ L ] .
It is usually
taken to be a tall and strong thistle, such as Notobasis
syriaca [FFP 336), whose ' powerful spines' [NHB 424)
would explain the connection with the meaning ' hook*;
but some other thorny plant may be intended.
Arab,
and Pers. hawh [' p e a c h ' or ' plum ') is probably quite
a different word, and does not justify the rendering
' s l o e ' adopted by Celsius, l 4 7 8 j ^
See Low, it^jff.
4, |"i;i'], na'dsfis

THREE TAVERNS
probably a general name for a prickly plant or bush, r.nd connected with the verb j-yj (nd'as), to ' pierce ' or ' prick,'which
appears in post-biblical Hebrew (see Barth, Nominalb. 213).
5. Dn'0,jfrf;«(Eccles.76ls.3413Hus.2 8[Q]Nah.liot),denotes
' t h o r n s , ' ' t h o r n y branches,' or ' t h o r n y bushes.'
^ has in
Eccles, aKavBaL, in Is. aKavBLva ^v\a (?), and in Hos, aKoAoTre? ; in
N a h . its text differs from M T , which is corrupt (see Wellh, ad
loc).
As the etymology is unknown, no nearer speculation is
possible.! Xhe form mi'D, siroth, in one place denotes ' hooks'
(Am. 4 2).
6. Jl'^D, sillon (Ezek. 28 24, O-KOAOII/), a n d C'JI^p,
sallenim,
Trapoia-rpTJa-ovcrt'! (Ezek. 2 6). See B R I E R .
7. C'3i;, sinnim (Job 5 5 Prov. 225!) and (8) D'r^S, seninim
(Nu. 33 55 Josh. 2 3 i 3 t ) , are also general words for 'thorns,'
The former is rendered rpi^oKoL by © (in Prov. 22 5) ; the latter
^oKLBes. T h e Hehrew words are possibly connected with
njlipii, sinseneth, Aram. N3i', Ar. sin7i, which all mean 'basket.'
In Job 5 5 the reading of M T is not supported by © and seems
suspicious (see Hoffmann, ad loc).
9. r i p , kos(dK<x.vBa, Gen. 3 isE.x. 22 5 [6]Judg. 8 7 162 S. 23b l's.
118 12 Is. 32 13 33 12 Jer. 4 3 12 13 Ezek, 2S 24 Hos. lOst), is the
commonest O T word for ' thorn ' or 'thorns,' but is also (so far
as we know) quite general (Low, 198),
10. C\^p, kim>nos(Pxov. 2431 Is. 3413 Hos. 9 of). See N E T T L E .
i r . n^C', sayith (Is. 56 7 2 3 ^ 917[18] 1017 2741), a word which
only occurs in I s . , is, in all the seven places where it appears,
combined with TCC, sdiulr, and is probably of similar meaning
(see B R I E R , 2). J'ictrich (.4bhajidl. zur semit. H'ortforsch. 73)
proposes a derivation from HKC', sd'dh, ' to be waste,' but this
IS unlikely.
12. pa^ro? occurs Bar. 671 [70]. Cp BRAMBLE,
13. o-KoAoi//, 2 Cor, 127. See a b o \ e (5), (6). In Ecclus. 4319
H e b . is T£:D. For the meaning of the expression see P A U L , § 32,
E V E , D I S E A S E S O F , § 4.

N . M.—W^. T. T.-D,

THRACE.
A ' T h r a c i a n ' horseman [rdv Ixxxr^uiv
TLvbs Sp^KU)v) is incidentally mentioned in 2 Macc. 1235
as one of the bodyguard of (Jorgias, the governor of
lduma2a under Antiochus Epiphanes,
T h e opportune
arrival of the Thracian saved Gorgias from capture by
one Dositheus.
Thrace at this period was the general name for the
entire region included between the Strymon and the
Danube, embracing a variety of tribes (cp Herod.
53).
With the death of Lysimachus in 281 B . C , all
chance of Thrace becoming an independent kingdom
ceased.
T h e country became a lecruiting ground for
all who needed troops and could pay for them.
Thracian troops were chiefly light-armed infantry and
irregular horse (Xen. Anab. i. 29 ; ALemor. iii, 9 2).
Frequent references are made to them as an element in
Macedonian, Roman, and other armies ; probably the
name came to be applied to indicate a certain type of
equipment and mode of fighting rather than actual
nationality.
[For ®paK(iiv of ©AJ however, ipv* reads ©apo-os, and iP^t
©apo-ous; a n d it is, to say the least, quite as likely that the
Syrian cavalry was drawn from Cilicia a s from Thrace (cp
ARMY, § 7). As to the possible identification of Tiras (Gen, 10 2)
with Thrace, see T I R A S . ]
W . J. W.
THRASEAS or (RV) T H R A S i E U S (epACd^ioy [^leApciOY [V*^''i-], eARceOY \y^l
thrasius
[Syr,]),
father of APOLLONIUS, 2 Macc, 85.
T h e name may
possibly be another form of Tarsus.
THREAD (Pnn, e t c ) , Josh, 218 etc.
THREE CHILDREN, SONG OF THE.
(BOOK), § 22.

See CORD.
See D A N I E L

THREE-STRINGED INSTRUMENT (^hf),
186 EV"g- See M u s i c , § 3[4].

i S.

THREE TAVERNS (TRIOON T^BepNCON [Ti. W H ] ;
Acts 28 i s t , AV ' T h e three taverns.' RV ' T h e Three
Taverns.').
Here Paul was met on the final stage of his journey

(o-TTTjAatoi' Is, 7 ig, trrot^^^ Is. 5 5 i 3 t ) , is

1 On the reading in 2 Ch. see MANASSEH.
2 This word appears in Dioscorides (412) as the name of a
common plant. According to Pliny ("21 15, § 54) it had a prickly
stalk. Fraas (Syn. Pl. El. Class. 78) identifies oroi^^ with

Poterium spinosujn, a low herb occurring in Syria, the branches
of which terminate in intricate branching spines.
1 aKavBa in both Greek and Latin writers was undoubtedly
Acanthus spinosus.
T h e nearly allied A. syriacus is abundant
in Syria.
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THRESHING INSTRUMENT

THRONE

to Rome by a company of tlie Ronian Christians. It
was a station on Ihc \'ia Appia ; evidently, from the
order of the nanies, lying between Rome and Appii
Forum. From Cicero [Ep. ,id .411. 2i2, ' emerseram
commode ex .\ntiati in Appiam ad Tris Tabernas'), we
learn that it stood just where a cross ro.id from Aiitium
on the coast fell into the Appian W'.iy from the W. Tics
T.ibernae stood therefore \ery near thc northern end of
the Poniptine marshes, in the midst of \\hich Appii
Forum actually lay (cp Hoi-aee. S,it. i. 6 3 / ' ) . 'I'he . hit.
itiii. gives 17 R.m. between .\ncia and Tres 'Tibenuu,
and 10 R.m. from Tres Tabeiiia' to Ajipii l^'urum ;
Ancia stood 16 m. S. of Rome. These distances locate
Tres Tabernte at about 3 miles from the modern
Cisterna on the Appian road.
w. j . \v.

'Passover'). nD£3, pdsah, means ' t o leap, to dance.
The Pesah was perhaps so called because the Israelites
' leaped ' over the threshold after the special sacrificial
rite referred to had been performed at the threshold in
recognition of its freshly attested sanctity, or performed
a ritual dance near it.

THRESHING

INSTRUMENT

(3110).

2S.24.2.

See AGRICULTURE, § 8.

THRESHOLD. This is the rightful rendering of (i)
r^, saph (some scholars compare Ass. sup{p)u), the more
usual term (see DOOR) ; (2) :nro, miphldn, is
1 HflhTft^ir

'^

terms

pi'otiably the special term for the threshold
of the sanctuary proper (Thenius), i S. 54 /.
(Dagon's temple), Zeph. I 9 Ezek. 93 104 18 4H - 47 i (cp
DAGUN, §31.
The rendering 'threshold' in AV of
I Ch. "2615 17 needs correction (see A S L P P I M ) . W'e also
find the plural D'S:;. sipjim, ' thresholds.' So in Is. 64,
* .And the foundations of the thresholds shook at the
sound of their voices' (read c^Z'n 'ji.S', and cp Job 386).
We are probably to suppose the front of the temple
divided by one or more pillars into several entrances.
So, too, in Am. 9i, ' Strike the capitals (of the pillars)
that the thresholds may tremble.' The temple at Bethel
is spoken of These ' thresholds' had special keepers
(EV 'porters'), i C h . 9 2 2 2 C h . 2 3 4 .
Elsewhere the
phrase is ' keeper (or keepers) of the threshold ' (but F|D
may be used collectively) ; so, e.g., Jer. 354 2 K. 224
234 etc., for which in Esth. 221 © gives dpxt-o-ojpiaTo<pvXaKes, taking the Hebrew phrase as synonymous with
'Keeper of the king's h e a d ' ( i S. 282, © dpxi-<xo7piaTo4>i'\a'c' In Ps. 84II (if the text is correct), a psalmist
values even this Levitical office highly (nsiriDn, but 0
TTapaonrxelo-OaL). Gates and thresholds being sacred,
it \\d6 of course a privilege to guard them. But though
it is usual to quote this passage, it is doubtful whether
this is criticaUy justified.
Sacrifices for the family were originally at the entrance
ofthe home. According to Hommel, the Ass. sup[p)u,
2 SaprpH 'prayer,' is a denominative form sippu,
ness of thp ' ^^reshold.' In modern Egypt a threshold
thrp<?hnlH sacrifice may be offered to welcome the
X
incoming master of the house, "^ and, in
ancient times, Herodotus reports that
every Egyptian sacrificed a hog to Osiris before the door
of his house (248). Trumbull makes it probable that,
in the narrative of the institution of the Passover, the
words ' and he shall take a bunch of hyssop and dip it
in the blood that is in the bason ' [V.y.. 1222) misrepresent
the true meaning. nD3 might in fact mean either ' in
the bason' or ' a t the threshold,' and Trumbull prefers
the latter rendering ( ^ xxapd Tr\v Oupav, Vg. in li7nine).
To set foot on the threshold in a careless manner was
probably unlucky ; Trumbull reports that even now in
Syria 'it is unlucky to tread on a threshold,' and that
in Upper Syria the bride is sometimes carried across the
threshold of the bridegroom's house by the friends of the
bridegroom. In Egypt it is the bridegroom who does
this, and -in/ancient Greece and Rome, also in ancient
India, similar customs are well known to have existed.
Obscure passages in i K. I821 and Zeph. 1 9 can now be
understood ; also probably the name of the Pesah (EV
' So on the arrival of the new Khedive at his palace In 1882
(H. Clay Trumbull, The Threshold Covenant (\%g€), 7, quoting
Folk-Lore Journal, 1 92).
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_ In i_K. 1S2I, ' How long halt ye between two opinions' (AV),
IS adnuttcdly most impruljable. The revlsL-rs, however, not being
allowed to correct the text without ancient authority, could find
nothmg that was plainly better. But Klostermann has provided
the easy and natural correction ^"^^n (for M T D'pyDn). It only
remains to interpret the reference to ilie sipplm ari.L^bt. T h e
true explanadon seems to be, ' Ilmv long will ve leap over both
thresholds?' —/.(•., enter with the samu scrupulous awe the
s.inctuaries of the two rival deities, \'ahwe and Baal. And in
Zeph. 1 9 (reading 7\ 9i5 as in ©) we may paraphra=.c, ' A n d on
that day I will punish those who, though they leap with .scrupulous awe over the sacred threshold, yet bring with them into
Yahwe's house hands stained with cruelty and injustice' (Che.
JQR 4 0 5 6 8 / [1898]; cp J a s t r o w , / 5 Z 17 1 0 8 ^ [1898]).
See
further, Crit. Bib. Trumbull has already explained i S. 5 1-5
by the light ofthe same archaeological facts. The explanation in
I S. 5 5 is of course an uncritical guess akin to that in Gen. 32 32.
T. K. c.

THRONE. It will be convenient under this heading
1 T e r m s *° ^^^^ ^^'^^ ^e^.i% in general, the Hebrew
word for throne being applied to all articles
of furniture of that description. The terms are : —
1. kisse (NQ3, but nD3 i K. 10 19 Job269+), is apparently
derived from the Ass. kussu 'seat, throne,' the Aram. equi\alent horse' (ND13 Dan. 5 20, etc., cp Syr. kiirscyd), from which is
borrowed Ar. kursi 'chair,' being probably an earlier form.l
Purely colourless are the two terms—
2. mosdb (D^'lD, i S. 2018, etc., E V 'seat,' lit. 'place of
sitting' from ydsab), or sebeth (npC', Am. (13, EV ib., (5
KaBeBpa; and
3. tekundh (ni)3r\, J o b 2 3 3 ' s e a t , ' lit. 'fixed place'), used of
the dwelling-place of the Almighty.
4. ^i\p.a, A c t s l 2 2 i (RVmg. ' j u d g m e n t - s e a t ' ) .
Properly a
raised platform (Lat. tribunal, cp suggestum) upon which, as
Jos. Bj\\.\i
shows, the Bpovos (Lat. sella) was erected. In
N e h . 8 4 j37)/xastands for 7nigddl,' tower'—i.e., an elevated stand
or pulpit.
5. KaBeBpa, Ecclus. 7 4 (Heb. 7nosdb), cp Mt. 2112 Mk. 11 5
(seat of the dove-sellers).
6. irpioroKaBeSpCa, the first or chief seat in a synagogue
(Mt. 23 6 Mk. 12 39, etc.). Cp SYNAGOGUE, § gf.
7. Bpovos (in IB for i above), Rev. 4 4 11 16, etc., a state chair
having a, footstool. Plu. in Col. 1 16 as the name of a class of
a n g e l s ; cp Test. Levi,3, where they appear as in the seventh
heaven. See ANGEL, § i.

Such pieces of furniture as chairs, seats, or stools are
unknown to the ordinary tent-dweller, and doubtless the
n -D f
Hebrews first came to use them after they
* occupied Canaan (see M E A L S , § 3;^).
It is true that in the representation of Sennacherib's
camp before Lachish a kind of seat or bench is to be
seen in some of the tents, but this departure from the
ordinary custom is doubtless due to the superior culture
of the Assyrians (see T E N T , fig. i). As in Assyria,
Babylonia, and Egypt, seats were no doubt to be found
in every house in Canaan, and together with a bed,
table, and lamp formed part of the equipment of a wellappointed room (2 K. 4 i o ; EV ' stool').2 The word
used in this passage (kisse) elsewhere refers to the seat
or throne of EU the priest ( i S. I 9 4x3 18), of the
governor 'beyond the River' (Neh. 87, see Ryle, Camb.
Bible, ad loc), and of the throne of Solomon (i K.
10i8_^. 2 Ch. 9 i 7 # ) .
T h e reference to Satan's throne at Pergamos (Rev. 213, see
PERGAMOS, § 2), if the great altar of Zeus is meant, is associated
1 According to another view the r in the Aram, forms has
been inserted to compensate for the loss of the doubled .s (for a
statement of the views see Bevan, Daniel, 1 0 4 / ) . It is to be
nritlced that the form with r occurs in the old Aramaic inscription
of Bar-rekub (Zenjirli, B5, temp. Tiglath-pileser I I L ) .
The
same form appears to recur in Phcenician inscriptions from
Cyprus ofthe beginning of the fourth century B.C. (CISI, nos.
22, 44, 88), where D'DIDCI) I'SD. ' interpreter of the two thrones,'
is perhaps the e(ip.r\vevr-ns (cp Gr. inscr.) between the rulers of
Cyprus and Persia (see CIS 1 65).
2 But note perhaps that the hostess is said to have been a
' g r e a t ' woman.
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with the interesting question of throne-worship. That there is a
very close connection between the throne of the deity and his altar
appears certain, and it is not improbable that they were originally
identical. On the whole subject see Reichel, Vorhette7i. Gdtterculte, iff. (Vienna, 1897), with Budde's remarks, Exp. T
^ygdff.; and Clermont-Ganneau, Rec. dIArch. Orient. 4247,^ .
There are three main varieties of seats to be noticed : *
[a) the seat with neither back nor arms, (b) the seat with
_
...
straight back, and (c) the straight3. IJeBCnpilon. ^^^^^ed seat with arms.
T h e three
practically correspond to the classical sella, cathedra,
and thronus respectively. T h e first of these is frequently
represented upon Assyrian and Babylonian seals, ^ and
bears a general close resemblance to the primitive
altars and table upon the Assyrian slabs.'^ In a large
number of cases it is shaped like a square stool, often
with several cross-bars, though instances are by no
means wanting where the legs cross transversely, not
unlike the construction of the modern camp-stool.
These shapes are found in the ancient classical world and were
probably borrowed from the E a s t . T h e Greek term for them,
SC^poi, is used by ® to render kisse' in i S. 1 9 413 18 2 K. 410,
and in accordance with Gr. usage occurs in i S. 2S 23 to render
•mittah.
On the use of beds, couches, and divans, cp B E D , § 3.

Representations of the second and third variety
are likewise found in Assyria where they are often
accompanied with a footstool; cp the analogy of the
Gr. Bpbvo% and its Opxjvvs.
The OT references to the footstool (hddd7n. Din, ® VTTOTTOSIOI',
always metaphorical) would show that the Hebrews were well
acquainted with seats of this nature. On k^bes ip'2'2), 2 Ch. 9 18,
see below, n. 6.
The two last-mentioned varieties lent themselves to
decoration and elaboration to a greater extent than the
sella. They were frequently of the finest workmanship
and adorned with gold and plaques of carved ivory (see
IVORY, § 2).^ An overspread or baldachino was often
added, and a reference to this is perhaps rightly seen in
the ^aphrir (Kr., but K t b . 11132?) of Jer. 4310.•* A
common form of ornament was the representation of
animals or men, to support the arms or seat.
If Benzinger is correct in his suggestion that Solomon's
throne (situated in the Porch of the Throne, i K. 7?)
was the work of Hiram, it is natural to suppose that it
was based upon the familiar Egyptian or Assyrian
models. The throne was decorated with ivory and gold,
and was approached by six steps (cp Is. 61 ' a throne
high and lifted u p ' ) , at each end of which was the figure
of a lion.^ T h e back appears to have been adorned with
heads of bulls. The second Targ. on Esther adds many
fanciful details which are devoid of value.
On the text of x K. 10 1 8 ^ , 2Q\\.^i7ff.,
see the Comm. of
Ki. and Benz. In i K. 10 19 the reading 'rounded tl»p' (headrest) appears obvious, but we should probably read Sjy 'EfKlj
' t h e heads of bulls] ( ® Trporofial p-dtrgtav). I n 2 C h . 9 iS the
words have been seriou.sly misunderstood. 6
The meaning of yddoth, E V ' s t a y s ' (lit. hands, © X"P^5,
manus [K.l, ovKtlii/es, brachiola [Ch.]) is not clear. J o s . Ant.
viii. 5 2 offers ^vtiXarov, which means (d) the slats of the framework of a bed, (b) the rungs of a ladder, and (c) axle-pins (cp
I K. 7 32). Following (d) we might think of the slats forming
the seat of the throne, but the idiomatic ' on either s i d e ' (nTO
nTOI), and ©'s dyKmves in Ch. points rather to the arms. Such
arms are represented, e.g., upon the throne of A§ur-bani-pal
(Perrot and Chipiez, Art in Chald. 1108, fig. 28), and of
Sennacherib before Lachish (ib. 2105, fig. 47, cp Ball, Light
from the East, 193). What is meant by the two lions standing
by (near) the s t a y s ' is also obscure ; the words are omitted b y
©A in I K. 10 ig, perhaps rightly.
s. A. C.
1 See Menant, La Glyptique Orientale, 1, a n d cp S. I . Curtiss,
Prim. Se7n. Ret. 267-276 (1902).
2 C p the table in T E N T , fig. i.
3 F o r details see Perrot and Chipiez, Art. in Chald. 2 313-321.
4 See Hoffmann, ZA TW, 1882, p. 68, a n d on verss. see Field,
ad loc.
f> I K. 10 20 CHN t elsewhere nvnn- I " ^ Phcenician inscription from Citium in Cyprus ( C / ^ 1 , no. 10) mention is made of
the offering of an altar and two miN—^"•'^•i perhaps (on the
analogy of our passage) ' lions' (DlIN).
^ b 0 3 , footstool' (©L vTroTTofiiov, scabelluTfi) is for ty^D, a
variant of ?jy in i K. (emended text). See, primarily, Geiger,
Urschr. 343.
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THRUM ( n ^ l ) , Is. 38 IS RV^eTHUMMIM (D*»FI), Ex.2830,

See WEAVING.
See URIM AND

THUMMIM.

THUNDER (Di?"!, Ps- 7719[18] 818[7] l O l ? Job2614
Is. 29 6; Ppovrij; also, much more frequently, '» Vip, Ps. 29 3
Is. 8030, cp Jer.l0i3, plur. ni'jip. Ex.923, or D'ni>K n'Vp 828;
in N T Awj'yj Ppovrfji,

Rev. 6 i 14 2 19 6 (^povrcav), cjnavcu. Kat

fipovraC Rev. 4 5 8 5 11 ig, etc.
This most sublime of natural phenomena is represented by a poetical echo of primitive myth as the voice
of God, Ps. 104? Job 3 7 4 / . 4O9 Ps. I813 [14], and
especially Ps. 29. In Ps. 24a (cp v. sa) as his laugh
(see Del. and Che. P J . I-'). When, however, in Ezqjt.
10 5 the sound of the wings of the cherubim is likened
tautologically to ' the voice of El Shaddai (EV God
Almighty) when he speaketh, we naturally ask whether
this is not some error in the text, and the result is
interesting, for it opens up a vista of possible rectifications of early mistakes (see S H A D D A I ) .
And if we
lose the traditional reference in Ezek. IO5 (and I24), we
have still enough to show that thunder to the ancient
Israelites had a special sanctity as the expression of the
divine omnipotence (Ps. 293), and of the terrible divine
vengeance ( i S. 210 Ps. 1813 [14] Is. 30 30).
Thunder
in summer-time was peculiarly awful (i S. 12 17),
though perhaps the case mentioned is but a poetical way
of stating that with God nothing is impossible ; Tristram
[NHP 33) says, ' i t is unknown in summer.'
The
wise men of later times, such as the poet of Job, were
well aware that thunderstorms did not occur capriciously,
but were subject to laws appointed by the Creator (Job
2826 3825, cp Ecclus. 4317).
' Right-aiming thunderbolts' (Wisd. 621) has been changed in
RV into ' shafts of lightning (/SoAi'fie? acrrpairlav) with true aim.'
In Ps. 78 48 ' hot thunderbolts' remains, though D'flB'l more
probably means here * burning sicknesses' in accordance with
the requirements of parallelism. Another peculiar phrase, ' in
the secret place of thunder' (DJT] ir|D3, ev aTroKpvcfiia KaTac-^CSoi),
still remains in the RV of Ps. 817 [8]. Duhm explains, ' in the
cloud which hides the thunder and at the same time veils God
from sight (Job 22 13 f).' This is no doubt a worthy explanation;
but the Hebrew phrase does not appear to suit the parallelism.
On the so-called Bath-kol, see VOICE, and on the title given
to James and John, and rendered 'sons of thunder,' see
BOANERGES.

THYATIRA (eyATeiRA [ T i . W H ] , i Rev. I n ; iv
Qvareipois [ T i . W H ] , Rev. 218 and 2 2 4 ; ir6\eus Ovarelpcav. Acts 1614).
Thyatira was a town in northern Lydia, so close to
the indefinite borderland between Mysia and Lydia that
_ p ...
some preferred to reckon it to Mysia
a n d h i s t o ^•^. (cpacrLv).
f " ' f ° ' %^-,
^^ east
^ \ ' Zof t^^'",'"
" ' ^ a^
It lay
the Lycus,
tributary of the Phrygius, which river itself falls into the
Hermus from the north.
Thyatira thus was placed
almost exactly midway between the Caicus (N.) and the
Hermus (S.), on the great road which crossed this region
going to the SE., into the valley of the Masander. Its
geographical position is the key to its historical importance. T h e watershed in which it lay was, in fact, of
the utmost importance strategically, as it was the line
of demarcation between the territory of compedng
sovereigns.
For in 301 B.C. Lysimachus, king of
Thrace, and Seleucus I. (Nicator), king of Syria, had
partitioned Asia Minor, which they had taken from
Antigonus, in such wise that Lysimachus had the western
portion, as far as central Phrygia, whilst the remainder
fell to Seleucus (see SELEUCIDAE, § 2). When, subsequently (from 283 B.C.), hostihties broke out between
the two monarchs, the district in question would be of
great military importance ; and, still later, when in 277
B.C. the Gauls (Galatia) invaded Asia Minor and founded
their robber state iti north-eastern Phrygia (cp G A L A T I A ,
I Neut. plur., rot ©uoretpa; but the v.l. in Rev. 111, ei?
©vdreipav, is 'well attested' (WH 2 App. 163). Cp the case of
LvsTKA (q.v.). The form Thyateira gradually gives place to
Thyatira. "The place is now called Ak-hissar, "a large town
of mud houses' (Murray, Hdbk. to AM ii^).
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§ i), its importance was enhanced. Conscfincntly, we
find established here a group of so-called ' Maccdnnian
colonies'; and Stiabo describes Thyatira as such i
colony (625, KaroLKia 'S{aK€86v(jjv).^
The word MaceLlonian in this connection undoubtedly
implies, firstly, Macedonian blood and descent, and
secondly the nucleus of the standing armies kept on
foot by the Seleucidae Ptolemies, and other kings.
This nucleus of trusted troops was in reality thc renninnt
of the soldiers of Alexander the Great, or their children,
their numbers being continually recruited by drafts of
volunteers from Macedonia itself.In course of time many men who were not of Macedonian
blood would doubtless find their wny into these select corps of
guard-^ It is in this sense that the term ' }»lacedonians' is used
in 2 Mai:c. s 20 (see MACEDOXIA, § i ; THKACE). Ir is abundantly clear from the extant inscriptions from the rei;ion in wliich
Thyatira stood that the bulk of the colonists were ' Macedonians'
both in the sense of being men of the standing army and aUu as
being of Macedonian blood.3
The date of the foundation of Thvatira as a military
colony is uncertain ; probably it was subsequent to 277
B.C. The name is a comi^ound ; -^f/n? = ' village ' or
'town,' and the whole name signifies ' the town of J'hva '
(for Thya, cp the town-names Tli\'essus, Th\'ass\is [see
Ramsay, Hist. Geog. 114, 148, 437]).
\ \ ' e are told
that previously the place was called Pelopeia, or .Semiramis, or Euhippa(Plin. HN it-^i)—names which scarcely
sound historical. According to a piece of false etymologising based upon mere similarity of soimd, it ^vas
said that the name Thwitira was derived from Thygatira
(QvyaTeipa), because Seleucus heard here of the birth
of his daughter (^i^ydn^p). (See Steph. Thes. s.v.; and
cp Rams. op. cit. 127, note.)
The town became of importance owing to its favourable position in two respects.
(ff) It was here, for example, that Antiochus the Great assembled
his troops for the campaii^n which ended so disastrou.sly for him
at Magnesia (see SEI.EUCID>E, § 7) a few
2. I m p o r t a n c e : miles to the S. In consequence it submitted
ZIlilita.ry.
'o the Romans as a matter of course, and
was included within the territory made over
by them to their ally the king of Pergamus, Then followed a
long period during which Thyatira does not appear in history;
not until the time of the empire, in fact, does it seem to have
realised to the full the natural advantages of its position as above
described. Naturally it was only in a peaceful direction that
such could, under the empire, make themselves felt, as it was
not until the later Byzantine period that strategic advantages
. came again in question. A glance at the network of Roman
roads in westem Asia Minor is sufficient to reveal the importance
of Thyatira at this time. Starting from Pergamus, an important
road ran through Germe and Nakrasa 48 R. m. to Thyatira,
thence 36 R, m. to Sardis, and so through Philadelphia and
Hierapolis to Laodicea on the Lycus (Rams. Hist. Geog. 167).
\Vhen we take into account the fact that an important road runs
northwards along the coast from Ephesus through Smyrna to
Pergamus, we see that the order of names ofthe seven churches
is capable of easy and rational explanation, quite apart from
any question of political or ecclesiastical precedence. The
order is in fact simply that of the occurrence ofthe towns as one
follows the main road from Ephesus in a great loop through
Pergamus, and so down to Laodicea (Rev, 111).
[b) Thyatira owed its importance to its connection
with the wool trade, or rather the manufacture of
„ «
. , woollen <roods, and more especially to
that of dyed fabrics. This was always
a staple industry in Lydia.'* The 'certain wuman
named Lydia' {so EV in Acts 1614 ; perhaps 'called
the Lydian ' would be more correct) was a ' seller of
purple,' 'of the city of Thyatira'—that is to say, probably an agent of some great house of dyers and manufacturers in Thyatira (Rams. St. Paul, 214).
The dyers and other handicraftsmen in Thyatira were united
IU guilds (called e^a in inscr. from Thyatira, epyaa-iai else^ This is confirmed by inscriptions ; see Butt, de Corr. hell.,
1886, p. 398 ; 1887, p, 466^; CIG 3496.

THYINE WOOD
where, as, e.g., at Hierapolis), as was the case at other Asiatic
towns (e.g., Smyrna, l^plie^us, and Philadelphia). The Th^atiran guild of ' dyers' {jia-liGs) is known to us from inscriptions,
as well as the guilds, if ' cloakmakers'(l/naTeuo/xei-ot), 'potters'
(Kepap.eLs), ' brass-workers' (xaAxet?), and numerous others (see
Clero, l->e rebus fhyat. 92, quoted by Rams. Cities and Bish.
of Phiygia, 1 105 n. 2. Cp Bull. Corr. Hell. 10 407, and 1900,
P- 59=/)In the epistle to the Thyatiran chmxh {Rev. 218/.)
there does not seem to be any reference to this promi4. Rev 2i3 f. '"''•"• ^'"^^ °^ ^^'^^ ^^^^ "^ ^^^'^ icjwn, such as
-'' lies on the surface of the epistle to the
Laodiceans (Rev. 3 1 4 / ) .
Nevertheless, in Rev. 220
the reference to ' thnt woman Jezebel' ^ points to something distinctive and characteristic of the place. From
the context it is clear that under this figure is concealed
some fetrm of teaching or practice, or some intellectual
mo\e]nent, which pre:.ented itself as a rival or perversion of Christian teaching.
The following interpretation has boon sugL^^e-.stefl.
Outside the city th(-re stood the 'Zap.fiaBa.ov or sanctuary
of Sambaiha {^aixl^dx]), a Chaldean or Persian Sybil
or prophetess.^ Apparently this was sonn; form of
eastern superstition, of great popularity, if the reference
in Rev. 2^0 is to this shrine. ' Jezebel,' if (Schurer and
others) a definite person, must be the Sibyl of some
shrine connected with an eclectic (pagan-HebrewChristian) system. It appears more probable, however, that we should interpret the denunciation more
broadly, with reference to the prevailing tone of Th3'atiran
Christianity rather than to a superstition idolatrous in
origin and general content, %\-hich could hardly have
infected the majority of the church. In other words, the
expression in the message obtains full significance only
ifwe understand the church of Thyatira to have developed
some heretical or impure form of behef or practice, such
as might naturally be typified by a notorious figure drawn
from OThistory (cp 2 K. 922), We here touch upon the
relation of the Jew ish settlers and colonists in Phrygia
and neighbouring districts to the mixed population amid
which they dwelt. The evidence of the Talmud is clear,
that these immigrant Jews were divided from their
brethren and failed to maintain their peculiar religious
position {see Neub. Gdogr. du Talm. 315 ; and Rams.
Cities and Bish. of Phiygia, 2674 f).
The population
of Asia Minor was undoubtedly attracted to the religious
system of the Jews ; but the other aspect of this fact was
that the Jews became merged with them {see Rams. St.
Paul the Traveller, 1 4 2 / ! ; Co7/t7n. on Gal. i8g f,
where the position of the Jews in S. Galatia is treated at
length). Such syncretism must have had its dangers
for the Christian churches, based as they were in general
upon proselytes and containing a more or less large
admixture of Jewish elenients. It is to some form of
gross degeneration of Jewish practice and l.ielief that
reference is made in the epistle to the Thyatiran church
(see art. by Schiirer, ' Prophetin Isabel in Tliyatira' in
Abhand. Wcizackcr geiaidmet, 39/!). In Cyprus {Acts
136) and Ephesus (Acts I913) also we find that certain
Jews had abandoned themselves to the practice of magical
arts forbidden by the Mosaic law.
•

For a parallel to tbe church factions jiroduced by a question
about pagan Institutions, cp the case of C^orinth (1 Cor. 10 isf',
cp Ramsay, K.xpos, igoof', Zahn, Einl.2&Q^f. (also NICOLAITANS, col. 34III).
W. J. W.
THYINE WOOD (^yAON eyiON [Ti.WH], Rev.
18i2"|-) is mentioned among the precious wares sold in
the market of the apocalyptic Babylon.
The wood
intended is no doubt that of the tree called Ovia or Bba
by the Greeks, and citrus by the Latins (cp Hehn,
A'idt/i}-p/lanzen, 386). The former name would seem
to refer to the fragrance of the wood ; and citrus is
2 C p D i e d . S i c , 18 12, e<nrdvi^€ KO.L 17 MuKefioi't'a
crpaTLioroyv
TToKLriKuiv Sto. TO ir\i}Bos ruiv dire<Tra\p.eviov
eis Trjf 'Atriav
em,
probably a corruption of K^dpos and so points to a tree
BiaSoxqv T % crrparLas—speaking
o f t h e t i m e of A n t i g o n u s G o n a t a s .
of aromatic, antiseptic wood.
3 See on this Schuchhardt, 'Die Maked. Kolonien zwischen
-* TTJV yvvalKa 'le^ojSeA. [WH]; TTJV yvvoLKd a-ov is a reading
Hermosund Kaikos' in Mitth. Arch. Inst, zu Athen, 1888, p. if
^ Cp Hom. //. 4141, Ol? B' ore ris T' e\e<f)avra yuioj ^OCVLKL which led to the interpretation that the denunciation was directed
f^<-Vvri I Mjjocl? 176 Kdeipa. Cp Claudian, De Rapt. Pros. 1 270,against the bishop's wife. Cp JEZEBEL, ad fin.
" C p CIG 3509, eirl TOTTOU KaBapov, ovros irpo Ttjs vroAew? npos
'non sic decus ardet eburnum | Lydia Sidonio quod femina
rw Xap^aBeLOj ev roJ XoA.5atou Trepi/SdAoj.
tinxetit ostro.'
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TIGLATH-PILESER

The Bvla (or citrus) par excellence was a X . African tree
(Theophr. 5 3, § 7, Plin. 13 15, g 29), probably to be identified
with Thuia articulata,
Vahl., which, according to Sprenger
(l-.ricutrerinii^en zum Theophrast.
205), is a tree resembling the
express and growing to a height of 24 ft. In accordance with
PImy's statement (/.c), it is found in the region of I\lt. Atlas.
Ill the iia>'^ of Roman luxury the citrus was much used in the
making i,>f costly furniture ; the phrase ' atl thyine wood ' (Rev.,
l.c.) probably alludes to the great variety of objects constructed
from it.

to attempt to review either the private life or the pubhc
acts of Tiberius. Thus much is certain, that his life
cannot be disposed of in a 'cascade of epigrams'
(Beesly, Catiiine, Clodius, and Tiberius, 115), such as
compose the summary in which Tacitus gives his most
deliberate judgment on Tiberius [Ann. 651)-

TIBERIAS (TIBGRIAC), on .. narrow strip of plain
under a hill, on the western shore of the Sea of Galilee,
was founded by Herod Antipas, apparently not before 26
A.D., and so was quite a new place at the time of the
pubhc life of Jesus in Galilee. Its founder named it in
honour of his friend and patron the emperor Tiberius.
Though it became the capital of Galilee, it was at first a
purely Greek city, which accounts for its not appearing
among the scenes of the Galilean ministry. It joined in
the war of liberty, but yielded without resistance to
Vespasian, and was restored by him to its master
Agrippa, on whose death in 100 it fell directly under
Roman rule. T h e place came to be a great seat of
Jews and Jewish learning ; it was the residence of R.
Judah, the editor of the Mishnah ; and, though the
schools of Palestine were ultimately overshadowed by
those of Babylonia, the school of Tiberias was still
famous in the time of Jerome. On Jn. 6 1 2 3 2 I 1 see
G A L I L K E , S E A OF, §g i,

4/

Half an hour to the S. of the modern Tabariyeh (a
town of some 4000 inhabitants) are the famous hot
baths (now el-IIammeh) which are mentioned by Pliny
(HNoi=, [71]; Tibenade aquis calidis salubri) and by
Josephus [roh iv Tt/SepidSt depp-o'is vdaaiv, BJii. 216).
In ,^///. .xviii. 23, BJiv. 13 he alludes to the depp^d as
not far from Tiberias and as being called 'Ap.pLadovs,
' which being interpreted is 6epp.d.' It seems to be the
Hammath of Josh. 19 35,
See H A M M A T H .
This
Hammath is mentioned in Egyptian records {see
P \].i',s'ri\E, § 15, no. 16). The Talmud of Babylon
identifies Tiberias sometimes with the biblical Hamath,
sometimes with Raccath {^ee also Talm. Jerus.), sometimes with Chinnereth. See Neubauer, G^ogr. 208 ;
Schiirer, G ' / n - ' 2 i 2 o / : ; E T i i . 1143,^
TIBERIAS, S E A O F ( H Qd.h6.cct>. THC xiBepid^Aoc
[Ti. Wf^']),

Jn. 211.

See (GALILEE, S E A OF.

TIBERIUS (TiBepiOC [Ti. W'Hji is mentioned only
in Lk. o i , where the commencement of the ministry of
John the Baptist is assigned to the fifteenth year ' of the
reign of Tiberius Csesar' (T^S rtyep-ovlas HijSepiov
K.aicrapos).
Tiberius Claudius Nero succeeded Augillfetus as
Emperor of Rome in 14 A.D. , and reigned until 37 A.D.
He was son of Tiberius C laudius Nero and Livia, so
that he was only the stepson of Augustus. T h e two
chief autliorities for his life are Suetonius, who revels in
court scandal, and Taeitus, whose political viewb marred
his historical accuracy. Hence little justice has been
done to Tiberius. The Annals of Tacitus have been in
fact maintained to be ' almost wholly satire' (Merivale,
Hist, of the Ko7nans 7indcr the E7npi7'e, ch. 64),
and it cannot be denied that the satiric tendency,
' to take extreme acts as tvpical of the man, and extreme men as typical of the age,' is a conspicuous
feature of the book. Consequently, his portraiture of
Tiberius, the most elaborate analysis of character in his
writinr^s, is most often attacked as untnistworthy. W'e
have in fact, in accepting the picture in Tacitus as
historical, this problem before us — to explain how
Tiberius, who up to the age of fifty-five {when he
became emperor) had shown himself a commander with
more than ordinary talent, an orator of no mean calibre,
and an administrator of acknowledged sagacity, degenerated from the moment of assuming the purple until
he became that monster of cruelty and vice and
impotence which perhaps for all time he is in the
imagination of mankind. This is not the place in which
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Furneau-x, .Annals of Tacitus,
vol, i, Introd, chaps. 4 and
8 gives a careful review of the evidence, with an unfavourable
verdict, Beesly's Catili7ie, Clodius, and Tiberius is a vigorous
defence.
Champagny, Les Cesars, a n unmeasured invective.
See also Boissier, L Opposition
sous les Cesars.
For the
chronological questions in connection with the N T , see Ramsay,
Was Christ born at Bethlehe77i i and the articles CHKI.INUL'IGV,
LvsANiAS, QuiKiMUS, etc,
\v. J. \v.

TIBHATH ( n n a p ; MeTABHXAC [BN], M&reBee
[A], T&B&dk9 [L] ; Pesh. tebah), a city of Hadadezer,
i C h . 188.

Ste T E B A H .

TIBNI ('33R, § 79 ; see below on meaning ; cp Ass.
Tabni, Tabne'a, Phffin. n^DJl, Tabnith;
9I\MN[6]|
[BA], ea^BeNNei [ L ] ; Tlubni), b. G I N A T H , a competitor with Omri for the throne of Israel after the death
of Zimri ( i K. I 6 2 1 / f ) .

See I S R A E L , § 29, O M R I ,

Like so many other successful adventurers, including bis rival
Omri ( = Imri = Jerahmeeli), Tibni seems to have been of Jerahmeelite origin. His name is a gentilic in form, and probably
should be read ' B ^ J (Nebatite) or ' j r ^ j (Nebaiothite).
Cp
I Ch. 5 15, u-btre (in the originalform ofthe text ; see S H A P H A M )
Guni is a clan-name in the southern Gilead (temp. Jeroboam ii,).
.
T. K. C.

TIDAL ( 7 L n n ; eApfd^A [EL], e^Ar- [ D ? and A
in 09], e^AfiNE-^]' P^sh, td7-'il), 'kingof Goiim,'an ally
of Chedorlaomer (Gen. 1419). Nothing has yet been
made out either as to a king called Tid'al {or Tar'al) or
as to the ' Goiim ' or ' nations' over which, according to
M T and ©, heruled. The identification of Tid'al with a
supposed ancient name in a very late cuneiform tablet is
in the highest degree precarious (see King, Letters of
Ham7nu7'dbi, 1 p. liii; and cp Haupt, note on Gen. 141 in
Ball's Genesis, Heb, text, SBOT).
Sir H. Rawlinson
thought that ' * loiim ' was a corruption of Gutium, the
situation of which district {see K O A ) accords well with
the mention of ' G o i i m ' after Elam. It is certain (see
inscription quoted by Rogers, Outlines of Bab. Hist.
10) that Gutium was early subject to Babylonian
influence. If ' G o i i m ' comes from 'Gutium,' Tar'al
(if we may follow ©' ' ) may conceivably be a Babylonian name. T h e only word which approaches it,
however, seems to be targul, ' r u d d e r ' (Deluge-story,
97), which is sometimes a title of the god ' Ninib' {see
Jensen, Kosmol. 422). But 'seductive' as Rawlinson's
theory is, it is too hazardous (see Hal. Rev. sdm. 1894,
p. 279) to make g correspond to j; in -irryS [laga7nari)
and to J in c'lj ( — gutium ?).
So far we have assumed that M T and © correctly represent
the original text. But in the general failure of critical theories
based on this a-^sumption, it becomes reasonable to suppose that
Tidal and the other names in Gen. 141 are deeply corrupt,
that ^^'^r\ fEV Tidal) is a corrupt fragment of S^Dm' (Jerahmeel) and that Q-ij ((iuiim) as often has the same origin. See
SODOM, I .

L

L

"^^ ^ '

^'

TIGLATH-PILESER ("iDfcJpEinpJri, 2 K. 1529 I610,
np^S n^3Pl, 2K.I67) or Tilgath-pilneser (n?^n
np5C3^S, I Ch. 56 2 Ch. 2820, IDJ^pS DJ^n, i Ch. 626).
ip"'^ readings a r e : in 2 K. 1629, aXyaOc^ekKacrap [ B A ] ; K'7,
Ba\yad4>. [B], om. A ; l'l 10, BoKyak^. [ B ] ; aykaB^aKkacrap [A];
Beyka^aXatrap {\J\ throughout; in i C h . 5 6, Bakya^avacrap [V>]',
BaykaO' (^akvaaap [A]; 5 26, Bayva^apaaap [B]; QaykaB'. <}>akvarrap [A]; 2 Ch. 28 20, 6akya<f>ekAaBap [B]; BaykaB'. t^akva \ aap'.
[A] ; Bey\a9^akaa-ap [L] throughout.

In the ZenjTrli-Inscriptions -loSsn'^Jn and *iD''?E:n'";JP.
Assyr. Tukulti-Apil-esarra,
' My help is the son of
_ -J.
f^sarra.'
Esarra, ' t h e house of the
multitude,' was the name of the^temple
of Ninip, who was therefore called ' the son of Esarra.'
The strange form in Chronicles is, according to Kiltel
(Chron. Heb. SBOT 68), 'merely an accidental corruption of a familiar name at the hands of the
Chronicler or ofhis Midrashic source.'
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The biblical Tiglath-pileser was the third of the
Assyrian kings of that name, and came to the throne
2 Possible ' " ^•^^ ^'^' -^"^o'li'^K is known of his
. •
origin and parentage, but as he is called
ongiu.
-JJ ji^g Babylonian Canon Pulu (PuL, 2 K.
1619, etc.), it is thought that he was not of royal race,
but was probably a general under Asur-nirari, his predecessor, and that he called himself Tiglath-pileser un
coming to the throne on account of the renow n attaching
to this royal name.
Thc chief sources of the history of his reign arc the
inscribed slabs found in the remains of his palate at
3. Sources of ^'^'j^'^' ^f'* ' " ^ 'r^"'=" '^'^''^'^ '^I'P'-"^'history, a n d ' ° ''''''': I'f-"" ™ P ' " ' f™'" '''=^°"'^ ° "
accession
^'"'"^ smiilar, m some respects, to the
slabs. \\'ith regard to the latter, sc\-LTal
of them are only known from squeezes now in the British
Museum, where also the clay tablets referring to his reign
are preserved. T h e chronology of his reign has been
placed beyond a doubt by tlie Eponym Canon with
historical references (AT? 1 212-213), from \\ hich it appears
that he mounted the throne on the 13th of the month
lyyar (April-May) of the year 745 n . e , as successor to
Asur-nirari(II.), in the last year of whose reign there was
a rising in Calah ; not improbably Tiglath-pileser seized
this opportunuy to assume the supreme power. Whether
the fact that the Epon^ni for the ne.-ct year was the
governor of Calah supports this supposition or not, is a
matter of opinion.
The first campaign of this king, which took place in
the year of his accession, is stated to have been * into
4. History of l ' ^ ^ " ' ! ^ " °f ' ^ t ""^'^ ' - ' ''• • ' ' ° ^aby\,i. ..o.-t..
loma.
His object was, not so much
Ills reign.
.
,
,
, ,
The Aramaean ' ° ^on^"^"- the country as to break the
tribes
excessive and dangerous power of the
Aramaean tribes. In this he was fully
successful, and the Babylonians themselves, who suffered
from the tribes in question, thankfully acknowledged his
suzerainty. Owing to this success, he seems to have
assumed, from the first, the title of ' king of Sumer and
Akkad.'
The next year (744 B.C.) Tiglath-pileser turned his
attention to the mountainous district on the E, of
5 Namri -•^553''''^' inhabited by wild tribes who had
always been troublesome to the Assyrian
kings. This district, which was called Namri (cp
ZIMRI ii.), he wasted with fire and sword, annexing a
portion of it to Assyria.
In 743 B.C. affairs in the \V. claimed his attention.
The state of which A R P A D [q.v.) was the capital, sup6. Arpad, ported, to all appearance, by the king of
Kullani e t c Urartu ( A R A R A T ) , seems to have thrown
off the Assyrian yoke ; it had to be reduced again to submission. This probably gave an
opportunity to Sar-durri, king of Urartu, to march
towards .Assyria. It was therefore necessary to put off
the subjection of .Arpad, and proceed against the northern
foe, who was completely defeated. In 742 operations
against Arpad were resumed, and in 741 (to judge from
the Eponym-list) the city was taken, though tire Assyrian
army remained in the same district in 740 B.C. One
result was the annexation of Unki (identified by Tomkins^ with'.\mk), c district which had already felt the
Assyrian might.
In 739 B. c. Tiglath-pileser carried on war in Ulluba,
on the N . , taking several cities and founriing anrjther,
which he called Asur-ikisa (' Asur has presented '). It
was apparently during this period that the Assyrian
subject-states in Syria and northern Phoenicia rebelled.
The operations into which the Assyrians were thus led
resulted in the capture of Kullani — i.e. (according to P.
Rost), the C A L N O {q.v.) of Is. lOg^ (738 B.C.).
' 'Geography of Northern S y r i a ' i n .5Ci? 36. For the extent
of Unki see Rost, Tiglath-pile.ser, 1 p . xxi, n. i.
2 With regard to the identification there given, it may be
noted that Kullani would seem from lV.4Iu. 536a to be one of
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The question now arises whether Azriau or Izriau
(Rost)—/.f., Azariah of Judah—came into touch with
7. A z a r i a h Tiglath-pileser on this occasion. It must
' b e confessed that the frequent mention of
his name in the exceedingly mutilated portion of the
annals which scLin to refer to this period gives Tiele
justification for replying in the affirmative {BAG 2 3 0 / ;
on the whole question, however, see UZZIAH). All
the princes of middle and northern Syria now submitted
and paid tribute, including Rasunnu (see R E Z I N ) of
Dainascus, ISIenihimme(Mcnahem')of Samaria, Hirummu
(Hiram) of Tyre, and others, including Zabibi queen of
Arabia (see OuEB and ZKEB). There is no statement,
so far as the texts are preseried, that the Assyrian king
penetrated as far S. as Samaria, but the fact that he
received tribute from that country (ep 2 K. 1,519/;) is a
sufficient indication that he at least threatened it, and
had to be bought off (see MENAHEMJ. The policy of
deportation was on this occasion resorted to extensively.
The following year (737 B.C.) the state of affairs on
the E. called the .\ssyrian king t.i Media {mat Madda)
8. Media ^ ' " ' *'^ district, where he set up images
a n d U r a r t u °^ himself, and peace again reigned—at
• ' least, as far as the Assyrians were concerned. This left Tiglath-pileser free to march, in
736 B. c., to the foot of the Nal mountains, on the N.
of Assjria, where he took a large number of cities, thus
preparing the way for the conquest of the land of
Urartu, which, in the following year (735), he proceeded to carry out. He penetrated as far as Sardurri's capital, 'I'uruspa, and though, on account of its
naturally advantageous position on the lake ^'an, he
was unable to take the city, he nevertheless broke the
power of the kingdom of Urartu for many years to
come.
For the year 734 B.C. the Eponym-list has this entry :
' t o t h e land Pilista '—i.e., ' t o Philistia.' Schrader in
1878 [KGF r26), in consequence of
9. Philistia. H ' ^ / 1 3 5 , ll. I, Tiff., considered this to
involve a campaign against Judah, Samaria, Phoenicia,
etc.
Rost, however, thinks differently, contending that
the mere reception of tribute from the countries mentioned in lV-41, loc. cit., would sufficiently account for
the references to the southern districts. .As, however,
the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser, where they speak of
relations with Judah, have no date (the text being
defective at the important points), he foUovs the indications of the Eponym-list, which makes Phihstia {i.e.,
the small states on the shores ofthe Mediterranean) the
chief object of the campaign. In proceeding thither,
Tiglath-pileser, like the Assyrian kings in general,
would take the coast-road from N. to S. The name of
the city which was first threatened is broken away, but
Rost conjectures it to have been Ashdod or Ekron. Its
prince bought his reinstatement only bv means of heavy
tribute. It was HanClnu of Gaza, however, who was to
all appearance more especially aimed at by Tiglathpileser, and, feeling this, he lost no time in seeking
refuge in Egypt. ^ Gaza then fell an easy prey to tl;ie
Assvrians ; its treasure and its gods were carried away,
the worship of .Asur was introduced, and the ro}'al
throne and image set up in the palace of Hantlnu.
The entry for 733 and 732 B.C. is ' t o the land of
Dimaska'—i.e., Aram-Damascus. No doubt it was
AVi
P^'"* °^ ^he king's plan to subjugate the
states of the W., but he was also induced
to make this campaign by the appeal of Ahaz of Judah
for help against R E Z I N and P E K A H .

T h e appeal was

supported by the sending of gifts in acknowledgment of
vassalage. It would seem that the allied kings despaired
of resisting the advance of the Assyrians, and retreated
to their own territories. They thus played into the
the towns along the Taurus, implying an extension of operations
in that direction.
^ For another view see Wi. hficsri, b034f., and cp ISAIAH,
E O C K O F , § 12, n. i ; M I Z R A I M , ^ 2^.
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hands of Tiglath-pileser, who may perhaps refer to this
in his annals {11 227/".) as follows :—
* I n my former expeditions, I had counted (as spoil) all t h e
cities (of Pekah) and had carried off his .
, and he forsook
Samaria alone . . . their king . . .'
Rost completes the last phrase ' ( t h e y overthrew Pekah), their
king,' which is not impossible, a n d is supported by his revised
text of JVAI 3 10, no. 2, 50 28.

Previo\isly to this, however, as it would seem, the
king paid a visit to the Phoenician states to assure
, _ T» • himself of their fidehty, and ori this occasion
he may have annexed wide tracts of Israel,
including 'all the land of NaphtaU' (2 K, 1529). N o
reference to this, however, occurs in his inscriptions
{though, perhaps, as Hommel suggests, the -li of I 7
of IV.4I d, pl. 10, no. 2 may be the end of that word,
for the preceding line refers to Bit-Humria or Israel).
Rezin of Damascus boldly resisted the invader, but
on this occasion fortune deserted the Aramaeans;
Rezin took to flight, and fortified himself in Damascus.
A siege of the city followed, during which the surrounding country was completely devastated. A successful expedition was also made against Samsi, queen
of N . Arabia, which led to the submission of other
tribes of that region, as farasSa'ba (Yemen). Damascus
itself fell at the end of 732 B.C.; it is not again
mentioned as an independent state. The fate of Rezin
is related in 2 K. 169.

See D A M A S C U S , §§ 1 0 / ;

REZIN.

The relations of Hoshea, who seized the crown of
Israel, to Tiglath-pileser are treated elsewhere {see
-- ,
, H O S H E A ) . A third rebel against Assyria
12. I s r a e l now claims
„i„;„., our
„.,„ attention,
„*»^—,;„„ —™=i„
AJ;
namely Mi-

.and
, , the.
tinti of Ashkelon, who had been joined by
t t "^"^^ Metenna of Tyre,
According to Rost,
the Assyrian statement is^ that Mitinti
went mad on realising that he might soon have to share
the fate of Rezin. His son Rfikipti now mounted the
throne on account, as it would seem, of his father's
mental state, and hastened to reconcile himself with the
Assyrian conqueror by means of tribute and gifts.
Tiglath-pileser now sent his rab-sak6 (see R A B - S H A K E H )
against Metenna of Tyre, who, finding no other course
feasible, decided to submit and pay tribute. The rabsakS was also successful in bringing about the submission of Uassurmi, chief of Tabal, who, however, was
deposed, and a man named HuUt set in his place.
T o all appearance, affairs in the W . had reached a
satisfactory settlement for the Assyrians. Leaving that
13. Operations f ^ ' - ' f / ° 73^ B.C
Tiglath-pileser
• if 1, 1
found trouble awaiting him m the
in Babvlon. j. „
•
• i:> u i
•
.
-'
following year m Babylon, owing to
the restlessness of the Chaldasans and Aramaeans.
Nabonassar had been succeeded by his son Nabtlnadin-z^ri, who was killed after a reign of two years.
His murderer, Nabfl-sura-ukln, made himself king, but
was deposed after rather more than two months' rule by
the Chaldaean prince Ukln-zer (Chinziros) of BitAmukkani. At this period, the Babylonians proper had
but little love for the dominion of the rough Chaldseans,
and probably encouraged an Assyrian intervention in
order to get release from a thoroughly distasteful rule.
Tiglath-pileser therefore entered Babylonia, and besieged
Ukinzer in his capital Sapia, but without result. H e
wasted the territory of the other tribes, however, and
carried Zakiru, prince of Bit-sa'alli, into captivity.
According to the Eponym Canon, the Assyrian king
did not engage in any campaign in 730, but remained
at home ' in the land.' Apparently his army continued
the siege of Sapia, which fell in the following year.
The result was, that Ukin-z6r lost his throne, and the
other Chaldaean chiefs submitted, including M E R O D A C H BAL.\i)\x [q-v.), prince of the land of T^mtim ( ' t h e
sea-co.ast'). Tiglath-pileser could now celebrate one of
his greatest triumphs. H e proceeded to Babylonia as
the saviour of his people, and was universally acknowledged as king : in the Babylonian Chronicle, and on at
°^

1 T h e preceding pa.ssage is very defective.
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least one contract - tablet, he is called Tukulti-apileiarra. (This has i bearing on the question whether
P U L [?. V. ] was his official name at Babylon, or not.)
The next year (728 B.C.) found the king again in
Babylonia, performing the ceremony of ' taking the hand
^ .
of Bel,' which would thus seem to have
'H^^ ^,.. ^ been a yearly duty for one who claimed
a n a aeatn. ^^ ^^ ^^^^^. ^^ ^.^^ ^^^^
.pj^^ g p o n y ^
Canon mentions the name of a city, which may be Dir ;
it may be surmised that a rebellion had taken place
there. It is probably to this city that the entry in the
same document with regard to the expedition of 727
E. c. refers; after which it is stated that Shalmaneser set
himself on the throne. The death of Tiglath-pileser, ^s
we learn from the Babylonian Chronicle, took place in
the month Tebet, thus closing a reign, than which none
was more glorious for Assyria or more fateful for Israel.
Turning now to other signs of progress, we note that
the material prosperity of Assyria was well maintained,
I'i R "IH"
^^^ '^^^ ^^'^ ^^^ from the extant sculp° ' tures of the period that Assyrian art,
too, h a d not declined. When at home, the king seems
to have generally resided in Calah, but also in Nineveh.
Being more of a warrior than a builder, he apparently
contented himself with rebuilding and changing the
great central palace at C A L A H , which had been founded
by his predecessor Shalmaneser I I . , copying the Hittite
style, and adorning it with the objects sent as tribute
by Hittite and Chaldasan princes.' Unfortunately, this
building was for the most part demolished by Esarhaddon, so that the sculptures and inscriptions were
partly destroyed, partly mutilated. This, added to the
ravages of time, has deprived us of much valuable
material, rendering the records of Tiglath-pileser very
fragmentary.
Happily the order of his campaigns
is well preserved by the Eponym Canon with historical
references, though the meagreness of the entries leaves
one or two points still uncertain.
[As in the case of the articles SARGON and SENNACHERIB, it

is necessary to warn the reader that the basis of the ordinary
representation of the history of Israel needs to be tested afresh

by textual criticism, and that one result of this is that the influence of the N . Arabian neighbours of Palestine is seen t o
have been at least as strongly felt as that of Assyria. In P R O P H E T , § 35, it is shown that the captivity foretold by Amos was
most probably a N . Arabian one, and the region which wa.*? t o
bear the brunt of the invasion was that part of the Negeb which
was in Israelitish occupation. Similarly in 2 K . 15 29 it is not
the Assyrian king commonly called Tiglath-pileser, but J e r a h meel king of Ashhur in N . Arabia who carries away captive the
people of certain places and districts, which places and districts
are not in N . Israel, but in the Israeliti.sh Negeb. T h e critical
proof of this is both interesting and suggestive. I t entirely clears
u p the mystery of the three names, Pul, Tiglath-pileser, 'Tilgathpilneser. See Crit.
Bib.—T.K.C]
Rost, Keilschrifttexte
Tiglat-Pilesers
III. (1893); G. Smith,
Assyria
(Ancient
History
from
the Monuments),
-Ji, Jf.',
Rogers, Hist- of Bah. and Ass. 2 104-138 ;
1 6 . B i b l i o g r a p h y . Murdter-Delitzsch, Gesch. von Bab. u.
Ass. 1 7 7 / ( 1 8 9 1 ) ; Hommel, GBA ti,ijff.
(1885); Schrader, ' Z u r Kritik d. inschr. Tiglat-Pilesers H . '
(Kgl. Pr. Akad. der Wiss. 1881); COT 1213ff. 242ff.-, KB
vol. 2.
T. G. P.

TIGRIS (^i3in). Gen. 214 RV™ff-, Dan. IO4 RV^^^-;
EV H I D D E K E L

[q.v.).

TIKVAH {njpn ' h o p e , ' § 7 4 ; eeKOye [AL]—z.tf.,
TEKOA).
1. Father of S H A L L U M (2), 2 K. 22 14 (BeKKovav [B], -KKOVS [A]),
Cp TiKVATH.
2. Father of J A H A Z I A H , Ezra 1015 (ekKeia [BK]); in i Esd.
914 he is called THEOCANUS, R V T H O C A N U S (doKavov [E] Bta.
[A]).

TIKVATH, RV T O K H A T H ( n n p i H , K t . ; Dnpri,
kre), father of SHALLUM (2), 2 Ch. 3422 (KaBovaX [B], ^aKova.B'
[A], eeKtoe [L]). See TiKVAH.
TILE,
{ i ) F o r HJl*?, Fbendh,
nAlNeoc
(Ezek.
411), see B R I C K . (2) For Kepap-os (Lk. 5 ig), see H O U S E , § 4.
^ According to F r d . Delitzsch, however, the palace built b y
Tiglath-pileser I I I . was on the \V. side of the great terrace of
Calah, beside that of Shalmaneser I .
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TIMOTHY

TILGATH-PILNESER (IDN^'TB nj'r'n I,
5626 2Ch. 2S20.
pendi.x).

I Ch.
See TIGLATH-piLESEK (with a p -

TiLON (ii'?''ii, Kt. ]'h'\n-. iNWN [B], eiAcoN [A],
ecoAeiM [L]), son of SHIMON a Judahite (i Ch. i a o f ) .
TIffl.ffiUS

(TIMAIOC

AVTimeus,

[Ti. W H ] ) , Ml<. IO46 RV,

See H.VRTIM.EUS.

TIMBREL (fl'n, tbph), Ex. 152o, etc.
and see Music, § 3(1).
TIME.

Cp TABRET,

See CHRONOLOGY; also D A Y , M O N T H ,

Jerusalem. The topographical notices in Jos. BJiv. 81
confirm the view that this Timnah or Thamna is the
northern Tibneh, a village about 10 m. N W . of Bethel,
with extensi\e ruins which have been described at
length by G u ^ i n [Sam. 2 8 9 / : ) . (:p Clermont Ganneau, PEFQ, 1875, p. 169; Schiirer, G/72138.
TIMNATH-HERES (DlH D^pri, as if 'Portion of
the Sun,' sec N A M K S , § 9 5 ; Ju<|^', 2 9 Bap-vaBapes [BL],
eo.p.va3ap-eiiis [A], aiso cailcd in Jush. li) 50 :;J4 30 T l m n a t h SOrah (nnn r^^^n ; 6apapxapT}s [B], Oapvaa-apax [Ba. mg.]^
BapvaBcrapa [A], BapvaBaa-ap [L] iii I'.t =,'> ; BapvaBaa-axapa [B],
Bapvaoraxap [A\, Bapi'adfT. [L], in '2-i ^oj.

\ \ ' E E K . YEAR.

A locality ' i n Mt. Ephraim on the N. side of the
Alt. GAAMI ' (q-V.). According to the book of Joshua
it was assigned to Joshua at his own request ; he
fortified the city, dwelt there, and was buried there.
TIMNA a'^-^n. r r o n , § 54 ; GAAANA [ B . - \ D E L ] ) in
The place has been identified with the modern Tibneh
Gen. ••>t) 12 ranks as the concubine of Elipha/, b. Esau
(see TiMNWH, 3), where, on the N. slope of the hill to
and mother of Amalek ; but in i Ch. 1 56 Timna and
the S,, are some remarkable tombs described Ijy Gu(^rin
.\rnalek are among the sons of Eliphaz (so (!?'-; but tp'',
(So/n. 289-104). This, howev(-r, assumes that there is
(fai rrjs Saccva a,aa\);\' ; (J? ^ da-p-va Se ij iraWaKT] eXccpa^ only one Ephraim, whereas the probability is that there
frfKec ai'ri; rdv aua\j;\i. Timna appears, however, as
was a second Ephraim ( —Jerahmeel) in the Xegeb.
the sister of Lotan b. Seir (see L O T ) in Gen. 8622 i Ch.
The alternative identillcEition with Kefr Harith (a small
I39 {ai\a6 KO-l vapcvcx [B], cxde\cpr] 5^ Xwrac dapva [-V],village NIL. of Tibneh), propoaed by Conder, has only the
support of a late Jewish and Mo.slem media;val tradition (see
/cai d.\ d. [ L ] ) ; and as an Edomite phylarch or rather
ZDPV^i^ff.
Gigsff., and cp Goldziher, PEEQ, 1879, pp.
clan in Gen. 8640 i Ch. I s i {dacpcav [B], da-pcava. [A] ; '^93 ff')- If 3,lso implies the correctness o^ -heres, whereas Josh.
in tjen. E\', against rule, gives TIMN.VII).
(li.c.) gives -serah, which i^ hardly to be treated as a deliberate
TIMES, OBSERVER
See DiviN'ATio.N, 3 (2).

OF (pWD),

Dt. I810, etc.

These inconsistencies are not surprising (see G E N E A L O G I E S .
§ i). Perhaps, however, Gunkel is right in supposing th^it Gen
3lii2a (Timna a concubine) is a later insertion in P . Cp
AMALEK, § 4.

TIMNAH (n:nn; ec\v\N<\ [BAL]; also nnjpn,
Josh. 1943 Judg. 1 4 1 2 5 ; i.e., ' allotted portion ').
X. A town in the hill-country of Judah, in the same
group with Maon and Carmel (Josh. 15 57; 6ap.vada
[B]), and therefore not to be identified with Tib7ieh or
Til>nah, 4 h. \V. of Bethlehem.
There must have
been a Timnah SE. of Hebron. Most scholars have
supposed this place to be intended in Gen. 3812-14
[da.Lp.va [A] in v. 12 ; dapLvav [L] in v. 14), but
the emended reading of the first place-name in v. 14
(see TAPPUAH, I ) favours the view that the Timnah
(see below, 2) of Josh. I S i o J u d g . l i i is meant. T h e
gentilic of this Timnah, ' T i m n i , ' seems to occur, miswritten as T E M E N I [q.v.), or Tim^ni, in r Ch. 46.
2. (AV Timnath, and once, Josh. I943, Tiii^tNATHAH, where © varies as in 15 57 [see above]. In
Judg. dapLvada [BAL]. T h e gentilic '];rn, 6a/j.vet [B],
dap^vadaiov [AL], Timnite, Judg. 156.) A place on
the northern frontier of Judah (Josh. 1510, where
© has ixrl Xi^a [BL], 4xrl vtrrov [A]), assigned to
Dan in Josh. I943, but according to Judg. 14 inhabited by Philistines in the pre-regal period. T h e
latter narrative describes most graphically an occasion
on which Samson ' went down to Timnah ' (Judg. 141)
from Zorah.
T h e Chronicler includes it among the
cities tai^en from Ahaz by the Philistines (2 Ch. 2818 ;
om. ©I-l, and the contemporary evidence of Sennacherib in the ' Prism-inscription' [KB2g2f.)
records
that king's capture of Tamna after the battle of Altaku
before he laid siege to Amkaruna or Ekron. Timnah
is now represented by the village of Tibneh, on the S.
side ofthe Wady Sarar, 2 m. W. of'Ain Shems (Bethshemesh) and a little farther to the SW. of Sarah
(Zorah). T h e site, however, has been robbed of threefourths of its ruins by the builders of a neighbouring
village (Guerin, Jud. 230f).
But cp ZORAH.
3. A third Timnah (possibly the same as T I M N A T H HERES) may

be recognised

in

the T H A M N A T H A

of

I Macc. 950 (on the readings, see PIRATHOX), which
was one of the Juclrean cities fortified by Bacchides. It
is doubtless the Thamna mentioned by Josephus [BJ
iii- 35) and Pliny [HNv. I470) as giving name to one
of the toparchies (the Thamnitica) of Judsea, and incorrectly described by Eusebius and Jerome (OS2603
1566) as being in the district of Lydda on the road to
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metathesis (so Moore).
But possibly Q-in (whence by error nio) comes from -.nc'—i-'^-,
nin^K (this also accounts best for ' M u u n t Heres'). This will
become still more probable if ' N u n ' in ' J o s h u a son of N u n '
should really be Nahshon l (apparently a Rehobothite or Jerahmeelite n:une). Joshua surely represents a clan of the Negeb ;
see J O S H L'.\. It is also important that Eleazar son of Aaron (apparently a kinsman of Joshua), is said to have been buried in Gibeathpinehas, 'which was given him [omit ij^] in Mt, Ephraim,' for
pi\ne]has is not improbably another corruption of Jerahme'el.
See P H I N E H A S .

T . K . C.

TIMON (riAAtON [Ti. W H ] ) , one of the seven
deacons (Acts 65). He has a Greuk name and was
perhaps a Hellenist. Traditions contained in PseudoDorotheus and Pseudo-Hippolj'tus make him bishop of
Bostra in Arabia, and according to the former he
suffered martyrdom by burning at the hands of the
heathen.
TIMOTHEUS (TiMOeeoc [AXV]). i. An Ammonite ' leader ; whether an Ammonite with a Greek
name, or a Greek who had been put by the Syrian
general in command of the Anamonites is unknown.
He was defeated on various occasions by Judas the
Maccabee; first in the campaign w-hich resulted
in the capture of Jazer, and again in that which
included the battles of Dathema and Raphon and
the relief of Bosora, Bosor, Alema, Casphor, Maked
and Carnaim ( i Macc. 56-i2 24-44). He is also mentioned in 2 Macc. 8?o 32 93 IO24 32 37 122 10 18-21 24,
where the scene is transferred to Western Palestine and
a chronology implied which has suggested to many
scholars that a different person must be intended. T h e
most probable explanation of the discrepancies, however,
is that suggested under MACCAIWCES (SECOND), §§ 2, 3 ;

col. 2870 middle, col. 2871, viz., the inadequacy of the
sources, and the uncritical character of the compiler, of
that book.
.c. See TIMOTHY.

TIMOTHY

^

Birlliplace, etc. (§ i).
Journeys (§§ 3-5).
, Circumcision (§ 1)An autlior? (§ 6).
Traditions (§ 7).

This Hellenistic name (see TIMOTHEUS) is in tire
N T (TiMoeeoc [Ti.WH]) borne by one of Paul's
younger companions who was connected with, and
probably born at, LYSTKA {§ 3) in Lycaonia, where the
apostle first came across him.
In .'\cts 16 I C-KCC is epexegetic of Kat ei? AvVrpar-, and the text
1 For a parallel cp ^n in Z-Zis. ^."l, ^vllich may represent SDIH ;
see TET.-AHIR.
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of 20 4 is too secure to justify a n y alteration which ( G A I U S , 2)
would connect Aep^dlos with Tip.6Beos, identifying this Gaius
with the Macedonian of the same common name (1829) from
whom in all likelihood the epithet Aepfiaios is expressly intended
to distinguish him. Cp Holtzmann, Die Pastoralbriefe,
65 f
(1880).
T h e diminished strictness of local Judaism (PHKYGi A,
§ 3) is betrayed by two features in the Lystran housep. ., ,
hold where Timothy was brought up ; his
• } .
p ace jg^j^i^ mother had married «. pagan,
^ ' and their son was allowed to reach manhood uncircumcised.
His father, it has been conjectured, died during the boy's early years ; this is
corroborated at any rate by the absence of all reference
to him as well as by the strong influence assigned in
reliable tradition to the lad's mother ( E D U C A T I O N , § 5)
and (maternal?) grandmother, even though we hesitate
to lay stress on the slight textual evidence for Eunice's
widowhood ( A c t s l B i , add xijpas 25 : x- for 'louSai'as,
gig. fu.), or even on the tense of vTXx\pxev (fuerat,
A c t s l 6 3 ; vxrdpxeL would have been used, had he been
alive [Blass])
Whether her husband was among ' the
men that worship G o d ' [ae^bp-evoi rbv Qeov) or not,
Eunice (ActslGi, cp v. 15) seems to have become a
Christian at Paul's first visit to Lystra (Acts 14 6 /
20-22),
Later notices, embodying a tradition which
there is no reason to suspect, indicate that her mother
Lois had assisted her to train ^ the lad in the knowledge
and piety of the O T previous to their joint conversion
(2 Tim. I 5 314/1, cp I Tim. 54) ; and it may be inferred
that their influence subsequently brought Timothy over
to the new faith some time before the return of Paul a
couple of years or so later.
Passages like i Cor. 417
{contrast v. 15), 2 T i m . 2 i , etc., refer to kinship of
spirit, and P h i l 2 22 e.xpressly identifies Timothy's
' genuine sonship' with his loyal service to Paul, not
with spiritual parentage.
At any rate his intimate
connection with Paul dates from the latter's second tour
with Silas, when, he found the young Lystran not a
neophyte but a full member (/.ta^T^riJs) of the local
church.

variations—generally regards the story as an invention of the
author, introduced in order to illustrate what he conceived was
or should have been Paul's deferential and conciliatory attitude
towards Jewish-Christian scruples.
But the existence of a
strong Timothy-tradition in the later church makes it hard to
believe that a strange story like this could be spread not long
after Timothy's death, if it did not correspond to fact. And
psychological reasons can be adduced which render the tradition
fairly acceptable (cp Renan, S. Paul, 125, 313 ; Hort, Jud.
Christ. 55 f).
Paul, either before or after the conference at
Jerusalem, was independent of petty scruples against or for
circumcision, which he probably regarded as among the
adiaphora (1 Cor. 7 18). Particularly in the case of a half-caste
or semi-Jew like Timothy, where no principle was at stake,
Paul could not have felt bound to abstain from circumcision, if
it promoted effectiveness, any more than to insist upon it
uniformly. His liberal views (cp R o m . 2 2^f 14 13-21) left him
free to act upon his own judgment and to decide any case upon
its merits, free even to accommodate himself to scruples felt by
J e w s when such accommodation could not fairly (yet cp Gal.
5 II, and R a m s . Hist. Comm. Galat., % 8) be misunderstood.
Timothy's circumcision was a matter of convenience, not of
principle; and Paul would make that perfectly clear before
permitting his friend to become legally a J e w to save the Jews.l
Upon the whole, therefore, there is a distinct case to be made
out on behalf of the historicity of this paragraph, as against
the plausible but somewhat arbitrary view that it represents a
make-weight to Gal. 2 3_/r T h e case of Titus was entirely
diiferent. And it is one thing for a writer to omit an awkward
fact, another and a much more serious thing—requiring greater
motives and historical justification than can be reasonably
brought forward in this case—deliberately to invent a story
which hundreds of contemporary Christians (cp Heb. 1823)
could have readily refuted. This forms an almost insuperable
difificulty in the way of accepting the ordinary hypothesis of
criticism upon Acts 16 1-3 ; and it seems therefore more natural
to regard Paul's action as somewhat e.\ceptional, though it
depends on the view taken of the date of Galatians (cp 5 2)
whether we suppose Paul deliberately made this exception
afterwards (so 'Wehex,Abfassu7igdcs
Galaterbriefes, 77f [1900]),
or advanced to a clearer and more consistent line of action.
In sketching at a later date some personal traits of Timothj',
the author of the pastoral epistles, either drawing upon Acts or
upon independent oral tradition, lays characteristic stiess on
the questions of good character and reputation as a requisite
for the ministry (e.g., 1 Tim. 3 7), preserves the names of Eunice
and Lois (2 Tim. 1 5), suggests timidity and backwardness as
qualities of Timothy (2 Tim. 1 7 f), and refers to several circumstances attending Paul's selection of the younger man.
There is no reason to doubt the substantial accuracy of such
notices or of the tradition that this momentous event (i Tim.
1 18 414) was due to some local Christians, possibly including
Paul himself, who felt themselves inspired in the assembly to
single out the youth as a fit companion for Paul. T h e statement
agrees at any rate \\ith phenomena such as those noted in Acts
13 3, etc., and merely implies that the local prophets and leaders
felt themselves divinely guided in selecting Timothy, or in
ratifying Paul's judgment on a matter which may have already
occupied his mind. But ecclesiastical tendency o f a later age is
felt in the further description, throughout these passages and
elsewhere (e.g., 2 Tim. l 6 , cp T I M O T H Y AND T I T U S [EPISTLILS],
§ 7), of a supernatural xdpi-(xp.a dtie to solemn ordination;
although the fact of the laying-on-of-hands at such a time is in
itself quite credible (cp Acts 183 1^23).
Accompan5'ing Paul and Silas on their European
tour ( P A U L , § 20), Timothy apparently took a specially
^ T TVr
H "
keen interest in the Macedonian
' churches which he helped to found
at Philippi and Thesj^alonica, although it is remarkable
that the narrative in Acts only mentions his name quite
incidentally ( A c t s l 7 i 4 I85).
W i t h the former church
(Phil. 220-22) his relations remained singularly close and
warm, but it is impossible to see him (with Volter,
Th.T, 1892, p. 124) in a second-century allusion (43)
to a\jv^vye (cp SYNZYGUS).
His subsequent movements
between Beroea ( B E R E A , 3) and Corinth are nol quite
clear owing to the loose and general statements of Acts
at this point. T h e probability is, however, that ( i Thess.
82 being parallel to 85) Timothy rejoined Paul soon at
Athens, and was sent back (perhaps with a letter, cp
Rendel H a r r i s : Expos., 5th s e n , 8 161 _/! 401/i) to
Thessalonica to confirm the local Christians and bring
back news of their condition to their anxious apostle.
Returning from this errand Timothy, now accompanied
by Silas, found that in despair Paul had gone across
from Athens to Corinth.
Cp THESSALONIANS, § I / .

The aUusion in 2 Tim. Zio f. (a genuine fragment) simply
means (Lk. 1 3) acquaintance with the facts and experiences
n a r r a t e d — a n acquaintance involving moral imitation (i T i m .
4 6)—and does not imply that Timothy accompanied Paul on the
journey described in Acts I314-I420. In this flight, according
to Acta Petri et Pauli, etc. (ed. Lips. 1891, p p . 2357^), Paul is
accompanied by Demas and Hermogenes 6 xo^fc^'s, vwoKpiaeitis
yepovres, Kal e^eki-rrdpovv TOF Tiavkov dis dyaTrtif re? a-iirov.
T h e language of Acts 161 (Kal ISoii, cp l i o 827 10x7
127) is intended to denote a remarkable and happy
_.
episode in the tour (cp Hort,
Christian
. .
Ecclesia, ijS f).
It seemed providential
that another youth was found willing and
fit to join Paul's company and enterprise, after the
defection of John Mark and Barnabas.
Characteristically (cp 63 IO22 22i2) an excellent reputation is singled
out as one essential feature in his moral equipment;
Acts 16 2 suggests also, though it does not necessarily
imply, that he had already preached in the neighbourhood.
However, as his father's nationality was
notorious in the locahty, Paul had him circumcised.
H e carried out this long-deferred rite upon the eve of
proceeding farther on a tour among the Phrygian
churches with their Jewish surroundings and partially
Jewish atmosphere, his object being to prevent people
taking needless offence either at Timothy's connection
with Paul or at his entrance into Jewish circles.
Acts 1(5 3(^ is often taken as an editorial gloss (e.g., Clemen,
Tiingst, Hilgenfeld, and Wendt), and on different lines the
last-named critic and McGiffert (Apostolic Age, 232-234) have
attempted to explain the whole passage as the popular and
later misstatement of an actual fact, in opposition to the
dominant view (cp ACTS, §§ 4, 7) which—apart from minor
1 As the nearest synagogue was at Iconium, thf- religious
instruction of the child devolved on Eunice, who probably
possessed a copy of some part of the O T scriptures as well as
the little parchment rolls, specially for the use of children, containing.' e.g., the Shema', the Hallel, the history of Creation
down to the Flood, and Lev. 1-S (Edersheim, Sketches of j ezvis4i
Social Life, 114-117).
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1 Zahn (Einl. 1 4797^) subtly traces an allusion to this
characteristic of Timothy in the y)p.eLs of Phil. 3 3, which he
insists on taking (as in z>. 17) as a reference to Paul's coadjutor
(Phil. 11). See further K. Schmidt's Ap.-gesch. 358,/; (1882).
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The 'awkward and badly constructed' (Ramsay, St.
Paul,
S33) narrative of A c t s l " 10f shows that the author, or the
source which he followed here, was ignorant of this Macedonian
mission; he offers no explanation of the extraordinary delay
which—on his own statement—transpired between 17 13 /I and
IS5, imagining that Silas and Timothy had simply remained
in Beroea. Whereas it is probable that the visit of Paul's
two emissaries extended to Philippi as well as to Thessalonica, and that they conveyed from the former church to Paul
(2 Cor. 119? Phil. 4 15) a gift of money.

At Corinth and throughout Achaia, Timothy, as an
'apostle' ( i Thess. 11 26) in the wider sense of the
... « • j.1. term (cp MINISTRY, § 17 ; McGiffert,
4 At
Cormth ^^ JJ^^ ^^,^. ^^^^^ '^^^^.^^ p^^^j.^

and elsewhere, pioneering work (/p 2 C o r . l i g ) and
was associated with him in the epistlts (epistle?) to
Thessalonica, which were written in the earlier part of
the apostle's stay on the Isthmus—for although llic
mention of Athens (i Thess 3i) does not exclude the
possibiUiv of that city as the place where they were
composed (see i Cor. 1632 168), it is plain from other
allusions (cp i Thess. 18) that they presuppose the
apostle's entry into Achaia. From Corinth two years
later Timothy seems to have accompanied Paul as far
as Ephesus, where he became known to the churches
in the neighbourhood ( C o l . l i ) and to local individuals
(Philem. i).i AtanyrateicpCHRONOLOGY,§68) towards
the close of the two or three years spent by Paul in
Ephesus and the surrounding district, Timothy and
Erastus (Acts 1922), as two assistants of Paul upon the
spot, were despatched to Macedonia andAchaia (possibly;
idv eXBxj, I Cor. 1610) in advance of their leader, who
intended to follow up his letter to Corinth (despatched
by sea after March 5, when navigation became open)
by a personal visit. It is plain, from i Cor. 4i7 IQiof,
that there was a chance of Timothy failing to arrive
until after the letter reached its destination ; for Paul
bespeaks a courteous reception for his young representative. The absence of any greeting from the latter, and
the temporal aorist l7re/.t^a (' I have sent,' i Cor. 417),
show that he had left before the epistle was despatched.
His instructions were to return with some other Christians
directly (i.e., by the sea-route) to Paul at Ephesus
(iCor. I611), after instructing the Corinthians afresh
upon Pauline methods and views ( i Cor. 417) and
generally consolidating their faith.
The obscurity of the Corinthian episode at this stage (cp
TITUS, § 2) renders it difficult to decide whether Paul's silence
in 2 Cor. upon the mission of Timothy and any results attending
it forms a tacit proof that Timothy did not manage to reach
Corinth (so, e.g., Lightfoot, Weiss, and Ramsay), or that he did
arrive and then, failing to cope subsequently with the fresh
trouble, returned to Paul or simply sent him word of the crisis.
On the last-named hypothesis he may have been either (so
Beyschlag, Pfleiderer, G. G. Pindla>) in person, or with Paul
on the latter's painful visit (2 Cor. '2 i ^f),
actually the man
insulted (6 aSiKTj&ci's ; 7 12) by the recalcitrant majority at Corinth.
On the wh<jle intricate question see Schmiedel, IICii. 1 220-223.

Whatever happened to Timothy in the interval, Paul
at last met 2 him somewhere among his favourite
Macedonian churches (2 Cor. 11 75) whither he had
retired from Corinth probably to find a more congenial
sphere ; unless we are to suppose that he accompanied
Paul thither from Ephesus. Evidently he had not
been in Achaia lately (2 Cor. 7 5 / 13).
But when
Paul went on to Corinth, Timothy accompanied him
(Rom. I621), and formed a member of the apostle's
entourage on his return to Asia in the spring of the
following year.
A\'hethijr he accompanied Paul to Rome or was
S latp
summoned by him afterwards, the scanty
.^ '
. data available do not permit us to deterinovements,
, ,
•
/
T
mine ; the latter conjecture (cp TLMOTHY
AND T I T U S [ E P I S T L E S ] , § 1 2 / ) fits in well with the
^ If the note to Ephesus, incorporated in Rom. 16, extended
(as, e.g., Weizsacker and McGiffert suggest) to v. 23, the mention
of Timothy in z'. 21 would be highly appropriate. But the note
probably contained zm. 1-20 and no more.
[Cp, further,
ROMANS, § 13.]

2_0r, sent for h i m ; if one plausible reconstruction of the
period, based on a critical view of 2 Tim. 49 11-18 2o_/^ (see
Ti.MOTHY AND T i T u s [ E P I S T L E S ] , § 12), could be established.
162
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tone of 2 Tim. 413-15 21-223 when that fragment is
assigned to a genuine note sent by Paul either late in
the Caesarean or early in the Roman imprisonment,
urging his friend to join him. At any rate it is obvious
that Timothy did stay beside him at Rome for a considerable period ( C o l l i Philem. i Phil. l i ) .
Later
on, however, Paul's concern for'the PhiHppian Christians
led him to arrange for the disinterested and zealous
Timothy paying them a visit (Phil. 219-22) in order to
n-licve the apostle's mind by bringing back news of his
old friends. Timothy had a tried character by this
time and his ' solicitude for the Phihppians had become
a second nature' (Lightfoot). Clearly he was not a.
a prisoner, but free to come and go. His journey may
have detained him ; or he may have proceeded farther
to Ephesus.^ At least a genuine fragment preserved
in 2 Tim. 115-18 46-i2 16-19 shows that at some subsequent period Paul had been forced to abandon his hope
of release and now, in view of a martyr's death, wanted
to have Timothy beside him again in his isolation.
W e do not know if the summons was obeyed in time,
or at all. A final glimpse of the envoy is afforded,
some twenty years later, by a casual remark in an
episde apparently addressed to some Christians at
Rome (Heb. 1823), from which it would appear that
Timothy, who was familar to this circle of readers (cp
Rom. 1621, H E B R E W S , § 9), had been recently released

from imprisonment somewhere and might possibly
revisit Rome in company with his friend the writer.
Apart from a hypothesis, which needs only to be chronicled,
that he actually edited the two pastoral epistles bearing his own
name, three lines of critical reconstruction
6. A s a u t h o r , connect Timothy with authorship either
independently or as an amanuensis of Paul,
(i.) Least probable of all is Spitta's ingenious attempt to find in
him the author of 2 Thess. (Zur Gesch. u. Pitt, des Grchristenthums,
\22fi),
an epistle written by him in the name
of his companions (2 Thess. 1 i)—hence its somewhat formal
and official tone—and saturated with apocalyptic fantasies of
Judaism peculiar to himself (cp Acts 161 2 Tim. 3 i-^f. 1 Tiin.
I 4 47) See THESSALONIANS, § 14. (ii.) When 2 Cor, 10-ia is
accepted as part of an intermediate letter to Corinth, written
previous to 2 Cor. 1-9, it is natural (Pfleid. Das U7-c hrist ent hum,
lotf.)
though far from necessary to suppose that these four
chapters were preceded by a part (no longer extant) written by
Timothy or by some other companion of Paul interested in the
local church. On this view the avros Be lyla ITauAos means that
Paul now strikes in tospeak alone and independently, (hi.) With
more plausibility the composition of the 'We-journal' in Acts
has been assigned occasionallyto Timothy (i-.^., by Konigsmann,
Ulrich, Beyschlag, de Wette, Bleek, and [?j Weizsacker),
although the threads of positive proof are extremely subtle (cp
ACTS, %gb) and the general probabilities point rather to Luke
as the diarist. Besides, even if the Bezan reading in Acts 11 27 f
be rejected, a passage like Acts 20 4-6 (unless we are to suspect
a serious dislocation of the text) tells against the composition
of the journal by Timothy. Sorof, however, has followed a modilied form of Mayerhoffs theory in attributing to Timothy the task
of editing Acts in its extant shape from (a) a Lucan sketch of
early Christianity in connection with Paul and (/') a ralher
legendary Petrine source (Die Entstehung der .Af'.-i^esch. 1090).
'The widespread belief of Christian tradition (Ap. Const. 7 4'S,
Euseb. IIE 3 4, Photius, Bibl. 254), that Timothy was appointed
by Paul as the first bishop of Ephesus,
7. I n t r a d i t i o n , is probably nothing better than an inference from the pastoral epistles (i Tim.
I 3 / ) , which, however, may echo some historical relationship.
The story is occasionally improved by some circumstantial
details: e.g., that he was succeeded in his episcopate by the
apostle and the presbyter John, suffering martyrdom (^an, 22,
Greek church ; J a n . 24, Latin ; Sept. 27, Ephesus) during the
former's exile at Patmos towards the close of the first century
A.D. (see Nicephorus in HE%ii).
Nn miracles are narrated of
him in the fifth century Acta Timothei (ed. Usener, 1877).
For these and other legends see further Lipsius, Apokr. Ap.gesch (1884), 372-400, and, for the traditional connection of
Timothy and Ephesus, Zahn, Einl. 1 4 2 6 / His martyrdom
1 If so, this would be the basis for the literary settingadopted
by the later author of the pastoral epistles in his third composition (i Tim. I 3 / . cp TiMOTHv AXD T I T U S [ E H S T L E S ] ,
§ 11). T h e casual way in which Timothy's connection with
Ephesus is assumed there, may be pure fantasy; but it is more
likely that it may reflect some actual tradition ofhis career after
Paul's removal; certainly (although the far from exhaustive or
accurate nature of Acts as a record of Paul's later life does not
make this an insuperable objection) there is no recorded period
in Acts when Paul started for Macedonia leaving Timothy to
superintend matters at Ephesus.
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TIMOTHY AND TITUS (EPISTLES)
( i Tim. 6 \Q.fj) is connected in one tradition with wild orgies
in vogue possibly at the local festival of Diana, the mob having
clubbed him to death for protesting against their licentiousness.
J. Mo.

TIMOTHY AND TITUS (EPISTLES)
Contents of epistles (§§ 1-3).
Period and object (§ 4).
***
T h e errorists (§ 5).
Paulinism (§ 6).
Sub-Pauline elements (§ 7).
T h e faithful sayings (§ 8).
Style and diction (§ y).

'

Second imprisonment (§ 10).
Genesis of pastorals (§ 11).
Critical analysis (§§ 12-14).
Order of composition (§ 15).
Author (§ 16).
Pseudonymity (§ 17).
Bibliography (§ 18).

These three epistles commonly form a group ^ in the
N T canon,^ and the general similarity of their diction,
aim, and atmosphere makes it convenient to discuss
them side by side. Their contents are as follows : —
I Tim. is somewhat loosely knit together; the
contents are miscellaneous rather than orderly, as if the
., - mwriter had had no single topic dominant in
his mind. But in spite of this desultory
character the general trend of the epistle is not obscyre.

down the moral criteria (see E D U C A T I O N , §§ itf)
of episcopt
(82-7) and diaconi (8-13, incidentally deaconesses are included),
and closing the whole section 1 with a lofty stanza or fragment
of a primitive confession upon the incarnate Christ (3 14-16).
T h e second section (4-6), which resumes the tone of polemic,
is thrown into the form of rules for the personal conduct and
ministry of Tim. in view of serious moral aberrations fostered
b y the ascetic tendencies of certain Christian teachers ; these
sophistries and superstitions h e is authoritatively to refute
(4 1-16). H e is further advised upon his attitude to the practical
problems created by differences of age and sex within the
membership of the churches (5 if),
and some space is devoted
to the maintenance and control of two special classes of officials—
widows 2 (3-16) and presbyters (17-25). After 3 a word on the
relative duties of slaves and masters (^if.\ the epistle comes
round to lash the errorists, attacking them with considerable
vigour for making a trade of religion. Naturally this suggests
a warning to Christians in general 4 against the passion for
money (3-10), and with an impressive charge addressed to the
' m a n of God,' the epistle dies away in a doxology (ii-i6).lS In
a postscript, some words to rich people are appended, together
with a supplementary warning to Timothy against contemporary
yvdifTLs (17-21).

After the usual greeting (1 \f.) the epistle opens by describing
the commission already given by Paul to Iiis lieutenant at
Ephesus and now urged afresh upon his attention that he may
be able to counteract local errorists of antinomian proclivities.
This commission enforces sincerity and moral earnestness,
according to the Pauline standard presented as an apostolic
trust and tradition to which Timotheus is naturally heir (3-11).
H e r e a digression occurs, suggested by the closing words of
XI. 11; Paul claims to be the staunch though unworthy representative of this evangelical standard, and summons Timothy to
unflinchifig loyalty (12-20) in view of some recent instances of
aberration (HYMENACUS and ALEXANDER). T h e epistle then
passes away from polemic and personal allusions into the first of
Its two sections (2 f).
Directions are laid down for the
regulation of church-life in g e n e r a l : (d) fqr whom (2 ifl) and
by whom (8) prayer is to be offered in cliurch—both paragraphs
expanding into slight digressions upon the universalityS of
salvation in the Pauline gospel (3-7) and upon the subordinate
place of women (g-31). T h e writer then proceeds from Christian
worship to the more vital question of (H) organisation, laying

In 2 Tim., after the greeting, Paul gives thanks for Timothy'sinheritance and experience of faith (11-5). H e then warns his
friend against false shame, urging his own life and
2. 2 T i m . teaching to the contrary (6-14),*> as well as a recent
example of energy and fearlessness on the part of
an Asiatic Christian called Onesiphorus (15-18). Especially for
one who like Timothy is heir to the Pauline trust and tradition,
endurance for Christ s sake and adherence to the Pauline gospel
(of which, indeed, endurance is a note) form a pressing d u t y ;
the former is certain o f a reward (2 1-13), whilst the latter is the
one useful and honourable course of action open for a Christian
teacher (14-26) amid the heightening temptations of unpractical
controversy and immorality.
After vigorously exposing the
principles and methods of these errorists (3 i-g, see J A N K E S AND
jAMDRE.s), Paul bids Timothy maintain the principles of the
Pauline gospel, even when they involve suffering and obloquy,
and at the same time adhere to the O T scriptures (10-17) I^ then
follows a risu77ii containing his final charge and the swansong
ofhis own confession (41-8). D a t a of personal information and
private messages close the letter (49-22).
After a somewhat elaborate greeting (11-4), the
3. T i t u s , epistle to 'i itus opens b y reiterating Paul's instructions with regard to the choice and duties 8 of

^ As 'personal' letters (*pro affectu et dilectione,' Murat.
Can.) they usually share with Philemon the last place in the
list of Pauline epistles. After the Murat. Canon, where for
some reason Titus precedes the other two, the normal arrangement is I Tim., z T i m , , Titus.
2 T h e aUusions and citations in early Christian literature
simply prove the existence and (by no means unanimous)
acceptance of these epistles during the second and third centuries.
Neither their rejection by writers and leaders outside the
catholic church, nor their welcome within it, can be supposed to
throw independent light upon the question of their actual origin
and authorship. Errorists usually refused to admit what was
in more or less plain conflict with their own tenets, and one has
always to suspect the bias of moral dislike (Clem.Alex. Stro7n,
2 i [ ) behind their so-called literary verdicts upon authorship.
But as little do the employment and the approbation of such
writings by church-authors tell in favour of t h « r reputed
authorship. \Vhen admitted to the canon as documents bearing
Paul's name, they were judged healthy in religious tone,
practically^ serviceable to the _ church ( in honore ecclesias
catholicae in ordinatione ecclesiasticae disciplinae sanctificatas
suntj'iMurat. Can.), and generally congruous with the Pauline
tradition and temper. Those who thus stamped them with
approval had no independent knowledge of their composition ;
it was enough that the epistles contained nothing which jarred
with what was judged to he apostolic or Pauline ; and the early
Christian attitude towards ' H e b r e w s ' is abundant evidence of
how loose that judgment could be. T h e modern critic is therefore justified in going behind such ecclesiastical tradition in
order to face directly problems of origin and authorship which,
in the nature of things, could hardly have been present to the
consciousness of those who with sound instinct preserved
writings handed down b y religious usage from the past. N o
one would dream of challenging the verdict of the Homeric
Xwpt'foi'Te?, simply because in common with antiquity generally
Aristotle (with the same facts before him) found no difficulty in
treating the Iliad and the Odyssey as products of the same
mind. And the identification of canonicity or worthiness with
direct apostolic authorship, which tacitly controlled nearly all
early Christian discussions upon the primitive literature of the
church, is a literary convention which it is needless at this time
of day to spend space in refuting. Consequently, in the case of
the pastoral epistles, there need not be a n y hesitation in concentrating attention upon their internal evidence when problems
such as pseudonymity are raised. This is just one of the
instances m which the naive presuppositions of early Christianity
imposed limitations upon its judgment, when that judgment was
exercised upon the remote literary and historical sources of its
treasures.
3 J. Tunnel, * Histoire de I'interpr^t. de i Tim. 2 4 ' (RezTue
dHist. et de Litt. Rilig. 1900, Sept.-Oct.).

1 T h e personal reference elsewhere in the N T (Gal. 29, Rev*
3 12) does not justify Bois in bracketing ' whifch is the church
of the living G o d ' (TJTIS . . . ^wi'Toy : 314-16) and connecting
' pillar' (o-TuXos) with the subject of * b e h a v e ' (dvaa-Tp€<{}e(r8aL).
2 T h e concern to keep the widow-class under the bishop's
control is thoroughly sub-apostolic (cp Ignat. ad Potyk, 4, 5).
See MINISTRY, § 41, and Hastings' I)B 4 gitf.^
3 T h e interpolated remark (5 23), if not an aside suggested by
' p u r e ' (dyvov), may have originally lain between 4 3 and 44 or
4 12 and 413, from which it has got displaced (instances of this
in Hist. Neiv Test.^)pp. xxxix 676 ; also J a h n on Juv.Siz 16 and
Che. on Is. 38 22). Its insertion after 5 22, which must have taken
place very early, would thus be due to a copyist who read the
sentence as a qualifying definition of ' pure
(dyvov)—Christian
purity being no Essene-like abstinence. Epictetus (Diss. 3 22)
similarly regards bodily health as a necessary part of the true
Cynic's religious e q u i p m e n t ; ' for if he has the appearance of a
consumptive, pale, and thin person, his testimony has not the
same weight.' Julicher and Bacon grotip ZTV. 23-25 together,
and von Soden links 25 to 23, 24 to 22, whilst Calvin plausibly
suggested that 22C-23 was a marginal note of the author.
4 Jn particular to teachers who found Christianity a lucrative
trade (cp Did. 11^!, Barn. 10, Ignat. Ephes. 7, Tit. 111).
5 T h e absence of any greetings to members of the Ephesian
church, together with the paucity of personal allusions, shows
that the epistle is not a letter in the strict sense of the word.
T h e author is writing with his eye on the Christian church of
his own day, as the phrases (2 Tim. 4 22 Tit. 815 i Tim. 621)
prove for all three epistles. In Philemon, the one genuine
p r i v a t e ' note of Paul extant [cp, however, P H I L E M O N ] , the
' y o u r ' (-vpLajv) in v. 25 refers to the different persons associated
with Philemon in the introduction. Cp also the variant ' know
y e ' (yuvioaKcre : Lachm.) in 2 Tim. 3 i. T h e alternative open to
the traditionalists is the gratuitous assumption that passages
like I Tim. 2 1-3 13, etc., were meant to be communicated by
their recipients to wider circles (Zahn) ; which of course destroys
the character of the writings as private letters. Cp i Tim. 2 8
( i Cor. 7 17).
8 On the contents of l 6 see below (§ 7). But even if ' u s ' in
V. 7 referred to Paul and Timothy (which is not absolutely
certain) it would simply allude to them as the persons immediately under consideration, not as officials. "The passage, therefore, does not in itself betray the narr6wing of the Spirit to a
class; and the contents of the Spirit are distinctly ethical:
vigour issuing in love to others and in self-control.
7 On 3 13 cp Aristides 616 (Wendland, Rhein. Mus.„ 1804,
49309).
0 'The curious a n t i p a t h y o f the writer to second marriages on
t h e part of presbyters, episcopi, diaconi, and ' widows' (x^pai,
see W I D O W ) , is quite un-Pauhne, bu^ corresponds to the more
general cast of feeling prevalent in the'second century throughout
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presbyters or episcopi jn Crete,l in order to sharply check
erroneous teaching and immoral practices on the part of some
Judaising propagandists who were upsetting the churches
(5.ir,).- Titus is then instructed how to enforce the moral
obligations of Christianity upon aged men (2 if), aged women,^
and married women (:^-5), younger men like himself (6-8), and
slaves (gf.) Paul insists on this moral life as an essential of the
Christian faith (n-14, see P E C U L I A R P E O P L E ) , and urges Titus
to press home the positive duties of obedience to authority and
of pure conduct, instead of wasting time over controversialists and
sectaries (215-3 n ; cp E X C O M M U N I C A T I O N , § 3 ; H E R E S V , § 2 ) .

With some brief personal notices (12-15) the epistle closes ; the
mention of the jurist Zeuas and the evangelist Apollos is perhaps
intended to suggest that it was conveyed by their hands to its
recipient.
The cluster of problems offered by these epistles is
intimately connected with the dual nature of their
P 'nrl contents.
W'ithin a setting and alongside
A h* f °^ material which, upon all available
^
' criteria of internal evidence, must be
pronounced distinctly .•sub-Pauline,"* the reader meets
jiassages apparently alien which have high claims to be
considered as directly due to the apostle whose name
the letters bear. T h e task of criticism is to do justice
to both of these elements.
T h e sub-Paulinc element
is primary, and in view of it any reasonable appreciation
of the whole question, not merely of isolated details,
leads almost inevitably to the conclusion—one of the
best established in N T research—that the three epistles
are pseudonymous, composed by L Pauhnist in Asia
Minor ^ not earlier than the close of the first century,
and not later than the second decade of the second
century, based in part upon genuine fragments from the
apostle's pen as well as upon more or less reUable oral
tradition, and intended to express and instruct the
common Christianity"^ of the day in terms, as far as
was possible or useful, of the great Pauline tradition.
Substantially they were written and circulated early in
the second centur}', as is evident from their employment
in the epistles of Ignatius and Polycarp.
During the
period 90-120, and during that period alone, they possess
a career and object which corresponds to their own

internal evidence as well as to the data afforded b y
more or less contemporary literature.
The latter point
is minor though real.
Their literary aflinities are
beyond question with Lk.-Acts,^ Clem.Rom., Barnabas,
and,the epistles of Jude and 2 Pet., as well as with the
fourth book of the Sibylline oracles {Asia Minor, circa
Box^.o.)
which, like 4 Maccabees, reiterates the term
' p i o u s ' [ef}a-ejH]s). Unlike l':ml, the author also makes
copious use of the vocabulary of 2 Maccabees, and, at
least in Titus and r Tim., there are traces of acquaintance with I Pet.
The distinctive element, however—i.e., the prominence assigned to Timothy and Titus, is intelligible only
upon the supposition that the author had specially in
view the ulterior end of vindicating the legitimate
evangelic succession of contemporary episcopi and other
office-bearers in provinces where this was liable for
various reasons to be challenged.
T h e pastorals were
composed, says Tertullian, to expound church affairs
(' de ecclesiastico statu'). T h e craving (visible in Clem.
Rom.) for continuity of succession as a guarantee of
authority in doctrine (and therefore in discipline ^)
underlies the effort of this Paulinist to show that
Timothy and Titus were genuine (yvijcnoL) heirs of
Paul, who himself (as the author goes out of his way to
repeat and assert) was a divinely commissioned herald
of the gospel.
InferentiaUy, the successors appointed
by Paul's lieutenants possessed the true central deposit
of the faith.
Conscious of this inheritance, and alive
to its value, they are urged even as novices to instruct^"'
the churches personally upon the faith in a peremptory
and positive manner,^ instead of aUowing converts to
lie exposed to unreliable teachers or false leaders.
Such teachers and leaders abound.
Indeed, one note
of the age is the flaunting confident temper of the
errorists (2 Tim. 2 2 3 / ; 3i_/! 43_/^ T i t . l i o / ! S i o i T i m .
I 7 4:1 f 524 Acts 2029/". Jude 8-10 12 19 Rev. 220 i Jn.
4 T 5 2 Jn. 7 3 Jn. 9 ; Ign. Ephes. 7, Trail. 6, etc.).
Open attempts, as well as cunning intrigues (2 Tim. 36
J u d e 4), are on foot to exploit the principles of the faith, and
the new tone of overbearing petulance, among
5. T h e other traits, answers to the tradition preserved
e r r o r i s t s . hy Hegesippus (circa 160 A.n.)5 that such a
phase occurred first of all during Trajan's reign
(Eus. HEd^s), previously to which the church^ had remained ' a

the churches (e.g., Athenagoras, Leg. pro Ckidst. 33, 'respectable adultery,' evirpewris p.0Lx^Ca, Herm. Mand. 4:14; Clem.
Alex. Strom. 3 i). See Jacoby, Nerviest. Ethik (1859), 378-399.
1 The concrete and bitter description of the Cretan character
—with its prevalent traits of falsehood, avarice, drunkenness,
and restless sedition—does not favour the ingenious hypothesis
that Cretans in this epistle are an allegorical equivalent for
1 Cp von Soden, Theol. Abhandlungen,
133-135 (1892). A
Philistines (Kp>)Tey, cp C R E T E ) , whom tradition occasionally
comparison of t h e pastorals with Lk.-Acts, etc., establishes not
connected with the island. There is no evidence for such
their priority or literary filiation, so much as the relatively late
personification in the pastorals as would represent the church
period at which all were composed.
Diction, ideas, standunder the figure of the twelve tribes scattered in the dispersion
point—all indicate unmistakably the sub-Pauline period, with
(Jas. 1 I ) and opposed b y enemies of the true Israel.
its
stereotyped
expressions
and
current
phraseology.
^ In V. 16 opokoyov(TLv ( E V ' profess') is (as Heb. 1113) ' to
^ T h e concern of the pastorals, less avowed yet none the less
make public avowal,' especially when called upon (i Pet. 3 15),
real than in Ignatius and Clement, is to vindicate the authority
The writer's point is, not that the errorists made extravagant
of the elders or bishops over the enthusiasts and ascetics in t h e
claims, but that they did not act up to the normal profession of
c h u r c h ; the second century reveals this perennial struggle
the Christian faith.
going on particularly in Asia Minor. Hence this Paulinist is
3 For irpea^vrLs in early Christianity see Achelis,
ZNTIV,
forward to claim Paul's authority on behalf of the organised
190a, pp. g2f.; ' young m e n ' (cetorepot) came to mean ' laymen,'
discipline ofthe churches.
as 'presbyters' (irpea^vrepoL) passed into a n official term (see
3 T h e prominence given to ' teaching' qualities shows that
MrVISTRY, § 43).
one danger of the contemporary churches lay largely in the
^ It IS only fair to the ascertained results of criticism to adopt
vagaries
and crude speculations of unauthorised teachers (Did.
this position, although one still meets statements like the follow15 i). T h e author's cure is simple. Better^ let the episcopus
ing :_ *It may be asserted without fear of contradiction that
himself
teach
! Better let those in authority themselves b e
nothing really un-Pauline has been proved in a n y of the disresponsible for the instruction of ordinary members ! Evidently
puted epistles' (Sanday, Inspiration,
338,/^ 363/I 379f, 1896,
teaching
was
not
originally or usually (i Tim. 5 17) a function of
a discussion characterised b y Dr. H i n e k s of Andover thus :
the presbyters ; but abuses had led by this time, as the Didachi
General assertion, bolstered up b y the opinion of those likeproves,
to
a
need
for combining teaching with organised church
minded—this is not the way in which an intelligent man, who
authority.
A contemporary spirit of contempt for young
has solid arguments at his disposal, maintains an imperilled
episcopi
(Ignat.
Magn.-^ etc.) is answered by the repeated
cause').
encouragements of Paul in 2 Tim. %22f Tit. Itf
i T i m . 4 iiyC
° Cp von Dobschutz, Die urchristlichen
Gem.einden, 127-139
5
1
;
these
are
effective
from the writer's standpoint, though
(1Q02), Harnack, Ausbreit. d. Christ. (1902) 4 6 1 / !
such a tone would have been singularly inappropriate from Paul
J* The motto of the pastorals lies in a sentence like (RV) ' For
to lieutenants of mature experience. Here, however, they a r e
the grace of God hath appeared, bringing salvation to all men,
instructing u s ' (Tit. 2 IT, eirefpavi] ydp -rj X^P^^ '''^^ ^*°^ (TtoTTjptos types of loyalty to the Pauline ^gospel; that is all.
^ Timothy (2 Tim. 4 s), eg., is not an evangelist, but h e is t o
^aa-Lv dvBpunrOLs TratSeuputra i7|Ltas). In their age Christianity
do an evangelist's work as part of his ful! service. See E V A N had to fight for its life against a subtle spirit in the air rather
GELIST,
MINISTRY, § 30^*^, and Dieterich in ZNTW, 1900, p p .
than against civil persecution ; visionaries and sophists were
336-338. T h e whole evidence from the allusions to ecclesiastical
more deadly than proconsuls and Uctors. T h a n k s to the
organisation
points to the period immediately preceding that of
moderation and steady sense of writers like the author of the
Ignatius ( M I N I S T R Y , § 54).
pastoraLs, however, ordinary Christians came safely through the
5
Also
to
the statement of Clem.Alex. (Strom.l 17) that
struggle with four truths as a secure possession ; the unity of
Gnostic heresies first became threatening about Hadrian's reign,
the Creator and the Rede ;mer, t h e unique and sufficient value
whilst
the
apostolic
age and teaching ended with Paul's
of Jesus for redemption and revelation, the vital tie between
ministry under Nero.
morals and faith, and the iecure future assured to the church of
6
Emphasis
on
the
visible church as a bulwark of morals,
God.
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pure and incorruptible virgin ' (irapBevos KaBapd Kai a5id4»^op05),
her seducers lurking somewhere in obscurity (er dBjjkta nov
CKoreL). This comparatively virgin purity of the church lasted
not merely till the death of the apostles, but till the close of the
next generation, ' o f those thought worthy to be immediate
listeners to the very words of the divine wisdom' (rdiv a-vrals
aKodis r^s evBeov (Tot^ias eiraKOv<rai Karrj^Liapievuiv), when the
deceit of teachers of other doctrine (riov erepoBLBaa-Kdkmv, cp
1 Tim. 13 *J3) produced impious error in the comniunities.
'Since none of the apostles survived, these [erepoBiBda-KoXoi]
now attempted, unabashed and openly, to preach 'so-called
gnosis ' (TTJI' \{/evBu>wpov -ycdnrtr ; cp i Tim. 6 20) in opposition to
the preaching of the t r u t h ' (TW rifs dXr^BeCas K-qpvyp^arL; cp
2 Tim. 4 17 Tit. 1 3). Of these Marcion l was the foremost.
In the pastorals, as in Jude and 2 Peter, this movement in its incipient stage is met by equally frank
methods, which seem denunciatory merely because we
no longer possess any statement of the other side and
are, theiefore, prone to forget that such rough and
decisive ways are at times the soundest method of conserving truth.
Popular applications of gnosticism were,
as a rule, brilliant and poisonous fungi.
Instead of
writing a botanical treatise on their varieties, this writer
felt the simpler and more practical plan was to make
people either avoid or destroy them.
It was ... short
and easy plan, and probably effective at the time,
although its expression in literature runs the natural
risk of being reproached for containing more heat than
light.
Firmness and even ridicule have their own place
as ethical weapons of defence, and the opening of the
second century offered Christianity some admirable
occasions for their use.
The physiognomy of the errorists is indistinct, for
several reasons. The author had to preserve the verisimilitude of -^ Pauline situation, for one t h i n g ; and
the dL-sire of avoiding undue anachronisms prevented
him from being more explicit about the details of errors
which had arisen in his own later age.
Besides, the
errors were familiar to his audience and might be taken
for grantL-d on the whole.
It is e\en probable that he
abstained purposely from confining his range to any one
set of visionaries and opponents, inasmuch as his letters
\\tTe intended (like i Peter, James, and 2 Peter) to be
manifestoes to the church in general, rather than homilies fjr any local audience. The numerous forms of
opinion and conduct in and around contemporary
Christendom, which by a sound instinct he regarded as
il menace to the faith, had certain common features ;
and to describe these as due to a syncretism of (Gnosticism and (Tit. 110 f Zg "^ Tim. I7) Judaism, is to go as
far as the evidence of the pastorals warrants.
T h e einironment (as in Rev. 2f., and the Ignatian epp.) is
marked by the incipient phases of what afterwards,blossomed
out into the Gnosticism of the second c e n t u r y : an amalgam of
teiiilciicies towards dualism^ and docetism (i Tim. 26 3 16, as in
I JII ), the multiplication of media between God and man
(1 I i m . 25^?), a distinction between the God of creation and
the God of redemption (i Tim.43-5, cp Herm. /7.J. 1 3), a
depreciation of the O T (2 Tim. 3 i6),3 and a penchant for magic
andsu]ierstititpn (2 Tim. 8813 ; cp ActslS 9-24 1911-19 for Ephesus,
136-12 for Cy[>rus). These tendencies were allied to ascetic pre-

dilections (like the prohibition of marriage among the Encratites,
of marriage and flesh among the Saturninians and the Marcionites), which as usual bordered on antinomian license, to an
aristocratic exclusiveness (opposed in non-Pauline fashion, i Tim.
•J 4f. 4 10), to a semi-philosophic evaporation of primitive beliefs
—e.g., on the resurrection 1 (2 Tim. 2 18 ; so Menander and Dositheus), tu indulgence in superficial theories and rhetoric, and so
on. T o our author's eye these errorists were heterogeneous.
' For there are many insubordinate people, chatterers and
cheats, especially those who have come from the circumcision'
(Tit. 110). T h e mischievous feature about them was their
presence within the churches and their combination of plausible
errors with apparent, even ostentatious, fidelity to the principles
of the faith — a trouble elsewhere reflected (Acts'20 2gf.) in
connection with the Ephesian church towards the close of the
first century.
Even if the author had any single system of error in
mind (which, in view of the contemporary fusion of
p
. . .
paganism and Judaism, is unlikely),
the vague and somewhat indiscriminate
fashion in which he endeavours to confute their ]3retensions, renders it impossible to reconstruct any
coherent picture of his opponents.
Several traits
suggest influences similar to those which fostered
Essenism ; others'- recall the picture of Cerinthus
sketched in later tradition, others again the errorists
Carpocrates, Menander, and Dositheus. The two indisputable facts are, that the collective evidence of the
early Christian literature, as well as of later tradition,
places the origin of such phenomena (upon any considerable scale) not earlier than the close of the first
century, and that their locus \\as primarily Eastern, in
Syria and particularly Asia Minor, where we find the
pastorals, like the Ignatian epistles, pouring a scattered
fire upon manifold forms of antagonistic theosophy.

(2 Tim. 2 jgf etc.) is accompanied by its elevation to the rank
of foundation (Bepekios), hitherto reserved for Christ (i Cor.
3 11), or, at least, for the prophets and apostles (Eph. 220). T h e
church now takes her place in a fairly stable world ; the old
anxious outlook for an immediate return of Jesus is no longer
central. T h e really pressing questions concern not the next
world but the present, and institutions are brought forward as a
means nf moral discipline and religious settlement.
1 Marcion's omission of the pastorals from his canon tells
heavil\- against their origin as preserved in tradition. Philemon
was accepted by him, though far more of a private note than
any of the pastorals ; and the presence of elements antagonistic
to his own views need not have made him exclude them, since
he could have easily excised these passages in this as in other
cases.
2 Cp von Dobschutz, 180-187, 189.
3 T h e lack of homogeneity in the description of the errorists
prevents this trait from telling against the reference ( G H M - -^LoGlES, § 4 ; Hort, judaistic
Christianity,
T-3Sf) of the
'genealogies' (yeveakoyiaL) in Tit. 3 9 i Tim. I 4 to legendary
pedigrees of Jewish heroes. But the phrase came to have a
conveniently appropriate colour afterwards in view of the
interminable series of a;ons and emanations developed especially
by Gnostic sects like the \'alentinians. T h e Tewish legalism of
Tit. 114 3 9 I Tim. 1 7f. recalls Cerinthus decidedly.

Against the seductive influences of local paganism,
with its ethical miasma and religious cravings, the
author assumes a moralistic standpoint based upon the
popular conception of Paulinism.
N o writer after Paul's death could maintain, even when—as
in Marciun's case—he happened to sympathise with, the deeper
aspects of the apostle's thought, which survived mainly, so
far as the subsequent literature was concerned, but in altered
form throughout the Fourth Gospel.
As a general rule
Paulinism was either misunderstood or modified. T h e subPauline epistles, like the Roman symbol (Kattenbusch, Das
Apostolische Sy7nbol, 2 4g3f. S9^f 720 [1900]), show instances
of both attitudes, and the pastorals are a vivid proof of how
even a devoted Paulinist had to alter the emphasis at many
points of his master's teaching upon religious and piai.ti'.al
topics 3 in a restatement of it for some later age—being f^rLcd,
for example, to meet the common objection to Paul's severe
view of the ],aw, and to admit the high estimate of its value
throughout the diaspora as an ethical code and check (1 Tim.
1 S'li)!"* a^ well as to correct abuses and misunderstandings of
certain Pauline ideas {e.g., the resurrection, 2 Tim. 2 18).
The author rightly felt that Paul was essentially antiGnostic, and that the tenets of the incipient (Gnostic
„ , p
,.
theosophy would have been repugnant
,
,
to the man who had theoretically and
elements.
.- n
.» i ^ •.
*
practically attacked Us precursors at
Colossa;.
But his own practical bent and prudent
sense of the situation prevent him from developing in
reply Paul's peculiar theory of gnosis as a special
endowment, superior to faith, and mediated by the
1 This notion is either ultra-spiritualist (cp J n . 5 24, qualified
carefully by 5 28yC, etc.) and due to Gnostic tendencies, or
chiliastic—the reign of Christ, eternal life, has already begun;
therefore there can be no marrying (Lk. 2035_/C i Tim. 43).
2 If Cerinthus and Carpocrates really rejected the virginbirth (Iren. Adr^ lupr. i. L'l'. r 25 i), it is strange that neither the
author of the Fourth (iosp^il nor the author o f t h e pastorals
defended this point. Tlit funner, probably, had reasons of his
o w n ; but the latter, who bml no semi-philosophic christology
to state, seems to have omitted the virgin-birth from his
rhythmic summary (i "Tim. 3 itf)
owing to his genuinely
Pauline standpoint. This adherence to the older view is all
the more remarkable side by side with the eager insistence on it
in Asc. Isaice, 11 2-22, and Ignat. ad Eph. ig (where a Pauline
citation occurs, i Ci^r. 2 8), both contemporary writin.u^s.
3 Note, t'.jf., the varying proportion of the two currents—one
spontaneous and prophetic, the other veering towards order and
organisation. T h e former i.s in some writings Q{ this age almost
wholly subordinated to the latter (Clem.Rom,, Past, even
I g n a t . ) ; in others it is dominant, almost exclusively important
(Barnabas, i J n . , Re%-.. Judt.-, 2 P<-t.).
^ .\ntiphanes (/^r^^-///. Gym. (sraec), 'He who does no wrong
needs no law' (6 priSet/ aStKutr o-uBevbs Selrai I'd/iioul
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spirit. Such methods Nvould not have been appropriate.
Popular Christiamty had always been wider and more
varied than Paulinism, even during Paul's lifetime, and
the new period which found Christianity in fresh relations with the \\ ider empire in the generation followim;
Paul's death, stimulated fiesh energies and fresh methods
of expression, native to the age but moru or less an
advance upon all previous conceptions.
T o the author
of tlie pastorals, loyal to the apostolic and espL-cially
the Pauline tradition, but none the less free to interpret
afresh his Christian consciousness, God appears— in
un-PauHne fashion—as a Saviour ; Jesus not as the son
of God but as a mediator,^ or rather the mediator;
baptism (Tit. Ss) ^^s almost a sacrament of salvation,
the Law simply as a useful code of morals.
Anthropomorphism is careluUy avoided, as in the Fourth Gospel ;
God is the Absolute—his unity, awe (i Tim. 6i6, cp
En. 1 4 2 t / ) . and eternity, his universal purpose, but
not his fatherly love, being prominent.- T h e pressing
question of religion is the consolidation of tbe churches
rather than the extension of the gospel to those as ^•^-•t
unreached.
W'e are in the age of the Epigoni, N\hen
the creative genius has almost disappeared and is
yielding place to practical activities which are mainly
devoted to conserving ground already gained.
The
spirit of defensiveness has increased.
Christianity is
now more self-conscious than ever.
Her outlook is not
eschatological so much as secular, directed to a useful
though troubled career in the world.
T h e church has
behind her a sound body of religious truth, which it is
her business to teach and enforce ; and this is presented
by the writer in brief, crystallised phrases and paragraphs, which recall the incipient liturgies and symbols
of the church.^ Faith consequently is tending to become
more than ev^rfides quce ci'editur.
It is predominantly
the confident apprehension of the truth or the conviction
that the gospel-message is authentic, sometimes the
virtue of fidelity ; but neither the author nor his age has
any intelligent sympathy with Paul's characteristic idea
of faith as the warm tie between Jesus and the redeemed Christian.
N a y more, the old Pauline antithesis of faith and works (like the idea of justification
by faith, or of salvation from sin's guilt) is put into the
background, evidently as misleading or apt to be misunderstood.
' P i e t y , ' nourished by sound^ teaching,
is the root out of which all human virtues spring ; and
the conceptions of reward, a. good conscience, and the
value of a respectable reputation, come to the front.
In effect, this is practically the ethical result of
Paulinism.
But how differently^ the apostle and the
later church reached even the same conclusions !
Here
eternal life is the boon granted to good works, and
'faith' (XX'KTTIS) is «. man's relation to the ' t r u t h ' of
' the teaching.'

Similarly the church, to this unmystical author, is no longer
the bride or the_ body of Christ but God's building, or rather a
fa-iiiilia del, quite in the neo-catholic manner. It is beginning
to assume the place occupied by the Holy Spirit in Paul's
theology, the latter doctrine having become liable to abuse as
^yell as proving tuo profound for later generations. As in books
hke the Apocalypse, Jude, and 2 IVter, the Spirit in the
pastorals is essentially prophetic ; 1 as a means of union between
the individual and Jesus, it is almost if not entirely ignored.
T h e exception.s-- and they are apparent or partial exceptions—
are^ Tit. 8 5 7 ; 2 Tim. 114 ; even the personal relation of the
believer to Jesus is not cardinal (2 Tim. 112 li \xfX
T h e s e a n d o t h e r i t e m s of t h e c r e e d , n o w r a p i d l y
c r y s t a l l i s i n g in k o m e a n d A s i a M i n o r , a r e c o n v e y e d
8 The
P''^''^'-^' "^ h y m n a l f r a g m e n t s - w h i c h , like
' f a i t h f u l ^^"^^' ''^ ^^"^^ A p o c a l y p s e of J o h n , s p r a n g
, from the cultus of the churches ; partly in
the sha|jc of aphorisms such as the terse
and weighty axioms called the five 'faithful sayings'
(cp Ps. I I I 7 / . ) .
These are like proverbs; they mark
a comparatively advanced stage of experience, expressing in concentrated form the outcome of prolonged
reflecdon.
(i.) 2 Tim. 2ii-i3rt:. — Here the 'faithful saying' (irLtrros
Adyos)-* resembles a fragment of some primitive hymn or confession, if it is not—like the rhythmical snatches (cp also Rev.
21^ 22 6, Aoyoi TricTTot) in the Apocalypse—an outburst of the
S_pirit-raptures in the early church (cp Weinel, Die U'irk. des
Geistes, 8o_/ [1899]), (ii.) Tit. 38.—As the phrase implies a
condensed and pregnant statement, it seems better in Tit. 3 8 to
find its contents in v. 7 rather than in 4-7, which it is sometimes
supposed (e.g., by von Soden, Bernard, Weiss) to recapitulate,
(iil.) I Tim. 1 15.—Here the phrase not merely is expanded by
the non-Pauline addition* ' a n d worthy of all acceptation' (/cat
Ttdar^s d-KQBo-)(j\s d^ios', as in 49), hut also precedes its contents
which are in this instance introduced by ' t h a t ' (ort). (iv.)
1 Tim. 3 I—The use of the phrase in this verse, which of course
refers back to 215 ('saved in child-bearing'; Chrysost. Erasm.
etc.)—a wife's salvation being worked out in her own sphere of
motherhood (despite the associations of Jewish tradition), not
in ecclesiastical position—is remarkable for the variant (accepted
by Zahn. Einl. 1482) ' human' (dvBpi!}TrLvos) ^ in D'^^g (Ambrosiast.
Sedul.). In 115 as here, ' save ' (o-(6^eii/)has an indirect eschatological reference, (v.) i Tim. 4 g.—In this verse (which Bois and
conciliation. H e 'could no doubt have said all this' (i.e., Tit.
34-7) also, but 'probably he would have said it otherwise, and
not all at a time.' Practically it is the use of such stereotyped
and almost formal language which makes it reasonable to say
that ' S t . Paul was inspired, but the writer of these epistles is
sometimes only orthodox ' (Denne)"-, The Death of Christ, 1902,
p. 203).
1 In I Tim. 1 is 414, where a symbol is trembling into a
sacrament (cp Acts 20 2^, not 13 1-3 vthich denotes a commission
for some special service), divine inspiration prompts the Christian
prophets, of whom Paul is one, to select men for office in the
church, and to confer upon them a supernatural charism
(xdpLo-p-a) by means of the rite of imposition of hands (see
H A N D S , L A Y I N G ON OF, and S P I R I T U A L G I F T S , also JMINISTRY,

§ 37> b, c). T h e idea of such a special rite, even in the form of
2 Tim. 16 (i Thess. 5 197^), could hardly have come from the man
who wrote i Cor. 12 4 (diversities of gifts), 11 (dividing to every
man), and represents the water-mark of later Catholicism ; the
semi-official tinge lent to a primitive ceremony is palpable (see
Gunkel's IVirkungen des heilig. Geistes,i-) 7 [1899], and especially Weinel's IVirk. des Geistes und der Geister, 140-142, 216218 [1899], with the conveyancing of influence through physical
contact as traced by Volz in ZA TVV 21 g'^f [1901]). The other
1 Sub-Pauhne idea ( H e b . 8 6, etc.). In Test. Dan. 6, the
function of the Spirit in the prophets—i.e., prediction of woes
angel of peace is the mediator between God and man.
and perils (i Tim. 4 if 2 Tim. 3 if)—is naturally referred by the
2 The heaping up of predicates, especially in the negative,
sub-apostolic age (Acts 20 29^^ Clem.Rom. 44 r J u d e 17 f 2 Pet.
recalls earlier attempts by Jewish thinkers (e.g., Philo and
2 i) to the apostles. They foresaw what their successors sufl'er.
Josephus) to define God semi-phllosophically, as a reaction from
Hence the pseudonymous pastoral epistles credit Paul with
the earlier realism and its love of theophanies. Passages hke
anticipations of the errors current in their own age.
1 Tim. 117 6 16 mark the sub-Pauline transition from this to the
2 In 1 Tim. 3 16 the statement of the resurrection ('justified in
later efforts of the Greek spirit, as i n t h e ' P r e a c h i n g of P e t e r '
the spirit,' eStKaniiB-ri iv irvevpari) is an un-Pauline development
and Aristides. T h e pastoral ' T r i n i t y ' corresponds, however,
of Rom. I 4 (cp Iren. ii. 32 37;) after i Pet. 3 18 4 6 and J n . 16 10,
to the apocalyptic (e.g.. Rev. I 4 Lk. 826, etc.) —/,(., God, Jesus,
as that of the incarnation is un-Pauline and distinctly Johannine
and the angels (elect); while Christ's appearing (i Tim. f> 147;)
(i J n . 358, cp I Pet. 1 20); 'seen by angels' is a sub-PauHne
is stated in Pauline terms of subordination, and with the substitudevelopment (Eph. 3 10 i Pet. 1 12 Si8f.),
' w o r l d ' (Koa-pos)
tion of epiphany (eTrt^aceta) for the Pauline parousia (n-apovcria).
appears to have its suh-PauHne emphasis of 'evil,' and ' w a s
^ The pastorals, like Ephesians, are aljsorbed in an untaken up in glory' (dvik-rjp^Bri ev So^jj), if an allusion to the
Pauline devotion to the church which ignores the local churches.
Ascension, is thoroughly un-Pauline. On the _ Messiah as the
This tiait, absent even from Ignatius, significantly illustrates
copestone of this new temple of Truth, see Briggs, Messiah of
their authorship and real aim as tracts for the officers of the
Apostles, 228-232 [1S95].
Catholic church. Timothy and Titus are portrayed as receiving
3 T h e reference is neither to v. 8 (Weiss) nor to what iminstructions and ideals which were to control the contemporary
mediately precedes (Chrysost.), but to iib-i-^a which, like Tit.
teachers and other oflice-bearers of the author's age.
* This un-Pauline use of vyLaiveiv in BLBacxKakia -uyLaivovtra 3 8 and i Tim. 49, looks out directly upon the future and final
hope of the Christian disciple. 131^ is probably an explanatory
('sound doctrine ') is anticipated in the Philonic phrases ' sound
learning ' (vyLaCvovaa p.dBria-Ls), and ' sound words (01 -vyLaCvovTes comment; but there is no need to regard 13 (with Ewald, Hesse,
Hilg.) as a gloss or interpolation.
^o-yot); it tends occasionally to become almost equivalent to
•* Cp E n . 0 4 1 , ' t h e paths of righteousness are worthy of
rational,' or ' sane.'
acceptation.'
^ Paul could have written Tit. 2 11 14; b u t he would have
5 So r (humanus), 115.
had something to say also about peace with God and re5085
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Baljon delete) the contents of the * s a y i n g ' (A.oyos) might be either
V. 8 (Chrysost. Weizs. Hilg. Weiss, von Soden, Horton) or 71. 10
(Bengel, Schleierm. Holtzm., cp ' f o r ' [ydp] and aywv. 2 Tim.
2 11). I t is noticeable that of these sententia (i.) alone is in
thought and style somewhat parallel to Paul,l who never a s sociates * heirship' or ' hope ' (as Tit. 3 7f.) with ' eternal life'
(fyiy\ aXiiiVLOs). T h e colouring of (iii.), as of Tit. 3 5 (2 Tim. 110
I Tim. 2 4 2 6 i-^f. Tit. 1 if 16) is Johannine, whilst (iv.) contains
the pastoral triad of faith, love, and sobcTmess, and the an-. Key.
childbearing, which is besides a n idea generally strange to Paul s
mode of thought (particularly if childbirth is considered as a
means of salvation). Ir\(v.) characteristically un-Pauline terms
abound (^.£., ' b o d i l y ' [crajjuaTtKOs], 'bodily exercise' [yujuj-ao-ta],
profitable' [w^eAijutos], v. jf. ; trair^p of God, v. 10). T h e
'faithful sayings,' therefore, not merely are characteristic of t h e
pastorals, but betray an essentially un-Pauline conception of the
regula ffdei.^
This difference in ground-work is endorsed by the
difference in style and diction between Paul and the
, .
, author of the pastorals, an argument which
^ +
forms a cumulative and almost final proof
aiction.
^j. ^j^g sub-Pauline origin of the epistles.
Out of the 176 hapax legomena, a proportion two or three times
as great as in the Pauline epistles, nearly 80 are in L X X and were
therefore consciously neglected by PauL
Favourite Pauline
phrases and words are totally wanting (e.g., 'unjust* [aSiKos],
'uncleanness' [aicaflapfrta], 'adoption ' [utofleo'ta], ' o u r F a t h e r '
{iTafr\p •np.tav], ' c o v e n a n t ' [BLaB-qKt}], ' r e v e a l ' [a.7roKaA.iJjrTei,i/],
' free [eXevflepos] and compounds, ' be operative' [evepyelv\,
' perform ' [KaTepya^eo-flai], ' b o a s t ' [/cauYairflat], 'folly' [/utiopt'a],
' t r a d i t i o n ' [irapaBoffLs], ' p e r s u a d e ' [Trcifleic], ' a b o u n d ' [Trepto"tre-veLv], ' d o ' [Trpacrcreti/, = jroc.eii', in past.], 'perfect' [reAeios],
' b e gracious' Ix^-P'-f*''"^*']* ' t h i n k ' [^poi'ttc], with ' o r d i n a n c e '
[SiKaiuifia], ' g r e a t e r ' (jxei^mv], ' s m a l l ' [p.iKa6sh ' b o d y ' [o-Wjita],
* good ' \xpy\<xx6s], e t c . ; also particles like t h e n ' [dpa], ' wherefore' [610], ' b e c a u s e ' [Sidrt], ' t h e n ' [en-etra], ' s t i l l ' [en], ' b e hold ' [tSe, tSou], etc., etc., prepositions like ' w i t h ' [iTvv=p.erd of
pastorals], 'instead o f [ifTI], u n t i l ' [ a \ p t ] , 'before'[e/inrpoffflev],
beyond' [Tropa, ace. J). M a n y fresh terms are coined, new compounds and Latinisms are introduced, whole families of words
appear for the first time (cp those in a privative, fitSao-K-, OIKO-,
<T<a^p-, ffiiko-, etc.), and others are used with unwonted frequency
(e.g., Kdk-). T h e extent and significance of this change in
vocabulary cannot adequately be explained even when one
assigns the fullest possible weight to such factors as change of
amanuensis, situation, or topic, lapse of time, literary fertility,
or senile weakness ; for the wider evidence of syntax and style,
to be felt even through a translation, comes in to verify the
impression already made by the vocabulary. Particularly where
the writer is most himself and least dependent on previous letters
(as in I Tim.), the idiosyncrasies of his composition appear,
neither accidental nor trivial by any means. T h e comparative
absence of rugged fervour, the smoother flow, the heaping u p
of words, all point to another sign-manual than that of Paul.
In short, the relative proportions of likeness and unlikeness
(especially to Romans and Philippians) between the style of
Paul and the style of these three letters, are explicable only upon
the hypothesis that the writer of the pastorals modelled his
diction in part upon that of his master, but not slavishly—
certainly not to the prejudice of his own originality and cast of
thought. These proportions are precisely what we should expect
in such a literary relationship. Upon any other hypothesis they
do not seem credible or reasonable. Questions of stj'le are proverbially delicate, but the linguistic data of the pastorals and
the Pauline epistles may be said to resemble those of the Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel; both ratify the conclusion that we
have to do with kinship, not identity, of authorship.*
1 Yet ' d e n y ' (dpveLtrBaL) is non-Pauline, and the stanza reads
like a popular version of Paul's own words, adapted to the
requirements o f a martyr-period. See Denney, 202.
2 T h e knowledge of God or of the truth = salvation or e t e m a l
life(Jn. 17 2 f 17); cp J n . 17 3 with i Tim. 2 5, the same combination of monotheism as against polytheism, and of Christ's
unitjue and sufficient position as against J u d a i s m or Gnosticism,
besides ( ' t h e man Christ J e s u s ' ) a Johannine protest against
the Gnostic or Docetic tendency to resolve Christ into a phantom
of abstract spirit. On the Christology of the epistles ( i T i m .
3 16), see A. Klopper in ZWT (1902) 339-361.
3 N o possible change of circumstances could make Paul
oblivious (through three separate letters) of God's fatherhood,
of the believing man's union with Jesus, of the power a n d
witness of the Spirit, or of reconciliation. 'They might be taken
for granted? But surely in enforcing the ethical requirements
of the pastorals, Paul would never have demanded the blossom
without urgently pressing the need of these spiritual facts as its
root!
^ There is no ground for the idea that the prosaic tone of the
pastorals is due to their preoccupation with the practical steps
of organisation, whilst in Paul's earlier letters he had been mainly
employed in sketching the ideal of the church. A letter Hke
1 Cor., to say nothing of passages in the other letters, is enough
to refute this explanation and to show how Paul would have
dealt with the problems of organisation and church order, had
these met him in an acute form. I t would have been different
from the method of this Paulinist, for Paul ever came down upon
ethical tasks from a spiritual height.
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Still' further proof in corroboration of their un-Pauline
origin flows in from the inipossibility of placing the
- « mL
J epistles within Paul's lifetime.
With
10. The second ^^^^^^^y unanimity^ defenders^ of the
imprisonment, traditional hypothesis abandon all
attempts to fix them previous to Paul's Roman imprisonment ; but their conjecture of a release, followed by a
further extension of activity and a second imprisonment,
is quite gratuitous and hardly furnishes a more tenable
ground for the pastorals.
It is not indeed bound up
with the acceptance of their Pauline authorship ; the
two positions are independent and m a y b e held separately.
But even apart from the evidence of the pastorals (which
never mention Spain, nor allude to so momentous a toiir
in the Western Mediterranean), the evidence for this
second imprisonment must be pronounced inadequate
{CHRONOLOGY, § 7 9 / , P A U L , § 31), resting mainly on a
vague rumour (Xbyos ^x^O s p o r t e d by Eusebius, and the
allusion in the Muratorian Canon (possibly derived from'
apocryphal Acta) \\h.id:r is simply an expansion of Rom.
152428—the devout and imaginative fantasy of later
tradition being convinced that because Paul proposed a
visit to Spain, he must have carried it out.
N o such
tradition lingered in Spain itself, whilst the express statement of Acts 20 25 38 and the significant silence of Clemens
Romanus imply that the tradition nearest to Paul's life
knew of no return to Asia Minor.
T h e very passage in
Clemens Romanus (5), which has been supposed to refer
to this western journey, tells against it.
Charged with
rhetorical feeling, as Baur pointed out, it narrates (hke
Rom. 15ig) the sweep of Paul's career from Jerusalem
to Rome : ' after teaching righteousness to the whole
world, and reaching the limit of the West, and bearing
testimony before the authorities, so he left the world.'
Paul's sun had ended its course (Acts 1847).
Clement
is speaking from the standpoint of his Eastern readers
who would naturally take ' the limit of the west' (T6
T^ppLa TTJs Sijffeojs) as the Imperial capital (cp ' e a s t '
[dvaToXT]s'\ and ' west' [fiiJcts] of Syria and Rome in
Ignat. Kom. 2), and incidentally clinches the proof by
adding that the Neronic martyrs of 64 were ' gathered
unto Paul and Peter,' implying that the latter had
already died.
Were the ' earlier ' chronology adopted,
which brings Paul to Rome early in the sixties if not
even earlier, space would of course be won before 64
for the two or three years' interval required by the
traditional hypothesis of the ' pastorals' (CHRONOLOGY,
§§ 64-66). Otherwise no time is left, and it is almost
incredible that the ' pastorals,' if written after 64, should
breathe no hint of the shock produced upon the Christian
consciousness of the age, especially at Rome, by Nero's
massacre which outraged even the Roman conscience.
But even chronological resetting only makes the hypothesis possible ; its acceptance or rejection rests on other
grounds, and—to put it mildly—these do not seem at
any point secure.
T h e genesis of the pastorals is therefore sub-PauUne.
T o account for the Pauline, or presumably Pauline elen f* -n •
f "^^"*^' including not merely phrases and
'
,
,
conceptions such as could be gathered
^
*
from the extant letters of the apostle
or from tradition, but also private details and personal
matters affecting about sixteen new figures (some of
whom are not mere names)—recourse must be had to
theories of compilation, whose common feature is the
presupposition that the author was in possession of
genuine religuice Paulines.
No doubt a pseudonymous
writer would endeavour to stamp his figures and scenery
upon the reader's mind by means of circumstantial
1 Bartlet, Bowen (Dates of Pastoral Letters, igoo), and Lisco
(Vincula Sanctoru77i, igoo) are the chief exceptions recently.
2 Especially Spitta in Z7ir Gesch. und Litt. des
Urchrist.
12-108; also Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, 215-233), Zahn (Einl.
1435^^)- Steinmetz (Die zweite rd7n. Gefang.,'des
Apostels
Paulus,
1897), C. H . Turner (Hastings, Z>J5 1 421, etc.) and
F r e y (die z-weite rStn. Gefang. und das Todesjahr des Apostels
Pautus, 1900).
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details, especially w h e n ( a s i n t h i s c a s e ) t h e a u t h e n t i c
letters w o u l d s u g g e s t t h e i n t r o d u c t i o n of a c e r t a i n
q u a n t u m of p e r s o n a l m a t t e r — t h o u g h in t h e s u b - P a u l i n e
letters ( E p h . , H e b . , i P e t . ) this q u a n t u m is n o t i c e a b l y
small.
B u t , w h i l e it is c o n c e i v a b l e tiiat t h i s m a y b e
sufficient t o a c c o u n t for i T i m . ,^ it fails t o aifoid a n
adequate r a t i o n a l e for 2 Tim. T h e latti-r is Hooded w i t h
items which b y n o m e a n s fall u n d e r t h e c a t e g o r y of
j o m a n t i c o r n a m e n t o r l i t e r a r y vraiseinblonee,
a n d lift t h e
letters q u i t e a b o v e t h e level of l a t e r P a u l i n e l o m n n c e s .
I^ven when such passages do not part from their contfM, they
suggest to a critical inquirer the adyisabilit>- of admitting that
they are based upon authentic tradition anti that they i'Li>roduce,
with more or less freedom, information siill acct^i^ible to the
immediateh' sub-T-ndine generation. It may be allowcil, still
further, that genuine notes have been incorporateil, alllKuigh
these cannot any longer be deciphered. But the aiKnL.Ucs of
compilation attempt the subtler task of actually separating
original notes from the strata in which they lie embedded,2 upon
the hypothesis that, whilst the author's direct aun was to instruct
and move the church ofhis own day and not to preser\u literary
relics. IK- \\ as able to use certain PauUne iiotus in the compositiun
of 2 Tim. at least and even Titus, T h e preservation of such
letter;^ is far from incredible.3 Paul was the first ' man of letters '
in early Christianity, and t h e extant canonical collection represents only a part ofhis actual correspondence. In the nature uf
things, private notes would be more likely to remain overlooked
than otlier-;, unless, like the letter of recommendation to Phcebe
(Rom. It) i-2o), they were attached by late editors to some larger
epistle.
I n a d d i t i o n t o t h i s , t h e ' p a s t o r a l s h a v e sufTeretl a c c r e tion a s c h u r c h d o c u m e n t s , a n d t h u s t h r e e s t a g e s of their
composition m u s t b e d i s t i n g u i s h e d : ( i . ) t h e p r i m i t i v e
notes from P a u l ' s lifetime, (ii.) t h e i n c o r p o r a t i o n of t h e s e
bv the a u t h o r of t h e p a s t o r a l s in h i s e p i s t l e s , s u b s t a n t i a l l y
composed a b o u t forty y e a r s after P a u l ' s d e a t h , a n d (iii.)
glosses a d d e d t o t h e s e e p i s t l e s b y s u b s e q u e n t c o p y i s t s
to r e n d e r t h e r a m o r e s u i t a b l e t h a n e v e r for t h e n e e d s of
the second c e n t u r y .
T h e last-named process naturally
ceased b y the t i m e t h a t t h e l e t t e r s p a s s e d i n t o t h e c a n o n .
W'hether t h e l e t t e r s a r e s u b s t a n t i a l l y P a u l i n e a n d o n l y
interpolated b y s o m e editor,"* o r w h e t h e r — a s is h i g h l y
probable, in t h e c a s e of i T i m . a t a n y r a t e — t h e P a u l i n e
element, s u c h a s it is, h a s b e e n s u b m e r g e d i n l a t e r w o r k ,
c a n n o t b e d e c i d e d till e a c h l e t t e r h a s b e e n s e p a r a t e l y
examined u p o n t h e p r i n c i p l e s of l i t e r a r y m o r p h o l o g y .
As t h e a m o u n t of p r e s u m a b l y a u t h e n t i c m a t e r i a l is
obviously l a r g e s t i n 2 T i m . a n d l e a s t i n i T i m . , it will
be advisable t o d i s c u s s t h e e p i s t l e s i n t h a t p r o v i s i o n a l
order.
Second Timothy.—Although
t h e a d d r e s s of 2 T i m .

c o u l d h a r d l y h a v e d o u b t e d it, a t o n c e r e v e a l s t h e r e a l
g e n i u s of t h e w r i t i n g a n d c o r r o b o r a t e s t h e g e n e r a l
e v i d e n c e afforded b y a l l t h r e e epistles, especially b y
^ T i m . a n d Titus.
T h e y a r e n o t p r i v a t e letters at a l l ,
n o t c\'en s e m i - p r i v a t e , a n d t h e wry form of a p r i v a t e
l e t t e r is n o t strictly p r e s e r v e d .
They resemble rather
' p a s t o r a l s ' in t h e m o d e r n s e n s e of t h e t e r m , a n d find
their r e a l a u d i e n c e a m o n g p e o p l e ( p r i m a r i l y t e a c h e r s
a n d officials, it m a y b e ) i inclined t o d o u b t t h e v a l i d i t y
a n d m i s u n d e r s t a n d o r m i s a p p l y t h e t e n e t s of t h e P a u l i n e
gospel.
A s even Licldon a d m i t s [Explaii.
Analysis
of
1 7 V w . , 1 8 9 7 , ad loc.), of P a u l ' s a p o s t o l i c a u t h o r i t y
' T i m o t h y d i d n o t r e q u i r e to b e r e m i n d e d ; S t . P a u l h a s
o t h e r r e a d e r s of t h e e i ) i s U e — p e r h a p s false t e a c h e i s - —
in view.'
B e h i n d \y:-(3a lies a t r a d i t i o n of T i m o t h y ' s
t e m p o r a r y a b s e n c e ( P h i l . 2 1 9 / ) from P a u l d u r i n g h i s
last c a p t i v i t y ; b u t n e i t h e r h e r e n o r e l s e w h e r e is it
feasible in I3-14 t o d i s e n t a n g l e a n y w r i t t e n s o u r c e . O n
t h e o t h e r h a n d , 115-18 is p e r h a p s a d i s p l a c e d (after 4 10
M'Giffert, 413 Knoke),** a n d a t a n y r a t e a g e n u i n e ,
f r a g m e n t , p r o b a b l y w r i t t e n from P a u l ' s R o m a n captivity.
S o m o s t e d i t o r s a n d critics (Lemme,-^ H e s s e , ^ a n d
Krenkel*^ o m i t t i n g r a t h e r needlessly 151^ a n d iSfz).
A g a i n , 2f
h a r d l y s e e m s h o m o g e n e o u s ' ' ( c p 216 8 1 3
w i t h 8 9 ) ; 2 2 s e e m s a gloss ( o m . H e s s e , H i l g .
ZWT,
1897, p p . 1 - 8 6 ) ; 2 1 4 / . is a w k w a r d l y i n t r o d u c e d , a n d
t h e t h o r o u g h l y u n - P a u l i n e p a s s a g e 81-9 m a y well b e a
l a t e r i n s e r t i o n , d u e t o t h e p r o c e s s of a c c r e t i o n .
810-12,
h o w e v e r , is a n i n t e r p o l a t e d g e n u i n e f r a g m e n t ; i t s isol a t e d p o s i t i o n a n d c o n t e n t s m a r k it off from t h e s u r r o u n d ing context.
F u r t h e r m o r e , t h e b u l k , if n o t t h e w h o l e ,
of 4 (6) 9^-22 is g e n e r a l l y a l l o w e d t o h a v e c o m e d i r e c t l y
f r o m P a u l ' s o w n h a n d [g-iZa, e x c e p t * h a v i n g loved this
p r e s e n t w o r l d ' \dyaxrx]<jas rbv v uv aluiva] 1011b, B a h n s e n ; ^
9-15 19-22, E w a l d i^*^ 9-18, I m m e r ; ^^ 9-21, Pfleid.). B u t
it is n o t h o m o g e n e o u s ; e v i d e n t l y na a n d 211^, like 6-8
a n d g-15, reflect different s i t u a t i o n s in P a u l ' s life, a n d
t h e w h o l e p a s s a g e offers a n a d m i r a b l e p r o o f of t h e
c o m p o s i t e c h a r a c t e r of e v e n t h e directly P a u l i n e s t r a t a
in t h e p a s t o r a l epistles.
Following t h e various dates
a n d m o o d s , o n e c a n d e t e c t a p p r o x i m a t e l y in 115-18
46-13 16-19 ^ n o t e ( o r p a r t of a n o t e ) w r i t t e n after
Philippians ; t h e situation h a s become more grim, a n d
P a u l p i n e s i n loneliness for h i s y o u n g e r ally.
Again,
413-15 2i-22£z g o b a c k ^2 t o a still earlier p e r i o d , w h e n
1 ' Les communaut^s vaudront ce que valent leurs conducteurs ; voila I'id^e g6n6rate qui se d^gage de ses instructions'
( J . Reville).
2 Cp Asc. Is.S2of
(before 100 A.D.) for the contemporary
feeling that an apostasy would precede the latter days, when the
disciples of Jesus would desert ' t h e prophecy of his twelve
apostles and their faith (cp i Tim. 1 19, etc.) and love and purity
(i Tim. 419), and there shalt be many sects, e t c ' (r'rjy irpofji-^reCav
ruiv SiHSeKa diroa-roktov aiirov Kal rrjv nCo-riv [cp i Tim. 1 19, etc.]
Kal rrjv dydirrfv avriav, Kal rr^v dyveiav avriov [i Tim. 4 12] Kal
eo'ovraL aiperxeis irokkaC K.T.A..).
3 Praktisch-theol.
Comm. zu den Past. 1887-1889.
4 Das echte Ermahnungsschreibcn
des Ap. Paulus an Ti7n.j
1882.
5 Die Entsteh. der NT Ilirtenbriefe,
1889.
6 Beitr. zur Aujheltufig der GLSCII. und der Briefe des Ap.
Paulus, 395-408 [1890].
"? Chap. 2 contains two passages paralleled in Epictetus (Diss.
3 10, ' God saith to thee. Prove to me whether thou hast contested
according to requirement' [ei, vopip-us rjOk-qaas] = 2 Tim. 2 3
['good soldier']; and 822 where, as the Cynic is in an army
arrayed for battle, it is urged that he should not be ' entangled '
[epneirkeypevoi'] but wholly devoted to God's service—cp 2 Tim.
y 4 [' entangleth himself,' epnkeKeraL]—and free from distraction ;
dTTepLairda-rtos, 1 Cor. 7 ^5). Five parallels to the pastorals in
Seneca are cited by Lii^btfoot, Philippians, 290.
8 Upon the difficulties of geography in -u. 10, see CKKSCFXS,

12 2 T i m • ^ • ' • ^ ^ ^ ^^ fairly 5 P a u l i n e , t h e s t r a n g e
' 1
. " e m p h a s i s o n t h e fact a n d p u r p o s e o r s t a n d •'
' a r d of P a u l ' s a p o s t o l a t e ( ' a c c o r d i n g t o
t h e p r o m i s e ' [ ^ a r ' exxayyeXlav'])
in a l e t t e r t o o n e w h o
1 r Tim. 1 3_/f might be developed from the hint in Philem. 22
(the Asiatic locus being shown in the failure to use the companion
allusion in Phil. "2 24 to a return visit to Macedonia). T h e
personal matter here is principally meant to furnish a suitable
setting for an epistle dealing with general questions of church
life and work in the Asiatic provinces, and reflecting that cardinal
importance of Ephesus a s a centre of early Christianity to which
Lisco has rightly but extravagantly called attention (Roma
Peregrina, wjo-i). Cp Harnack, Ausbreitung,
333 462 482.
2 Perhaps 2 Pet. also contains material worked up from earlier
sources; certainly it has incorporated parts of J u d e . And the
canonical 2 Cor. is a compilation of two separate letters in reverse
order. But even were the pastorals, as compilatiuiis, without
any analogy in the N T literature (cp, further, J A M E S L ^ I I S T L E ] ,
§ 5), this would not of itself discredit the analytic hypothesis.
The pastorals present quite unique features, and it is only
reasonable that the complexity of their structure should demand
.somewhat unique and exceptional methods of treatment.
•* E.g., the correspondence of Cicero and Atticus, the letters
of King Agrippa I I . (Josephu•^), etc. See Peters, Der Brief in
der rdmi-iclten Litteratur
(igoj), 27 f 78 f, and \\'^ehofer,
' Untersuch. zur altchristliche Epi'-tolographie ' (SWA W: phil.hist. Klasse, 143, 1901).
•* Meni^goz, for example (Le Pich^ et la Ri'dtnnption, s f \
treats them as authentic, but supposes that copyists under the
direction of bishops subsequently added glosses ; these, however,
affected only questions of discipline and order, leaving t h e
genuinely Pauhne spirit unimpaired.
^ The insertion of ' mercy ' between ' g r a c e ' and ' peace' (so
2 Jn. 3) is un-Pauline. Deleting it among other phra.%es Hausrath
{Neutest. Zeitgeschichte,
E T , 1895, 4r6o-i63) finds a genuine
letter to Timothy in 1 if 15-18 4 9-18, Sabatier in 11-18 4 6-22.

is paralleled by an old proverb that one should '\-isit the poor
in his affliction and speak of him in the Sultan's presence and do
one's diligence to save him from the mouth of the lion ' (Rendel
Harris, ^/<;ri' ,f Ahikar, p. Ixvii). T h e conjecture ' M e l i t a '
[McAtVv]] for'' Miletus ' i MtA>,Twj is neither probable nor helpful.
'•> II Timotheus (1S76).
10 Sieben Sendschreit'cn (1870).
11 Theologie des NT, 399 (1877).
12 These ' commissions and cautions' at least are unlike a dying
man ; the writer is in a hurry for Timothy to come simply because
he is old and lonely,' not because he fears his friend will be too
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D A L M A T I A , G A L A T I A § 32.

T h e figurative expression in v. 17

TIMOTHY AND TITUS (EPISTLES)
Paul had left Troas on some j o u m e y ; 420 (cp .\cts
2I29) seems to belong to A c t s l S i S / , though the historicity of Acts 21 29 IS not above suspicion (cp Af js,
'J i r , TR'JPHIMUS ; with J. Weiss, Ueber die Absicht n.
d. litcrar. Gha7',ikter der Ap.-gesch. 3 9 / . [1897]).
\ dual analysis of 2 Tim. has been carried through by several
critics from Credner onwards. Hesse, e.g. (pp. i7of.), regards
it as the compilation of a genuine brief letter ot recall (13C-4 16 f.
isbc Ag-22a) with a later pseudonymous letter (11-3^ 5-10 2 3-8iZ
14-26 3 1-8 i^b-17 4 1-5). Lemme's reconstruction of the genuine
letter underlying 2 Tim. is even more intricate (see O. Holtzmann's critique, ZIVT, 1883, pp. 45-72) and less convincing
( = l i - 9 except ' p i t y ' [eAeos] 2-fbbb, ' a n d a sound m i n d ' [KOI
tTio^povLO'p.ov] 7, ' in Christ Jesus before the world began ' [ef . . .
aXtiiVL(ov]g, IQ, except ' b u t isnowmademanifest by the appearing'
\\>aveptoBel<Tav, . . . ejrL^avelas], ir except ' and a teacher' [«al
h'.Bd<jKakos], 12 except 'against that d a y ' [e\s . . . r\p.epav], 14
except ' that good thing which was committed' [TTJC . . . </)uA.]
15a i6y^ iS^c "J I 3-5 81X gyC, except ' with eternal glory' \perd
S6^y}S alioviov], 46 ff. except ev eK. r. 17., 9-22), while Hilgenfeld's
analysis ofthe epistle into two sub-Pauline notes is quite in the
a i r ( A = l if, except 'according to the promise of life which is
in Christ J e s u s ' [Kar' . . . 'iTjcroi)], 3a 5-10, except 'before the
world began ; but is now made manifest by the appearing of our
Sa\ i' >ur Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death and hath brought
life and immortality to light' [npo xpdv<ov . . . d^Bapa-Cav], 11
i2<z i6-i8a 2 I ySa 9-12 19-26 81-4 10-12 147^^ 4 i_/! 6-8 19-22 ; B =
1 lb 3^-4 gc-10 12^-15 iSb22Sb 13-18 S5-9 13 1 6 ^ 43-5 9-18). More
is to be said for M'Giffert's hypothesis that the epistle is a
redacted version of one written by Paul towards the close of his
Roman imprisonment ( I i - i 2 2 i - i 3 4 i y r 5-8 16-19 ^ i ^ 10 1 15-ii-;)
(s.l Clemen for I15-18; from Rome 61 A.D.), whilst 2 T i m . 4 9
11-18 20-2HZ represents an earlier note written frum Macedonia
before 2 Cor. which was composed (1 1) after Tiniiiihy had obeyed
his summons. Similarly Bacon places 4 9 r 1-18 20-21*1 22b in the
period immediately previous to 2 Cor. 2 12J'., when i^aul was in
Macedonia, whilst von Soden takes 115-18 4 9-19 211^ 22 as a note
written after Philippians from Paul's Roman captivity.
Hitzig
had already found a letter of Paul written about 58 A.D. from
Caisarea in 115 4 13-16 20-22^ (so Clemen : 49-18, about 60 A.D. ?),
and another letter written from Rnme about 63 A.n. in 46-i2 19
116-18 4 22^; whilst Bartlet recently has distinguished (in 49-13
2i-22a) a note written between Ephesians and Philippians, the
rest of 2 Tim. being the swan-song ofthe apostle. Le^s probably
Cieriien puts 4 19-21 into 57 A.D. (from Jerusaleni, previous to
Ilis iNiprisonment), dating the epistle as a winkle slightly- earlier
tlian 'filus {cire-i 100 A.D.), which again precetled i Tim. (100i i o A.D. Asia Minor) and the author's interpolations in 2 Tim.
(113 f '2 14-2U 4 T-8) and Titus (1 7-11 3 i - i i ) .

Titus.—The attempts to find in Tit. 11-4 a genuine
address interpolated by some redactor are not con_ T*+ • ^''i'^'"S- ^^tt, even when the epistle as a
'
. * whole is taken as sub-Pauline, 17-9 certainly
"
• appears u. further gloss (so O. Ritschl,
TLZ, '85, 609 ; Knoke ; Harnack, Chron. 'jxo f ;
Clemen, and JNI'Giffert). The sudden transition from
[jre-sbyiers to episcopi, and the general contents of
the piissage, mark it off as the insertion of some later
editor who was interested in promoting the monarchical
episcopate. Hesse and Clemen carry the gloss on to
the end of 11 ; but, although 10 connects with 9 (which
partly explains the insertion of the gloss at this point),
12 would be abrupt after 6, for KaKo. 6. are not an
antithesis tod^i'Tr., nor 'slow bellies' (yaar^pes dpyai)
to "riot' (dffojTLas), much less ' l i a r s ' (ipeuaTai) to
'faithful' [xxio'Td which here=:believing, not reliable or
inistwoi thy)
The passage 7-9, then, was inserted, perhaps from the margin, in the original text which ran :
'unruly, for there are many unruly' (dvvTxbTaKTa.
Etutf ydp TxoXXol dvvTrbTaKxot, K.T.X.).
N O man could
discharge a presbyter's duties effectively, if the members
of his own family were tainted with the local disease of
insubordination and profligacy. 21-14 and 215-87 are
somewhat parallel (cp 25 and 82, 2i4 and 3i) ; but no
analysis of the passage into a Pauline and a later source
is plausible. The 'genuinely Pauline r i n g ' of much in
31-7 (M'Giffert) is not very audible, though Sabatier
detects genuine material in it and 812-15. The latter
passage certainly, 3 12-13 [14] 151^, contains an authentic
fragniLint, as is admitterl upon almost all ha.nds [e.g.,
Weisse,^ Ewald, Krenkel, Knoke, Hesse, von Soden,
Clumen, M'Giffert). Hesse (pp. 1 5 0 / ) finds further
in Titus (lif
4-6 12-13(7 16 3 1-6 12 f 15) a complete letter

of Paul, WTitten shortly after he left Crete ; it has been
e.xpanded by the addition of jxisbages which, although
rising out of the original text (with the possible exception
of 2), are intended as a proviso against heresy. Similarly M'Giffert regards the canonical epistle as a redacted
version of some letter (I1-6 partly, 31-7 i2./i) written to
Titus before Paul reached Corinth in .Xets 20 2. The
alternati\e to these dual hypotheses is to reconstruct
(with Krenkel) out of 2 Timothy and Titus three letters
of Paul ; ia) one ^\ ritten to Titus at Crete, perhaps from
Illyricum during Paul's second journey to Corinth (Acts
2O1-3) —Tit. 3i2 2 Tim. 420 Tit. 313 ; (b) another, from
his Cassarean imprisonment, to Timothy at or near
Troas = 2 Tim. 49-18, subsequent to Colossians and
Philemon; (c) a third = 2 Tim. 419 116/. iZb 421.
written from his Roman imprisonment to Timothy at
Ephesus. The CEesarean date of Colossians, however,
is untenable ; and otherwise this ingenious resetting of
the fragments fails to explain satisfactorily how such
notes came into their present curious position.
First Timothy.—^In spite of its unwieldy anacoluthon
(cp Rom. 11-7) I Tim. 1 is probably a unity as it stands,
- , - mmodelled on Pauline letters and tradition,
. . •' though 7'v. 12-17 1 resemble in part some•' ' thing more definite. Certainly I3-11 and
118-20 hang together. After 1 if a thanksgiving would
naturally follow, in the Pauline manner ; but when the
thanksgiving does come (v. 12-17) it is occasioned not by
the person addressed but by Paul himself. Even the
'therefore' (odv) of 2 i , resuming either I3-11 or 12-17
or 18-20, forms a loose transition ; but it illustrates the
zigzag course of the epistle rather than any phenomena
of compilation.
Similarly with subsequent passages
like 26/'-7, which has a poor connection with its context
and only repeats the protestation of 112-17 (so Holtzm.,
Hesse, Hilg.), 2gf. (the odd juxtaposition of rules for
prayer with a sumptuary regulation for women) 41-8
which would readily part from its context, and 5 which
has suffered accretion towards the close. Ko fragment
of the epistle can be referred, however, to the apostle
himself with much confidence. The incidental allusions
to Paul's personality ( 8 1 4 / . 413) merely betray the
writer's consciousness that there was a certain awkwardness in such elaborate commissions and instructions
upon the commonplace regulations of a Christian community being addressed to one who was nut merely
himself in mature life but ex hyputhcsi separattd from
his superintendent only for a short time.
In such
touches we feel the author's literary conscience and his
tactful attempt to preserve the vraisemblance of the
situation or to justify the existence and point of such an
epistle.
As it stands, in fact, i Timothy is a free composition ;
it consists o f a sub-Pauline letter which has been subsequently enlarged by interpolations, especially in chap. 6.
617-21 is plainly an addition (Harn.), in thought and
diction perhaps the least Pauline paragraph in all the
pastorals ; its contents and context are against it as an
integral part of the letter. The ' antitheses ' of 620 are
not the casuistic subtleties of dialectic in thc Halacha,
but the tabulated passages from the O T and the gospel
arranged by Marcion to prove the diversity of the two
dispensations and the superiority of the later.
Such
arguments are dismissed as secular and verbose and
pseudo-scientific. See 2 Tim. 3 16, ' every scripture,' etc.,
and the significant collocation of an O T sentence and
an evangehc saying in 1 Tim. 518. Another un-Pauline
element is of course the connection between eternal life
and almsgiving [vv. 17-19) as already bet\\een salvation
and rehgious work or personal conduct (215 313).
Hence, like Tit. I 7 - 9 and some other passages in

late ( G . A Simcnv, Expos. T 10 430-432, finding in H e b . 13 also
two commendatory letters).
1 Philos^.p'h. Dogmatik, 1 146.

1 The motive of this section is to throw the glorious gospel
into relief against the unworthine.ss and weakness of its original
bearers, as in Barn. 6 9 : ' h e chose for the preaching ofhis gospel
his own apostles ocTas virip irda-av dp.aprCav dvopwrepovs, that
he might show he had not come to call the righteous but
sinners.' See Wrede, Das MessicLsgehei7nnis (igoi)^ 7-07 f.
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TIMOTHY AND TITUS (EPISTLES)
I Tim. (31-13^ 0 17-20?) or even 2 Tim. (220-26?), 617-21
shows the process of accretion familiar in documents
bearing on church organisation and discipline.
Here ai^ain Hesse, admitting (like Schleiermacher) t h e
irregular course of the epistle, attempts acuiius tjiiain vcrius
to disentangle an original letter of commission (1 i-io 18-20 4 1-16
ti 3-16 207C) containing the duties and rights of an episcopus at
Ephesus. This is conjectured to have been enlarged by the
addition of independent pieces bearing on the work of the
episcopate : e.g., 111-17 (justifying the .ipustolate to the Gentiles),
arrangements" for the worship ('2ui-7, so Hilg., and 1gb-io,
glosses) and the oflicials of the church (3 i4-i5a, a further
insertion to justify the author dilating on such topics; 8151^-11),
to connect with 4 i _ / ) , a general mandate for bishops (5 : 623,
however, being genuinely Pauline), and e.\tr.icLs(.i'' 1-3 17-ly) from
a table of ethical duties. Knoke pushes the epistle much nearer
Paul by his hypothesis of two letters fnmi P a u l s jieii, one—an
instruction (napayyekLa) written to Timothy from C 01 inth (1 -^f
18-20 2i-io 4 12 5 1-3 4C-6 11-15- 19-23 '•^f% another—more
doctrinal in character—composed in his Caj.-^arean imprisonment
(112-17 814-10 4 i - i i 13-16 -12-15 ^if
(^i 17-19 I5-11 02t:-i6
2of.T). These have been combined with an un-Pauline churchdirectory (3 1-10 12 f 2 II 5 9 A lo 4a b 17 0 if), whilst passages
like 3 11 and 0 18 are to be regarded a s [iiarginal glosses. It is
not e.isv, however, to see adequate psychological motives for
this sort of extensive compilation, and the criteria of style are
by no means equal to the inferences drawn from them.

ality to the sheer authority of the apostle, the gradual increase
of severity towards errorists, evident as the epistles proceed—
these and other traces form a cumulative and sufficient argument
fur this order of composition. W'hen the author wrote 2 Tim.
he had considerable Pauline material at his disposal. Even in
the epistle to Titus, he falls back on genuine tradition, and
P.uiline materi.d preponderates though to a less degree. But
in I Tim. the situation has become more advanced ; he-wntes
more freely and less under the influence ofhis master, confutes
errorists with greater sharpness, assigns more dictatorial powers
to the oflicers of the church, and elaburates the various ecclesiastical canons with unprecedented care. Tlie third epistle (i Tim.)
is thus, as Schleiermacher was the first to point out, an expansion
and in some respects a repetition uf the others, further from their
Pauline background of reminiscences and tradition, but more
characteristic of the writer himself. The superiority of 2 Tim.,
with its ample personal allusions and less formal tone, is quite
obvious ; and superiority means here prii.irlty. T h a t it comes
from the ,sanie pen as the others, need not be doubted, although
in it the writer is more of an editor than an original author.
The general sub-apostoHc style and spirit of all three is fairly
uniform and affords no adequate evidence for suspecting a
plur.ility of writers.

Like most of the N T writings, the pastorals have a
communal origin. In them a current of the age be...
comes articulate, and hence the inconspicuous personality of their author^
Hypothetical and contradictory as such conjectures
cannot be rightly deduced from his writings. It was
may appear to be, howe\er, a not inconsiderable agreean age when, as in the days of Haggai, men had to
ment prevails even amid the most independent analyses
' fetch wood and build the house,' while others had to
of these epistles. All partition-theories presuppose an
encourage and direct their efforts.
T o furnish such
editorial function which certainly is unexampled in
inspiration may not have been a very heroic task, deprevious early Christian literature, even in Acts and the
manding writers of exceptional insight and pioneering
Apocalypse. But this is not an insuperable objection ;
ardour like Paul, but it was timely and serviceable ; and
and whilst it is idle to dogmatise upon the particular
after all ' edification' [oLKodop.e2v) was the criterion and
and onginal setting of verses, or at every point to disaim of early Christian literature. This Paulinist had
tinguish precisely between redactor, author, and source,
singular capacities for the labour of instructing the
the composite nature of these epistles and (within general
churches of his day. Thoroughly convinced that he
limits) the main strata of their contents have been subhad a message for it, or rather that in Paul's teaching
stantially proved. Such analytic criticism is upon the
and life \a.y the pattern for true doctrine and godliness,
right lines, and as a working hypothesis it is historically
he addressed himself to the duty of curbing and stimusuperior to the conjectures which attribute the writings
lating his contemporaries in the spirit of his master,
CTI bloc to Paul or as unpromisingly set down the Pauline writing like a shrewd and experienced man of affairs
element to vague tradition or the inventiveness of a
who feels (unlike his contemporary, the prophet who
literary artist.
wrote Rev. 2 / ) that the moral plight of the age demanded consolidation — consolidation as opposed to
As the titles formed no part of the original autographs,
speculation in belief or looseness in organisation. If
the early church naturally argued from the internal
he lacks the authority of intuition, he at least possesses
evidence that 2 Tim., with its reflection
15. Order of
the intuition of authority. H e has much in common
of a climax and rich individual references,
composition.
with the unconciliatory element in Paul. Unlike the
represented the last phase ofthe apostle's
later apologists, he refuses to discuss points of disagreelife, and that i Tim. was earlier. But the comparative
ment or to meet objectors on their own ground, but is
study of the episdes suggests that 2 Tim. is the earliest,
content with the more congenial method of insisting in
and I Tim. the latest production of the author.^
The relative amount of hapax legomena (46 in 2 Tim., 28 in
a rather dictatorial fashion upon the fixed truths of the
Tit., 74 in 1 Tim.), the increasingly sub-apostolic colour of
faith. In this he is a precursor of Polycarp, yet in all
'faith' (-I'cTTts) and 'saviour' (trwTTjp), the diminution of freshlikehhood the majority of his opponents, perhaps even
ness and intimate feeling in the allusions to Paul, the predomiof his readers, were none the worse for being somewhat
nance uf ecclesiastical interests and church organisation in T i t .
and 1 Tim,,'* the gradual shifting of emphasis from the personsharply reminded that the ultimate proofs of religion
lay open to faith and the moral sense ; there may have
1 Among the qualifications of the Jewish selidh sibbfir (nvti'
been an effectiveness in the resolve of this censor to
"I'-'^j the man who on a n y given occasion offered common
assert and enlighten, not to argue. T h e genuine faith
prayer in the synagogue) were : * to have many children and no
is to him a 'tradition' (xrapaSoais) or a 'deposit'
money, . . to be of sound age, and humble, popular, well[irapadriKT]),'^ involving 'testimony' (pLapTvpla), which
mannered . . . to be practised in the study of the law, the
lays a moral responsibility upon the officials of the
prophets, and the psalms ; able to expound the allegoric meaning, traditions, and hi>t'>ries, e t c ' (R. Jehuda, quoted b y
church especially. The tone of his instrucdons to them
Selwyn. Christian Prophets, 20% f).
reminds one often of Butler's famous Charge to the
2 'fhe difficulty of/Li.aj'6'di'oucr(. (v. 13) would certainly be eased
Clergy (1751) not to trouble about objections raised by
by the adoption ofthe attractive conjecture kavBdvova-i (Hitzig,
' m e n of gaiety and speculation," but to endeavour to
Naber, Baljon, Clemen).
^ See A C T S , § 16, and M I N I S T R Y , § 31. Besides Mangold,
beget a practical sense ' of religion upon the hearts of
De Wette, Reuss (La Bible, 1 242 f 307 f), and some others,
the commnii people.' This task demands moral purity
• he main advocates of this order are denoted by an asterisk in
above all things, together with teaching ability in the
the bibliography at the close of t h e present article. It is of
higher officials. True to his master, this mentor is
course possible that the author himself rearranged the epistles
in this order, having written them otherwise, as Vergil is said t o
have composed the various books of the /Eneid irregularly (e.g.,
the third before the second) and subsequently placed them.
•^ I'he pronounced element of 'ecclesiasticism' in i Tim.,
which in several passages is simply a manual ofchurch order,
betrays its more advanced situation. For some not insignificant
details of style, see ' certain men ' (rLves dvBpiiiiroC), or ' certain '
(rtve?) [7 times in 1 Tim., never in others], ' f a i t h ' (ITL<TTLS) in
objective sense (4 times in i Tim., once in Tit. 1 4). ' s a v i o u r '
(o-dj-njp) of God alone in i Tim. (in the second-century piety ' no
one could any longer b e a God who was not also a soter,' Harn.,
Dognieng., E T , 1118); cpalso 2 Tim. 217-20 as preceding i T i m .

5093

1 20, and the heightening scale of 2 Tim. 2 23 Tit. 3 9 i Tim. 14,
of 2 Tim. 111 and i Tim. 2 7, of 2 Tim. 3 1 and 1 Tim. 4 if, of
Tit. 1 7 and i Tim. 82,
™ • • •
1 T h e pastorals in fact voice a tendency of popular Christianity
rather than any individual writer's cast of t h o u g h t ; cp Wrede,
rdier Aufgabe und Metliode der sog. NT Theologie, 3 5 / (1897).
Authorship is here quite subordinate to function.
_
2 Cp Herod. 9 45 : ' M e n of Athens, I leave these words with
you as a trust' (avBp^s 'KBy\vaXoL, irapaB-qKrfv vp.'iv rd enea rdBe
rCBep.aL K.T.A.) with 2 Tim. 1 1 2 / , etc.
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TIMOTHY AND TITUS (EPISTLES)
Utterly indifferent to the sacerdotal heresy •* which was
already beginning to tinge unhealthily the primitive
ideas of the church ( M I N I S T R Y , § 5 9 a , P R I E S T , § 8).
In resisting incipient Gnosticism with its attempt to
Hellenise the faith into an evaporated intellectualism,^
the pastorals refuse to employ the tendency, which
ultimately secularised the Catholic church, of Hebraising
the religion of Jesus by means of a retrograde movement
t o ritual and priestly conceptions.
Indeed the impression made by these letters is revealed in nothing so clearly
as in the fact that they came to be cherished by those
who more or less unconsciotisly were either ignoring or
modifying or defying their principles under the constraining infiuence of the Zeitgeist.
Like the authors of Matthew's gospel, Barnabas,
Hebrews, the Fourth Gospel and 2 Peter, the author of
p
,
the pastorals belongs to the great anony' mous period of early Christian Hterature.
nymity. T h e religious life of the primitive church.
a s of ancient Israel, was ' at certain periods very intense,
and at these periods the spiritual energy of the nation
expressed itself almost impersonally, through men who
forgot themselves and were speedily forgotten in name
by o t h e r s ' (Dav. Job, Ixviii.).
His work, too, was
pseudonymous.'"' T o write under Paul's name was, for
a PauUnist, quite a legitimate literary artifice ; and although pseudepigrapha in the second century — that
period rich in rhetorical forgeries (Jebb, Ho77ier, 8 7 ) —
ranged from mere fabrications to high-toned compositions, the pastorals, Hke 2 . Peter, belong to the latter
class, breathing not a crude endeavour to deceive but
self-effacement and deep religious motives.
Hence the
oblivion in which the writer chose to work and has been
allowed to remain.
It was due not merely to the
necessity of throwing a certain air of mystery round the
situation in order to secure the circulation of letters long
after their putative author's death, but to a sort of
Pythagorean feehng that unselfish piety required a
pupil's work to be attributed to his master—a canon of
literary ethics not unfamiliar to early Christianity itself
(Tertull. adv. Ma7'c. 45). This author wrote from what
he conceived to be the standpoint of Paul.^ But it would
be unjust to estimate him by the measure of the man
whose spirit he endeavoured to propagate and apply in
his own way.
T h e correct standard is to be sought in
t h e sub-Pauline literature.
And if the author of the
pastorals is inferior to the genius who wrote the fourth
gospel, even in appreciating some of the more inward
aspects of Pauline thought, he is superior in range and
penetration to those who wrote Barnabas, Jude, the
Ignatian epistles, the Chnstian section of Ascensio Isaice,
a n d 2 Peter.
T h e prevailing deference shown to the
apostles and to Paul by contemporary and later writers *
who disclaim all pretensions to equality with them, as
well as the fact that mere literary ambition was utterly
foreign to the early Christian consciousness at this
period, may serve to guarantee the ethical honour of the
pastorals and to corroborate the impression left by themselves that their author ^ was right in feeling himself not
1 Louw, Het ontstaan van het Priesiei'schaap
telijke Kerk, 32 f 62 f. 7gf 110-126 (1892).

in de Chris-

2 See E P I S T O L A R Y L I T E R A T U R E , § 4 ; M I N I S T R Y , 35 d; a n d ,

to the literature cited in Hist. Nexv Test. 5 9 7 ^ , 619-624, a d d
W. Christ, Philologische Studien zu Cletn.Alex.
30-39 (1900),
and (for the pseud-epigrapha, mainly Gnostic, o f t h e 2nd cent.,
etc.) Liechtenhan in ZNTW,
1902, Hefte 3-4.
3 H e is least successful in reproducing what would have been
Paul's tone and temper to colleagues like Timothy and Titus. T h e
curt, general instructions put into the apostle's mouth are often
incongruous with the character of their primitive recipients as
well as with the situation presuppo-sed by the epistles in question.
•* E.g., Ignat. Ro7n. 4, ' I do not order you, as did Peter and
P a u l ; they were apostles, I a m a c o n v i c t ' ; also Acta Phoc. 4,
OVK ajravropiokSi Ttjs Twi' aTrocrToAwi' rov ®eov evapetrrCas.
5 His success, undoubtedly deserved, becomes all the more
remarkable where failure was so easy. T h e Asiatic presbyter
who half a century later composed the Acts ofPautand
Tfiekla
no doubt acted with a sincerity equal to his aiffection (idse amore
Pauli fecisse), but failed t o ' a p p r e c i a t e the vital elements of
Paulinism and was depo.sed — not for using an illegitimate
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TIN
merely justified but obhged to sanction and support his
message by his master's name. Not long before, another
' Paulinist' had composed speeches for Paul which
were based on oral tradition and yet were indubitably
free products of a historian who had skill and sympathy
enough to give fairly faithful transcripts of the situation
in question (Acts 1816-41 1722-31 2018-35, etc.).
It \\as
but a step from this to the other recognised method cf
literary impersonation, which chose epistolary rather
than historical expression to gain its religious end.
Since Schmidt and Schleiermacher almost a century ago suggested a sub-Pauline date for i Tim., a conjecture which Eichhorn amongst others speedily (1812) extended to
18. L i t e r a , - all three epistles, there h a s been a remarkable
ture.
continuity of criticism, starting from *F.#C.
Baur (Die sogenannte7i
Pastoralbriefe
des
Apostels Paulus, 1835). For the critical work u p to 1880 see
* H . J . Holtzmann, Die PaLstoralbriefe kritisch und exegetisch
behandelt (1880), a monograph which is far from being superseded. Subsequent contributions in general support of Baur
and Holtzmann, with modifications a n d adaptations, have come
along three main lines :—(a) editions : * H . von Soden (HC iii.
1155-254, (2) 1893); *Mofratt (Histor. Ne-w Testa7/te7it,[^ 5S6-57S
[1901]); O. Cone (Intemat.
Hdbks. to NT, vol. 3 [1901]). (b)
monographs and essays on—(i) general criticism of epp.: Renan
(S.Pauly xxiii.-Hi., fegtise Ckretienne, ch. 6 ) ; *Harnack(C/:nj«(7logie, 480-485, 710-711); *Pfleiderer (Paulinismus,
E T , 2196-214,
Das Urchristentum,
801-823 [1887]) ; *M. A. Rovers (Nieuwtest. Letterkunde,
i888,(2) 66-78); van Manen ( O L D - C H R I S T .
L I T . , P A U L ) ; *Bruckner (Die Chronol. Reihenfolge der Briefe
des NT, 277-286 [i8go]); Prof. E . Y. Hineks, JBL, 1897, pp.
04-117, Reville (Les origines de Vipiscopat, 1 2 6 2 / ) , and the
N T introductions by Hilgenfeld (1875); H . J . Holtzmann(8)
(272-292 [1892b; *S. Davidson,(8) 1-75 [1804]; B. W . Bacon
(127-139 [1900]); Baljon, Geschiedenis v. a. Bb. d. NV (1901)
150-174 ; *Julicher ((*) 136-156 [1901]) and Sabatier, art.
' Pastorales, Hency. Sciences rel., 10 250^^ (2) textual features :
H e n r i Bois, JPT (1888) 145-160 ' z u r Exegese der Pastoralbriefe'; *Clemen, Einheitl.
d. paul. Briefe, 142-176 [1894];
P . Ewald, Probabilia
betr. d. Text des i Ti77i. (1901), (c)
Discussions on special phenomena of epp. :—(i) ecclesiastical
organisation : See under M I N I S T R Y and add (to lit, there cited)
defences of conservative standpoint in Hort, Christian
Ecclesia
(1898), 189-217, and J . W . Falconer From Apostle to Priest,
109-146 (1900): against Kiihl (Die Gemeinde-ordnung
in den
Pastoratbriefen,
1885) see Hilgenfeld (ZWT, 1886, pp. 456-473);
and on their connection with Apostol. Co7istitutio7ts, Harnack,
Texte und Unters7ich. ii, 6497^ (li.) the errorists; Hilgenfeld
(ZWT,
1880, pp. 448-464); Havet, Le Ch7^stianis7ne ei ses
origines, 4 376-380 (1884); a n d Bourquin, Etude critique sur
past, ^pttres, 51-64(1890). i,iii.) general setting and religious
s t a n d p o i n t : H a t c h (EB(^), articles ' P a u l ' and ' P a s t o r a l s ' ) ;
*Beysch\Ag's Neutest. Theol. ( E T , 1895), 2501-517, Holtzmann's
Neutest. Theol. 2259-281 (1897); O. C^one (Gospel and iis Interpretations, 327-338 [1893]); W. Mackintosh (iVa^. Hist, of Christ.
Rel. 465-490(1894]); Weizs. Das. Apost. Zeitcilter,^
(ET)
2163-165 3 2 9 7 : ; *A. C. M'Giffert, The Apostolic .<4^f, 398-423
(1897); E . P . Gould, Bibl. Theol. of NT, 142-150 (igoo), also
Harnack, Dogmengeschichte
( E T ) 1156-162 189-192 2 1 5 ^ 2 2 3 ^ ,
and Wernle, Die Anfi7ige unserer Re ligion, 347-368,38o_/C(igoi).
Although the general critical position, outlined in these contributions, is unquestionable, it is unhappily not unquestioned.
T h e traditional view survives, with more or less hesitation and
a far from uniform presentment, in the editions of Kblling (i8821887 ; on I Tim.), Weiss (-Meyer, (6)1893, nHo Die Paulin. Briefej
16 f , 604-682 [1896]), Riggenbach-ZSckler (1897), and Stellhorn
(1900), and in the representative N T introductions of Weiss,
Godet, Zahn, and Belser; so still most English commentators
(Ellicott, Plummer, J . H . Bernard, Horton, J . P . Lilley),
writers on N T introduction (Salmon, Gloag, and Adeney), and
others, e.g., G. G. Findlay (appendix to E T of Sabatier's
L'apdtre
Paul, 341-402 [i8gi], Hastings' DB 3 714-716), and
Rams. Church,^) 24%f.. Expos. 4th ser. 8iio_/C, etc. Add
Bertrand (Essai critique sur tautkertticiti
des /pitres
Past.,
188&), Ruegg (Aus SchTv, t und Geschichte, 59-108 [1898]); Roos
(Die Briefe des ap. Pautus unddie Reden des Herrn jesu, 156202), G. H . Gilbert's Life of Paul, 225-232 (1899) ; and G. T.
Purves, Christianity
i?i Apostolic Age, 170-176 (1900). Also
(published since this article was written) Lock's studies in
Hastings' DB 4 on the epistles.
j _ ^,10.
TIN ( 7 n 3 , bidll, ht. ' that which is s e p a r a t e d ' [from
precious metal], see Is. I 2 5 , where render ' a l l o y ' [RVmg. Che.,
see © ] ; Kaa-<rirepos [4 times], p6kL^[B]os [twice], sian7tu77i), Ezek.
22 18 20 (Israel to be cast into the furnace like one of the baser
metals), 27 12 (exported from Tar.shish), Zech. 4 10 (material of
plummet, KatrffLrepLvos), N u . 31 22 (cleansed by passing through
fire).
method so much as for employing it to promote notions which
the common-sense of the church rejected as palpably alien t o the
faith.
Pseudo-Pauline epistles ('fictse ad ha:resim Marcioms';,
were widely circulated during thc second century ; the superiority
ofthe pastorals to all such is a difference of degree rather than of
kind.
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T I N K L I N G ORNAMENTS

TIRHAKAH

Being a component of bronze, tin was used as a metal
from a very early date (see L\>I'1'KI-;). A ring from a
tomb at Dahshur (dated about the third dynasty) contains
8.2 per cent of tin; a vase of sixth dynasty 5.68 per
cent of tin.
When the unalloyed metal was first
introduced cannot be asci^itamed with certainty. All
we know is that about the first centuiy the Greek word
Ka<y(xiTepos designated tin, and that tin was imiKirtud
from Cornwall into Italy after, if not before, the invasion
of Britain by Julius Csesar.
From what Pliny sa\;s
[HN 3416 339), it appears that the Romans in his tune
did not fully realise the distinction between tin and
lead ; the former was called plui7ibu77i album or
candidum to distinguish it from plu7nbum nigrum (le;id
proper).^ The word stan7iu7n definitely assumed its
present meaning in the fouith century. (See Jer. on
Zech. 410).

TINKLING ORNAMENTS (•''D^r),
R V AXKIXTS

Is. 3i8 AV,

[q.v.\.

TIPHSAH (ripDrl ; wanting in the true ^ but
pA4)ei[B]in I K. •246r; eAyA[-^-]; tahpis—i.e., Tahpanhes [Pesh.] ;
thaphsa\\%.'^.
X. A place in the Eber-han-nahar (see E B E R ) mentioned as the NE. boundary of Solomon's empire (i K.
424 [64]), corresponding to Gaza in the SW.
It is
generally held that Tiphsah is the ancient Thapsacus,
and that Solonions occupation of this place was connected with his commercial enterprises, Thapsacus
being the great zeugma, or place of passage, of the
river Euphrates alike for caravans and for invading
armies.
It was there that the Ten Thousand first learned the real
•object of the expedition of Cyrus the Younger, and crossed the
stream (Xen. .\nab.i.4ii).
There too, Darius Codomannus
crossed after the fatal battle of Issus, and Alexander after him.
In the sixth century A.D. it passed out of knowledge.

The true site was identified about the same time by
J. P. Peters (Nation, May 23, 18S9) and B. Moritz
[Ber. der Berl. Akad., July 25, 1889) with Kal'at
Dibse, a small ruin ' at the bend of the stream where it
changes from a. southerly to an easterly course, 8 m.
below Meskene, and 6 below the ancient Barbalissus.'
Among other points in which the situation of Dibse
agrees with the statements of Xenophon and Strabo is
the existence of a camel-ford at this very spot. There
is no philological objection to this combination, but
-excavations still wait to be made (cp Peters, Nippur,

\<)iff-)At the same time, there are good reasons for testing this theory
afresh. The realm of Solomon was not as extensive as a tradition based on incorrect readings of the text has represented (see
SOLOMON. § g). Tiphsah and 'Azzah are most probably places on
the frontier of Solomon's dominion in the Negeb. The former
may come from Tappuah ( = Nephtoah), the latter may perhaps
represent the strong city Zarephath. These points are doubtful.

2. A town in Ephraim which opposed the pretensions
of Menahem, and was punished by him (2 K. 15i6i'),
identified by Conder with Kh. Tafsah, on an old site 6 m.
SW. of Shechem [PEFMe7n. 2i6g).
The ' T i p h s a h '
of MT is as much conjecture as the ' T i r z a h ' (depaa)
of ©B (daipa [A]). The right reading, as man)"" think,
is that of ©L—viz. T A P P U A H (ra^we). So Thenius,
Klostermann, Renan [Hist. :i45o), Kohler [Bibl. Gesch.
8309), Guthe. There were at least three places called
Tappuah (or Xephtoah). Whether this Tiphsah or
Tappuah was really in the neighbourhood of Shechem,
and not rather in the Negeb (cp i), is one of the most
recent critical problems. See Crit. Bib. on 2 K. ].^ii6.
T. K. c.

TIRAS (DTH; e[e]ipAC [BADEL]), son of Japheth,
mentioned after Gomer, Magog, Madai, Javan,
1 .
.,
Tubal, and Meshech, Gen. 102 (P),
1- A northern I Ch. I 5 . It is usually assumed ^that
'
people ?
he must be the representative of a
northern folk. The older commentators mostly think
'• So in © the distinction between Kaa-cCrepos and poki^os
imcertain.

5097

is

of the Thracians (9pa^ ; Jos. Ant. i. 61).
But after
removing the Gk. nom. suffix s, we get a form which
has no similarity to Tiras.
Hence Tuch, Noldeke
(BL 5519/-). and W. Max Muller (As. u. Eur 3 8 2 / . )
think of the Tyrseni, who are spoken of not only as
Etruscans but also as pirates on the ^ g e a n Sea (cp
TARSHISH, § 6, and note quotation from E. Meyer on
the probable distinction between the Etruscan 'lyrseni
and the Turusa of the Egypdan inscriptions). This is
certainly plausible, and has suggested (to the present
writer) that after correcting cm in v. 2 into oiin, the
latter wi^rd should be substituted for c'c-in in v. 4. The
order of the names in v. 4 seemed to favour this, and
granting that ' T a r s h i s h ' is the Hebrew name for
Tartessus or S. Spain, no better course seems to be
open, for one cannot expect Tartessus to be inclosed
between Ehshah [i.e., S. Italy and Sicily [Eag,, Di.,
Kau.]), and Kittim (i.e., Cyprus?).
The Tyrseni,
however, might naturally enough be so grouped. How
easily Tiras (or Tures?) and Tarshish might be confounded is suggested by the fact that in Judith 223 [13]
Vg. actually gives fflios Tharsis where Vet. Lat. gives
jdlios Thiras et Kasis.
Cp Rosii. A better view,
however, can possibly be found (see § 2).
Jensen connects Tiras with the Hittite T(a)rs = Tar2i
(so Shalmaneser II. ) = Tarsus (Jensen, TLZ, 4th Feb.
1899,

col. 70), but see T A R S H I S H , § 6.

The increasing evidence (see Crit. Bib.) that many parts of
the O T , which came down to the late editor or editors in a
9 A o n r r n n ^'^'"•^"P'^ form, have been manipulated by him in
Z. &. c o r r u p - accordance with incorrect views of geography
t i o n of
and history, compels us to consider, as we pass
Asshur ?
through the Table of Nations, what may have
been the original form of each ethnic or placename that we find there. It has already been suggested by
others (see J A P H E T H ) that Japheth in the original legend meant
either the Phcenicians or the Philistines. It may be added here
that there is ^ r t a t reason to doubt whether either the J portions
or the P portions of Gen. 10 in their original form extended their
range beyond Palestine and Arabia.
It is a characteristic of P's lists (and to P w. 2-4, according to
the critical analysis, belong) that he in naive ignorance repeats
the same name in different corrupt and independent forms.
Thus ' T i r a s ' in v. 2 is ultimately the same as ' T a r s h i s h ' in
7'. 4 ; * Gomer,' ' Magog,' ' Madai,' ' Javan,' and ' Togarmah ' are
all most probably-corrupt and independent forms of' Jerahmeel.'
' T u b a l ' (cp T A B E A L ) , as the connection in which the name
occurs in Ezek. 3226 ought sufficiently to show, is a Palestinian or
rather a N . Arabian name.l
' M e s h e c h ' ('•J'J':') should be
' C u s h a m ' (U'^'p)—i.c., the N . Arabian Cush (see CUSH, 2).
' E l i s h a h ' In T. 4 should be ' I s h m a e l ' ; ' K i t t i m
probably
comes from ' R e h u b o t h i m ' ; ' D o d a n i m ' should be Dedanim.
If these emendations are in the main right—and the evidence
referred to above would seem to make this a reasonable contention
—it follows that ' T i r a s ' as well as ' T a r s h i s h ' (see TARSHISH,
§ 7), is most probably a corruption and distortion of the N
Arabian ethnic name Ashhur or Asshur ( = Geshur).
Cp
G E S H U R , 2.

'

TIRATHITES (D-'ni^-in), i Ch. 255-

T . K . C.

See JABEZ.

TIRE.
I . U'^ynrt',
sahd7vnim.
Is, 3 i 8 J u d g . 821 26
R V 'crescents.' See N E C K L A C E , Z.
'z. ~\i'ri,pe'ijr, Ezek. 24 17 (AV), 23 (VN) ; see TURBAN, *.
3. ^"3, ses', E / e k . l 6 i o RVuvu'- translates ' [ a tire of] fine
linen.' A headtire seems to be meant. See TUKISA.-., 2.
4. piCrpa J u d i t h l 0 3 IGs (AVmg. ' m i t r e ' ) i:ar..^2 ( E V
' d i a d e m ' ) . See U I A U E M .

TIRHAKAH ( n f ^ ™ ; ed.pd.Kd. [A in 2 K . , B in
Is.], e^^pSAK [E]. -pA [B in 2 K . ] , -pd.eA [^AQ* in
Is.], Vg. Tharacii).
According to Is. STg
1. Name. :2 l*v. 199, the Assyrian general (rab-shakeh)
had heard that Tirhakah. kingof Ethiopia (<P of [the]
Ethiopians), was coming forth to fight against the
Assyrian armies occupying Judah before the siege of
Jerusalem (701 B.C.) in order to assist Hezekiah.
This is the third king of the twenty-fifth (or Ethiopian)
dynasty of Egypt (EGYPT, § 66i5). His name is written
1 ' Elam ' of course should be ' Jerahmeel' (as probably always
in OT), and most probably (if not certainly) ' Zidonians ' should
be ' Misrites.'
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TIRHAKAH

TIRSHATHA

in Hieroglyphic signs Ta-h-ru-k.'^
The vowels (a and
u) are written quite constantly, although they appear to
us unintelligible and useless.
The cuneiform transcription is TarkiJ. Manetho gives Tarkos or Tarakos,
Stnibo, i. 321, Tearko (he strangely makes the king a
great conqueror, who reached the pillars of Hercules ;
cp Megasthenes, Fragm. 20, in Straljo, 686).
The
biblical rendering would seem to need a transposition ;

Karbanit (near Canopus?), and forced him to retreat as
far as Thebes.
The cities Sais, Mendes, and Tanis
were cruelly punished for joining the Ethiopians ; prince
Necho, ho\\e\'er, when sent to Nineveh as a prisoner,
obtained a pardon and his dominion. Evidently, the
.Assyrians needed his influence. They even gave the
city of Hathribis to his son Psametik and thus furthered
the rise of the next dynasty (the .Saitic). Taharko, in the
Teharko,
Teharka
(npliin)meantime, fortified a camp near Thebes and, while the
Assyrian troops were engaged in the Delta, forced this
The king seems to have been an usurper,^ who
city to surrender. At first, the prince of Thebes seenis
legalised his crown afterwards by marriage with the
to have closed the door to the fugitive Ethiopian king.
widow of king Shabako. When the usurpa2. Date. tion took place, can be determined with
Preparing for a new in\asion of northern Egypt,
Tirhakah died there.
His step-son Ten(wa)t-Amon
certainty (see So). Tirhakah reigned, according to a
(Tandamani of the Assyrian reports), son of Shabako,
stele of the Serapeum, twenty-six complete years ;
according to Assyrian sources he died in 668/67 '< ^ became king, and made the last attempt to e.xpel the
Assyrians (668/67).^
consequently his accession to the throne was in 6g4.lg^
B.C. This shows at once that in the biblical account
On the Egyptian monuments, nothing of this warlike
there is an impossible conjunction of facts. Either the
activity of the king can be observed.
Tirhakah left
original form of the tt^xt did not give the name of the
many buildings and restorations, especi4. Egyptian ally in his residence Napata (mod.
' king of Ethiopia' referred to—later scholars would
data.
then attempt to identify the king and insert TirhakaGebel-Barkal) and at Thebes.
Xorth
Taharko instead of Shabako who reigned in 701 (see,
of Thebes, the difficulties caused him by the nomarchs
however, S<.) on the improbabiUty of Shabako's attackseem to have prevented him from building much ; but
ing the Assyrians)—or Taharko was mentioned as the
inscriptions bearing his name have been found at Tanis,
Ethiopian governor of Lower Egypt, and the later reand at Memphis his name is represented at the burial of
cension made him a king. Otherwise, we should have
an Apis bull in his tenth and twenty-fourth year (directly
lo acknowledge a confusion of the events of 701 with
before the Assyrian conquest ?). Nominally, also, the
others of the time between 693 and 676 B.C. The first
two years following 668/7 seem to ha\'e been counted
3 A s s y r i a n e-^P^^ition of the Assyrians against Egypt,
to him in Egypt, so at least later by Psammetichus I.
dnta
' " ^7^' ^^^^ ' " ^^^ probability caused by
At Thebes, the nomarch Mont(u)-m-he't was in the time
of the .Assyrian invasion practically independent (he
such a provocation as military aid from
built considerably at Karnak) and does not seem to
Egypt to Palestinian rebels against Assyria. Esarhaddon
have always been faithful to his suzerain in Napata (see
mentions indeed that Ba'al, the king of Tyre, was inabove).
duced to rebellion by Tarku. This may have occurred
earlier ; but 693 is, as has been said, for Tirhakah the
A (rather conventionalised) portrait of Tiihakah is
superior chronological limit.
given elsewhere ( E T H I O P I A , fig. i, right-hand picture);
the Negro blood is more strongly indicated in several
Tirhakah, however, could not really play the part of
other portraits ; the full Negro type on the Zinjirlian aggressor in Syria. The difificulty of maintaining
stele of Esarhaddon is therefore no caricature.
Egypt and keeping the nomarchs in subjection must as
a rule have absorbed his whole strength. An Ass}Tian
[The view expressed elsewhere (SENN.\CHERIB, § 5)
army penetrated into Egypt in 676 and seems to have
as to the possibility of a confusion between an Assyrian
occupied a considerable portion of it, but in 675
and an Asshurite (N. Arabian) invasion of Judah may
was annihilated.'^ In his tenth year, 671, king Esarpossibly require a reinvestigation of the meaning of
haddon seeun_'(l the road tn Egypt by an expedition
uiD ^^D in 2 K. 19 9 = Is. 379. ' C u s h ' may be, not
against the Arabs, invaded (then, or by another army?)
Ethiopia, but a region in N. Arabia (see CUSH, § 2).
Eg\ pt by wa\- of a city in the desert called Magdali or
If so, npmn (Tirhakah) will have to be admitted into
Mii^dol (see MIGDOL), and met and defeated the forces
the group of personal names which have (according to
of Taharko near a place called Ishupri.
The Ethiopian
the new theory) been modified by redactors to suit their
king had finally, after losing the third battle, to withdraw
own limited historical knowledge. See (Srit- Bib. on
from Egypt. The Ass}Tians marched as far as Thebes,
2 K. 199 and other parts of 2 K . ]
vv. M. M.
which capitulated and was mildly dealt with.
The
TIRHANAH ( n j m r i ; e ^ p ^ M [B], e&pXNA [A],
country was divided among twenty nomarchs, descendGAPAANA [ L ] ) . a son of Caleb by his concubine
ants of Libyan generals. Some of these may have called
Maacah (i Ch. 248).
in the Assyrians to tree them from the Ethiopian yoke,
and submitted to the Assyrian supremacy without resistTIRIA {H^yp, ; om. B, OHpidk [A], eOpiA [L]), the
ance.
Nc\ertheless we read of a conspiracy with
name of a son of Jehallelel (r Ch. 4 16), may have arisen
Taharko against the Assyrians by the three most influfrom nn' in the following verse.
ential leaders (XikQ-Necho I. of Sais and Memphis,
TIRSHATHA (NnK'-lR ; either =/arwAf, Pers.
Sarludari of Tanis and Pakruru of Pi-saptii).
Evipartic. = 'feared' [Meyer, Ryssel, and most scholars],
dently, they felt too weak to resist the Ethiopians when
or an official title from Old Pers. antare-kshathra, ' royal
these threatened to invade Egypt again, and therefore
representative in the province,' Lag. Symmicta, Xio-,
tried to maintain good relations with them. In point
AeAp&c9AC [L generally]), a title like 'Your Excellency'
of fact Taharko invaded Egypt again in 669. Esar(Meyer), or an official title (Lag., Stade) of the Persian
haddon hurried to the rescue of his vassals, and died on
governor of Judah, or perhaps a corrupt form of a
the expedition. His army, nevertheless, entered Egypt,
personal name, or of a gentilic, of Semitic origin. The
defeated Taharko's army, coming from Memphis, at
article is always prefixed.

A

J

2 S. L Ma^ptru, Ilisioire, 8361, on this point. T h e words of
the cw-.' iiptiMii of Tanis (llli Roug^ in -'\ielanges
dArcheologce
Isgyptien'ic, 1 21, e t c ) ' h e went to the Delta at the age of
twenty vears ' do not point, however, t< 1 a revolution necessarily.
3 Cp \\'inckler in K.-i T(>) 93. \ \ ' h y he places (p. 87 and
AOF 1 4K:;) his accession to the throne in 691, does not appear.
•* SeeA'.-JT'lSlSSjfor the report of the 'Babylonian Chronicles.'

5099

(a) Ezra2 63 (cxeepcjaa [B], -o-aSa [A], -ao-Sai ( L ] ) = N e h . 7 65
(no-efxraeci [B], nflep. [NA])= i Esd. 640 (see next small t y p e ) ;
(b) Neh. 7 70(001. B, aflapo-aBa l ^ c a mg. A]) ; (c) 8 9 ; (<!) IU I [2].

The sense in {a) Ezra263 = Neh. 7 6 5 = 1 Esd. 640 and
{b) Neh. 7 70 depends on the critical view adopted as to
the origin of the list of ' sons of the province.' If, with
Meyer, we admit it to be a list of exiles who returned
^ So far after Winckler's arrangement, A'.J 7~(3J 90-94.
5100

TIRZAH
with Zerubbabel, the Tirshatha will of course be Zerubb.rbel; to Kosters, however, it is -x list of post-exilic
residents in Judah and Jerusalem, and the Tirshatha is
Nehemiah.
Cp I Esil, 540 ( = Ezr.i 263), where we find v. [6] cede cndo-pca^
(BA), OTapao-f^aS [ L ] , . \ 1HAUI.\S, K \ ' . \ TTHAKIAS).

TITHES
There are three current identifications, (i) Robinson
and \ ' a n de Velde thought of 'lalluza,' a picturesque
village on .. hill 2040 ft. above the sea-level, E. of
Samaria, and slightly N . of Mt. Ebal. The phonetic
lesernblance, however, is but shght, and the description
of I'hersa quoted by Robinson from Brocardus (' on a
high mountain, three leagues from Samaria to the E.')
suits Tubas (Thebez?) better than 'lalluza.
(2) T h e
Midrash repiesents Tirzah as Tir'an (cp CANTICLES,
S 14, note) and the T.irgum as Tar'itha. Hence Buhl
{Pal 203) suggests that Tirathana, a village close to
tien/im (Jos. -Int. xviii. 4i), may be intended, and
he (doubtfully) identilies this with et-'Tlreh, on the W.
side of the plain of Makhneh.
But this is not a
sufficiently important .site. (3) Conder [PEFM 2216)
suggests the village Teya>ir, 11 m. .X. of Shechem, and
12 m. E. of Samaria (see ASHER, 2). The site appears
not unsuitable ; but nothing can be based on the name.
But is the name Tirzah really the current i'nccc'i ]s it likely
to have been corrupted into Zeredah or li.is-^LiCdah? And isit
the most natural iiairie for an important fnrtressV Add t'l this
that another enrrupted form of the same original may be ZARETHA.N' (q, v.). Tlie problem is tofinda name out of which all these
forms can have been corrupted. Such a name is llli n'3 ' Bethzur ' (see col. 2405) ; such a name, too, is nD"ia, ' Zarephath.' It
so ha[ipens that all the OT passages referred to above most probably, in their original form, referred to the Negeb (Cant. 64 of
course is excluded). It will therefore be safer to pronounce in
favour of Zarephath.
2. One of the five daughters of ZELOPHEHAD—thefifth(Nu.
"A 33 27 I [om. L] Josh. 17 3), or the second (®BI- the first),
Nu. 36ii, perhaps=Zarephath.
T. K. C.

In {c) Xeh. 8 9 = 1 Esd. 949 and {d) Xeh. 101 [2],
Nehemiah is mentioned by name as the Tirshatha, but
is it certain that the text is correct? Guthe {SB07')
points out that i Esd. 940 ( — Xeli. 89) gives simply Kal
eiTrei' arraparT) ([B], ardapar-ijs [A], a6apaa6a<; [ L ] ,
ATTH.^R.M'ES) — i.e., ' a n d the Tirshatha said,' and
infers that ,S'M n-,-nj is a gloss. Smend, howe\er {Listen.
18), prefers to omit ' t h a t is, the Tirshatha' (so (5
[BXA] in Xeh.), whilst Mevcr [F.ntst. 200) omits both
'Xehenii.ah' and 'Tirshatha.' In {d) Guthe (SKc'T)
and W'ellhausen [GG-V. 189=;, p. 177) omit ' t h e Tirshatha,' because it separates the proper name from the
patronymic (IP'**\ but not tp"-, supports this). Very
possibly here as well as in {c) botli ' Nehemiah ' and
'Tirshatha' are intriisi\e (cp Marq. Fnnd. 34). T h e
two laymen, Nehemiah and Zedekiah, are very isolated
just before the names of priestly classes (see Z E D E K I A H ) .
Nehemiah's usual title is nns, 'governor.'
It is not
certain that Xehemiah had )'et returned.
T o this it
in.\v be replied that Xehemiah's change of title mav be
connected with a limitation of his jurisdiction during
his second period of office to matters connected with
a religious reformation. For the grounds of this hypothesis see X'EHEMIAH. Ou the name see, further, Crit.
TISHBEH OF GILEAD (^r^J UL'^H ; eK GecBcoN
BibT. K. c.
THC r- [^•'^]' o eK eecceBcoN THC r- [L]), I K. 171
TIRZAH ( n S i n ? 'agreeable,' § 102; 9 6 p C A [ B A L ] ;
but in Josh. 12 24 dapaa [BF], depfxa [-\], in i K. 14 17 •yrjc crapcpa-RV'"^-, AV -inhabitants of Gilead," RV 'sojourners of
See TISHBITE and reff.
[A; see ZAKETHAN], in 2 K. 15 14 Qa-pcr^cka [B], depcsckcL [A], Gilead.'
in
TISHBITE (^n^^n;-e€CB(e)lTHC;^ Thesbites),i.e.,
Cant. 64 eCaoicia [BN.A], in Targ. Kn-yiH).
a native of Tishbeh, i K. 17i 2117 28 2 K. I 3 8 936.
I. -An ancient city of Mt. Ephraim (see below) which
See E L I J A H , § i, and n. r ; J A B E S H , § 1 ; and especihad a king of its own before the Israelitish conquest
ally PROPHET, § 6, and Cnt. Bib., where it is conjec(Josh. 1224), and was the residence of the N. Israelitish
tured
that Elijah and Elisha both came from Zarephath
kings from Jeroboam to Omri (i K. 1417 1521 166 8 /
in
the Negeb, then perhaps the extreme limit of the
15 17 23). According to Klostermann's emendation of
southern dominions of N. Israel. Cp THISBE.
has-Seredah in i K. 1126 (and of the csapeipa of ® in
1 K. 12i, Jeroboam was a native not of ' Zeredah' but
TITHESMlt^'^O. pl- n n C T O ; A E K A T H ; deei7na).
of Tirzaii, which place he fortified while still nominally
, ™
The tenth, as u rate of taxation, secular
1. T e r m s ;
, . . . , ,
. ^
in the service of Solomon (see JEROBOAM, I , ZAEETHAN,
, . ,
' o r religious, is found among many ancient
§ 2). Shortly afterwards we read ( i K. 1 2 2 4 / ) that
^' peoples.
on Jeroboam's return from Egy^pt he built a castle
See Ryssel, PRE[^) 17428/, and for the Greeks, PaulyWissowa, Real-Encycl. 42423/?; Romans, ib., 2306_/; Cartha(X'i/ic[/i'a = .x^n3) at Sarira, Whether Klostermann is
right in holding Tirzah to be the original form of the ginians, Diod. Sic. 20 14 ; Justin, 18 7 ; Egyptians, Maspero,
Struggle of Nations, 312 (spoil of war, tribute, etc., to Amon);
name of Jeroboam's city, will be considered later ; at
Syrians, i Macc. IO31II35; Sabasans, Plin. AV/I263; Lydians,
Herod. I89; Nic. Damasc. frg. 24 (EHGS •^71); Babylonians,
any rale, we may follow him in his statement that
Jastrow,
Religion of Babylo7iia and Assyria, 668 ; Chinese,
Zeredah (mii:), or has-Seredah, aapecpa, and Tirzah are
Legge, Chinese Classics, 1 119, etc.
fundamentally the same. T h e next fact recorded of
The oldest use of the word seems to h a \ e been
Tirzah is that, when, after a reign of seven days, Zimri
secular, designating a tax or tribute in kind levied by a
saw that he could not hold Tirzah, he burned the
ruler from a subject or vassal people, or from his own
citadel, and himself perished in the flames (i Iv.
1617 18) ; the usurper Omri then took up his abode in countrymen. The obUgatory offerings to the gods were
dixapxai, primitiiv,
Heb. 7'esith, bikkurim.
\\'hen
Tirzah. Even after Samaria had supplanted Tirzah as
these offerings came to be regarded as a tribute due to
the capital, it continued to be ^ fortress of strategic
the deity as the rul^r or the proprietor of the land, the
importance. Menahem b. Gadi won Tirzah first and
name ' tithes' was applied to them also. I'he dedicathen Samaria, when he slew Shallum b. Jabesh and
tion of a tithe of the spoils of w-ar, an early and widemounted the throne of Israel. From the context (on
spread custom, may have contributed to this extension
of the use of the term.
2 K. 15i6 see T I P H S A H ) Tirzah appears to have been
The 'tenth,' doubtless, originally roughly expressed
not far from Tappuah (in Ephraim, but on the border
the proportion exacted ; and in later times also, for
of Manasseh). In the Book of Judges too there is one
example in Sicily under Roman rule (Pauly-Wissowa,
more reference in the narratives, which, if based on fact,
42307 j ^ ) , was the actual rate of taxation; but freshould come first in chronological order. Nor must we
quently tin- notion of tax or tribute predominated, so
omit a famous poetical reference in the ordinary text.
that the term ' t i t h e ' might be used in cases where the
In Cant. 64, as given by M T l(P, however, has chs evdoKca),
we find the Shulammite compared to Tirzah. But
1 Pro))ably the Tarlusa ofthe Talmud (Neub. Geogr. 268).
whether a methodical criticism can accept this reading,
2 Konig (Exp. T 12 38: [IQOI]) explains the ' in the Gileadite
is doubtful (see C A X T I C L E S , § 14, and cp R O S E ) .
We
place-name 'DtlTl as a radical (f-'ziv)
need not therefore discuss the question whether Tirzah
3 A om. in I K. 17 i, BAL om. i K. 21 28 ; © has 0eo'/3(e)iTJj?
really was as beautifully situated as the ordinary text of
also in I K. 1827 [BAL], 29 [L] Mal. 44 [823] [BNAQr].
4 The tithe in relation to other sacred dues is discussed elseCant. 64 seems to imply. It is enough to find out where
where (see TAXATION ; see esp. §§ 9ff-, to which the present
this northern city lay.
article is supplementary).
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rate was different—as in Moslem law the ' tithe' is
sometimes ^ or -^—or where there was no fixed per
cent. Thus in the religious sphere i,-irapxa-i and dcKdrai,
are often synonymous : so, e-^., in Dion. Halic. l2jf.,
cp SeKdrevcsts, ib. 24, for the payment of a vow of first-'
lings : so Philo calls the tithe which was to be paid the
priests out of the Levites' tithe, dcTrapxvs d-irapxll {De
mutat. nom. I607, Mangey).
Similarly in the O T : to exact a tithe from the grainfields, vineyards, and flocks is a royal prerogative (i S.
815 17). The oldest laws prescribe that the aparchse
{reSlth) of the first fruits of the land shall be brought to
the house of Yahw6 (Ex. 3426,1 ^p Dt. 184 262 Ezek.
4430). T h e term ' t i t h e ' was in use, however, in the
northern kingdom in the eighth century for religious
dues (Am. 44, cp Gen. 2822, E). In Dt. the word
occurs repeatedly (1261117 1 4 2 2 ^ 2 8 / 2 6 i 2 _ ^ ) ; the
tithe of grain and wine and oil is to be brought to
Jerusalem and—as in Amos—used for a feast; in the
third year, however, a tithe is to be reserved for charity
(see T A X A T I O N , §§ 9 / . ) . Together with the tithes
Dt. 126 II17 names the tl-rumdh [tSrHmath yddkd ; EV
* heave offering' ; more accurately 'reserved portion'),
by which it is commonly thought that the first fruits are
intended (see Dillm. in loc.), but this is doubtful; more
probably the terms are to be taken as synonymous ;
cp Nu. I824. In Ezekiel we find reHth and tirHmdh
(20 40), which are assigned to the priests for their
support (4430); but no mention of tithes. There is
nothing on the subject of tithing in H .
It seems probable, therefore, that the name * tithe
was employed at some sanctuaries in the period of the
kingdoms, while elsewhere other names were in use.
It is not improbable, moreover, that the nature and
quantity of the obligatory offerings, and the use made of
them, differed at different places as well as times.
When the fragmentary remains of old sacred laws were
brought together with later rules (P) in one code, these
various terms were treated as so many different dues,
and combined in one system of religious taxation.
The critic, on the other hand, sometimes falls into the
hardly less serious error of assuming that all the laws
lie in one serial development.
Until the aparchse were offered to God, the crop
might not be used by men in any way (see, e.g., Lev.
9 TT„- ^f 2314). T h e presentation was the natural
t h o t i t h o occasion of a feast at the holy place. This
m e n i n e , j ^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^j^j^^ -^^ ^^ ^^26 1423).
T h e portion dedicated to the deity may at some time
have been actually consumed upon the altar; or»as in the
case of the voluntary minhdh, a representative part may
have been thus consumed ; but in the rituals we possess
the offering is symbolical (cp the wave sheaf and the
two loaves. Lev. 2 3 9 ^ 1 5 . ^ ) ; God ceded his share to
the priest (Nu. I811). At the feast given by the offerer
the priest had a place by custom ; and thus from early
times the offerings of first-fruits or tithes indirectly
contributed to the support of the clergy. T h e poor,
also, shared in the feasts by a religious guest-right.
The deuteronomic reformers foresaw that the suppression of the village high-places would deprive both
the country priests and the poor of the community of no
small part of their living. They provided, therefore, that
every third year the land-owner, instead of taking his
tithe to Jerusalem, should set it aside for charity at his
own home. Here, again, it is not improbable that they
found a precedent in earlier custom ; there are many
examples, e.g.—among
the Arabs—of sacrifices left
wholly to the poor, this being a work of superior piety.
The new model of Ezekiel provides for the support of
public worship, including the feasts at the great seasons,
by the prince, out of the proceeds of a general tax
(Uriimdh, 4 5 x 3 ^ ) at a fixed rate. T h e old resith
bikkiirim and tlrUmdh are all assigned to the priests

for their support (4430).
Ezekiel's programme was
never put into operation, but in the Persian period the
tithe seems to have been converted to the use of t h e
temple* (Mal. 38-10). Some such provision must have
proved necessary, not only for the support of the priests
but also for the maintenance of public worship.
In P all sacred dues, under whatever name, go to
the support of the ministry (Nu. 188-20); the ' tithe' is
specifically the portion of the Levites [irv- 21-24); of it
they in turn make over a tithe to the priests {vv. 25-32).
See NUMBERS, § 11.
According to Neh. lOiiff.
(Chronicler), the plan was for the Levites to collect their
tithe in all the cities and villages, under the supervisjpn
of a priest, and then deliver the tithe of the tithes into
the storehouse in the temple for the priests. There is complaint, however, that the tithes were not paid, so that
the Levites had to support themselves (Neh. 1 3 1 0 ^ ) .
It is impossible to say whether this system was ever
actually worked. It is often inferred that Neh. 1 0 3 7 ^
represents the practice of the Chronicler's own t i m e ;
but it is quite as likely that it is one of the many pia
desideria which he projects into his ' history as it ought
to have been.' T h e fortunes of the Levites in these
centuries are involved in dense obscurity (see LEVITES,
§ 7). What is certain is that at the beginning of the
Christian era the tithes were collected by the priests for
themselves (Jos. Vita, 12 1 5 ; ^ « ; . xx. 88 92). This
departure from the law is recognised in the "Talmud :
Ezra took the tithe away from the Levites because so
few of them were willing to return to Palestine [Klthubbth, 26a-, Ytcbdmdth, 86a b-, Hullin, 131^, etc.).
The deuteronomic laws name grain, wine, and oil
as subject to tithe (I217, cp I422 Nu. I827); Lev. 2730
3. Things is more general: ' all the tithe of the soil,
tithed
'"^^"i^'' °f 1^^ ^^^^ °f 'lis grotmd or the
fruit of the tree, is Yahwfe's.
T h e general
rule of the Mishna is : ' Everything that is eaten and is
watched over and grows out of the ground is liable to
tithe' [HT Ma'ds&bth, li).
T h e scrupulosity of the
Pharisees in matter of garden herbs—' mint, anise, and
cummin'—is commented on in the N T (Mt. 2823 Lk.
1142); the Mishna and the Palestinian Talmud go into
minute details and discussions of what should be tithed,
and when, and how. T h e tithe of agricultural products
paid to the Levites or to the priests, is called by the
Jewish writers on the law ' the first tithe.'
Lev. 11-i2f. puts by the side of the tithe of seed crops
and fruit [trv. 3 0 / )a tithe of animals of the flock or herd ;
every tenth one, as the flock is counted, shall belong to
Yahw4. T h e complete parallel between vv. 3 0 / and
3 2 / naturally suggests two inferences : first, that it is
the increase of the year that is to be tithed (so M.
Blkbroth, 9 3 ^ , etc.); and, second, that the tithe of
cattle, like that of the fruits of the earth, was to go
to the priests. This is the view of Philo [Defracemiis
sacerdof- § 2, 2234, Mangey; De carit. § 10, 2391);
so also Tob. 16 (cod. X) and—what seems not to have
been noted—Jubilees, 3215 (on Gen. 2822): ' all tithes of
neat cattle and sheep shall be holy to God and belong
to his priests, who eat them year by year before him.'
On the other hand, the legal authorities unanimously
take the whole passage. Lev. 2730-33, to refer to the
' second tithe' ; the animals were sacrificed by their
owners as thank offerings [toddh), or as ' joyous peace
offerings' [salme Simhdh) at the feasts.^ Modern critics
generally assume that the chapter is a late supplement
to the ' Priests' Code,' and that the tithe is therefore to
be understood in accordance with Nu. 1 8 2 1 ^ But if,
as is more probable, it be a supplement to a body of
law which included Dt., the rabbinical interpretation is
equally possible (cp m. 9-15). There can be no doubt
that the Mishna and Siphre represent in this particular
the practice of the first century. And it is not difficult

1 Ex. 23 19 is brought over by a r( dactor from 84 26.
S103

1 Siphre, lit. % 62- M. Hdgigdh I4; M. Mlndhith, 75,
"=: . See Schurer, C / f (3) 2 25in. So also Maimonides, Rashi,
and the Mishna commentaries.
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to conceive that the claim of the priests to all the
firstlings—once the accompaniment of the tithe of corn
and wine and oil (Dt. 126, etc.)—made it necessary to
make some other provision for tlie sacrilici.il feasts ; the
tithe of cattle is a natm-al Innn for thi-, provisiijn to
take. It is, therefore, not so crrtuiii as 1ms sometimes
been thought, that Lev. 1*732/ is the last monstrous
demand of 1 greedy priesthood or the fiction of an
imaginative scribe.
Oa the basis of the Pentateuch as a whole, the systum
included three tithes: the 'first tithe,'- a ta.x of one
tenth of all edible vegetable products collected by the
_ . , ministry for its own support (Nu. I821-24);
- the ' second tithe' of the same products,
Y'+V
^v'^'ch- together with the cattle tith^- (Lev.
Ul
g. ^- ^^y j^ furnished a feast for the owner and
his guests at Jerusalem (Dt. 14 22-27); -^'^d the 'poor
tithe,' set apart every third year for charity (Dt. I 4 2 8 / !
2612). The last, in the original intention of the law
probably only a particular use of the tithe every third
yeir, was in later times made, at least b)' some, a
'third tithe' falling twice in every sevt-n years, in the
third and sixth years of the Sabbatical c\clc (Tobit,
I 7 / ; Jos. Ant. '1V.S22; Trg. Jer. D t . 2 6 i ^ / ) ; see
Geiger, L'rsehnft. rjoff., Schurer, G//'(^) 2252.
Spencer, De leg'cus ntua-'ibus, lib. 3, Hiss, r, cap. 10; Selden,
History of ritlies: Relarnl, Antiquitates
sacra-, lib. 3, cap. g,
reprinted with extensive notes by the editor
5. L i t e r a t u r e , in Ugolini Thesaurus,
'lioiiff.;
J. C.
Hottinger, De decimis Hebreeo^-ujn, also in
Ugolini Thesaurus,
20 2.^3-490 (valuable for its Rabbinical
erudition); Riehm, HWB. art. ' Z e h n t e n ' ; Ryssel, 'Zehnten
hei den Hebraern,' PRE<-^\ 17 4 2 8 ^ lit. ib. 444); A. S. Peake,
'Tithe' in Hastings' DB4:7Soff.; W. R. Smith, Rel. Seni.i^)
2 4 4 ^ ; Nowack and Benzinger, HA ; Schiirer, GJVi^) 2^0ff.
G. F. iM.

TITLE. I. |-V>V siyyun, 2 K. 2317 RV ' monument.'
See MASSEBAH, § i (e)
2. TLTXOS, Jn. 1 9 1 9 /

See CROSS, § 4.

TITUS (TITOC • on the accentuation see WinerSchmiedel Gra/nm. Th. i., § 62) is the name o f a rather
enigmatic minor figure in the apostolic age, who is known
almost entirely from Paul's allusions to him (in Gal.
and 2 Cor.) as a friend and trusty lieutenant. He is
not associated with Paul in the address of any extant
epistle, and nothing is known of his birthplace, age, or
nationality, except that he was a pagan by birth ["^XXijv
wj') and apparently a native of Asia Minor (cp Gal. 21-5).
- ..
Later tradition (Tit. I4) may be correct
J ' ,
in hinting that he was brought over to
Christianity by Paul himself.
At any
rate he appears at an early stage of the apostle's public
career (possibly in 49 A.D. ; cp CHRONOLOGY, § 74,
PAUL. § 16) as a private individual who accompanied
Paul and Barnabas (cp Acts 152) at the former's request
upon their visit to Jerusalem, evidently to represent the
success of the Pauline gospel outside Judaism. T h e
burning question at the conference of Jerusalem was the
value and validity of Christian faith if unsupplemented
by circumcision, and (as Paul had foreseen) the case of
Titus inevitably came up for discussion. Whether it
was made a test case or not, it led to bitter feeling
betvveen the conservative party and their challengers.
Paul and Barnabas, however, stood their ground against
the orthodox centre and repudiated any compromise involving thoir companion; ' n o t even Titus,' says Paul
triumphantly, ' w a s obhged to get circumcised'—much
less (as the Judaising Christians appear to have insisted)
Gentile Christians in general, who were not (like Titus)
in direct daily touch with i circumcised Christian.
Nothing is said of what Titus himself thought and felt.
His attitude is passive. The natural inference, however,
is that he left himself in Paul's hands, sharing, or at
least sympathising, with that ' inward impulse' of Piml's
spiritual nature, which ' went straight to the results of
its principles .
and thus carried him past a form of
Christianity which was simply another form of Judaism '
(Baur).

TITUS
The textual problem raised by the omission of ols ovBe (GaV
^ 5) in some wi^stein MSS is not serious (cp Lightf. Gal. 121-123,
a i i j Klostermann's I'robleine im Apostet-texte
[1883], 5 4 / ) ;
besides, even were the Lxtcrnal evidence more considerable, the
internal probabilities of the case put the matter beyond doubt.
1 he curious silence of Acts upon this notorious controversy
( \.c rs, § 4) IS due to the irenical tendency of the author or of the
sources which he edited at this point of his story, liven if he
did not kriuw the Pauline Epistles, Titus must have been familiar
tu him, a.s (amiliar at any rale as several of the miiiur figures
wild flit across his pages. But hy the time he wrote, the cireumcisKjii-question was obsolete, and he probably deemed it prudent
tu pass by allusions which jnigbt revive unpleasant memories
better lelt unstirred. Some such explanation is distinctly preferable to Riiiusay's hypothesis that the Antiochian Luke omitted
the name of Titus because he was his relative (St. Paul,
z^gf).
Further, the disinclination to report so discreditable and unedifying an episode as that of the lucal dispute at Corinth naturally led to the omission of any later reference to Titus, who thus
had the misfortune to be sacrificed to the special aims and
interests of the first historian of the early church.

Three or four years elapse before Titus reappears, in
connection with the Corinthian church.^ His lack of
2 A t Corinth ^^''^^"^'^'sion would naturally prevent
him from being a suitable companion
during Paul's second tour (49-52 A.D.) which embraced
as a rule—for so much is visible even under the religious
pragmatism of Acts—an initial attempt upon the synagogues in almost every city. But, since Titus is found
at Paul's disposal in Ephesus, it is possible that the
apostle took hini from Antioch, after the dispute with
Peter (Gal. 2ii-2i), upon his third tour through Galatia
and the Phrygian highlands as far as the Asiatic metropolis—a 'carefully planned stroke of polic>',' according to Ramsay, which effectually answered the unfair
deductions drawn by Judaisers in favour of Judaic
Christianity from Timothy's circumcision previous to
his promotion. Be that as it may, the keenest interest
shown by Titus was in the Achaian Christians, an interest
only equalled by that of Paul himself (2 Cor. 816), who
stamped him as ' my comrade and fellow-worker in your
interest' (2 Cor. 823), ' m)'- brother' (2 Cor. 213), and ^
colleague actuated by the same high motives (2 Cor.
I'2i8)—an estimate borne out by the record of what
transpired during the Corinthian episode, where Titus
proved himself a prudent, active, and reliable commissioner of Paul. His connection ^\ith the Achaian
Christians appears to have begim upon the occasion of
a visit paid either at the despatch of i Cor. (which he
ma}'^ have carried, as one of ' the brothers ' : i Cor. 1611 ;
cp 2 Cor. 1218) or shortly afterwards, when he set on
foot arrangements for a local contribution to the great
collection (cp Rendall, Expos.i"^^ 8321-336, and E. Lombard, Rev. d. Tht',}l. et Philos., 1902, p. 1 1 3 / ) on behalf
of the Judaean Christians which Paul was negotiating
throughout the Gentile churches, partly as a timely act of
charity, partly as a tangible evidence of sympathy between
the two branches of the church, and partly to SITOW his
own belief and interest in their unity. Acquainted with
the instructions already given by Paul to the Galatians in
this matter of the Xoyia (i Cor. I61), Titus was well
adapted - for this financial work, which licgan in the year
previous to that in which 2 Cor. 810 9 2 were written.

Cp C O U N C I L O F J E R U S A L E M , §§ 4, 7.

1 On the movements of Titus and Timothy at this period
see especially and variously Lightfoot (I3ibl. Essays, 273 f),
Schmiedel ( / / C ii. 1 82-86 267-263), Heinrici (Der z-n'cite Brief an
die Kor. [Meyer, 1900], 46-51), and A. Robertson (Hastings'
DB 1 492-497). These-'Htiness ofthe available data renders any
outline rather hypothetical at more than one point; upon the
whole the most satisfactory view of the ei^isode in general and
of its extant literary evidence seems to lie somewhere among
those which are based upon an acceptance of 2 Cor. 10-13 as the
'intermediate letter' (literature in Moffatt's Hist. New Testa77tent,['^) igoi, p. 174 f).
2 I n describing the collection of temple tribute among the
Jews, a custom which no doubt suggested to Paul the idea or
at least the form of this collection, Philo notices the periodical
assignment of the funds in each district ' to men of good standing
whose duty it is to convey them to Jerusalem. For this purpose
it is always men of the highest rank who are chosen, as_ a kind
of guarantee that what forms the hope of every Israelite may
reach the Holy City untampered w i t h ' (De monarchia, § 3, cited
by Schur. Hist.\\.l2m).
Evidence for such collections in Kgypt
is displayed by Wilcken, Griech. Ostraka (1899), 1253^^ ^13 f
See DISPERSION, § it, and Harnack's Ausbreitung,
133-135-
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As the context implies (2 Cor. 12 13-17), 2 Cor. 12 17 f. (kirktoI'eKTyjo-a) refers to the collection; neither in person, nor by my
agents (Paul retorts), did 3 overreach )0U. In view of this it
seems inadequate to deny (with Zahn, Einl.1244 f) that the
collection is the topic of 2 Cor. 86. As Titus had previously
made a beginning (-Trpoev-jp^aro) with this bounty, so (Paul urges)
let him complete it now in addition to («at) the other local tasks
—such as that of acting for Paul during the estrangement—
which, as 2 Cor. l-'J implies, he had brought to a happy issue.

Then and there he won the esteem of the Corinthians.
Along with some other agent, he supported himself as
Paul had done, thereby putting his disinterested zeal
beyond suspicion ; as Paul's language indicates (2 Cor.
12i8), he was evidently the last man in the world whom
the Corinthians would h a \ e dreamed of accusing (cp
J. H. Kennedy, The Seeond and Third Epistles of Paul
to the Corinthians, 1900, p. 119). The business ofthe
collection prospered famously (2 Cor. 9 if ). But it was
rudely interrupted by the painful, discreditable, and contemptible affair which led to a rupture beween Paul and
the Corinthian church. At this outbreak of bad feeling
Titus in all likelihood returned to Ephesus, although
this is one of several details which are far from luminous
or coherent. It is possible that he contented himself
with simply reporting the crisis. At any rate, he seems
to have borne somewhat later to Corinth from Ephesus
the vehement, severe letter (preserved in whole or part
in 2 Cor. 10-13 lo) which Paul precipitately wrote with
caustic and passionate indignation, his aim being to test
their loyalty and bring them to their senses (2 Cor. 1^13
7 6 / . 1 3 / ) . T h e misgivings and apprehensions^ of
Titus on this errand proved happily unfounded. He
was received and obeyed heartily by the majority, and
eventually found himself able to rejoin Paul with good
news of the Corinthians' repentance and affection. Some
delay occurred, however, and meantime the outbreak at
Ephesus ( P A U L , § 25) had driven the apostle to Troas.

Dismayed to hear at Corinth of the grief produced by
his sharp letter (2 Cor. 7 8), he felt driven by restless
eagerness for further news across to Macedonia. There
at last he met his friend returning by land, and in an
access of delight and relief at his favourable report composed 2 Cor. 11-9 13 ii-i3,which he concludes by planning
to have the collection resumed and completed under
charge of Titus accompanied by two anonymous but
able subordinates. T h e former was not only willing
but eager to return to Corinth (2 Cor. 8i6 23), so satisfied
had he been with his recent experience of the church's
temper (2 Cor. 7 6 / . 13-15). Thus Titus disappears from
the scene. He probably returned with the letter to
Corinth and reorganised the Xoyia or voluntary assessment throughout Achaia. I'or although no Corinthian
deputies are mentioned among those named in Acts 20 4,
it is evident from Rom. ].'126 that the long-promised
liberality of the Corinthians (2Cor. Os) had not been
withheld, and that the financial labours of Titus (2 Cor.
86 92) were crowned with success. Curiously enough,
among the virtues of the Corinthian church celebrated
some forty years later, liberality [x]biov didbvTes fj XapL^dvovTes) is reckoned as one of its leading and traditional
characteristics (Clem.Rom. l i 2i).
T h e genuine fragment incorporated in Tit. 3 1 2 / (cp C H R O N OLOGY, §§ 68 f , T I M O T H Y AND T I T U S [ E P I S T L E S ] , § 13) probably

belongs to the period after the composition of
2 Cor. 1-9, written either from Macedonia (see
NICOPOLIS, § 3) when Paul was on his way to
Corinth or on his way back (Actsi?0 3). H o w
the connection with Crete arose, and whether Titus managed to
rejoin him or not, it is impossible to say. T h e only light thrown
3. La,ter
traditions.

1 As a personal friend of Paul and as a Gentile Christian over
whom an acrimonious feud had been already waged (<ial. 2 3 ^ ) 1
Titus cannot have felt comfortable at the prospect of confronting
the Jewish Christian intriguers who were busy at Corinth. Probably it was dislike of them, If not their active malice, that had
driven him away. At the same time his diplomatic qualities, no
less than his organising capacity, made him evidently a more
capable man than Timothy to deal with a difificult situation of
this kind, and Paul's generous confidence in the sterling qualities
o f t h e Corinthian church (2 Cor. 7 14), as well as his sagacity in
the choice of a new envoy, must have been amply justified by
events.

upon his subsequent movements is afforded by a remark two years
later in a genuine Pauline fragment preserved in 2 Tim. 410,
from which it appears that Titus, who must have turned up
during Paul's captivity in Rome, had left (on a mission?) for
DAL.MATIA (^.7'.). T h e trustworthiness of this notice need not
be doubted, although the phrase ' t h i s present world' (rbv vvv
alCiva, cp I Tim. 1117) is un-Pauline. Nor is a substantial basis
to be denied to the tradition (reflected in Tit. 1 5) that links
Cretan Christianity to Titus at any rate (whatever may be
thought of the allusion to Paul), although the tendency and
object of the sub-Pauline author is naturally to suggest that the
anarchic condition of the local Christians ' was one considerable
cause of the evidently low moral condition to which they had
s u n k ' (Hort, Christian Ecclesia, 176), and characteristically to
lay stress upon organisation as a safeguard.
Titus has been occasionally, but unconvincingly, regarded as
the author of the '"We-journal' in Acts ( A C T S , § gb)—e.g., by
Krenkel, Kneucker, Seufert, Jacobsen, O. Holtzmann (ZU 7,
i88g, p . 409), and Bartlet (Apost. Age, 69, 100 [igoo]). But
all that the curious silence of Acts enables us to adduce in favour
of such a conjecture is the wholly inadequate fact that Titus was
a companion of Paul, possibly—though only possibly—during
part of the time covered by the diary in question. Besides, it
IS significant that no writing, canonical or extra-canonical, is
assigned to him in tradition, which is content to elaborate his
connection with Crete and—by a strange shift of fortune, after
the \'enetian regime—with Venice. T h e meagre allusion to
Crete which happens to occur in the Epistle to 'I'ltus, may quite
well rest upon a nucleus of historical fact; but the luxuriant
fancy of later generations proceeded among other developments
to make him the first bishop appointed by Paul over Crete (Ap.
Cojist. "46, Euselj. HE 84, Theod., Theophylact, Jerome, etc.),
dying indeed at Candia, as archbishop of Gortyna, in his ninetyfourth year (Fabric. Cod. Apocr. NT 2 831 f).
Cp Tozer,
Islands ofthe Egean, 65/? I n the Roman legends of the gnostic
TTpd^eLs ITavAou,Titus is connected with Paul,and playsalong with
Luke a role in the Passio sancti Pauli Apostoli and
Martyrium
Pauli, 114-117 (cp Lips. Acta Apost. Apocryph., i8gi, 1 23-44).
Like Timothy he is of course reckoned among the seventy
disciples by Chron. Pasch. 420 (ed. Bonn), and, according to
Acta Pauli et Thecla', 2f., he gi\es information regarding Paul
to Onesiphorus at Iconium. One of the epistles of the pseudoDionysius Areopagita is addressed to Titus as bishop of CreteT h e rather slight contents of the Acta Titi (see Lips. A/'ocr.
Ap.-gesch. 8401-406) are as legendary as the panegyric on Titus
pronounced b>- Andreas of Crete (ed. Paris, 1644).
Like Timoth>', Titus also has had some ado to preserve his
individuality. liut it seems needless to do more than chronicle
even the attempts made to identify him (see Wieseler) with the
Titius (TtTou [NE])Justus of Acts IS 7 or with Silas (Silvanus);
against the latter as advocated especially by Zimmer, see the
conclusive statement of Julicher, y/*/", 1882, pp. 528-552[, also
S I L A S , § sf].

j . M,,.

T I T U S (EPISTLE).
(EPISTLES).

See T I M O T H Y

AND TITUS

TITUS J U S T U S ( T I T I O C loycTOC
A c t s l b 7 R \ \ AV JUSTUS [g.v., ii.).

[Ti.WH]),

TITUS MANLIUS, RV T i t u s Manius
M(NNioc)> 2 Macc. II34. See M A N L I U S .

(TITOC

TIZITE (^V^nil; o led^cei [BwX], o Gcocd^ei [A], o
A6COCI [ L ] : Thosaites[yg-'\,

all presupposing the form

' y i n n ) ; a gentilic attached to the name JOH A (i Ch.
I l 4 s ) . David's warriors were presumably, like himself,
from the Negeb. ' Shimri,' the name of Jojia's father,
also favours this. If T I R Z A H [q.v.) was really a place
in the Negeb, we might suppose corruption from -n-iin
' a Tirzathite.'
T. K. c.
TOAH (niFl), I Ch. 634 [19] ; in i S. 11, ToHL".
TOB (21D , T60B [BAL]), a region in ^\hich Jephthah
'the Gileadite' took refuge ( J u d g . l l s s ) , and whence
the Ammonites obtained allies in their war against
David (2 S. 106 8, RV ; cp ISH-TOB).

Sayce plausibly

identifies it with Tubi, a place conquered by Thotmes
III., and mentioned a little before Astiratu—i.e., TeU
'Astera (i?/'P) 645 ; cp Maspero, .-i'Z, 1881, p. 124). This
does not, however, suit the original story which underlies
Judg. II1-33 (see J E P H T H A H ) ;

a district of Hauran

is not to be expected here. Tubihi is much more
appropriate (see T I B H A T H ) ; this very ancient city was
probably in the Lebanon district, N W . of Damascus.
The identification also suits the mention of T o b in 2 S.
106 8 in connection with ZoriAH {q-v.).
T h e same
region may be meant by the land of T U B I A S (AV ToBIE;

(5 Tovfiiov) in I Macc. 513, the people of which appear
to be called TuBiENi (2 Macc. 1217 ; see C H A R AC A)
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i.e., the men of T u b or Tob. These identifications,
however, only suit a fairly conservative view of the MT.
If the Gilead originally meant in Judg. 11 and in
I Macc. 5 be a southern Gilead in the Negeb, and if the
Zoba originally meant in 2 S. 10 be Zarephath in the
Negeb, we must consider whether aijj may not be a
mutilated form of Snin (see TUB.VL).
The n in the Gk. and Syr. forms (Tov^ecvov^ [A], Tou/Siacou?
[V], |il»2i G J ) '5 clearly not radical. See GASm. HG 587, n. 5,
who agrees, it may be added, with Conder (Heth ami I\l,,,xb,
176) in identifying Tob with mod. et- 'fayyibeh, N E . of Pella.
T. K. C.

TOB-ADONIJAH (n^'JHN 3 t o ; TtoBi.AtoBeiA[B],
-iuNIA [AL]), a Le\itc temp. Jehoshaphat (2 Ch.
178). Note that Pesh. omits the name and that of the
preceding Adonijah and Tobijah ; (S"* omits the second.
If not a corruption {e.g., for n^iny or DIX Ijy—y and
E are very similar in Samaritan script) the name should
probably be omitted ; a scribe may h a \ e begun to rewrite -itc-i-.-c and then invented the most suitable name
he could think of. [But cp Crit. Bib,, ad /<;<•.]
S. A. c .

TOBIAH (n»3Vi3), E z r a 2 6 o ; see T O B I J . \ H ,

TOBIAS (TioB[e]iAC—8.«., n U i Q ) .

•^.

1. The son of

TOBIT {q.v-).
2. The father of HvRCA^'US (^.r.).

TOBIE (TOYBIOY
TUBIAS.

[ANV]),

See 'TOB.

i Macc. 613 AV,

RV

.

TOBIEL (TtoBlH A [BXA]—!.i-., ^iN^niD ; cp Tabeel),
the father of ToBiT (Tob. 11).

Cp T O B I J A H .

TOBIJAH (n^ain, once -in^niO, 'Yahw4 is good,'
§ 28, but ultimately, like T O B I E L , perhaps from Tubali,
' a m.an of T U B A L ' ; rtoBlAC [AL]).
1. K Levite temp. Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 178 ; T,T:]1Q ; om. BA).
All the associated names in 2 Ch. (l-c.) admit of being traced to
Negeb ethnics or gentilics.
2. EV TOBIAH, a post-exilic family, unable to prove its
pedigree: Ezra 260 (ruj^eia [B], TOU^IOV tL]) = N e h . V62 (rio^Sia
[BX.\])=iEsd. 5 37 where the name is corrupted to B A N , RVmg:BAEN-.AM (^a-iva-v [13], ^a-v [A]), and he appears as the father of
Ladan (see D E L A I . ^ H ) .
See G E N E A L O G I E S i., § 3, and note the
place-names in Ezra 2 50 = N e h . 761 = i Esd. 6 36 (e.g., T E L MELAH, TEL-HARSHA), all of which may plausibly be viewed as
Ne^cb-names.
3. One o f a party of Jews from Babylon (?), temp. Zerubbabel
( Z e c h . 6 i o i 4 ; ® translates xpi\acp.ciiv [-015] auTTjs [-wv], i.e.,
n*jiD). See ZERUBBABEL.

4. EV T O B I A H (the form Taj/3[e]ia is a constantly re-

curring form for no. 4 instead of TcejScas. The form rcoj3is
[a*] occurs in Neh. 43 [9]). An ' Ammonite,' one of the
chief opponents of the fortification of Jerusalem by
-Xehemiah (Neh. 210, etc.). Whether ' Ammonite ' is a
race-name (cp -\M.MO.V, § 8) or means ' native of ChepharAmmoni' (see BETHHORON, § 4) is uncertain. The latter

view is superficially plausible through Tobiah's connection with leading Judseans (Neh. 617-19), from one of
whom—the priest Eliashib—he received a chamber in
the temple formerly used by the Levites, for his own
special purposes. But we incline to think that ' Ammonite,' as often, = 'Jerahmeelite ' ; a connection between
nobles of Judah and Jerahmeelites is historically probable.
The title ' the servant' given him in Neh. 2 10 19 (' the servant,
the Ammonite '), but nowhere else, is explained as meaning ' the
officer of the government' (Ryssel), or, ' one who had formerly
been a slave' (Rawlinson). Both explanations are forced. •]2^n
IS almost certainly corrupted from -2~,\in, ' t h e Arabian,' which
the scribe in Neh. 2 19 (®B« omits Tobias altogether) wrote as
a gloss on >jcy.1, ' t h e Ammonite.' From this passage it made
Its way into Xeh. 2 10 (through the harmonising of an editor),
most probably also into N e h . 4 i [7]; if D'JDynl D*!]"!!?,!! (regarded
by Guthe as an addition of the Chronicler, or a later gloss) is
miswritten for 'j;3y,T '^nyrt- In Neh. 2 10 ig the senseless -2-II;T]
hecame -^2]ir]; in 4 i [7] (as we have seen) it went through another
transformation.
Later, in 4 i , p n n B ' K m (not in © B N * A ) was
added, not by an ill-timed reminiscence of Neh. 13 23, but (readmg 'l^^'N,!, ' the Asshurite '), as a second gloss on -iCV^. Here,
as m X^eh. (I.e.), not Ashdod, but Asshur (.Ashhur), the name of
%^N. Arabian district, is most probably referred to. Cp Che.
Has Relig. Leben nach dem Exile (by Stocks), appended note.
T. K. C.
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Various recensions (§ i).
I I I . Conjectural reconstruction
I. Interpolations (%% 2-10).
(§ 1 3 / ) .
Ahikar additions (% 2).
Reconstruction (§ 13).
Hist, of Ahikar story (§3).
H i s t . : time of greatest
Various forms (§ 4).
vogue (§ 14).
Common matter (§ 5).
IV. Ultimate sources (§§ 15-20).
Stages of growth (% 6).
Final redactor (§ 15).
Story foreign (§ 7).
His work (§ 16).
Ultimately mythical (§ 8).
Basis in folk-lore (§ 17).
Didactic additions (§ 9).
Armenian form (§ 18).
Summary (§ 10).
Feature common (§ 19).
II. Uninterpolated text(§ 1 1 / ) .
Foreign origin (§ 20).
Not original (§ 11).
Bibliography (§ 21)
How redacted (§ 12).

Tobit (TtoB[e]lT [B-\], TCOBeie [N] ; Tobias) is one
of the books of the O T APOCRYPHA [q.v., § 5, 3).

In

the first sentence of the work itself it is called ' Book of
the words [ = doings ; see CHRONICLES, § i ] of Tobit,

son of, e t c ' (j3//3Xos X67UC Tw/3eiT [BA ; X -/3ciS]).
More than in the case of the other apocryphal writings
of the O T the investigation is complicated by our having
various groups of texts.
1. To begin with, there are three Greek forms: (a) that o.
®BA which the Syriac [Syr.] follows down to 7 9 ; (b) that of
1 V n T i n n a ® ^ ' which is for the most part that followed
±. ¥ d , r i o u a jiy (,jg y^i^^ Latina [Vet. L a t . ] ; and (c) that
r e c e n s i o n s , of Codd. 44, 106, 107 (Tob. 89 18s).
From
1 I to 68 the text of these codices agrees with
©AB ; and the continuation of the Syriac version (from 710
onwards) coincides with it exactly.
2. Jerome's version is independent of all these ; he tells us
that he made it from an Aramaic original (pmf
in vers- libri
-fob.). Here it is noteworthy that the whole story of Tobit is
told in the third person.
3. Tbe same is the case with an extant Aramaic text edited
by Neubauer.l This text, however, to judge by its language,
would appear to b e r e c e n t S a n d cannot therefore be identified
with the iVIS used by Jerome, but is to be classed with three
Hebrew versions which are also extant, as productions o f a later
date.

The recent essay by Margarete Plath ' Zum Buche
Tobit' (in SI. Kr., 1901, pp. 377-414), which gives an
analysis of the book with special reference to its stylistic
pecuharities, will be found singularly helpful towards a
right understanding of Tobit. As, however, it simply
takes @^ for its basis without any discussion of the
originality of that te.xt, this essay, which otherwise
might be regarded as final on the stylistic features of
the book, as a matter of fact is valid only for one of the
traditional forms in which it has reached us. Before
entering upon an analysis of style, therefore, it will be
necessary to go into the question as to the original form
of the book. In the first place we must examine the
versions and seek to ascertain the form of text to which
they carry us back ; next, this form will have to be
examined with a view to testing whether it be original
or whether rather it does not show traces of having been
worked over; the approximately original form will
then have to be analysed ; and finally the ultimate
source of the materials will have to be considered. ^
I.

INTERPOLATIONS

In the first place we may be sure that the Ahikarepisodes do not belong to the original form of the book.
{a) In l 2 o w e are told that all Tobit's goods were
forcibly taken away and there was nothing left to him
save his wife Anna and his son Tobias. In
2. Ahikar- 21, however, we read that on his return
additions. home these two were restored to him. The
contradiction is manifest, but becomes explicable if we
consider how it arose : this good deed also had been
attributed to Tobit's protector ; and the supplementer
has betrayed himself by his incorporation of the Ahikarepisode. Theoriginal sequence in I21, though it has
been smoothed down in ® ' \ is observed in ©*-": ' And
Sacherdonos, his son, reigned in his stead—and in the
reign of king Sacherdonos I returned to my home.'
1 The Booh of Tobit, a Chaldee Text from a unique MS in
the Bodleian Library, ed. by Neubauer, Oxford, 1878.
2 So Dalman, Gramm. des jud.-paldstin.
Aramdisch,
27-29.
3 [On some special points relative to the original form of the
text of Tobit, see Crit- Bib., and cp T H I S B E . ]
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Underlying this we have the truly oriental idea that a
new accession generally, an accession after a revolution
'ahvays, brings with it a complete change of system.
By X. Ahikar is represented as ha\ing been cupbearer
and keepi^r of the signet, steward and overseer of th^.
accounts, as early as in the time of Sennachereim
(Sennacherib, 705-682), whilst (5'^ and 0 ^ have it that
he first received his appointments from Sacherdonos
(Esarhaddon, 682-669). N has the older reading ; that
it is the older is shown by the whole structure of the
sentence. In the other Greek text the statement that
Ahikar was, even in the reign of Sennachereim, the most
inliuential person in the kingdom has been deleted so
as lo avoid making Ahikar in any way responsible for
the expedition against Judsea and the resultant cruelties
of the Assyrian against Ahikar's own people. Thus we
perceive that the original story of Ahikar needed i
rectif)'ing hand in order to connect it with the story of
Tobit with as little inconsistency as possible : again a
proof that it was not from the first an integral part of
it. Our opinion of the text offered by Jerome may be
a poor one, yet when we note that to all appearance the
story of Ahikar seems to have had no place in the
authority that lay before him, we may perhaps \'enture
to say that, even if it has been greatly manipulated,
Jerome's text still points back to d. form of the text
which had not yet passed through the hands of the
supplementer.
(b) Ahikar, the protector, afterwards becomes the
supporter of the blind Tobit.
Here the episode is
brought in to lead up to an effective climax ; first a
relative takes care of the unfortunate man, afterwards
his wife has to support him by doing work for strangers.
In N even the duration of this period is given ; it is
two years.
In the same text, all his brethren are
represented as sorrowing for Tobit, though to judge by
the scorn shown by the neighbours at his burying of the
dead we should rather expect the opposite. In fact,
the original story itself seems to have been so constructed as to exclude the notion of compassion by
outsiders.
His toiling wife is the blind man's only
support, and when even she turns against him he longs
for death.
This Ahikar feature also is \\anting in
Jerome.
It ought not to surprise us if even so secondary an authority
should still be able to show us something original. In other
cases as well as in that of the present book it will gradually
come tu be recognised that we must emancipate ourselves from
the gratuitous assumption that all forms of an e-xtant text can
always ultimately be traced back to one of these which must
accordingly be regarded as the original.
(e) Ahikar appears again in 1118, this time as a
wedding-guest along with his nephew Nasbas.
N
mentions Ahikar and Nabad as Tobit's nephews. That
some wedding-guests should be specified ought not to
seem strange in a book that deals so lavishly in names ;
and ifwe consider how insecure the tradition of names
is, we cannot lay much stress on the fact that one of
the wedding-guests bears the same name as Tobit's
quondam protector and supporter. Moreover, Jerome
gives Achior, like Syr. (I24, > Q ^ ^ / ) . Perhaps, therefore, the mention of two wedding-guests by name
may be original, one of them, however, having been
transformed into that of Tobit's patron and supporter.
(d) Lastly, the story of Ahikar is introduced in order
to give Tobias an example of what compassion can
accomplish. So <3^ Syr. and Vet. Lat. adduce it as
showing the depravity prevalent at the time in Nineveh.
&< has it in both connections. One sees from this that
uncertainty was felt as to the purpose of the story in
Tobit's discourse to his son, and that various conjectures were made.
The story was, therefore, no
original part of the organism. Here again Jerome
supports our inference.
_ The wording of his version lead^ to the conclusion that possibly
It goes back to a form of the text which bore no traces of the
work of the Ahikar supplementer. If we arrange the text
recensions by reference to their attitude towards these inter-

polations, we shall find that Jerome's original stands in contrast
with that of all the others. The latter already has the Ahikar
interpolations. Whilst the paths by which A and B on the one
hand, and Sjr. and Vet. Lat. on the other, were reached are
quite independent, x seems to represent a union of the divergent
forms ofthe text at a certain stage ofthe development.
The introduction of the Ahikar episodes shows tliat
his story was widely known ; it was possible to add
__. .
_ weight to an admonition by a reference
X'^,^^^ ^^
to what had happened to him. Like
Alii^ar-story. ^^^ ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^^-^^ ^^.^^^ ^^ Ahikar
relates to the period of the exile.
The present writer has elsewhere 1 endeavoured to show that
among the Jews of the exile there gradually arose a cjxle of
exilic legends. The individual legends belonging to this cycle
have reached us not in original but in revised form ; the persons
figuring in them who of old maintained their fidelity amidst the
most trying circumstances are exhibited by the various editors
to the people of their own time, in circumstances of renewed
distress, as conspicuous examples of Jewish piety and of Jewish
patriotism. Our attitude indeed may well be sceptical, as
regards the sources again and again cited — in Esther the
chronicles ofthe kings of Media and Persia, in Tobit the relater
of the wonderful experiences in 12 20—but we are not thereby
justified in refusing to believe in the existence of widely circulated
collections of legends from which the present texts had their
origin, especially when we bear in mind the passion for writing
which characterised those times.
The peculiar way in which the stories of Tobit and
of Ahikar are worked together points also in the same
direction. The supplementer has made
4. Its various out the two men to have been kinsforms.
men ; this was all the easier as Tobit
himself is represented as having once upon a time held
an important position at the Assyrian court. So also
Ahikar, the son of Anael, is represented as already cupbearer, keeper of the signet, steward and overseer of the
accounts under Sennachereim, and confirmed in his
offices by Sacherdonos.
N makes mention of his
journey to Elymais (Elam) ; A and B, which make
Tobit go there himself, present an unwarranted alteration of the text, and, we may be pretty certain, are
hardly to be corrected in conformity with Vet. Lat. with
which they otherwise in these episodes have but little
affinity.
Perhaps the circumstance may be taken as an
indication that both forms of the text come from a region
where the allusions to Ahikar would have been unintelligible, his story being unknown. The chief event of
Ahikar's life is touched on in chap. 14 10. It will be of
interest to place in juxtaposition the various forms in
^vhich it is given.
SVR.

VET. LAT.

B(A)

So, my son,
after thou hast
buried me and
thy mother,
do thou leave
Nineveh, for
there
are
many
unrighteous persons there.
For
there
'Akab evilly
requited 'Akikar who had
nourished him
for happiness (?) ; for
no cause did
he bring him
down into the
earth.
And
'Akab descended into
darkness, and
'Akikar went
forth into light
out of the
snare which

But now, my
son, do thou
leave Nineveh,
and tarry no
longer here,
but on the day
that thou hast
buried t h y
mother beside
me tarry no
longer within
her territory;
for I see that
there is much
unrighteousness there and
much deception is practised, and her
people will not
be
moved
therefrom.
Behold, my
son,
what
Nadab did to
Ahikar who
had nourished
him, whom he

B u r y me
decently and
thy mother
with me, and
dwell ye no
long er
in
Nineveh. Behold, my child,
what Adam
(Haman) did
to Achiacharus
that nourished
him, how out
of light he
brought him
into darkness
and how he
requited him ;
and indeed, he
saved (there
was
saved)
Achiacharus,
but that other
had his recompense, and he
himself went
down
into
darkness.

And now, my
child,
leave
thou Nineveh,
and tarry not
here. On the
day thou hast
buried thyi
mother beside!
me, on that i
same day stay I
no longer in |
her territory. ;
For I see that ]
there is much
unrighteousness m her and
much deception is practised, and they
are not ashamed.
Behold,
mj' child, what
Nadab did to
Achikaruswho
had nourished
him; was he
not brought
alive
down

1 Die Purimsage m der Bibel: Untersuchungen Uber das
Buck Ester und der Estersage verwandte Sagen des sP&teren
judentums (igoo), 45-59.
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SVR.

\iLT. L-\T.

B(A)

X

'Akab had set
for him, and
this one went
down into the
earth.

brought down
alive to the
earth.
But
God requited
that
man's
wickedness before his own
face,
and
Ahikar
went
turtii into light.
but
Xudab
went
down
Into
eternal
darkness, because
Nadab
had soueht to
kill Ahikar.

Manasseh
practised
mercy and escaped
the
snare of death
which he had
set for him.
but
Adam
( H a m a n ) tell
into thc snare
and perished.
And now, my
children,
behold
wha t
mercy
does,
a n d
h o vv
rii;hteousness
doth deliver.

into the earth?
And I iod requited his infam\' to his
face;
and
.Vchikarus ascended
into
liL^ht,
and
Nadab
_desucnded into
eternal (.hirkntss, tic cause
he h.iil tried lu
killA.ihik.uus.
Since
he
showed murcy
to me, he escaped thesnare
of death which
N a d a b had set
for him, and
N a d a b fell into
the snare of
death, and he
(death)
dt:stroyed
him.
And now, my
children, see,
what
mercy
does, and what
unrighteousness does, for
it kills.

The various recensions agree in the following points :
Ahikar brings up a youth who, however, drives him
m, - down into the earth (darkness). Ahikar in
the end is saved, and the other has to suffer
„ .,
the fate he had contrived for his benefactor.
matter, T,.
. ,
i h e young man s name is given variously :
'Akab, Nabad, Nadab, Adam, Haman. A and B unexpectedly call Ahikar Manasseh. 'Akab is probably a
coiTuption of Nakab and may perhaps go back to one
or other of the forms Nabad, Nadab, as also may
Adam. On the other hand the nanies Manasseh and
Haman point to a. separate tradition which, to all
appearance, first came out in A and B. In this the introduction of the story of Ahikar has its motive in the reference to the value of mercy. The characteristic phrase
of this variant is : ' the snare of death which was set.'
This phrase must have had a definite meaning in the
narrative as well as that which occurs in the first: ' he
was brought to the earth (darkness).' This is shown
by the fact that, doubtless independently of A and B,
the other variant has also found its way into N ; this
becomes evident if we consider that here it is plainly
not original. It has already been brought into connection with the story of Tobit ; what is accentuated is
that the showing of compassion has brought deliverance
to Tobit. Moreover, the original names have given
place to those which we now find. Along with this
variant the new motive for referring to the ,\hikar
episode has made its way into the N text. Accordingly
R Siipp
^^^ shall have to imagine the steps in the
.'
,
process of interpolation somewhat as
offfTOwfh^ follows. With the formula: 'Behold,
my child !' a supplementer introduces a
Nineveh story with which he is acquainted. Afterwards
it is endeavoured to bring it into connection with the
book of Tobit, first by means of the moral it supplies
'Such wickednesses are done in Niiii--v':li,' and next
(with the view of securing a still closer connection) by
introducing a variant which lays stress upon the virtue
of compassion.
Whilst the first variant deals with the ungrateful youth
and with the punishment of his ingratitude, what is
emphasised by the other is that an act of compassion
saves him who is lost. The two are not mutually exclusive ; both may have their origin in one and the same
5"3

story though in different aspects of it. The important
thing to observe is that they are taken from different
forms of this story, and in point of fact, as the introduction of the various separate elements occurred at different dates, we are thus enabled to gain an insight into
the history of the story amongst the Jews. First we
find the story which tells of Ahikar and Nadab. The
names are, U.> all appearance, foreign, and show at once
that this material had been appropriated by Judaism
comparatively recently. Next, the nanies, and especially
that of the hero, give place to Jewish ones, and so the
process of appropriation is completed. Nor are the
nuw names insignificant or chosen a t r a n d o m ; Manasseh
is the name of the husband of the brave heroine of the
Book of Judith, Ilaman is that of the notorious enemy
of the Jewish race. By the alteration of the names of
the chief actors the story of Ahikar itself received a new
stamp of nationality, and so became an integral part of
the cycle of exilic legends.
That the story 'A Ahikar is not native to Jewish soil
is shown by its wide diffusion (cp the literature of this
7 A h i k a r - s t o r v ^^^J'^^^ "^ '^^^ ''''''"'-'' '^^' ^'f^^^^^ by
fj. '.*
. .'' F. C. Conybeare, ]. Rendel Harris,
of foreign origm. ^^^ ^ Smith-Lewit, London, 1898).
It is found in Syriac, Armenian, Arabic, Greek, and
Slavonic redactions, and is to be met with in the A7-ahian
Nights z.nd in the fables of ^ s o p (cp ACHIACHARUS).

It runs somewhat as follows :—
The vizier and privy councillor of the Assyrian king Sennacherib, Ahikar by name, having no child of his own, brings
up his nephew Nadan and receives from the king the assurance
that Nadan will be his successor in the offices that be holds so
advantageously for the kingdom.
Nadan receives from his
uncle in wise discourse the ripe fruits of a rich experience.
Soon, however, he be.c^ins to abandon himself to a loose and
dissipated life, so that ^Vhikar finds himself compelled, with the
king's permission, to disinherit him. Nadan then begins to
intrigue for the overthrow of his uncle, and at last with success ;
by means of forged letters Ahikar is made to appear a betrayer
ofhis country. T h e deluded Sennacherib condemns his faithful
vizier to death and charges an executioner to carry out the
sentence in front of Ahikar's own house. But with the help of
his devoted wife the vizier is able to induce the executioner, who
is grateful for a former act of kindness, to spare him, and to
substitute a criminal slave in his place. H e himself is hidden
in a cavity beneath the door of his house, and secretly fed by
the executioner and bis own wife, whilst overhead his ingrate
nephew begins a reckless life. At this juncture the king of
E g y p t sends a letter to Sennacherib in which he challenges him
to solve a problem. In the event ofhis succeeding, the king of
E g y p t will pay him tribute ; should he fail, Assyria is to become
tributary to Pharaoh. Sennacherib is to get a palace high up
in the air built for him in Eg^'pt (the same motive is found also
among the Suaheli in a stor^-- of Abunawas).! In Assyria everyone is helpless ; if only Ahikar were still alive 1 Whereupon the
executioner comes forward and tells the king the truth. Sennacherib is overjoyed. Ahikar is fetched from his den and
brought before the king ; his unshorn, unkempt hair reached
down to his shoulders, and his beard to his breast. His nails
were like eagle's claws, and his body had become withered and
disfigured. The fashion of his countenance was changed, and
was like ashes (cp Dan. 430). Carefully tended he is speedily
restored, takes the problem in hand, and sets out for E g y p t ,
where he is able to meet cunning with cunning and Pharaoh is
compelled to acknowledge defeat. _ Crowned with glory the
hero returns home, and now condign punishment overtakes
Nadan. First he is scourged, and next he is thrown into a foul
den near his uncle's door . and as often as Ahikar went in and
out, he railed at him, his words of chastisement still taking
proverbial form. ' .As Nadan heard these words, in that same
moment he became inflated like a leather bottle, all his members
and bones swelled, and he spHt open and burst. T h u s he came
to his end and died ' (cp as to this manner of death the account
of Marduk's triumph over Tiamat in the Babylonian creationmyth ; Jensen, Ass.-bab. Mythen u. Epen, Berlin, 1900, p. 26

ff-)The manner in which the story is told in the Book of
Tobit points very clearly beyond the legendary form in
which it has been handed down to an
8. U l t i m a t e l y ^j-igj^^i ^^^^ich exhibited mythological
mytnioal.
motives. Si-me one is delivered from
the snare of death—so a legend says. This is the latest
shape the material receives ; it is at the same time also
^ new interpretation and explanation. W e meet with
1 Lieder und Geschichten der Suaheli,
Buttner, Berlin, 1894, p. 2>gff.
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the characteristic colouring of myth, however, when we
read of someone being brought down from light into
darkness, how he reascends to light, and how his
adversary is plunged into eternal night.
These are
characteristic features of the original form which first
are gradually smoothed down and then continue to be
carried along as a metaphorical manner of speaking for
a considerable length of time, but finally the bold myth
is toned down till it becomes a mere illustration of a
popular proverb : ' He who digs a pit for others falls
into it himself,' o r ; 'Behold, what mercy does, and
how righteousness delivers,' o r : 'Mercy delivers from
death, and will not suffer him who practises it to go
into darkness.'
The appropriation of this story by Judaism through
a change of names, depends on a primary affinity of
material which made it possible and easy. Manasseh
in the Book of Judith, who is struck down by a burning
wind in the days of the barley-harvest, and so deeply
lamented by his widow (Judith 8 2 / ! ) , and Haman the
persecutor of the Jews are both of them figures which
Judaism found and appropriated in foreign lands. They
afterwards became typical figures for the whole cycle of
exilic legends ; but originally it was between mythical
figures that the struggle lay as to which should thrust
the other down into everlasting darkness.
From the fact that the Book of Tobit contains references to the story of Ahikar, we must not, with M.
Plath, draw the inference that the Tobit material is the
later : ' The story of Tobit is set forth in full detail
whilst the other may be taken for granted as known
already.' On the contrary we here see in operation the
natural desire to bring the characters of legend into
relation with each other and with contemporary life.
In this way Judaism is exhibited, even by its legends
dating from those days of oppression which had become
classical for subsequent post-exilic times, as a close and
mutually coherent community in which each indi\'idual
helps his neighbotir. It is in a similar manner that, on
German soil, the figures of Siegfried and Dietrich have
been brought into relation with each other in the 'Great
Rosen-garden.' But whilst the Jews help one another
the German heroes are at war. The former sort of
legend circulates among a people that finds itself in
adversity, the later in a nation that finds its delight in
battle and tournament.
There can be no doubt that the didactic portions of
Tobit have also received interpolations ;
9. Didactic this is evident from the extant texts.
additions.
Chap. 4, which contains Tobit's exhortations
to his son before his departure, is shortest in
Nj fuller in Jerome, most copious in A, B, and Vet. Lat.
Whilst in Jerome there is prefixed an exhortation to attend to
what is about to be said, and lay it to heart, in the other PvISS
Tobit, starting from the actual situation, begins with an admonition to Tobias to attend to his father's burial and care
suitably for his widowed mother. This admonition is all the
more effective, and eo ipso shows itself to be an integral portion
of the story, because shortly before the blind old man has
h a d to listen to bitter reproaches which almost drove him to
despair from the very wife whom he now so thoughtfully
remembers. Natural, too, in like manner is the admonition,
generalising as it were the fundamental thought of what precedes, to be pious and to keep God's commandments. T h e
prospect of a happy life is held out as a reward for such
conduct.
The climax of the exhortation having thus been reached, the
conclusion we expect is ' Remember these commandments, and
suffer them not to be effaced from thy h e a r t ! ' Only x> however, closes thus ; assuredly it represents the original rounded
form. W'e cannot suppose any omission or shortening; for
elsewhere « Is much the more detailed and copious.
'I'ht: other texts have forcibly Introduced Into this rounded
text manifold pieces of good advice : (i) Practise compassion,
for this will give the best results; (2) Live chastely and marry
within your own people as the patriarchs did, for this brings
great blessing in its train ; (3) Be not proud, above all not to
any of your own people ; pride brings ruin ; (4) G\xe the hireling
his w a g e s ; be well-bred in all your actions, and refrain from
doing to others what would be unpleasing to yourself; (5) Beware of drunkenness; be compassionate ; (6) Walk with the
righteous and the wise.
Jerome has a like number of separate counsels, but they
5115

are more concisely worded, and It is noteworthy that the advice
to marry within one's own kin is absent.
T h u s t h e r e h a s b e e n a g r a d u a l i n t e r p o l a t i o n of this
a p p a r e n t l y f a v o u r i t e c h a p t e r of t h e B o o k of T o b i t .
P e o p l e liked t o r e a d h o w t h e o l d m a n i n s t r u c t s t h e

youth. More and more \\ords were put into his mouth,
of the sort which the various redactors would like to
impress upon the minds of readers. It is interesting to
see that the Ahikar story also exhibits the same mixture
of the epic and the didactic styles. Certain of the actual
words too in the rules of wisdom it contains echo those
of l o b i t . The following examples are among the most
noticeable : —
AHII:.\R

Sfoi^v.
My
son,
pour out thy
wine on the
tombs of the
just,
rather
than drink it
with wicked
and
base
people.

VET. LAT.

JERORIE.

Pour
out
(funde)
thy
wine and thy
bread on the
tombs of the
just, and give
it (illud) not
to sinners.

Place
thy
wine and thy
b r e a d upon
the tomb of
the j u s t ; but
eat and drink
not of it with
sinners.

Dispense
freely thy food
at the burial
of the j u s t ;
but_ give not
to sinners.

The original meaning of this saying, which has reference to libations at sepulchres, has gradually been
toned down until at last what has come out of it is an
exhortation to prepare a. funeral repast. 'I'hus we can
clearly see that the counsels which by degrees found
their way into Tobit's exhortation have in part at least
been taken from the general oriental stock of quotations. On the other hand the accentuation of definite
Jewish precepts of morality is deliberate. The time,
from which their introduction dates, loved to inculcate
them at every possible opportunity. Apparentl}' it had
every need to do so.
T h e peculiar circumstance that the advice to marry
within one's kin is wanting in N and Jer. raises the
question, whether this element; upon w hich much weight
is sought to be laid in the history itself, be original.
There is the further fact that In 6 16 [N] Azariah reminds
Tobias of it, although the admonition Itself has not been previously recorded In this form of the text. T h e verse in question
must therefore have been introduced by way of correction from
the other forms of the text. We are confirmed in this inference when we observe that Jerome makes no mention at all
of Azariah's reminder. But as in the dialogue between Azariah
and Tobias, he deviates much from the other M S S , his evidence
would not be so weighty as it is If we did not read in the third
Greek recension simply these words : ' Dost thou not remember
all thy father's commandments? ' thus without express allusion
to the particular exhortation now in question.
Further, the statement that Tobias is related to Raguel
disturbs the whole structure of the story. If Raguel would
indeed become by the Mosaic law guilty of death shuuld he give
his daughter to any other than Tobias, — an assertion of the
angel's which In point of fact is not correct,—then it becomes
inconceivable how the narrator could possibly have found any
excuse for his having already previously betrothed her to seven
suitors in succession. Sara herself, before abandoning herself
to despair, must surely have had some thought of the one possibility of escape from her sad predicament—that, namely, of
being married by the man whom the law required. Her prayer
must have been that God should send her this deliverer. Nor
is it possible that Tobit in receiving his daughter-in-law into his
house, could have failed to recall the ties of kinship that united
them. Raguel himself must have given thanks to God not
merely ' for having had mercy upon two only children' ; he
would also have had every reason for pointing out how a faithful
keeping of the law had found its reward.
Finally, the scene which above all others must determine as to
the relationship between the two families, that namely in M'hich
Tobias enters the house of Raguel, is not always rendered in
the same way. According to one version of the'story the two
travellers first meet with Sara and are afterwards led by her to
the house, and according to another they first find Raguel
himself sitting at his house door, and are hospitably welcomed
by him ; according: to the one Tobit's loss of sight is alrc:idy
known to those in Raguel's house, whilst according to tlie other
they first hear of it from the travellers. Also, ,x shows a much
greater interest than A and B in the relationship (cp 618 and
7 10), although it does not contain the exhortatiMn mentioned
above. The editor_ therefore, we may be quite certain would
not have omitted it if he had found It lying before him '

This want of agreement shows clearly the smoothing
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touches of later hands.
It is plausible to conjecture
that without all arriving at one and the same result
thev all sought to incorporate the discovery by Raguel
and his family that their new arrival was their nearest
kinsman.
This addition, intended to exhibit in concrete form by means of the story of Tobit the blessing
which such marriages of kinsfolk bring, must h a \ c been
made in a time which was trying to set aside this
ancient Jewish custom.
People ' turned away with
haughty minds from the sons and the daughters of their
own nation, nor took they wives from amongst them '
(4i3 [A]).
' In pride—such was the teaching of this
addition—lies destruction and much confusion.'
On
the other hand the progeny of those who are true to the
customs of their forefathers 'inherits the land.'
W'e
see that political and religious hopes were believed to be
affected by such deviations from traditional practice.

all met with ; but here too the various versions do not agree
(e.g., as to the ages of the persons).
Once more, Tobit's loss of sight is given as the sole reason for
his impoverishment. After the return from the flight before
Sennacherib he can afford to have a rich meal prepared ; thus
his poverty is not the consequence of the confiscation of his
goods by Sennacherib.
Lastly, it is left wholly unexplained why It is that the neighbours say on the burial of the dead man at the feast of Pentecost
that Tobu ' was no more afraid to be put to death for this matter.'
N o mention has previously bcc-n made that the J e w referred to
had been slain by Ring Sacherdunos. The corpse Is lying in the
market place ; but ihe Jews put to death by Sennacherib are
not, It need hardly be said, left lying In fhe middle ofthe town ;
they are thrown outside (he walls of Nineveh. T h e saying of
the neighbours_Jusi cit^.'d, therefore, being irreconcilable with
the narrative itself, and presupposing impossible conditions,
cannot be origin.il.
If not original, the things to which it
alludes, the Sennacherib story, are also brought into question.
\ \ ' e shall b e safe, t h e r e f o r e , in e x c l u d i n g from t h e
o r i g i n a l text of t h e B o o k of T o b i t , b o t h this S e n n a c h e r i b s t o r y a n d t h e r e f e r e n c e t o t h e b u r i a l s of t h e d e a d .
W h a t w e h a v e h e r e is s i m p l y a l a t e r r e d u p l i c a t i o n of o n e
a n d t h e s a m e m o t i v e — v i / . . . t h a t o f t h e b u r i a l of t h e d e a d
man—^just a s in t h e s t o r y of E s t h e r t h e feast is r e d u p l i c a t e d . I n E s t h e r t h e object is t o i n t e r w e a v e t h e M o r d e c a i
e p i s o d e s b y m e a n s of w h i c h t h e b o o k r e a d a t t h e P u r i m
festival w a s b r o u g h t i n t o h a r m o n y with t h e spirit of t h e
a g e ; w e m a y well - s u p p o s e a s i m i l a r m o t i v e t o h a v e
b e e n a t w o r k in t h e c a s e of t h e B o o k of T o b i t .
Preiss^
h a s p l a c e d its d a t e in t h e m i d d l e of t h e s e c o n d c e n t u r y
A . D . , t h a t is t o s a y , i m m e d i a t e l y after t h e s u p p r e s s i o n
of t h e J e w i s h revolt, a n d t h e a n n i h i l a t i o n of all t h e i r
national hopes.
If n o w w e e n d e a v o u r t o r e p r e s e n t t o
o u r s e l v e s w h a t it w a s t h a t t h e n r d a c t o r of t h e o r i g i n a l
text of t h e b o o k of T o b i t (possibl}'- w r i t t e n in H e b r e w )
a i m e d a t a n d h a s accomplished we shall arrive a t s o m e
s u c h c o n c l u s i o n a s t h e following : —
T h e s t o r y , s u c h a s t h e r e d a c t o r f o u n d it a l r e a d y
r e d u c e d t o w r i t i n g , a s a n edifying tale of family life,
- _ TT
w a s laid in t h e A s s v r i a n times.
The
- J
4. J r e d a c t o r s h o w s himself t o b e , for h i s t i m e ,
redacted.
.
.
. •
_,
r
^ m a n p o s s e s s e d 01 a c e r t a i n d e g r e e of
historical knowledge.
H e w a s a c q u a i n t e d with t h e
a l m o s t l e g e n d a r y s t o r y of S e n n a c h e r i b ' s fruitless e x p e d i t i o n a g a i n s t J u d a h ; a n d this h e b l e n d e d w ith t h e
s t o r y of T o b i t , p e r h a p s after h a v i n g first p u t it i n t o a
Greek dress.
W i t h t h e a d o p t i o n of s o free a t r e a t m e n t
is e x p l a i n e d also t h e stylistic c h a r a c t e r of t h e G r e e k text,
w h i c h l e d X d l d e k e t o m a i n t a i n its originality. ^ T h e
redactor h a d along with his contemporaries passed
t h r o u g h t h e b i t t e r e x p e r i e n c e s of t h e s u p p r e s s i o n of t h e
J e w i s h revolt a g a i n s t R o m e ,
It h a d b e e n a life-andd e a t h struggle,
' I n this confiict of r a c e s , t h a t e n d e d
in 135 w i t h t h e c o m p l e t e s u b j u g a t i o n of t h e J e w s , t h e
fields w e r e s t r o w n w i t h d e a d b o d i e s ; n a y {as G r a e t z h a s
it) ' ' t h e w h o l e J e w i s h n a t i o n l a y like o n e h u g e c o r p s e o n
t h e g o r y fields of its n a t i v e l a n d " a n d in M e d i a a l o n e
w a s peace a n y m o r e to b e f o u n d ' (Preiss).
These
ghastly experiences were introduced b y the redactor into
a n o l d t a l e of family life.
H e threw t h e m b a c k into t h e
A s s y r i a n t i m e ; a n d t h u s t h e o l d b o o k with its l i m i t e d
h o r i z o n , w i t h its p e r s o n a g e s w h o a r e ' n o h e r o e s in
d e e d s , b u t h e r o e s in s u f f e r i n g ' ( M . P l a t h ) w a s a d a p t e d
t o t h e t i m e s for w h i c h h e w r o t e .
Tobit who, braving the wrath of the king, buries the
slaughtered brethren, thus receives a touch of the heroic valour
of the fighters of Bar Kochba's time ; but, at the same time, by
his resignation and by his quiet patience and persistent hopefulness he could also become a conspicuous example to the Jews of
those days, disheartened as they were by the failure of their
effort to shake off the Roman yoke. As they read the new
introduction to the old book, their hearts were captivated by
this bold kindred spirit, to be guided by him forthwith along the
only road on which they could possibly find healing for their
grievous wounds.
Perhaps therefore it was psychologically a
very skilful touch on the part of the redactor to introduce this
man at the outset as speaking i« propriapersotia.
_ Possibly he
allowed himself here to be guided by his own feeling. In any
case his Intervention has impaired the compactness of the older
narrative.

If we take a comprehensive sur\cy o f t h e work that
has been expended upon the Book of Tobit, so far as
in Summarv ""^^ ^ ^ judged from the extant forms of
of foreffOinff ^^^ ^^^^' ^^ ^^^o"''^^ plain that the intro,.
^nn*? duction of certain episodes points to a
mscuss
. heightening of the didactic character of
the story, and to a desire to give it more and more the
character of a family tale.
In other respects, though
the various MSS ^•ary from each other in many ways,
they never do so to such an extent that the course of
events is changed.
But copyists and translators seem
to have treated their text with a good deal of arbitrariness ; they might almost be called redactors.
They
have fully exercised what tiiey deemed their own proprietory rights in copy or translation.
T h e various
forms of text thus produced were again compared at a
distinctly later period, and here and there we find unmistakable attempts to harmonise them.
It is therefore
difficult to define in any brief formula the nature of
their mutual relationship.
\ \ > can do so, however,
quite definitely so far as their attitude towards the Ahikar
episode is concerned.
II. U N I N T E R P O L A T E D T E X T
At this stage there arises at once the question
whether the text to which the various extant MSS go
11 Nofcoriffinal ^ ^ ^ ^ presents us with the original
opinion of the present writer it does not.
Various
indications go to show that what it offers us is a redaction o f a story previously fixed in writing.
In the speech in which the angel makes himself known he
declares the part he has taken in the events in the life of Tobit
(12 12ff.). H e it was who brought the memorial of his prayer
before ( i o d ; who was by his side when he buried the dead ;
likewise when he did not delay to rise up and leave his dinner
in order to go and cover the ' dead ' (sing, in K, pl. in A). T h e
allusion to Tobit's activity in burying the dead in the times of
oppression caused by Sennacherib is abrupt ; to say the least it
stands In the wrong place, the events being enumerated In
reverse order of their occurrence. It has the appearance of
being an element that has been introduced at a late stage Into
the text with the effect in v. 13 of making ' the dead m a n ' Into
'the dead' (pl.). If this impression be correct, the originality
of the introduction would then come into question. And in
point of fact it is given as the hero's own account of himself in
the tir-,c person whilst everywhere else the book is written in the
third person. At a very early date this difficulty was felt.
Jerome and the Aramaic (ed. Neubauer) give the introduction
in the third person. M. Plath indeed points to the similar
change between the first and the third person in the Aramaic
version of the story of Ahikar. I n the latter case, however,
it would seem as if we hatl to deal with an oversight or slip of
the Chronicler rather than with a peculiarity of style. ' I f the
editor of the Book of Acts, skilled In literature as he was,
placed in Immediate juxtaposition the we-passages and those
written in the third person,' his intention was that the impression
of dependence on ancient sources which gives his narrative the
stamp of authenticity might be left unimpaired.
T h u s M.
Plath's reference to Acts goes rather to prove the opposite of
what Is Intended ; the inference is that here also as well as in the
Book of Acts the manner In which the subject is presented
enables us to discern the traces o f a second hand.
Again, the mention of the various Assyrian kings, and the
references to the history of that period altogether are quite uncalled for so far as the remainder of the narrative is concerned.
Only at the very close of the narrative are similar allusions at
5^^7
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The introduction of passages from general history into
such a tale as this, dealing with events so domestic and
private, strikes us as out of place ; we instinctively feel
that here some extraneous element has been imported
into an already completed unity, that we have to d o '
with the work of some editor, that a local and temporary
interest is at work which has no universality in its
appeal.
Our account of the redactor's interference with the
older narrative is not yet finished. In 122o the angel,
when taking his departure, bids Tobit commit to writing
all that has happened.
T h e reader notes that the
matter is exhausted, and what he.expects next to hear
is that Raphael's command has been carried out.
Perhaps afterwards the deaths of Tobit and Anna might
have been added, and the removal of Tobias into Media,
— a removal that considered in itself seems quite natural
when we remember that his wife's relations live in
Ecbatana and are possessors of great wealth which Sara
and her husband are destined one day to inherit. But
instead of any such natural conclusion as this we have
in the first instance a thanksgiving prayer of Tobit's, of
which we are told in A and B that it was put into
writing by Tobit himself
The Syriac version has the
same prayer in a shorter form. The other versions,
however, make Tobit's discourse rise to a climax in an
apocalyptic prophecy of the upbuilding of the heavenly
Jerusalem. According to this discourse God's tabernacle
in Jerusalem is for the present destroyed, and thus the
city taken away from the nation and from its God.
Tobit appears of course to speak from his own proper
standpoint, which has in view the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar.
It need hardly be said,
however, that in reality the prophecy relates to the time
of the author. Now it might not be impossible to think
of the oppression of Jerusalem by Antiochus Epiphanes.
The glowing colours, however, with which the rebuilding of the holy city is depicted suggest a period when a
speedy natural restoration of the city and its worship
was hardly to be expected. At such a period, when it
is plainly seen that self-help is of no avail, men cling
to the hope of some miraculous intervention. Heavenly
powers shall build up Jerusalem (13i6) ' with sapphires,
and emeralds, and precious stones, her walls and towers
and battlements with pure gold ; and her streets shall
be paved with beryl and carbuncle and stones of Ophir.'
A joyful expectation of this sort takes us beyond the
times of the Maccabees. And as the opening of the
book most probably emanates from one who had lived
through the struggles of the second century M. D. it will
be to him that we ought most probably to attribute not
only the placing of the story in a similar historical
background, but also the introduction into it of those
ardent wishes and hopes regarding the future which at
the time of writing were stirring his own heart. By this
supposition we are best able to understand on the one
hand the interest shown in events in the far East in the
introduction, and on the other in the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the restoration of its worship at the close.
For a contemporary of the Maccabasan struggles
Palestine alone would have come into consideration.
The interest felt at one and the same time in the far
East and in the city of Jerusalem finally reaches pointed
expression in the parting speech of Tobit to his son
(chap. 14). ' F o r a time' Jerusalem shall be desolate
and God's worship be suspended there. During this
period ' in Media there shall rather be peace for a
season.' But at last the fulness of time shall be accomplished, the Jews shall be restored, and the gentiles
turn from their idolatries. Jerusalem shall rise in glory
and with her the house of God, ' but not like unto the
first.'
This prophecy clearly refers to the last times.
T h e temple, which is to be built anew, will not be the
production of hp.man hands, but iu contrast to the
first will be God's own workmanship. Jerusalem will
be the splendid city of the latter days, the heavenly

Jerusalem, the temple of God's glorious building, not to
be likened to any building of former times, not even to
that of a Herod. It is therefore a mistake to attempt
to detet^iine from this passage the historical standpoint
of the writer as if he had lived sometime within the
period between the post-exilic building of Zerubbabel
and the work of Herod (so Schurer in /•./?.£(') 1644).
Rather are all temples of former times brought into
contrast with this splendid structure destined to be
raised in the end of the ages. The writer of this
prophecy discloses himself by his simultaneous interest
in the far East and in the West. A characteristic note is
that he takes pains to make out the events of the future
as fulfilment of prophetic prediction. W e can perc^ve
from this how important the time in which he lived must
have been for the text of our prophetical books. In particular we must attribute to it a large share in the
enlargement by way of commentary of our book of
Jeremiah, the Hebrew text of which is much more
copious than that of the Greek translation.'
This peculiar method, of fiUing out the ancient story
with the prophecies, hopes, and interests of a later time,
strikes the reader just as much as does the introduction
of universal history into c tale of family life.
The
mixture of styles resulting from this combination is
neither elegant nor pleasing. Beautiful or attractive it
can have been only to an age which found reflected in it
its own expectations and wishes. Here once more we
come to the conclusion that a redactor has been at work
whose inherent weaknesses escaped notice for but a
short time. T h e moment the interest which has dictated
the procedure relaxes, we inevitably perceive the violence
it has done to the ancient story by the improbabilities
which it has forced upon it.

S"9

III.

CONJECTURAL RECONSTRUCTION

If we pursue our inquiry as to the original form of
13 Becon ''^^ ' ' ° ° ' ' °^ Tobit which lay before the
stniction" •'®'^^'^'°'' ^"'^ *^^ operated on by him, we
• shall find the story to be somewhat as
follows :—
In Nineveh there lives a pious man, Tobit by name,: his wife
is Anna, and his son Tobias. H e is one of the Jewish exiles.
On a certain occasion, at Pentecost, just before sitting down to
meat, he sends out his son to invite any needy one from among his
brethren. Tobias returns with the news that a J e w who has been
strangled is lying dead in the market-place. Tobit buries the
body, and as incidental to this loses his eyesight. H e thus becomes dependent on his wife ; on one occasion a misunderstanding arises between them and she casts his alms and his righteous
deeds in his teeth. Deeply stirred, he falls into great sadness
and praysfor death. In Ecbatana, Sara the daughter of Raguel
is cherishing the same wish.
An evil spirit, Asmodeus, has ;
slain seven successive husbands of hers on the wedding-night.
Her father's maidservants reproach her with having herself put
her husbands to death. I n answer to the prayers of 'Tobit and
Siira God sends forth the angel Raphael to cure Tobit of his
blindness, and bring about a union between Tobias and Sara and
thus deliver the virgin wife from the evil spirit.

Stich, in brief outhne, is the scheme of the story ; the
scene is laid at Nineveh and Ecbatana, and the theme is
the deliverance from undeserved misfortune of two
families living in these two places. The solution is
brought about by the direct intervention of God and
Raphael, the powers of the celestial world.
T h e occurrences in Nineveh are related at some length, but
only one .scene is devoted to the story of Sara. At Nineveh we
are first of all introduced to the pious, benevolent Tobit. His
benevolence leads him to show an act of mercy to a dead man
and this act of mercy in turn becomes the cause of misfortune
to himself. T h e development of this scene indicates that Tobit's
misfortune is wholly undeserved. A pious man such as this—so
the reader is given to understand from the very beginning—
cannot possibly remain unhappy, if there is a righteous God.
In the second scene we see how poverty comes on the back of
misfortune. Tobit's wife becomes dependent for her own and
her husband's support upon the kindness of aliens. And strange
to say I t o t h e benevolent Tobit who now finds himself in the
same position as those whom he has so often formerly befriended
there never occurs the thought of any possibility that his former
kindnesses may now be requited to himself and to his house.
In the end Tobit, after the misunderstanding with his wife
1 Cp E r b t , Jeremia
ii., § 21.

und seine Zeit, 1902, and see I E E E M I A H
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finds himself completely Isolated. Where is he to look fbr either
comfort or support? T h e good deed which has been the
outward occasion of his misfortune is cast in his teeth. Mui^t
he remain an innocent sufft;rer throughout all the rest ofhis life?
His prayer is the answer to either question ; it is thus of vital
importance for the cour-.i- of the narrative. Forsaken by men,
Tobit turns to tiod rrom whom alone comfort and help can
come. He prays that death may come to his rescue. Wc are
deeply moved by the spectacle of the aged sufferer. Any other
man would have prayed for recovery. Thus our feelings are
kept in tension. In what way will God intervene?

to make use of the journey of Tobias for fulfllment of
his plans. But we must have patience.

The composition of the two scenes at Xinc\eh can
almost be characterised as faultless. W c are greatly
moved as we see this pious man brought to misfortune
by an act of kindness. In the train of the original
calamity conies poverty. It is the indirect cause of a
misunderstanding between Tobit and his loyal wife. A
venial fault leaves the old man absolutely friendless ; it
instantly brings its own punishment, but at the same
time drives him into the arms of Him who alone can
help. For the time being we are reassured, and free to
tui'u our attention to the other scene of action.
Sara scourges her maids, ^\'hether with reason or without, we
are not told, nor does it matter. Her maids know how to
avenge themselves on her pa-^sionate temper. They reproach
her with her undeserved misfortune. Misfortune, scorn, and
open contempt; we are touched hy the maiden's fate. She
would fain lay down life's b u r d e n ; another proof of her
passionate nature. T h e aged man bears his troubles quietly;
only when they pass the limits of endurance does he |jia>- to
God to take away his life. For a moment Sara thinks of
ending her troubles with her own hand ; but it is only for a
moment : she is too good a d a u g h t e r ; she remembers her
father. In the one case, Tobit's difference with his wife throws
him into the arms of God ; in the other case, the same effect is
wrought by the daughter's reflection on what would be the
sorrow of her father.

The narrator relieves the fatiguing similarity of the
two scenes by contrasting the motives. Sara's prayer
is framed after the same model as Tobit's : invocation
and adoration ; petition for deliverance from distress.
WTiilst, howe\er, the prayer of the old man mo^'es
quietly towards its climax, Sara's emotion is manifest
throughout. Thus her prayer is much more concrete.
She had just been on the verge of suicide, and now she
implores God to let her die. But again the image of
her father rises before her eyes. T h e love of life breaks
in once more upon this passionate nature, the secret,
unaltered wish that God may help her in some other
way.
Thus the narrator has still further prepared us for
the divine intervention. The scene that follows is laid
in heaven—God sends down Raphael to deliver the two
petitioners out of their distress. The reader at once
perceives how the business is to end. Our story is no
drama that gradually unfolds itself before the eyes of
the spectator ; the various personages henceforth lose
their dramatic interest, for we know what the end must
be. All that remains still unknown is merely the
working out of the details. With disclosure of the
final issue the question is at the same time started as to
how God will bring it about. T o this the reader is
intended to give his undivided attention.
God's
^\i.sdom has to show itself in the skill with which the
result is effected ; from this point onward the story will
be an illustration of the wisdom of divine providence.
And the illustration being so naive, our interest in it is
but small. The art of the narrator, which we were
able to admire in the opening chapters, seems to leave
him. This, however, is only because he has attempted
too ambitious a task and not kept within the bounds of
his limited abilities. He laboriously seeks to keep up
our interest by a succession of minor artifices,
Tobit sets his house in order before his death to
which he is looking forward. At Rages in Media he
has deposited a, sum of money with Gabael, and
Tobias must go and fetch it. W e are not now able to
say whether this element figured in the original form of
the Book of Tobit. In the present text we have word
of it as early as in 114. T o Rages the way lies through
Ecbatana ; we are thiLS able to divine that God is about
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First the father has to give wise instructions to his son ; they
are, he may well believe, the last words he will e\'er speak to
Tobias. We for our part know that Tobit is to be rendered
hii|)py once more by this journey, and iluis, touched by the
old man's love, we are tided over the delay in the action.
Next, the father provides for the safety of his son as best he
can : he chooses for him the most trustworthy travelling comjiaiiion he can find. AgLiiii the narrator discloses too much.
The companion is no_ other than Azaria, the angel Raphael in
Imnirui shape.
It is touching to read how strictly Tobit
uxaiiiines the stranger, so sirictly that he has almost to apologise
fir his 7eal. With our minds fixed m, the blind father and his
allei.liunate solicitude, we u^ain forget that we are being detained.
Al lab.t an agreement is come to, even in the matter of wages.
A start can Vie made at last. The fuher gives his blessing, and
wishes that the anij;et of God may go with his son. We smile
to_ oursel\-es, knowing that the father's prayer Is already fulfilled.
\ \ i i h the narrator, the religious interest, that of showing his
Teailers how God guides the destinies of men heyond all human
thiiikin,!^, predominates over the aesthetic Interest which should
have taught him not to relie\-e the tension prematurely. At the
parting, there are tears ; the blind old man has faith In God
and remains calm, but not so the mother, whose one thought
is that her only child is leavmg, and when she reflects that some
sacrifice has to be made if the money is to be recovered, she
deems the present one too g r e a t ; ' We have enough to live on."
H a s the narrator forgotten that Tobit is reduced to poverty ?
Or is it his intention to touch us still more deeply by putting
into Anna's mouth the sentiment that she would rather go on
with her present life of care and toil, if only her dear son might
stay at home? Tobit attempts to divert his wife from her
sorrow by 'gently trying to excite her pity for himself; thine
e\ es shall see h i m ! H e himself is blind : even should he
survive till his son's return, still he will not see him 1'
(M. Plath).

W e see how the author's main endeavour is to keep
up the reader's interest by touching his heart. He
tries to reach his audience where it is most susceptible ;
it is one of the artifices he employs to maintain the hfe
of a narrative which has lost the element of suspense.
The departure in its various scenes—the decision,
the parting instructions, the choice of a companion, the
farewell—occurs in Nineveh. The next scenes, describing the journey, naturally are laid in a variety of places ;
the most important are the encampment by the Tigris,
and the stay at Raguel's house, so important that the
original object of the journey, the recovery of the money
entrusted to Gabael at Rages, becomes a mere episode,
appended to the scene in Ecbatana. We know beforehand the real providential purpose of the journey, and
thus are not surprised at the turn it takes. But that in
the end the angel, not Tobias, should fetch the money,
seems a small but charming variation : ' thini^^s fall out
quite differently from what we imagine' (Xi. Plath).
Before going to sleep one night young Tobias bathes
in the Tigris. A fish leaps out upon him and snaps at
his foot. A and B have aggravated the natural situation,
in order to make the story as marvellous as possible.
W'ith them the fish threatens to swallow the youth.
And yet, at the angel's biddi^l,^ he is forthwith able to
seize hold of it and to cast it on the bank so that there
is no real danger. At Raphael's request he takes with
him the heart, the liver, and the gall of the fish. The
pair continue their journey and draw near to Media,
the true goal predetermined by God.
The decisive stay at the house of Raguel is led up to
by two preparatory scenes—conversations between the
angel and Tobias in the course of their journey—and is
followed by two other.s relating to the recovery of the
money from Gabael, and the arrival of the latter at
Ecbatana.
The two dialogues, on the borders of
Media, before Ecbatana is reached, are intended to
shorten the long story of the journey and to relieve the
n;-ider. Again the artist depri\'es us of all the pleasure
of suspense by elaborately describing beforehand everything that is going to happen.
Tobias himself gives occasion for this before Media is
entered (so N ; A and B less effectively have substituted
Ecbatana) by his question as to the object in carrying with
them the heart, gall, and liver ofthe fish they had killed on the
e\-.:ning of their first day's journey. When we learn that an
e\'il spirit can be driven away by the fumes of this liver and
heart, we at once perceive exactly how it is that Sara is to be
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delivered. All that remains in doubt is as to whether Tobias
will make up his mind to marry her, and whether Raguel is
going to give him his daughter in marriage. T h a t the son,
however, should not think at once of his blind father when he
hears that with the gall the malady Tobit is suffering from can
be cured, astonishes us, especially when we see later how
mindful Tobias is of his father : ' M y father counts the days I'
are the words with which he sends the angel to Gabael. Nor
does he linger with his parents-in-law an hour beyond the exact
time he had promised. Clearly the narrator took no special
interest in the characterisation of his various personages ; his
main interest Is in exhibiting and proving the wise governance of
G o d : ' G o d rules supreme and rules all things well' is his
central theme.

from the varying versions of it is the emphasis that is
everywhere laid on Raguel's hospitality. In the end
the betrothal comes about as planned b\' the angel.

The way having been prepared by an explanation of
the healing \'irtues of the various parts of the fish, the
angel proceeds to disclose his plans. They are now
before the gates of Ecbatana (A and B again read,
wrongly, Rages). Their next lodging-place is to be
Raguel's house. He has but one child, ex daughter,
who is fair and wise. Azaria will speak to her father
that she may be given in marriage to Tobias. The
wedding will be held after the return from Rages.
(' Afterwards things turn out differently from what had
been thought.')
To Tobias, more than to any other, does the right of inheritance
belong. This proposition, which doubtless originally simply
meant that Tobias, the son of a poor but pious father, was the
husband chosen for the girl by the wise counsel of God ('she is
appointed unto thee from the beginning,' 6 i8) was only at a later
date thought out in the manner of commentary to the effect
that the two were nearly related, and their marriage as near
relations would be well-pleasing to God and to the Jewish
nation.

Had Tobias known nothing of Sara's misfortune, he
would now have consented on the spot. As it is, he
pleads that, being the only son of his parents, he dare
not lightly risk his life. In itself considered the plan
which the angel unfolds is not to be rejected.
H e is already strongly prepossessed in favour of it. T h e
young man's love for his parents is most touching. H e thinks
only of their sorrow, and does not fear the evil spirit except
on their account. T h a t Sara's story should be known even In
Nineveh, presupposes a lively intercourse between the two
places. And such there may have been, not only in the
narrator's own time but also In former days ; we must not fall
into the error of underestimating the trade of antiquity.

To repel his scruples, the angel reminds the youth of
his father's injunctions. Unquestionably his reference
at present is to the one injunction which bade him
marry ci woman of his own kindred.
Originally,
perhaps, no such reminiscence may have stood in this
place.
Or possibly, as is also supported by tradition, the reference
may have been simply to the father's injunctions generally. In
that case we shall perhaps have to think of some such precepts
as those in N • ' They who practise sincerity, shall be^lessed In
their works ; and to all that work righteousness, God shall give
good counsel.' In this case the angel will have seen an act of
righteousness in the deliverance of Sara. To the present writer
this explanation seems the best.

The argument brought forward by the angel constitutes the main point to which the whole dialogue leads
up ; the means exist, by which the evil spirit can be
driven away.
Once more we get a description of the virtue that lies in the
heart and liver of the fish. The narrator tries to make it
interesting by giving Tobias at the same time precise directions
as to the manner In which the remedy is to be applied. Tobias
now changes his mind ; he is in love with Sara, or, we should
saj', he finds the proposed marriage with the fair and wise
daughter of the rich man most acceptable. Such sentiments to
the ancient conception furnish foundation enough for a happy
union.

The second scene before the stay at Ecbatana represents
a dialogue of persuEision, the first one of instruction.
Judged from our aesthetic standpoint the whole of the
preliminary scene ought to have been given in the form
of a single dialogue of persuasion. The narrator's
tendency is to break up the action into as many scenes
as possible. In the discussion as to the derivation of
the material, we shall have to keep this consideration
in mind (§ i6).
'
There is no agreement in the rendering of the principal
scene, that at Ecbatana. All that can be clearly seen
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H e r e again, according to A and B, which may reproduce the
oldest reading, Azaria takes the most Important part, inasmuch
as it is he who communicates to Raguel the wish of young
Tobias. In KI where, exceptionally, in these scenes the relationship between Sara and Tobias is particularly dwelt upon,
Raguel overhears the young man talking to the angel about the
marriage, and is at once captivated by the idea.

A marriage contract is drawn up in writing. Thereupon Edna prepares the bridal chamber for her
daughter. Again tears are shed ; the intention is to
move the heart of the reader ; there is something
pathetic about the lot of the maid who has already
buried seven spouses. The effect of the scene, however,
has been destroyed from the outset as we already know
of the impending happy issue. In the bridal chamber
Tobias, at last, makes use of the angel's prescription.
The fumes put the demon to flight. That he should
be fettered by the angel in Upper Egypt is something
we were not prepared for. From all \\ e have been
told so far, we should have expected the mere fumigation to suffice for complete deliverance from the evil
spirit. The prayer the young man now offers is specially
Jewish. In arrangement it resembles those previously
recorded.
Meanwhile Raguel is digging a grave for his daughter's
betrothed. The bridal is to be in secret ; the unhappy
man dreads his neighbours' evil tongues. This proceeding shows that Sara's latest betrothal does not differ
in any way from those ^\hich preceded it. No relationship, therefore, between the couple is presupposed.
For the rest, we are at a loss to understand the feelings
of the actors now before us who with cold hearts dig
graves out of fear of their neighbours, who send a
maidservant quickly into the bridal chamber to see
whether the grave shall be needed ; nor yet the feelings
of the readers who felt edified by the prayer of thanksgiving offered immediately afterwards by the digger of
the grave. Instead of a funeral there is now a wedding.
In the end it is the angel who has to collect the money
for the happy bridegroom. Gabael himself comes to
Ecbatana to the wedding. It is probable that N has
here the more original text ; in A and B the phraseology
is so curt as to be almost unintelligible.
Gradually the story draws to an end. Two scenes
prepare for the close. Again the narrator keeps his
readers waiting. He takes us first to Nineveh. The
old people are awaiting their son's return in vain.
Whilst Tobit is patiently resigned, the mother in her
anguish spends her nights in weeping and her days in
watching the road along which her son had passed.
At Ecbatana, on the other hand, the son amid all his
happiness has not forgotten his lonely parents. Vainly
does the hospitable Raguel press him to tarry. Amid
the blessings of his new relations Tobias takes his
departure along with his wife and the angel. After he
has given his blessing, the father reminds his daughter
of her duty to her parents-in-law. The mother, on the
other hand, urges her son-in-law to be kind to his wife.
Shortly before Nineveh is reached the angel once
more takes the part of a faithful adviser ; again, he
gives instructions to Tobias how to heal his blind father.
In a touching way the narrator brings before our eyes
the helplessness of the blind old man before he is healed.
The cure accomplished, Tobit praises God, and to the
great astonishment of the neighbours, himself goes out
to bring his daughter-in-law home. A seven days'
wedding follows. At this point, now that the angel
has brought Tobias safely back, rescued his wife, recovered his money, and healed his father, his task seems
done, and we expect him to take his leave. But first
he must carry out his r61e as travelling companion to
the end. As trusty guide he must receive his wages.
Tobias proposes to share equally with him the wealth
he has acquired. Now at last the angel reveals to them
5124

TOBIT

TOBIT

his true nature. In a long discourse which, as M.
Plath has observed, recalls the style of the psalms and of
Sirach, he makes himself known after declaring that he
had been a witness to the burial of the dead. They
are bidden praih.e God and commit everything to writing. 'After the angel's command to write in a book
all the things that have happened, what we expect to
read is: And they wrote exerything down, and here is
thebook' (M. Plath).
[a) On a survey of the book and its history, it becomes clear in the first place that it must
•
^ have greatly interested the reading world.
of story:
^j^J^ j ^ shown by the varying MSS.
. .
Each individtial possessor, copvist, and
greatest; translator has by the intro.UKtion of
^
* certain turns and small alterations which
commended themselves to him, given expression to his
syni|\uhv with the lot of those pious people who are the
subjects of our story.
(/') Next wc are carried back to a time in which this
material was read with peculiar eagerness ; the time,
namely, about 150 A.D. The failure of the Jewish
rebeUion presented a temptation to abandon Jewish
peculiarities and the ancient manner of life altogether.
It was at this time that the pious exhortations of Tobit
were amplified, and the duty of cohesiveness was insisted
upon since pride towards one's own brethren brings only
confusion. Quite recently these days of woe had been
made lo throw their dark shadows on the very pages of
the book.
Tobit the faithful Jew of the unhappy
Assvnan days, the pious sufferer in evil times, was the
man to speak an earnest word to those of the Jews who
had escaped the oppression of the revolt. At the same
time he could also give them a word of comfort, by
telling them about the Jerusaleni of the final future.
In
such manner was the original form of the book modified
so as to adapt it to the needs of the time.
(c) The original form must at one time have had a
separate existence—perhaps in u. collection of legends,
since it represents a complete story, artfully constructed.
IV.

ULTIMATE

SOURCES

The form of a book depends on three lactors : the
character of the material, the personality of him who
15. Tendency ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^^'^' ^ " ^ ^^^ ^^^^^ °^ ^^"^
nf fi nl
^^^° reads. There must have been a.
public to welcome it if we find here a
redactor.
melting story, with characters doomed
to suffer and to bear, to whom angels from heaven are
familiar beings, whose lives are spent in prayer and
pious contemplations. The readers rejoice over those
who are compassionate, but only heaven can reward
them. The story is not written for the rich but for the
poor. These do not undertake long journeys ; but they
like to hear about them. They know well what anxiety
a son's journey can cause to a father and mother.
To be sure, everyone has heard of people who have
travelled ; these will be welcome as companions should
necessity for travelling arise. Such things as these are
not the staple in stories that circulate among traders and
merchants. In those stay-at-home circles there is belief
in magical medicaments such as are supposed to be
found in foreign lands. In the great rivers of distant
lands swim fish whose heart and liver can exorcise
evil spirits, whose gall can heal blindness (cp § 6).
Such readers are at the .same time rigorously exacting.
Each marriage has to be preceded by a written contract ; money is not handed over without a document.
A reading public of this sort could have been found in
Palestine, but in Egypt, as also in Babylonia, the Jews
were doubtless, for the most part, engaged in trade.
Moreover, the knowledge of the regions of Mesopotamia
is by no means exact, and we read that the evil spirit is
chained in Upper Egypt. Only a writer living sufficiently
far off could think of that country as the battlefield for
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contending spirits. Yet the men address their wives as
'sister,' in the Egyptian manner. Thus the flourishing
period of Palestinian history under the rule of the
Ptolemies about 300 B.C., and the influence they
wielded, must have previously made itself felt. The
year 200 B.C., therefore, may be suggested as the
approximate date of the original form of our book.
In the analysis given above (§ 13) allusion has already
been made to the tendencies shown by the individual
who gave its final shape to the material before him.
He is fond of breaking up the story into short separate
scenes, of sharp contrasts, of elaborating particular
scenes. Let us now try, on the basis of these observations, to ascertain what was the nature ofhis work upon
the material handed down to him, and so to obtain
approximately some idea of the story as it was when he
found it.
First of all then, our attention is claimed by the
artistic composition of the opening of the story. A
16 Hia work pop"!^"" legend does not deal in so
complicated a manner with two separate
scenes of action. The artful parallel composition of the
scenes in Nineveh and in Ecbatana is the narrator's own
work. The elaborate parting scenes in which we see
the old man giving wise advice, the young man looking
out for a travelling companion, the anxious father, the
weeping mother, cannot be imagined otherwise than as
a narrative definitely fi.xed in writing ; it is impossible
to regard it as a tale popularly handed down by word
of mouth. The dialogues between the two travellers
are also highly artificial compositions. The waiting
parents as contrasted with Raguel hospitably pressing
his guests to tarry, seem also to have been introduced
by the narrator. There remain, accordingly, only the
following elements (which perhaps, however, might be
still further reduced) to be noted as appertaining to the
material upon which the narrator has operated, (i)
The burial of a dead body, and the blinding of a head
of a family; (2) impoverishment, so that the blind man's
wife has to work for their living; {3) a son, accompanied by a stranger, makes a journey to recover money;
(4) on the way they have an adventure with important
consequences ; (5) a marriage with a rich heiress, whose
lot has been made intolerable by the jealousy of an evil
spirit who will not suffer her husbands to live ; (6) the
healing of the blind father ; (7) the stranger declines to
accept the acknowledgement offered to him (half of the
entire estate) in order at last to disclose himself to be an
angel who has been a witness of the burial of the dead.
Since the appearance of Simrock's work Her gute
Gerhard U7id die dankbaren Todten (Bonn, 1856)
zealous efforts have continuously been
17. Basis in made to trace back the raw material of
folk-lore. the Book of Tobit to a widely-spread
story of the gratitude of a departed spirit, of which
several versions are collected by Simrock. A similar
Armenian story has also been unearthed (originally
published by A. v. Haxthausen in his T7-anskaiikasia,
Leipsic, 1 3 3 3 ^ , and recently again by M. Plath). In
dealing with the question whether the story of Tobit
goes back to a tale of this sort, ^ve have to bear in mind
that all the kindred stories hitherto brought forward,
whether from Germany, Holland, France, Italy, Denmark, or Armenia, have in every case passed through a
long development. They have been current in many
lands, and been told in many tongues.
The Armenian tale knows nothing of the father of the
hero. The hero pays the dead man's debts with a view
to his burial and finally is himself re18. Armenian duced to poverty. Here the impoverishform of tale. ^^^^ j ^ ^^^ ^^ ^ ^ j ^ accounted for as in
the Book of Tobit. Just as in our tale the Armenian hero
also wins a rich but unfortunate heiress in marriage.
He is aided in this by a man who afterwards makes
himself known as the spirit of the dead man whom he
had buried. To him, too, half of the estate is assigned;
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but, full of gratitude, he declines to accept the gift.
Here, plainly, the tale is essentially simpler. There is
no journey. This last feature may have been introduced by preference in places where people liked to hear
about such journeys into foreign countries. Elsewhere
this feature of the story came to be forgotten. In the
Armenian tale the inner connection of the parts is not
so close; oral traditioil is not so strict about details as
one who writes down his stories. T h e spirit fights with
his sword against a serpent that on the wedding-night
comes out of the bride's mouth and seeks to kill the
bridegroom. T h e serpent, we may safely take it, represents an evil being. A reminiscence of i similar
struggle is found also in the Book of Tobit ; Raphael
binds the evil spirit. W e are therefore led to the conclusion that two variations can be shown ; in the one the
hero wins the bride by conflict with an evil spirit, in the
other it is by a magical charm. T h e interest in magical
effects was particularly strong among the Babylonian
Jews.^ Possibly the tale may have acquired this feature
in the course of its journey westwards from the regions
of the Euphrates. A third variation, of a specially
Jewish character, tells of the hero's effective prayer on
the night after his wedding. This variation, the most
important from the Jewish point of view, has not been
able to supplant the other two in the Book of Tobit.
In the Armenian tale the blind father is forgotten.
Popular tradition has thought only of the hero, whilst
in the Book of Tobit the narrator who, we might almost
say, is constantly occupied with the endeavour to find a
motive for each separate incident in the narrative, has
endeavoured also to account for the father's loss of
sight; possibly it was he who gave to the story the turn
by which the father who buries the dead man is made to
become blind. In that case we must suppose him to
have attributed the meritorious work of burial to the
old man. T h e son it is, indeed, who obtains the
reward, but the old man recovers his sight, and, according to a truly Jewish notion, is rewarded in his son.
An important element may have been lost in transit—the
payment of the dead man's debts. But M. Plath is
right in pointing out that the Jews, who were painfully
punctilious about such things, may have found themselves unable to take any special interest in this feature
of the story. Thus the Jewish narrator may willingly
have dropped the point, seeking instead to explain the
hero's impoverishment in another way—namely, as
caused by his loss of sight.
The stories collected by Simrock have one more
feature in common : the hero runs the risk of losing his
— .
newly-won wife. She is restored to him
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saint afterwards plays the part usually assigned to the helpful
spirit.
In many forms of these stories the aged father of the
hero is retained, only he does not come so much to the
front as in the Book of Tobit. It is he who sends the
son forth on a journey.
Also the trait which represents the old man as blind
and recovering his sight by the skill of the departed
spirit, occurs in one of the stories. W e may conjecture this point to have been a characteristic one
in the old story. As the adventures of the son were
added, the father easily fell more and more into the
background ; the same interest was no longer felt in his
fortunes, he became a secondary character, until Jie
finally disappeared altogether in many variants of the
tale. In Tobit the development has tended in precisely
the opposite direction. T h e wife reduced to toiling for
strangers is also a favourite figure in these stories ; onlyit is the wife of the hero, often represented as reduced
to poverty in winning her.
Finally, the spirit of the departed does not always
appear in human shape ; some of the stories introduce
him as a mere ghost. In one of them ' a vast figure'
supports the hero, in another a tiny, wrinkled mannikin,
in a third a bird, in a fourth a raven, in a fifth a swan,
in CJ. sixth a talking wolf In the Book of Tobit the
rescuer appears in human shape ; there are traces,
however, which might seem to indicate that an animal-;
form appeared in one of the variations.
A dog follows the youth on his journey t o and fro—in a
meaningless way, one might almost say. Surely it would be
exaggeration at least to call this, as M . Plath does, ' a charming
touch of naive miniature-painting.'
W e should at least expecton the homeward journey, that the dog would go before and
make known the travellers' return. I t was only in a late redaction that this natural expectation was gratified (so Syr. and
Jer.). Now, just as in the account of the maiden's rescue from
the evil spirit traces are to be found of an older tradition, it is
possible that here also we have a trace of the same sort. T h e
dog which accompanies the hero when he starts may have been in
one of the variations of the tale the spirit of the dead man. I n
another, which has a more historical air, there survives only
a feeble recollection of this feature, to which afterwards increased
importance came once more to be attached.

If we choose to lay stress on the fact that the demon
bears the name of Asmodeus, which comes from the
Persian Aeshma da^va, wemight find further confirmation
ofthe conjecture just offered when it is reflected that with
the Persians a certain power over evil spirits was assigned
to the dog. Thus we get four variations in the story cf
the winning of the maiden, somewhat as follows :—
(a) T h e myth of the fight of a radiant heavenly being
with a demon (cp on Persian soil the Sraosha's combat
against Aeshma dafiva); (b) the story of a dog as a
faithful
19. .teature ^^ ^^^ ^j^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^^.^^^ ^^^^^^
^^^protector
^^^^ and travelUng-companion (cp the wolf
in Simrock); [c) the story of the magic remedy against
.
,,
here is simply a favourite method of
the
impure
spirit; [d) the edifying tale of the pious prayer
amplifying stories by repetition of the
same motive. People listened with such interest to the on the wedding-night. C p ZOROASTRIANISM, § 22.
W e shall therefore have to attribute to the Tobit
story of the manner in which a wife was won, that they
legend a foreign origin. Nor shall we be going too far
were eager to hear it again and again. Hence the
if we suppose that abroad numerous
hero has to be in danger of nearly losing his wife ; by
20. Foreign variations were already afloat. In the
some one—often a previous suitor, or several of them
°^ '
story as it spreads by word of mouth, the
(here we find the circumstance still preserved that the
separate features get displaced ; many are forgotten,
maid had many suitors)—the attempt is made to kill
new things are added. One idea, however, is firmly
the hero, drown, wound, burn him. Frequently it is
held : the idea, namely, that to have pity on the unonly at fhe crisis of these perils that the grateful deceased
buried dead is a meritorious work ; it is sure of its
is brought into action, and helps in restoring the lost
reward ; the buried one is grateful. T h e history of the
wife to the hero by whom she has previously been won
single-handed. T o the first successful effort to win the Book of Tobit shows us how even in remote times the
nations learned from each other, and how they worked
maid there was added another, and it was sought to make
up the material they had thus acquired, each in its own
the repetition attractive by introducing variations. In
way. T h e Jewish nation also, which we are erroneously
doing so, no hesitation was felt in omitting the spirit's
in the habit of regarding as so exclusive, takes up a
share in the exploit if this was thought desirable. T h e
foreign legend, goes on repeating it until it has got it
influence of Christianity also occasionally makes itself
into fixed oral form, in order next to pass it on to some
felt.
story-writer who is able to shape it into an edifying
In one form of the story the rebuilding of a mined church of
St. Nicholas takes the place of pious burial of the dead. T h e
household tale, capable, in subsequent adaptations
suited to the requirements of each successive time, of
1 See Jiidisch-Babylonische
Zaitbertexte,
ed. Stiibe (Hallet
ministering comfort to many succeeding generations.
1895)5127
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The most important modern commentaries are those of Ilgen,
Die Geschichte Toby's 7iaeh drey verschiedenen Orit^inaleii, dem
Griecliischt.li, dem Laiciniselun
des Hier21. L i t e r a t u r e , onym'.is und einem Syrischen, etc., 1800;
I'litzsL-he in KGII. 1853 ; Wace m Speaker's
Coiwn., 1888; and Zr^cklur in KGH, 1891. On the Aliikar
story see the literature cited undci- ACHIACH.AKUS, especially
Tlie Story of Ahikar from the Syriae, Arabic.
.Irmeiuaii,
F.tkiopic, Greekjaiul Slavonic Versions, by F . C. OinylnMrc,
T' Rendel Harris, and A g n t s Smith Lcwi^. Ne-^tlc, review of
Tlu Story of Ahikar, E~xp.T\^^ liSuuJ j7->y;,aiul ' Z u m lUiche
Tdo\t^ Septuagintastudie7i,1\G-<iic)\
^2 Jf.; j . Rundcl Harris,
'The Double t e x t of Tuhit,' Amer. j . fheol., July iSqg, i>p.
S'li"S54 1 Mo>^ho"> ' ^"^^ Iranian Background of Tobit,' F.v;-. I',
March 1900, pp. 257-260.
W. E.
TOCHEN ( p r i ; eoKKA [B], -xx<^N [A], eNOeKeM
[ = n ] T ? l a n d lexOevN. perhaps a doublet, [L]), a village
in Judah assigned to SIMEON (§ 10), i Ch. 432. It corresponds to the lather of ]| Josh. 107, which is probably a
corruption of A T H A C H (q-v.).
In Josh. (I.e.) ^?'' inserts Bak-^a (\ar. in cursives BaaK, Baak)—
/.,•-. Tochen,—before Ledeo — i.c., Kther.
Bennett
(SBOI',
' fosh.,' Heb.) follows ^'•. but the insertion must be due to a
later correction. j - p '^ perhaps a corruption of "iny. See
ATHACH.

TOGARMAH

(H'^yn,

Uen. IO3

[P],

elsewhere

n^i:in: Bopyapa [nQ/^^iiEL], Bepyap.a [B In Ezek. 38 6; b u t
BaipyoLpa In -7 14 ; Q In Ezek. a n d A t-\-t-rywhcre except i CI1.
l6 Boppap] ; Thi'gc-'ri/utfi in Gen., elsewhere Thogor/na, Pesh.
Jiigaruid).
Togarmah appears in Gen. 10 3 i Ch. 16 as third son
of Gomer, son of Japheth ; also (as Beth-Togarmah) in
Ezek. 27 14 as a people trading with Tyre in horses and
mules, and in -j>6 as representing the far north, and
forming part, with Gomer, of the arm}"^ of Gog. Josephus
thought of the Phrygians, who were famous for their
horses (Hom. / / . 31S5); the Armenians, however, in
later times claimed Haik the son of Thorgom for their
ancestor.
The name has been identified by Delitzsch
and Hali5\y independently with Tel-garimmu, a city
(mentioned by Sargon and Sennacherib) situated on
the border of TabaU (see T U B A L ) .
T h a t / (h) had become 0 in the document from which P drew, surprises
Schrader (A'AT-'
85), nor can we blame him.
The
truth probably is that here, as elsewhere in Gen. 10,
•corruption and reconstruction are jointly the causes of
the present form of the Table of Nations.
' Gomer ' is
one ofthe current corruptions of ' J e r a h m e e l ' ; Ashkenaz
IS a. combination of Asshur and Kenaz ; Riphath is a
corruption of Zarephath (the southern Zarephath), and
Togarmah represents either Gomer simply or Beth-gomer
( = Beth-jerahmeel).
This throws light on Ezek. 27 14
3S6. See Grit. Bib.
See Del. Par. 246 ; Caliver Bib.-Lex. 906 ; Hal. REJ 13 13;
Lag. Armenische Studie7i, § 865.
T. K. C.
TOHU (-inri), b, Zuph, a name in the genealogy of
Samuel (i S. 11. e o K e [B], Oooy M - ©toe [L]). corresponding to NAHATI-I ( n n j ; KAtNAe [B], K.NA0[A],
NAikS [L] ; ndhdth [Pesh.]) in i C h . 6 2 6 [ i i ] , and to

to ' s a l u t e ' David [i.e., to recognise his suzerainty) and
to offer presents of silver, gold, and bronze, after David's
victory over Hadad-ezer.
If the text is correct, Toi's
H a m a t h cannot be the great Syrian city of Hamath,
whose king was too powerful to mind David, and indeed
was not one of 1 Javid's neighbours, but a second Hamath,
on the W . of Zobah, which formed a state on the same
minute scale as Maacah ( = G e s h u r ) .
So Winckler (GI
2'2<jg f).
More probably, however, both here and
•\\herc\er a Hamath is spoken of Els on the border of
Israel, nDn (MT Hamath) should be n3];;2 (Maacath).
It is, to say the lea&t, uncertain which of tlie two Maat ahs is
intended here (.see MAACAH).
T h e Hadad-ezer defeattd Isy
1 'avid may have heiiu king of Zarephath (not ZUJ'.AU). In
tliis case ' M a a c a h ' may bt: another name for the ti-iritKry of
REHOROTF-I {(/.V.), and 'yn will perhaps be a corrupt form of
'DSH) T A L M A I {'/.V.).
Cp, however, Driver and Budde [SBOT]
on 2 S., l.c.
T. K. i_,
TOKHATH ( f i n p n , kn'), 2 Ch.U22]

see T I K V A T I I .

TOLA [VbSn, eooAA [ B A D F L ] ) , b. Puah, b. Dodo,
an Issacharite, a deliverer of Israel, who dwelt, and
finally was buried, at Siiamir in 'mount Ephraim' (Judg.
101 / . ) ; the name also occurs \vith Puvah, Job (or
Jashub), and Shimron as a clan-name of Issachar (Gen.
4 6 1 3 : ecoA<\N [ E ] ; Nu. 2623 i C h . 7 i / . : eoA^eK,
e o A e . ewAAei [ B ] ; cp T o l a i t e , Nu. I.e., ecx>\d[e]\
[BAFL]).
On these 'minor j u d g e s ' in general, see
JUDGES, § 9 ; and on the difficulties arising out of ( i )
the designation ' s o n of Dodo,' (2) the description of
Tola's home as in Mt. Ephraim, and (3) the reading
Kapie (or Kapxje) in eight minuscules which are, with
one exception, without the reference to Issachar, see
ISSACHAK, §§ li, 7 ; lastly, on the coincidence between
Tola, 'crimson worm, cochineal,' and Puah (.INID), a
plant from which b. red dye was obtained, see Moore,
Judges, 273 (cp N A M E S , § 68). All these questions are
still open.
The problems may seem small; but they are not insignificant.
T o understand ' T o l a ' we must revise our notions respecting
Abimelech, Jair, and Jephthah, between whom 'Tola, b. Puah,
b. D o d o ' Is introduced. In reality the three former heroes all
belong to the Jerahmeelite Negeb, Abimelech to Cusham (see
SHECHEM), Jair and Jephthah to ' Ir-gil'ad' or ' Ir-jerahme'el.'l
The personal names too have suffered change ; here thc alteration
was to a great extent caused by the wearing down of the old names
in the mouth of the people. 'Abimelech,' which, superlicially
regarded, appears to mean ' t h e heaven-god is father,' m a y b e
a modification of ' Arab-Jerahmeel'; ' J a i r ' of 'Jether,' ' J e p h t h a h ' of ' N a p h t o a h . ' 2 On the analogy of these and similar
restorations, we are methodically bound to read thus in Judg. 10 i,
' Eshtaol, b. Ephrath, b. Dodi, b. Jerahmeel, a Zarhite ; he dwelt
in SHAMIR (q.v.) in the highlands of Jerahmeel.' T h e least
obvious of these restorations is SlNHtrN (Eshtaol) for ySm (Tola).
T h e emendation, which is at any rate plausible, is sn.ugicsted by
the combination of Zerah and Shaul in Nu. 26 13 (Gen.-h-'no).
Eshtaol—/.f., virtually Shaul—i.-^, in fact, a N . Arabian clan-name
of the Negeb ;3 indeed, in i Ch. i^ 53 the Eshtaolites are expressly
connected with Kirjath-jearim—z.c. (as one can now see), Kirjathjerahmeel. Kapie or Kapri^ should, according to sound method,
represent n i p (Kareah or Korah), and this is probably the expansion of a fragment of Jerahmeel, which came to be adopted as
the name of one of the Jerahmeelite clans. That Shemer is a
N- Ar.-iMan clan-name could easily be shown at length, but is
plain enough from the combination of names In 2 Ch. L^4 26 (2 K.
iLi^i). I'hat there is a southern Ephraim ( = Jerahmeel) has
been repeatedly maintained by the present writer (cp I\IlCAH, i).
As to the historical kernel of J u d g . l O i / . i t is enou-li to remark
that, though genuine historical evidence is wanting;, it is at any
rate probable that king Saul was not the first mem K^r ofthe S:iidclan to strike an effective blow for Kraul, and that the eailic-^t
achievements of this clan were not in I Viijamin but in the N'-^cb.
The same emendation (nil for i^rB'^) should possiiily be
made in J u d g . 0 15 (see Cnt. Bib.).
T. K. C.

ToAH(n'in; eeie-n^n [B], eooye [A], Ht>.t>Jd M ;
iahu [ P e s h . ] ; Thohu [Vg.] as in Sam.) in v. 34 [19].
The second of these forms (nm) may have arisen out of nnn
b y a scribe's error.
But this is not certain, for Nahath,
in Gen. 36 13. is the son of Re'uel = Jerahmeel (Che.).
Most [e.g., Klost., Dr., Bu., Ki.) adopt the form Tohu ;
but, on the assumption that Zuph is really an Ephraimile
place-name, some prefer frn or nnn (cp W e . Prol.^^)
220; Marq. Fund. 12, and see T A H A T H , E P H R A I M ,
§ 12).
[The subject, though small, is intricate, and the correct reading
of the text can only be decided as a part of a larger Inquiry,
which includes the question whether Samuel was not really of
a Jerahmeelite family, belonging perhaps to Benjamite territory
m the Negeb. Textual criticism, too, has to be practised comprehensively. Cp RAMATHAIM-ZOPHI.M.—T. K. c ]
TOI('i;ri, eoyOY or e o o Y [B], e&ei [AL], 2 S . 8 9 / ) ,
or TOU (Wh, ecoA [BX], eoOY [A], OOAA [ L ] ; Pul,
Mng of the men of Antioch['Pcis'!\.'\, i Ch, I 8 9 / . ) , king of
Hamath, who sent his son Joram (or, as Ch., H A D O R A M )

^ ' K a m o n ' in J u d g . 10 5 might come from 'IMahanalm' (cp
KAMON), but also from ' J e r a h m e e l ' (which_ is moreover the
probable original of ' Mahanaim ' and ' Karnaim '). -ii:"^: ' i v in
12 7 can hardly in the present state of inquiry be rc^rinlLd ..therwise than as a corruption of ly'^j T y . There seems to the
prcsijnt writer to be evidence of a southern Gilead (another name
for J'-rahmeel?).
2 Or, vice versa, Naphtoah (cp Naphtuhim) is a modification
of Jlphtah ; cp Nathan and Ethan.
3 ' E s h t a o l ' is probably a modification of the clan-name Shaul;
the t is a. transition-consonant—/.c, it facilitates the transition
from oie articulation to another (cp Kcin., Lehrg. 2 1, p. 472).
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TOLAD ( l y i n ) , I Ch. 429 ; in Josh. 1630 E L T O L A D .
TOLBANES (TO^B(^NHC [BA]), i Esd. 925 = Ezra
10 24, T E L E M .

TOLL (m^O, Ezra 4 20 ; H l J p , Ezra 413 724).
T A X . ^ T I O N , 5 7 n. ; cp T R A D E , § 83 ( / )

See

(2).

TOLMAN ( T O A M A N [A]), i Esd. 5 28 RV = Ezra 242,
TALMOX.

TOMBS.1 As already observed (see D E A D , § i,
col. 1041), the regular practice of the Hebrews was to
— ,. .
bury their dead, the instances in which
°.
they burned them being exceptional and
conceptions. /
.
2 -ru
1 *•
• *
'^
extraordmary.-^
The explanation is to
be sought in the idea that the human soul remained
even after death in some kind of connection with the
body ; in the case of imburied persons, as long as the
body found no resting-place, the soul also had none.
T h e spirits of such departed ones wander restlessly
about, and even in the world of the dead, in Sheol,
must hide themselves in holes and corners (Ezek. 3223
Is. 14 15, etc.).
These views being held, one would expect to find the
Hebrews not only attaching great importance to burial
but also gi\'ing special care to making their tombs as
splendid and artistic as possible. It was by similar
views, in point of fact, that the Egyptians were led not
only to preserve—one might almost say, for ever—the
bodies of their dead by embalming them, but also to
build magnificent resting-places for them, dwellings
resembling those of the living, and furnished with everything in which the soul when in life took most delight.
Thus it was in the construction and adornment of its
tombs that the art of Kg\pt found its most welcome
tusks and the widest field for its development. \\'ith
the Israelites, however, the case was quite different.
^\'ith them, apart from cases where Greek or Roman
influences interfered, the places of sepulture were always
of the simplest description, without any resort to the
arts of the painter or the sculptor. The cause of this
is, naturally, to be sought in the first instance in the
Hebrews' notorious deficiency in artistic endowment ;
in none of the fine arts did they ever make any important contribution of their own. Cp COLOURS, § i .
In the present case, however, we ought probably to
take account also of the operation of a religious motive
which prevented the Israelites, while borrowing from
tliL: Phcenicians in other respects, to imitate them in the
architectural beauty and monumental grandeur of their
tombs. The religion of Yahwe from the outset set
itself against every kind of worship of the dead with the
utmost emphasis.
However we may explain it, the fact Js undeniable that
Yahwism had at times to contend with a very strong inclination
towards this form of worship. This could not fail to have its
influence on the outward form given to places of burial. l']\erything th.at was fitted to promote worship of the dead in any form
must have been antipathetic to V:Lh\\i^m. And as the worship
of the dead on the one hand led directly to the sumptuous
adornment of the places where they lay, so on the other hand
beaut\- and luxury displayed in these could not fail to promote
that form of worship.

It was entirely in accordance with the spirit of
Yahwism that the graves of the dead—though with all
reverent piety towards the dead, and notwithstanding
the existence of the view stated above—were kept as
plain and simple as possible.
The whole of Palestine is rich in ancient buryingplaces. It would be natural, therefore, to expect full
and accurate information as to the
2. Subterranean
ancient Hebrew practice. This exsepulchres.
pectation, however, is not fulfilled ;
those which are known to us are far from having been
sufficiently examined with respect to their origin and
^ [For the various Hebrew and i Ireck terms, see below, § 9.]
- [Recent investigations at Gezer seem to show that cremation was regular among the earliest inhabitants of that district
at least. But it is impossible to speak more decidedly until the
excavations are completed ; see PEFQ, 1902, pp. 3 4 7 ^ ]
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date, so that we are often unable (for example) to
distinguish Christian from Jewish tombs. It lies indeed
in the very nature of the case that there should be
difficulty in dating these ; by reason of their very
simplicity they show no very characteristic architectural
forms by which their period could be fixed, and
inscriptions, too, are almost wholly ^\•anting. It is not
possible therefore to describe the sepulchral styles of the
various ages in the order of successive periods,—in
other words to sketch the development and history of
this department of art. W'e must rest content with
describing the ancient sepulchres still extant, classifying
them according to the differences they show and deducing from these the characteristic features of this class
of structure in the Hebrew domain.
The first generalisation which presents itself is that
they are all of them rock-tombs, that is to sa^', hewn
out of the living rock. Nowhere do we find an\" trace
of built sepulchres. Of tombs iibove the level of the
ground — mausoleums in which the sarcophagus was
placed—no trace has reached us from ancient times nor
do we henr of any such, any more than we hear of
sarcophagi or coffins.
With the Phoenicians, also,
tombs above the surface are the exception, not the rule;
but they are frequent in Svria in the Hellenistic period
(cp, for example, the sepulchral towers of Pnlmyra).
In so far as tombs above the surface occur in Palestine
at all, they belong to the Hellenistic period ; and even
then the characteristic examples of this type of
sepulchre are not buildings, but are hewn out of the
solid rock. The same holds good of the subterranean
tombs. Nor does the O T contain any hint of built
sepulchres though this has often been supposed.^ This
is connected with the physical character of the country;
the soft limestone of the mountains of Palestine presented many natural caverns which in the early period
were used in the first instance as burial-places (see
below). In particular, it was easily wrought, so that
the excavation of vaults and chambers in it presented
no difficulty too great for the technical skill of the
Israelites to overcome.
There are indeed in Palestine (as already indicated)
some examples of tombs above the surface. The best
known are those of the Valley of Kedron ; the so-called
Tomb of Absalom and the Pyramid of Zacharias.
These two, howe\ er, show quite clearly in their ornamentation the influence of Greek and late-Egyptian a r t ;
moreover, they too have been carved out of the living
rock, and their arrangement is so analogous to that
of the subterranean tombs as to make it quite clear
that it has been copied from these.
A solitary exception would seem to be the so-called monolith
of Siloam which, according to the unanimous judgment of
archaeologists, dates back to the pre-exilic period ; but this
great rock ' d i e ' of 6.10 metres In length, 5.60 in breadth, and
about 4 in height is also cut out of the living rock. It bears
evidence of Egyptian influence, but on the other hand there is
no trace of the Greek style. Perrot and Cliipiez, howe\er (Hist.
of Art in jud. \271ff.),
question for weighty reasons whether
this monument really wa.s originally and from the first Intended
as a tomb ; more probably Its purpose was formerly quite
different (perhaps to serve as site for an altar) and the burial
chambers and niches within must have been excavated later.

The model which served for the Hebrew tomb was
unmistakably the Phcenician not the Egyptain type,
3. Phoenician '"'*'= ^= '^^^''^^ ''"g'= sepulchres and
J ,
collective groups. Here also a leadmg
characteristic of Phoenician architecture
comes clearly into the foreground (cp PHCENICIA, § 8) :
the great part which is assigned to the perpendicular
rock-wall. The individual tombs as well as the larger
burial places were hewn by preference in steep rockfaces where nature offered these. For this purpose
ready use was made of the walls of the caverns which
are of such frequent occurrence in Palestine and which
already furnish natural sepulchres (see belo« ). Thus
for example the hollow under the Haram of Hebron—
1 On J o b s 15, see below, § 9 [5].
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which has not as yet been explored with any detail—is
a cave sepulchre. The finest example of a system of
rock-hewn sepulchres of the type indicated is supplied
by Petra, the ' City of Tombs." There can be seen the
most magnificent tombs, series upon series, with
sumptuous portals, hewn at almost inaccessible heights
in the perpendicular wall. These tiunlis, it is true,
belong all of them to the later period, but thus they
bear witness merely to the persistent survival of the
practice. If no natural rock wall was awiilahle, then
such a wall was artificially made by excavating from
the surface downwards in i rocky bed a rectangular
space with perpendicular walls. A quite characteristic
example of this kind of burying-place is to be seen in
the so-called ' Sepulchres of the Kings' at Jerusalem
(fig. i), though these also belong to the later period
(ist cent. A.D.).
Hero we find a great enclosure
(28x25.3 metres) exc.w.ited to a depth of 8 mett'es in
the solid rock, and reached from the surface by a wide
stair. The portal t<> the place of gra\os properly socalled, is on the w^estern wall (see below).
On the other hand, no example has yet been found
in Palestine of the shaft-tombs (tombs reached by a
narrow perpendicular shaft),^ so frequently met with in
Egvpt and so characteristic for this branch of architecture there. Vet it does not follow, of course, that this
tvpe of tomb was wholly unknown in Palestine in the
olden time.
As regards the form of sepulchre proper in Palestine,
the Phoenician type is closely followed. The extant
P
e.xamples fall into four classes : (i) Pigeon•
,
hole tombs, usually called kokim,'^ rect• angular recesses driven into the wall at right
angles to the face, and measuring about 5-6 ft. in length
by i^ ft. in breadth and depth. Into these the body
was thrust lengthways. (2) Sunken tombs which like

0

2

4

fi

8
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troughs hevv-n out of the perpendicular rock-wall, \\ ft.
wide and of the length of the body, some 2^ ft. above
the level of the floor. These also are invariably arched.
They thus represent a combination of the shelf tomb
with the sunken tomb : a shelf tomb is hewn into the
rock-wall and in this shelf ci sunken tomb or mould
like a coffin is hollowed out.
The obsei*vi;d departures from these four types are
unimportant and in no ca.se alter the fundamental type
but relate priiuipally to the measurements.
In the
kokiin double resting-places are met with, that is to say,
kokim of twice the ordinary width in which two bodies
could be laid side by side ; down the middle runs a
little channel-like hollow about a handbreadth wide
separating the two resting-places (sec fig. i) ; there are
instances also of double benches for the reception of
two bodies, though these are of rarer occurrence (see
fig. I H).
In the trough-tomb clns.^ an Interesting peculiarity is seen in
a tomb near Haifa.
Here the trough-tombs arc not, as is
usually tile case, like shelf-tombs hewn out Itii^llnvay-s along
the wall, but like kdkim, at right angjts to its surf;n:<j. In this
case also double tombs occur corresponding to tliu tliMililt: Iwkmi
nientioned abiAe; a narrow slit nearly i foot wide .separates the
individual resting-places. Each pair of these is connected
breadthways by a semicircular arch.

The tombs just described were not simply hewn out
of the rock without further preparation. Even when it
K Form nf ^^^ ^^^ °"^ grave for a single person
sepulchral ^^^ ^^'^^ *" question, it was not the
fhnmh
practice to excavate in the rock-surface a
,
hollow like the graves we use ; by pre, , ^ , " ference a little subterranean chamber was
of chambers.
A
A ^\.
A • .x.
made, and the grave was made in the
floor or in the wall as the case might be. At first sight
we might feel inclined to connect this general preference
for subterranean sepulchral chambers with the original
custom of using caves for purposes of burial. There
was yet another element, however, which contributed to
this result, namely the desire to keep the dead members
of a family, or clan, still united even in the grave. In
such a sepulchral chamber many graves of all the
different kinds could easily be brought together. Subsequent stages were the adding of a second chamber to
the first, or several chambers might be connected by
passages, or great subterranean constructions made.
Thus the places of burial fall into three distinct classes ;
(i) simple chambers for one body only which is buried
in a sunken tomb in the floor. These burial chambers
are frequently unclosed. (2) Single chambers with
several graves of the different sorts mentioned, particularly kokim and shelf tombs.
(3) Larger complexes
embracing several chambers.
Examples of all three
classes are numerous in Palestine. To the first class,
that of single chambers with only one grave, belong

F I G . I.—Plan of the tombs of the kings.

our modem graves were hewn out on the upper surface
of the rock and closed with «. flat stone. (3) Shelf
tombs, that is to say benches or shelves on which the
bodies were laid. These shelves either ran at a height
of about 2 ft. round one or more walls of a sepulchral
chamber, or else were hewn lengthways as niches in the
rock wall (about i | ft. square, and of the length
required for the body) ; in the latter case they were as
a rule provided with an arch above. (4) Trough tombs,

F I G 2.—Plan of the tombs of the judges.

1 [Two examples o f t h e shaft-type, however, have been found
at Tell ej-Judeldeh. A cylindrical shaft over 2 metres deep is
hollowed in the rock, and at the bottom a small doorway leads
to an irregular chamber about 1.80 metres by 1.50 (Bliss and
Macalister, PEF Excavations,
1898-1900, p. 199^^ (i9o-)-l
[2 With the post-biblical D'DIS (Dalman D'313), are connected
the pni3 and pniDJ of Nabatean and Palmyrene inscr. respectively ; ultimately the word seems to come from the Ass.
kimahhu.
For a discussion of other Nabatean terms, see De
Vogi'i^. ' N o t e s d'liipigraphie aram^enne,' 1175 ff., J. As.
(extrait), 1896.]

many of the tombs on the southern slope of the Valley
of Hinnom. In agreement with the purpose they serve,
these chambers are for the most part rather small.
Amongst these, on the side of the HiU of E\ il Counsel,
are also some belonging to the second class : single
chambers with several graves. For a fuller account of
these see Tobler [op. cit., § 11 below). Very instructive
examples of the third class of larger complexes are
found in the so-called Sepulchres of the Kings and of
the Judges in Jerusalem. Both examples indeed are of
late date, but the Hellenistic influence (so far as it
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appears at all) is shown only in the ornamentation,
particularly in the portal, not in the arrangement of the
complex as i whole. The Sepulchres of the Kings
display best the quite regular type. From the porch
with a portal in Greek style a quite low narrow passage
which was closed by a disk of stone leads into the
approximately cubical antechamber which has no graves.
Opening out of this on three sides are the three
sepulchral chambers proper—also approximately cubical,
with^shelf and shaft tombs. Each of these chambers
has a side-chamber also ; of these two (fig. i G) are at
a lower level and partly go under the principal chamber
—plainly on account of the configuration of the site.

respects have the same characteristics as single graves.
T h e sunken tomb is also, in the case of family burjdngplaces for the most part regarded as a sign ofa relatively
late date. Until, however, all the known tombs shall
have been systematically examined, this question ought
not to be regarded as definitely settled.
So also the
other questions as to the age of the shelf-, niche-, and
shaft-tomb, and the frequency of their occurrence
respectively at the different periods remain open.
Of one form only, namely of the kokim, can it be
definitely afifirmed that it was already extensively in use
in the older period, as we can also say that the single
chambers (mentioned above under § 5 [2]) are shown by
the excavations to be, properly speaking, the oldest, and
at all times tlie most usual type of tomb among the
Israelites. These kokt7n placed at right angles to the
wall surface, talce up least room and permit the introduction of a large number of bodies into one chamber.
This arrangement appears as that most commonly in use in
the Mishna also, where it alone is mentioned and precise regulations are laid down as to its size and the like (Bdbd Bathra, 68).
T h e sepulchral chamber (n^Vp, me'drdh, see C A V E S ) has to be
4 cubits in breadth and 6 in length ; the entrance is to be on the
short s i d e ; the other short side is to have two koktt/i, each of
the longer sides three, making eight in all. It need not, however,
cause a n y surprise to discover that the sepulchres which have
been explored do not accurately answer these prescriptions (thenearest approach to them is found in a tomb at ed-Duwcimeh
and another on the Hill of Evil Counsel) ; practical necessities
were stronger than prescriptions, and, in particular, the number
of resting-places in each tomb greatly varies. In reality no rule
is observable, but complete freedom prevails, as in the instances
already cited.

The principal difference between single tombs and
family sepulchres is to be sought not so much in com,
- parative size (for even the single tomb
^^>
r"^!"!
n v f » it<;
i i i t p n l i c i m h i p r F>tr>
n« w
^ l l cic
can bhave
its cantechamber,
etc., as
well
as
these forms.
its chamber proper) as rather in the
number and description of the separate resting-places.
So far as we are at present in a position to judge, the
single tombs (i.e., tombs with room for one or at most
two occupants) have either shelf or trough tombs, and
according to the pretty generally accepted opinion of
Tobler, Mommert, and others, such tombs are to be
regarded as ancient Jewish.
On the other hand,
according to the same authorities the single buryingplace with gi-ave hollowed in the ground is not to be
dated earlier than the beginning of the Christian era,
No instances are known of sepulchral chambers with
only one or two kokiin. This is easily accounted for :
the use of this description of tomb, which demanded the
smallest amount of space, was only desirable or necessary
where the problem was to provide „^ relatively large
number of resting-places within the same sepulchre. In
the case o f a single tomb even the smallest sepulchral
chamber was always able to furnish room for a trough
or shelf tomb (or alternatively a sunken tomb).
Kokim
ore thus peculiar to family sepulchres, which in other

That we may safely assume for the older period the
employment of large complexes is made evident by the
fact that the kings of Judah had two great burial-places
of this description. In the first and oldest of these were
buried the kings down to Hezekiah's time ; Manasseh
appears to have prepared a new sepulchre of the Kings
(2 K. 418).
W e may safely suppose these tombs to
have been of great extent, yet simpler than those of
later date, and without much elaboration of ornament.
Not each separate resting-place was closed, but only
the entrance to the sepulchral chamber. The sunken
_ - , , . .
tombs on the surface of the ground
7. Protection
, ,»,
,
j
,,
-.
,
were doubtless as i rule covered with
or tomDS.
^ flat stone, but the kokl7n on the other
hand were often left open. At the same time there was
no special difliculty in this case also in closing the
entrance with a stone, and this may frequently have
been done.
In the case of bench tombs, however,
shutting up was impossible, for there the body,
enveloped only in grave-clothes-;—cofifins were not usual
—was simply laid upon the shelf. All the more carefully therefore in these circumstances must the sepulchral chambers have been closed and protected againiit
the entrance of wild beasts.
The passages to these
chambers are therefore for the most part very low and
narrow, so that in entering one has to creep rather than
walk. Even in the case of great sepulchres with fine
large porches, as for example in the Sepulchre of the
Kings (see fig. i ) , the accesses are of this narrow sort.
The external opening in such cases was closed either by
a regular stone door turning on hinges, or—the more
frequent case—by a round stone disk which could be
rolled and placed before the entrance. Such a disk
closed for example the entrance to the Sepulchres of the
Kings and is still preserved. For this pifl-pose, naturally,
large and heavy stones were employed, such as one man
alone could hardly move (cp Mt. 276o : ' h e rolled a
great stone').
In order to ensure against slipping,
another large stone, and doubtless also an underpin
was frequently placed against the stone that properly
constituted the door (ZDPV, 1878, pp. 11 / . 1 4 ;
1890, p. 177).
Such a method of closing served to guard the tomb
against the ravages of wild beasts, but not against
human visitants.
This'last protection, however, was
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FiG. 3,—Plan o f t h e tombs o f t h e prophets.

This diiference of level in the various chambers is the
characteristic feature of the sepulchres of the Judges.
These (see fig. 2) are on two different levels and, besides,
in the upper sepulchral chamber, above the graves on
the ground level at a. height of about 3 ft. from the
surface, there is a second set of chambers and graves.
A complete departure from this regularity is shown in a very
interesting way by the so-called Sepulchres of the Prophets on
the i\Iount of Ohves, which hitherto are quite unique among
the tombs of Palestine. T h e y belong to the ancient—that is to
say, at least pre-Grecian — period, and exhibit no trace of
Hellenistic influence. Their original feature (see fig. 3) is that
instead of various chambers of square or rectangular plan
opening into each other, two semicircular passages round a
rotunda are hewn out of the rock, and connected with one
another and with the rotunda by means of ray-like passages
radiating from the rotunda.
I n the wall of the outermost
passage are 27 kokun arranged in ray-fashion, hewn out of the
solid rock. Connected with this passage moreover are two sidechambers, also with kokim.
«
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quite as n e c e s s a r y a s t h e o t h e r .
F o r n o t h i n g w a s so
much d r e a d e d a s t h e d e s e c r a t i o n of t h e t o m b b y wilful
violators—a d r e a d w h i c h is easily e x p l a i n e d f r o m w h a t
has been said a b o v e (§ i ) .
A n d y e t , it w a s n o t m e r e
plundering of t h e g r a v e s , w h i c h often c o n t a i n e d t h i n g s
of more or less v a l u e , o r y e t injury t o t h e b o d i e s o r
their d i s t u r b a n c e (Jer. S i 2 K . 2 3 i 6 ) o r e v e n t h e t o t a l
destruction of t h e t o m b , t h a t ^\a3 f e a r e d .
For the
Hebrews it w a s a l r e a d y a g r e a t a n d w i c k e d o u t r a g e if a
corpse n o t b e l o n g i n g to it \vns l a i d in a g r a v e , t h e d e a d
body of o n e w h o d i d n o t b e l o n g t o t h c family.
Ag.iinst
such desecration a t h u m a n h a n d s full p r o t e c t i o n \ \ a 3
certainly difhcult.
I n s o m e c a s e s it w a s p o s s i b l e to h e w
out the s e p u l c h r e at a n i n a c c e s s i b l e h e i g h t o n t h e s t e e p
rock wall (Is.'2216).
B u t g e n e r a l l y s p e a k i n g it w a s
found necessai')' t o rely s i m p l y o n t h e p o w e r of e s t a b l i s h e d
custom which c o n d e m n e d a n y s u c h w i c k e d n e s s i n
the strongest p o s s i b l e w a y .
In another direction
protecuon w a s s o u g h t b y m e a n s of a n ini^cription
invoking t h e severest c u r s e s o n an\^ w h o s h o u l d d i s t u r b
the repose of t h e s l e e p e r o r i n t r o d u c e «, s t r a n g e b o d y
into the grave. ^
^^^ith t h e P h o e n i c i a n s it w a s a f r e q u e n t c u s t o m t o
mark t h e site of a s u b t e r r a n e a n t o m b b y t h e e r e c t i o n of
„ „
X a memorial above ground.
\'arious
8. M o n u m e n t s .
. ^
.•
r,i,
•very i n t e r e s t m g P h c e n i c i a n m o n u m e n t s
of the kind a r e still e x t a n t .
On the other hand we have
none that d a t e f r o m O l d H e b r e w t i m e s , a n d n o w h e r e i n
the O T is a n y s u c h p r a c t i c e i n d i c a t e d .
T h e custom
existed indeed of p i l i n g a h e a p of s t o n e s o v e r t h e b o d y
in cases w h e r e it h a d b e e n s i m p l y c o v e r e d w i t h e a r t h ;
the purpose of this, h o w e v e r , w a s m e r e l y t o p r o t e c t
from wild b e a s t s (cp 2 S. I S 17). T h e p i l l a r in t h e V a l l e y
of K e d r o n w h i c h A b s a l o m r a i s e d for h i m s e l f i n h i s lifetime to k e e p his n a m e i n r e m e m b r a n c e (2 S. 1818) w a s
not strictly s p e a k i n g a m o n u m e n t b u t r a t h e r a pillar
[7nassebdh) h a v i n g a r e l i g i o u s p u r p o s e . ^ T h e m e m o r i a l
also at t h e g r a v e of t h e a n o n y m o u s p r o p h e t s p o k e n of
in 2 K. 2 3 i 7 m a y a l s o h a v e t h e s a m e m e a n i n g .
That
the H e b r e w s a t a l a t e r d a t e a d o p t e d foreign c u s t o m s i n
this respect a l s o is s h o w n b y w h a t w e r e a d of t h e
magnificent m a u s o l e u m of t h e M a c c a b e e s a t M o d i n
( i Macc. \Z27ff.).
See M O D I N , § 3.
Hitherto little a c c o u n t h a s b e e n t a k e n of t h e n o t i c e s
of t h e subject c o n t a i n e d i n t h e O T .
These also
q T,-v,. , leave u s q u i t e i n t h e d a r k a s t o t h e f o r m
J •
a n d d e s c r i p t i o n of t h e s e p u l c h r e s of t h e
Hebrews.
[ T h e following H e b r e w a n d G r e e k t e r m s r e q u i r e
mention : —
1. keber, 12p, E V ' g r a v e , ' the commonest term. Gen.234,
etc. (Is. 22 16 with r^Tl- pre-supposing a r o c k - h e w n sepulchre
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Nos. 6-8 are frequently used by % indiscriminately to translate
keber and kUburdh.]
T h e d a t a s u p p l i e d e s t a b l i s h before a u g h t else t h e
great importance that was attached to having the
m e m b e r s of t h e s a m e family u n i t e d even after d e a t h i n
a common tomb.
(Cp Gen. 15 15 2 S. 17 23 i K . 431 158242251 2 K. 15 33, and
often.) Barzillai desires to die beside the grave of his father and
motlior (2 S. Ill 38 [37]); David in his magnanimity causes the
bones nt Saul to be buried in_ thc tomb of Saul's father Kish
(2 S. 21 14); Nehemiah gives it as his reason for wishing to go
to Jci-Lisak-m that the fathers arc hurled there (Neh. 2 5). Jacob
and Joseph lay upon their descendants an oath that they will
bring their buiies tu the sepulchre of their fathers, in the cave of
Machpelah at Hchron (C.en. Alzof. 4D29_^ 5025). Hence P's
constantly rcpL^alud phrase ' t o be gathered lu one's fathers'
(Gen.258 17 WA 29 Nu.27 13 31 2 Dt.32 50) with the corresponding
L-.Mprtjssion of Kings (' he slept with his fathers ' (i K. 14 31 15 8
24 22 51 2 K, 15 3H, etc.), expressions both in the first Instance to
he understood literally of their being gathered to the sepulchre
of their ancestors.
N o t t o b e b u r i e d w i t h o n e ' s a n c e s t o r s is a g r e a t h a r d s h i p , a p u n i s h m e n t w i t h w h i c h c o n s p i c u o u s offenders a r e
t h r e a t e n e d b y ( J u d ; a s w i t n e s s t h e c a s e of t h e diso b e d i e n t p r o p h e t ( i K . 1822), of A h a z ( i K . 2 I 2 4 ) , a n d
others.
P o o r people, indeed, who h a d not the m e a n s t o
p r o c u r e family g r a v e s of their o w n , s t r a n g e r s from a
d i s t a n c e — p i l g r i m s , for e x a m p l e — a s a l s o c r i m i n a l s , h a d
t o b e c o n t e n t to find a l a s t r e s t i n g - p l a c e in t h e c o m m o n
p u b l i e b u r i a l - p l a c e (2 K . 2 3 6 Is. 6 8 9 J e r . 2623 M t . 217).
I n family t o m b s n a t u r a l l y n o n e b u t m e m b e r s of t h e
family c a m e t o b e laid ; t o b u r y in it a s t r a n g e r w h o
h a d n o title t o t h e p r i v i l e g e w a s e q u i v a l e n t t o d e s e c r a t i n g it ( s e e a b o v e ) .
A t t h e s a m e t i m e , o n this p o i n t t h e
views of " l a t e r a g e s e e m t o h a v e g r o w n laxer, a n d
i n s t a n c e s a r e n o t w^anting in w h i c h a s t r a n g e r w a s
a d m i t t e d to t h e family t o m b .
B u t it is a l w a y s a g r e a t
sacrifice a n d a t o k e n of s p e c i a l e s t e e m o r r e g a r d for t h e
d e c e a s e d o r for h i s p e o p l e t h a t is i m p l i e d ( G e n . 2 3 6
- K . 1 3 20 ff. 2 C h . 2416 Alt. 27 60).
T h e s e family t o m b s w e r e m a d e in t h e o l d e s t t i m e s o n
t h e family p r o p e r t y in t h e vicinity of t h e family a b o d e , a n
a r r a n g e m e n t w h i c h is easy to u n d e r s t a n d in view of t h e
fact t h a t c o m n i u n i t y of family life w a s h e l d t o c o n t i n u e
after d e a t h .
Thus Samuel is buried beside his house In Ramah (i S. 25 i),
Joab in his own house in the wilderness of J u d a h (i K. 2 34).
The sepulchres of the kings of J u d a h lay quite close to the
palace within the citadel in the Immediate neighbourhood o f t h e
temple, as we see from Ezekiel's sharp rebuke (cp Ezek. 43 7).
From Manasseh onwards, the kings were buried in the ' Garden
of Uzza'(see U Z Z A I I . ) ; the old burying-place was probably full,
but of course the new one was made not far from the old. T h e
' G a r d e n of Uzza' (if Uzza = Azariah) may well have been a
garden laid out by that king within the citadel, and thus the
allusion may be to a palace built by Manasseh In the garden of
Uzza, In or near which he also prepared his burial-place.

I t will b e r e a d i l y u n d e r s t o o d , h o w e v e r , t h a t this very
s o o n b e c a m e a n i m p o s s i b i l i t y in t h e t o w n s , a n d t h a t for
_
., p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n s t h e s e p u l c h r e s h a d t o
2. keburah, ""^-P, E V 'grave,' Gen. .'55 20, etc.
10. i m p u r i t y ^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^.^^ ^^^^ ^^.^^y^_
j . gddis, C'n:, J o b 21 321 (see B D B ; crwpd?).
01 t o m b s .
^j_jj^ b e c a m e t h e case all t h e m o r e a s
4. n 'surliH ( 'I no. I in Is, flO 4) AV ' monuments,* © <T-n-r\kaLOv
w i t h a l a t e r a g e t h e i d e a of t h e i m p u r i t y of s e p u l c h r e s
suggests a burial-cave, but RV * secret places' is preferable.
c a m e into increasing prominence.
T h e l a w of P e n a c t s
5. Iidrdboth, ^^-~^^, J o b 315 f, ' d e s o l a t e ' ( R V ' w a s t e ' )
'places.' Che. (Exp.T,
Apr. 1899) reads n n p p , following
t h a t e v e r y o n e w h o h a s c o m e i n t o c o n t a c t w i t h «. d e a d
Hitz., Budde, Duhm, etc., who see an allusion to i:he treasures
b o d y o r w i t h a b o n e of a m a n , o r even w i t h a g r a v e ,
in royal sepulchres. T h e view that the pyramids in particular
shall b e u n c l e a n for a p e r i o d of seven d a y s ( N u . 1916).
are referred to, is maintained by Budde and Duhm, but controS i n c e , a s r e m a r k e d a b o v e (§ 8), t h e u n d e r g r o u n d
verted by Che, in Expositor,
1897 b, 407. 01. and formerly
t o m b s of t h e I s r a e l i t e s w e r e for t h e m o s t p a r t n o t
Che. read m2;:;-ix, 'palaces.' But the reference seems to be to
m a r k e d o u t b y m e a n s of m o n u m e n t s a b o v e g r o u n d ,
the splendour of the Sepulchre of the Kings (so a t least Budde,
Che., etc., but not Di. Davidson).
a n d it w a s n o t a l t o g e t h e r easy a t o n c e t o r e c o g n i s e
6. Ta^o?(in ECCILIS.30 r8='^j'^j, a stone placed over a grave),
f r o m a safe d i s t a n c e a s e p u l c h r e o r t h e e n t r a n c e to o n e ,
Mt. 2329 AV ' tumb ' (RV 'sepulchre,' and so E V in ?'. 27), etc.
t h e c u s t o m a r o s e of w h i t e - w a s h i n g afresh t h e s t o n e a t
7. fJ.i'-v-'-"-, Mk. f. 5 Lk. S27.
the door every spring.
I n this m a n n e r a g r a v e wa.^
8. pvrjpelov, M t . 2 3 29 RV (AV 'sepulchre'), 2 7 5 2 / (AV
'grave '), id. 6-^a (in 60b AV ' sepulchre ').
m a d e r e c o g n i s a b l e from afar a n d t h e p a s s e r - b y c o u l d
g u a r d himself a g a i n s t defilement ( M t . 2827).
Descriptions of particular tombs are to he met vvith in almost
^ Cp, for example, the inscription in the E-?munazar
sarcophagus, /. 6, and various Nabataean Inscriptions (Euting,
all books of travel In Palestine. Of researches of scientific value
Kabatciische Inschriften
aus .Arabien [Berlin, 1885], no. 2) ; or
the most important will be found in the
the inscription of Darius Hystaspis. Unfortunately no ancient
11. L i t e r a t u r e , works named below. Titus Tobler, (?('/^(^i'/'a,
Hebrew tomb Inscriptions have come down to us.
1851, and Ziuei Biicher Topographic von
^ For iuassebdh (in Ph. ' gravestone') see col. 2975, and for
Jerusalem,
e.sp. '2.227ff; Robinson, BR;
Sepp,
Jerusalem
und das heilige Land,['^) 1873, esp. 2 2 7 3 ^ ; Karl Mommert,
^iyyun (ivs), 2 K. 23 17, etc. (RV ' monument'), col. 2978 (e).
[cp H A N D I C R A F T S , -i ij>; cp K I B K O T H - H A T T A A V A H .
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Golgotha und das heilige Grab zu Jerusalefii (1900); The
Savvey of Westerft Palestitie, 1 8 8 1 ^
Copious material is
also supplied by the inuruals devoted to Palestine exploration :
PtlPQSt.
( 1 8 7 3 ^ ) , 'ZPPr(i%7Zff.),
Mittheilungen
u. Nachiichten d. Deutschen Pal.A'ereins
G^giff-),
Revue
biblique
trimestrietle
(iZZ2ff.).
For description of the more important
individual tombs see further Baedeker-Benzingcr, I'al. (p. cxi.),
and for Phoenician and Syrian tombs de Vogiiii, Syrie ce7itrate
(1865), 1 103-110 2 70-97.
I. B.

assume that H-L^D is an early corruption of IJEH—i-e.,
hipindu, or perhaps of *^ipitd7i (whence
*htpiddu,
hipindu).

Ptolemies. Phny (//A''378, cp 634) describes the stone
as green, meanmg doubtless olive green (e virenti
genere), and calls the island C'ytis or Topazus. This
agrees with tiie Targum's rendering xpi' N'^:-ID, ' yellowgreen gem,' in Job 28 19, and with the phrase t'>2 HTJS.
'pitddh of Ethiopia,' in the (traditional) Hebrew text of
this passage.
The stone intended by the Greek geographers was
almost certainly the transparent variety of olivine now
generally known as peridote, which is usually some
shade of olive-pistachio or leek-green (on the \'ellow

TOPHEL ( ^ p h ; TO^OK
[BAL]), a locality near
the wilderness, mentioned with Laban, Hazeroth, and

This is the name of a precious stone referred to in the Ass,
inscriptions (see Del. and Muss-Arnolt, s.v.), and explained
there by aban isdti—i.e., not literally ' a stone of fire,' but ' a
fla.shing stone'=^C'N |3N, '^den 'esh, in Ezek. 2814 (|| n^j J^N
= 'precious stone,' v. 13).^ N o t only in E x o d u s and Ezekiel,
but also in Gen. 2 12 (in the penultimate form of the text),- in
N u . 11 7, and in Is. 54 12 a thorough textual critiei.sm permits us
T O N G S ( r ) D^nj^brO, mnkdhdyim.
Is. 66, etc., E V
to restore the word i j s n (Ass. hipindu).
In the first of these
rightly.
See CUOKING U T E X S I L S , § 4, and C A N D L E S T I C K ,
passages, the statement, ' there is bdellium and the onyx-stone,'
§ 2. (2) "lliV". Huftisdd, Is. 44 12, AV wrongly. See A V E .
certainly misrepresents the writer's meaning. As the text stood
at a comparatively early period it must have referred rather to
TONGUES, CONFUSION OF.
See
BABEL,
the hipindu and the sbhatn.'^ In the second passage, we are
[TuWER OF].
bound to hold that the appearance {v^ of the manna was
likened, not to any resinous substance like BDELLIUM (';•'•)•
TONGUES, GIFT OF. See S P I R I T U A L G I F T S .
but to something which would at once strike the imagination.
A precious stone like the hipindu
satisfies this condition,**
and we m a y plausibly adopt the view of © that crystal is
TOPARCHY (TOTTARXIA [AX^-^-V]), I Macc. I I 2 8
intended ; the transparence of rock-crystal (see CKVSTAL) would
AV, RV PKOVINCE (q.v.).
make it an appropriate comparison.
In the third, we can
hardly rest satisfied with the purely conjectural rendering
TOPAZ ( n n O S , T O H A Z I O N ) . T h e precious stone
'carbuncles' for nipN 'J2N' \ experience of corruption elsewhere
called pitdah occurs in the list of stones on the high
leads one to emend the first of these words into "iJEn (hipi7idu\
priest's breastplate (Ex. 2 8 1 7 ^ = 3 9 1 0 ^ ) ; also in the list
disregarding the second as a corruption of a dittographed
(derived by an interpolator from that in Exodus) of the
T^~:] (see z*. i2<z). Read, therefore, in Is. 54 ic,-ijgnT'TiyC'lt
' a n d thy gates of liipiTuiu.'
It only remains to be added that
gems with which the king of Tyre (nvil or perhaps
in J o b - S 19, c'iZTiTOQ also probably presents two corruptions
-Missur (-iij-:^ ; see PARADISE, § 3) is said in a prophetic
—i.e., not only has m c B come out of IJDn, but t:'13 is a mutilated
poem to have been adorned in Eden (Ezek. 2813).
and corrupt form of D''C7nCi) ' a n d habnis
(^ee T A R S H I S H ,
Lastly, <x TOTxd^iov (ICV ' topaz') is represented as one S T O N E O F ) , where habnis u\-3.y perhaps be the white sapphire,
ofthe foundation-stones of the wall ofthe New Jerusalem
a suitable stone to be combined with the hipindu,
which
seems to be the rock-crystal (see above). If this correction
(Rev. 2120).
be accepted, together with the correction of v. )8a given under
Strabo (IH 770) describes the topaz as diaphanous and
T A R S H I S H [ S T O N E ] , § 3, it will be plausible to identify the
emitting a gold-hke light (Xidos
. diaipavxjs XP^^^'
' E d o m i t e s t n n e ' mentioned in v. iZa with the hipindu-^tone^
Tnna
"^^^ dxroo-xiXj3o}v tpiyyos), not easily referred to in ?'. iga. It is also at any rate possible that the
/i^y^/wiAz-stone should displace the \ e r y questionable ' a p e s and
c n'i. -^
J seen in the davtime for it is outshone
of Strabo a n a ,,
,
- ,
,
< • J
peacocks' in i K. 1022 (see OPHIM).
T,
Tl -I (oxxepavyeixaL yo.p). and as obtained
Rev.2l2o?
^ , ^. ' ,
,-',': '
•1 J
«• *%,
R\nii,'. ' tl ipaz' for tarsis in Cant. 5 14 can hardly be justified,
only m the C'[jhii:>i.les island on the
except as a warning of the Revisers not to be sure that taiSls is
Troglodytic coast of the Red Sea, about the latitude of
rightly rendered ' beryl.' See B E R V L , T A R S H I S H ( S T O N E OI-).
.
T . K. C.
Berenice.^ T h e monopoly was carefully guarded by the

variety see CHRYSOLITE,

TARSHISH

[STONEJ).

The

topaz of modern mineralogists (yellow, blue, or colourless) was unknown to the ancients.
This may no doubt be a correct identification of the
Toxrd^Lov of Re\'. 21 20. It is much less certain whether
_ .
.
' topaz' (explained as above) is the
y.- • 1 •
right rendering of pitddh.
Is the
^ flT
theory more than a superficial conjecture," based on the metathesis of
p and t ? Can we give any satisfactory philological
account of pitddh f A Sanskrit etymology (pita,
yellowish, p a l e ; von Bohlen) is still to be found in
some books of reference ; but for such a case there
is no sure analogy (npin is surely not a Sanskr.
loan-word ; see EMERALD), and no tradition mentions
India as the home either of the roxxd'^LOv or of the
pitddh.
Experience leads us to suspect that there may
be a transcriptional error, and if so it is reasonable to
look to Assyria for a word out of which r\~rc^ may have
been corrupted. Using this key we may very plausibly

Di-zahab (Dt. 1 if).

See S U P H , W A N D E R I N G S , § 10.

TOPHET, TOPHETH (DSriri), Is. 3O33 Jer. 731 ete.
The Aramaic connection (see MoLEni, § 3), rejected
by Delitzsch (Isaiah, E T , 240) has been brilliantly
defended by Robertson Smith (in KS''-' 377 u.). W'e
must not, however, lay too much stress on the supposed
description of a Topheth (nnsn becomes in EV
' T o p h e t h ' ) in Is. 30 33, for, as well as its context, it is
(not incurably) corrupt; see Grit. Bib., ad loc. T h e
ancient etymologies (from nh, ' tympanum' or nn£3,
' aperuit') need only bare mention. Cp MOLKCH, § 3.
T. K. c .

TORCH ("T'S?. lappid; Ad.Mn<\c). Nah. 24[5] Zech.
12 6 Jn. IS3 (Ai^MnAc)- C p L A M P . T h e military use
of torches was common in ancient warfare ; cp Statins,
Theb. iv. 6.
On rirh^, pclddoth,

N a h . 2314], see IRON, § 2.

TORMAH f n i p i n ; for 6 see A R U M A H , and cp
Moore, ' Judges,' 5 ^ 0 7 ' [ H e b . ] ) , mentioned in the story
of ABI.MELECH (q.v.), Judg. 931 EV^s- Moore and
Budde identify it with ARUMAH (q.v.).
Ver>' possibly both nD-iN (Arumah) and Tormah ( n o - p ) are
corruptions of ^N.tJrn'. Underlying the present story of <. ideon,
who was of Ophrah near Shechem (so Moore), there seems to
have been an earlier tale with different geography. T h e districts of Ophrah and t_"usham-jerahmeel were among those
which the 'children of the K a s t ' (or rather [col. 171Q, n. 4] the
Amalekites) devastated, and which Gideon set free from their

stont of a pleasing diaphanous ["glowing," see L. and S.] character, somewhat like glass, and presenting a wonderful golden
appearance.'
2 Precisely such a guess led to the rendering of )3 by roTrd^toi'
in © Ps. Il'.'i27, unless Indeed roir. there is a corruption of
n-a^'. But in © Cant. 5 11, ]£; is transliterated as 0a^.

1 See CHEkn., col. 742, n. 2. T h e same transition from
' burning ' to ' fki^liing ' occurs in the use of haiiu'itu, (1) to burn
(2) to flash. Cp himtu, 'bright, shining.' See Del. Ass. HWB.
2 For the most probable original form of the text, see P A R A DI-^E, § 5.
^ Read c n r n i njSnn p N c r - C P ( ; ' J L D , § i ; O . w x . ip, it
is true, gives avBpa^, perhaps reading mpN instead of n^l"'.
•1 I.e., for n ^ i ^ n ';'2 read -jj^nn i'i'D-
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TORTOISE

TRACHONITIS

raids, and Mt. Jerahmeel (not Gilboa, see S A U L , § 4) was the
place where the hero encamped. Cusham-jerahmeel was the city
of which Abimelech made himself kiHg, and Jerahmeel (or
ratlier, no doubt, some popular shortened form of it) was the
name of the place (in the Jerahmeelite region) where Abimelech resided when Zebul sunt word to him of Gaal's intrigues.
Cp S H E C H E M .

It is important to notice (i) that P knows of Gideoni
as a Benjamite name (Nu. I n , etc.), (2) that the list of
David's heroes (2 S. '2827) contains the name of Abiezer
the Anathothite, and (3) that an Ophrah is known to
have existed in the land of Benjamin ; Gideon was, upon
this theory, a hero of S. Palestine. Cp Mi'.nxKMM,
MOREH.

T. K. C.

TORTOISE (ny, sdb; o KPOKO^eiAoc o xepCAIOC ' croeodilu.';). The Heb. word thus rendered by
the AV in Lev. 1129, has been supposed by some to
mean a kind of crocodile (cp (Jri Pesh., etc.), whilst,
according to the Talmudists, it denoted 1 ' toad.'
Most, however, take the word, like its Ar. equivalent
dabb, to mean some kind of LIZARD (q.v.)\ RV renders
GREAT LIZARD.
The tortoise, which AV preferred, belongs to that group of
the Rcptilia called the Chelonia, which is represented in
P^ilcstine by two species of land tortoise, and several aquatic.
Testude ibera, the Mauritanian tortoise, is the commonest
species; it is widely distributed independent of soil, and is
found from Mogador to Persia.
In S. Palestine its place is
taken by T. leithii, which prefers a sandy soil. T h e terrapins,
Cle7nmys caspica, \ar. riviilata, are frequent in the streams
and pools of Palestine, and Emys orbicularis,
a synonym for
E. europiea, is found in the lakes of Gennesaret and Huleh.
The Egyptian soft tortoise, Trionyx tyiu7iguis= T. cegyptiacus,
an African species, has been taken in the Litani and the Nahrel-Kelb.
A. E. S.—S. A. C.

TORTURE feTYMnANiceHC<NN), Heb. 1135.

See

MACCABEES ( S E C O N D ) , § 8.

TOU (-irh), I Ch. I S 9 / ; in 2 S. 89 T O I .
TOW. ( I ) r\?^C'^, pisteh, Is. 43i7, RV F L A X .

(2)

ri~y:, •neereth, J u d g . I 6 9 Is. I 3 1 ; -v/^P, ' t o shake,' s o ' t h a t
which is shaken off' from the flax (see BDB).

TOWER. The psalmists compare God to a lofty,
impregnable tower or fort ; 35^^*0, misgdb, and n"1-1Vp,
inSsuddh, occtu* in combination, 183[2], also separately.
.Misgdb conveys the idea of height; Mhuddh that of
ambush (David's niii;::, EV 'hold,' may have suggested
the application of the term ^).
But the ordinary word
for ' tower' is '?n::r, migddl, an old Canaanitish term,
also found as a loan-word in Egyptian^ (see MIGDOL,
and cp NAMES, § 106). Towers were used both for the
defence of cities (see FORTRESS, § 5) and for the protection of flocks and vineyards (see C A T T L E , § x, and
cp ' tower of the watchmen,' ^ 2 K. iTg ; ' tower of the
flock,' Mic. 48, cp E D E R ) . These protecting towers were
probably adjoined by the rude houses of peasants, and
out of these groups of dwellings larger places would
arise.
The towers of Babel (Gen. 114), Penuel (Judg. 8 g 17), Shechem
(Judg. 9 4 6 ^ ) , and Siloam (Lk. 184, tvvpyos) are especially
mentioned ; also in AV of 2 K. 624, a tower which, from v. 3,
we might believe to be that of Samaria. But though • sy,
'ophel, will bear the meaning ' t o w e r ' in Is. 32 14 (|i filS), the
primary sense of the word is ' h i l l ' (lit. 'swelling').
Hence
RV renders 'hill.' T h e versions all render as if they read
'72X, 'ophel (e.g., Tg. 'D3 inN7, ' t o a secret p l a c e ' ; tP els rb
(XKoreivov). Pesh., however, implies '^•^•^ 73N"7N. Cp Ol^HEL.
We also hear of a ' tower of David ' (Cant. 4 4), which may be a
slip for ' tower of Solomon ' (cp i K. 7 2), and, at least in the E V ,
ofthe ' t o w e r ' of S Y E N E (q.v.), and cp AIIGDDL.
1 In i C h . 11 7 12 8 16, we find T^C (EV ' h o l d , ' except in 11 7,
where AV 'castle,' R V ' s t r o n g h o l d ' ) ; tbe 'city of D a v i d ' is
meant, for which 2 S. 5 7 has r,-v,-ji:2 (EV ' strong hold ').
2 It also exists in Libyan (an offshoot of Sabeean), and in Ml;
but there is no trace of it in Assyrian.
^ The difficult phrase rendered in E V ' a s a besieged c i t y '
(Is. 18) means rather, as Hitz. and Ges. (Thes.) suppose, a
watch-tower'(nT)ii3 •l'y = D''"i:i3 hliD)Nearly so thinks Duhm.
But this has no solid basis. Perhaps we shoud read n i i r y ")%
' a forsaken city,' or the like (see ' Isaiah,' .S'.SCT' (Addenda).
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A third word for ' tower' is ' n ? , bdhan.

Is. 32 14 (RV ' watch-

tower'), or ]'n3 (Kr. pn3), Is. 23 13 (of siege-towers), and «
fourth is '•'i'^p', iiiiVoz, which unites the meanings of 'fortress'
and ' refuge' (Ps. 27 i 31 5 [4], etc.); see Del. on Ps. 31 5 [4].

TOWN in I'.V sometimes corresponds to ( i ) "T"!^, 'ir
(see C I T V ) — c . ^ . , in ' unwalled town' (Dt. 3 5 RV'Ufi- 'country
t o w n ' ; Esth. !'ig), or 'town [RV city] in the c o u n t r y '
i S . 2 7 5(mL:'n n ^ nriKS); also to foijr of the terms [(2),
(3)) (4)* (8)1 also rendered VILLAGE (q.v.).

TOWNCLERK (rpAMMd^Teyc), Acts 19 35.

See

E P H E S U S , § 2.

TRACHONITIS. The name of the region surrounding and including the ' Trachon,' a remarkable
1 NnmA volcanic formation, beginning about 25 m.
S. of Damascus, and 40 m. E. of the Sea of
Galilee, mentioned in the Bible only once, Lk. 3 i (r^s
'Iroi'pa^as Kal Tpaxt»J'^(-Ti8os xdipas), as part of the
' tetrarchy' of Philip, one of the sons of Herod the
Great (see vol.2 col. 2 0 3 3 / ! , 2 0 4 1 / . ) .
The word
itself is a derivative of ^pdxf^v, the name given by the
Greeks to the ' rough' and rugged areas, formed by lava
deposits, which are characteristic of the region S. and
E. of Damascus (see Fischer's Map of this district in
ZDPV 12 [1889] H.,4).
Strabo (xvi. 2 20) speaks of two
' hills called Tpct^wi'es beyond Damascus (vxxepKeLVTaL
8'avTxjs dvb Xey6p.evoi X6<POL Tpdxwves): the more remote
and easternmost of these is the rugged basaltic area,
bare and uninhabited, now called Tuliil es-Safd ( ' t h e
hills of stone'), 55 m. SE. of Damascus:^ the other
is the nearer and better known ' Trachonitis of Philip,
corresponding to the modern Leja [i.e.,
lajaah,
refuge, retreat), so called because, from its physical
character, it forms a natural fortress or retreat, where
bandits could feel themselves secure, or which could be
held by a small body of defenders against even a.
determined Invader. ^
The entire region S. and SE. of Damascus was once
actively volcanic, and the SE. corner of the Leja is
—
.
contiguous to the N W . end of the Jebel
• ..
" Jfaurd7i range—called also now, from its
having been largely colonised by Druses
migrating from Lebanon, the Jebel ed-Drfiz—with its
many conical peaks (Ps. 6816/! [ 1 5 / ] ) . the craters of
extinct volcanoes ; and it is to the streams of basaltic
lava, emitted in particular by the Ghararat el-Kibliyeh, and the neighbouring Tell Shihdn (see view in
Merrill, 15), at the N W . end of this range, that the
Leja owes its origin.
In shape, the Leja resembles
roughly a pear ; it is about 25 m. long from N. to S.
and 19 m. broad from E. to \\\ ; and it embraces an
area of some 350 sq. m. It rises to a height of from
20 to 40 ft. above the surrounding plain, so that it
looks from a distance like a rocky coast ; its surface is
rugged, and intersected by innumerable crevices and
fissures.
' In its outline or edge the bed is far from
being regular, but sends out at a multitude of points,
black promontories of rock into the surrounding plain.
Through this rugged shore there are a few openings
into the interior, but for the most part it is impassable,
and roads had to be excavated to the towns situated
within it.' The appearance of the Leja is very strange.
' Its surface is black, and has the appearance of the sea
when it is in motion beneath a dark cloudy sky, and
when the \\a\'es are of good size, but without any
white crests of foam. But this sea of lava is motionless,
and its great waves are petrified. In the process of
cooling the lava cracked, and in some cases the layers
of great basalt blocks look as if they had been prepared
and placed where they are by artificial means. In other
1 See Wetzstein, Hauran,
tff.\ Vortex, Damascus,'?) iS'2.f.',
Burton and Drake, Unexplored
Syria (1872), 1 207-250 ; v.
Oppenheim, Vom Mittetmeer
zum Pers. t ? ^ ^ (1899), 1 229-33
(with photographs).
- Tn 18^8, 6000 Druses defended it successfully against Ibrahim
Pasha, who lost 20,000 men in the attempt to force it.
5^42

TRACHONITIS
cases, the hillocks have split lengthwise, or sometimes
into separate portions ; and thus seams have been
opened, forming great fissures and chasms which cannot be crossed. Elsewhere again the lava bed has not
bci.Ti broken into such small hillocks, but has more the
appearance of what we call a rolling prairie. There are
between the hillocks, and also in the rolling parts, many
intervals of soil, free from stones, which are of surprising fertility' (Merrill, E. of Jorda7i, iif).
The soil in
these depressions is still cultivated in parts, and affords
pasture for flocks ; remains of ancient vineyards have
also been found in them. ,\t many points [ibid. 14)
there are copious springs, though not, apparently
(Rindfleisch, 15), in the interior. Besides the seams
and fissures that have been spoken of, there are also
many caves, which have been occupied as dwellings.
Bands of robbers lurk in them at the present day (cp
how Porter was attacked, Da777aseus,i'^^ zj^ff.).
Outlaws from the settled portions of the country flee hither,
and are comparatively safe. In the vicinity of Dama
(the highest point in the Leja) ' so rough and rui^gcd is
the country, so deep the gullies and ravines, and so
lofty the overhanging rocks, that the whole is a labyrinth which none but the Arabs can penetrate ' (Porter,
283).!
It is worthy of note how closely these descriptions
agree with Josephus. He says, in connection with the
order given by Augustus (see below, § 4) to check the
depredations of the Trachonites, how difficult it wns to
do this :—
' For they possessed neither cities nor fields, but lived together
with their cattle in subterranean retreats and caves. T h e y had
however, constructed reservoirs for water, and uranarits for
corn, and being invisible could long resist a foe. Tlic entrances
to the caves are narrow even for persons entering one at a time,
whilst within they are incredibly large and made spacious.
The
round above the dwellings is not high, but as it were a plain,
he rocks are everywhere r u g g t d and difficult to find a way
anion^;, except when a guide points out the p a t h s ; for even
t b o c are not straight, but ha\-e many windings ' (.4nt. xv. 10 1).

f

BLU, though this was the character of the population
of the Leja in Josephus' time, before long it changed
3. Cities and ( ^ ^ ^ § 5 } : civilisation entered and cides
n;,T,-i^^.,+j«« ^^'^""^ built, the remains of which are in
Civilisation.
* j.
many cases standing to the present
day. Thus on the X., just within the Leja, we have
Burak (Porter,(2) 1 6 4 / ) ; then (going southwards)
on, or a little outside, the E. edge, es-Suw.1rah
(P. 169), el-Hazm, and (inside the Leja) Sahr (HeberPercy, 31-39, 4 3 / . : p. 32 ' the track to Sahr winds
amongst the fissures, gaps, holes, and waves of the
lava, that now extends in an undulating unbroken
sheet for a few yards, and then is cracked and broken
up into every conceivable form. Even the semblance
of a track soon faded away'), Der Xileh ( H P 47),
and Shuhbah. between the Leja and J. Hauran
(P. 1 9 0 , ^ ; H P 5 9 ^ ) ; on the S., Xcjran and Busr
el-Hariri (P. 2 6 6 ^ ) ; on the SW. Ezra (P. 271';
Merrill. 26jf!) ; on t h e ^ \ ' . , Kirilteh, Mujeidel, Khubab
(Chabeb), and Kureim (P. 2jgff. ; M. 24-32); on
the N W . , Mihmiyeh (M. 16-22, with illustration of
temple: the ruins, according to Porter, 284, are
3 m. in circuit, and contain many buildings of considerable size and beauty) ; and in the heart of the Leja,
Dama (or Damet el-'Alya, \\'etzst. 25), the largest
town in the interior, with about 300 houses, mostly in
good preservation (Burckh. i i o ) . ^
MismTyeh (the ancient PheEnm) is interesting on
account of an inscription found there by Burckhardt in
1810 (Travels in Syria, 1822, p. 1 1 7 ; also Merrill,
p. 20, and ^\'addington, Xo. 2524), which demonstrates
the identity of the Leja with the Trachon. Julius
Saturninus, consular legate of Syria, under Alev.
Severus, issues a public notice informing the inhabitants
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that, there being temporary barracks in the place, they
are not liable to have soldiers billeted upon them ; and
the inscription begins : 'YovXios "EaroiipvLvos ^^aivrjaiots
pL7]TpoKU}/j.ig. ToO Tjodx^t'os x^^P^^^Two other
fn)TpoK<ap.iai, or capital cities, of the Trachon are also
known, viz. ^opexaO, now Bureikeh CVN'add. 2396),
and Zorava, now Kzra (Wadd. 2480, cp 2479).
It must not, however, be supposed that such cities
are peculiar to the Leja. The entire region, including
the slopes of the J. Hauran, and the plains bordering
on the Leja, is studded w ith deserted towns and villages,
testifying to a once flourishing and prosperous civilisation.
Thus we have Hit, Htyat, Butheneh, Shuka
(Shakka, 'ZaKKaia), E. of the Leja; Suleim, Kanawat,
SI' (with an inscription on ^ statue erected to Herod
the G r e a t : \\^add. 2364), 'Atil, SuwCda, Hebran,
'Ire, Kureiyeh, and Salhad, with its great castle (see
SALCAH), on the A\'. and S\\'. slopes of J. Hauran ;
the important city and fortress of Bosra, 20 m. S. of
the Leja,^ described by Porter (173-189, 100ff., 218239, 2 4 8 ^ ) and Merrill (32-58); Der'at (see E D K E I )
20 m. S^^'. of it ; as \\'ell as many other places (^^'etzstein says there are 300 on the E. and S. slopes of
J. Hauran alone). The general character of all these
deserted places is the same : the Leja supplied the
building material ; and this determined the style of the
architecture. The dwellings are constructed of massive
well-hewn blocks of black basaltic lava, with heavy
doors mo\ing on pivots, outside staircases, galleries,
and roofs, all of the same material (see the descriptions
just quoted, and the photographs in Heber-Percy,
frontispiece, 41, 46, 61, 65, 69, etc.).
Many of
these cities are in such a good state of preservation that.
as Wetzstein observes (49), it is difificult for the
traveller not to belie\e that they are inhabited, and to
expect, as he walks along the streets, to see persons
moving about the houses. The architecture of these
deserted sites (which include temples, theatres, aqueducts, reservoirs, churches, etc.) is of the Graeco-Roman
period, and is such as to show that, between the first
and the seventh century A. D. , they were the home of a
thriving and wealthy population.
T h e Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan, followed by some
m o d e m s t a s Porter, !Mt^nill, and Heber-Percy), identify "Trachon
with the region of A r g o b ' (Dt. 3 4 i^f i K. 4 13). See, against
this Mew, AuGOC and BASHAN (col. 497), above ; also Driver on
Dt. 3 4 5 , and ' Argob ' in Hastings' DB.

Trachon, or the Trachonitis." is mentioned frequently
by Josephus, chiefly in connection with the predatory
4 Hi tnrv P^^^'^^^^s of its inhabitants. In 25 B.C.
^' one Zenodorus, a bandit-chief, held, on
payment of tribute to Cleopatra, the former domain of
Lysanias (see cok 2841) ; and he, to incresise his
revenues, so encouraged the lawless Trachonites in
their raids upon the people of Damascus, that the latter
appealed to Varro, the governor of Svria, to lay their
case before Augustus. Augustus sent back orders that
this 'robbers' nest' {Xx}<jrx)piov) should be destroyed;
and Varro accordingly made an expedition against
them.
Afterwards, in order more permanently to
reduce them to order, Augustus placed the country
nnder the control of Herod the Great, who, with the
help of skilful guides, successfully invaded it, and
secured, at least for the time, ' peace and quietness for
the neighbouring people' [Ant. xvi. 101 cp 3 ; more
briefly, BJ\. 2O4).
The Trachonites, however, dissatisfied with being obliged to ' till the ground and live
quietly," and finding also that it rewarded their labours
but meagrely, took advantage of Herod's absence in
Rome (about 9 B.C.) to revolt, and resumed their raids
upon the more fertile territory of their neighbours.
Herod's generals inflicted a defeat upon them • but
about forty of the robber-chiefs escaped into ' Arabia'

^ T h e soil of Hauran outside the Leja, it should be remarked,
is singularly rich and fertile (cp BASHAN, § 2).
2 See further the list of places in Hauran (including the Leja),
with explanatory remarks in ZDPV, 1889, p. 27% ff.

•i Both Eus. (OS 268 269 29B) and the Talm. (see Schurer '2)
1 353i 'f) 1 426) speak of Trachon as in the neighbourhood of ' o r
bordering on, Bosra.
'
2 Josephus uses both terms.
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{i.e. Nabatnf^a, S. of Hauran), whence they raided both
Judcea and Coele-Syria. Herod, upon his return to
Syria, finding himself unable to reach the robbers
themselves, invaded Trachon and slew many of their
relations there, in retaliation for which they still more
harassed and pillaged his territory (.-J//A xvi. 9i). In
the end, Herod threw 2000 Idumteans into Traclionitis
{ib. 2), and placed a Babylonian Jew named Zaniaris,
a leader of mercenaries, in command of the surrounding
districts. Zamaris built fortresses, and ,. village called
Bathyra, and protected the Jews coming up from
Babylon to attend the feasts in Jerusalem against the
Trachonite robbers. The consequence was that, till the
end of Herod's reign, the country around Trachonitis
enjoyed tranquillity {-int. xvii. 1^1-2).
Upon Herod's death, his son Phihp {4 B.C.-34 .\.D.)
received, by liis fatlrer's will, the ' tetraruiiy' of
Gaulanitis (Jaulan), Bat,an,T5a (the ' B a s h a n ' of the
OT), Tr,ich,"iitis, and Auranitis ( ' H a u r a n ' ) , as well
as a part of the former domain of Zenodorus {Ant.
xvii. 8 1 I I 4 ; cp xviii. 46 04 S./xi. 63). Under Philip's
just and gentle rule (--Int. xviii. 46) the same tranquillity
was no doubt maintained ; for Strabo, writing about
25 A.D., says (xvi. 220) that since the robber bands
under Zenodorus had been put down, the country round
had, through the good government of the Romans, and
as a result of the security afforded by the garrisons
stationed in Syria, suffered far less from the raids of
the barbarians. After Phihp's death (34 .V.D.), as he
left no sons, his tetrarchy was attached by Tiberius to
the province of Syria i.4nt. xv'iii. ie).
In 37 A . D . ,
however, CaUgula bestowed it upon Herod Agrippa I.
{.4nt. svi'ti- 610 end; BJii-96),
who held it—as an
inscription commemorating his safe return from Rome
(41 .^.D.), found at el-Mushennef, shows (Wadd. 2211)—
as far as the E. slopes of the Jebel ed-Druz. The rule
of Agrippa seems to mark the beginning of 1 new
stage in the civilisation of the entire district; Greek
inscriptions now begin to multiply, and we have many
records in stone of the building of public edifices.
Agrippa I. died (.A.ctsl223) in 44 A.D., and, as his son
was still a minor, Trachon and the neighbouring parts
were administered by a procurator under the governor
of Syria. From 53 to lOO the old tetrarchy of Philip

formed part of the kingdom of Herod Agrippa II. (Acts
-2:, 13^.), inscriptions and buildings dating from whose
reign are numerous both in the Leja itself and in other
parts of Hauran. 1 The most important step in the
history ofthe civilisation of this entire district, however,
was taken in 106, when Trajan created it into the new
pruviiice of ' .Arabia,' with Bosra as its capital. Trajan's
agent in accomplishing this was Cornelius Palma,
governor of Syria from 104 to ro8, whose work in bringing an aqueduct into Kanata (now Kerak) is commemorated in an inscription found at el-'Afineh (Wadd.
2296-2297 ; cp 2301, 2305). It does not fall within the
scope of the present article to pursue the history further :
it may therefore suffice to remark generally that the direct
influence of the Romans began almost immediately to
maj^e itself felt : roads and aqueducts were constructed ;
during the second and third centuries basilicas, tcjiiples,
tlieatres, and other buildings rapidly multiplied ; inscriptions, sepulchral, dedicatory, architectural, become
more abundant ; and a new and unique civilisation,
externally Roman, but including within it a strange
combination of Greek and Semitic elements, is the
result (see further details and references in GASm. HG
^^4jf-)'^ Roman road, it may be added, starting
from Damascus, runs through the Leja, passing
Mismlyeh in the N . , and Bureikeh in the S. ; and going
on to Bosra, Philadelphia (Rabbath Ammon), Moab,
etc. (cp Rindfleisch, 24).
Burckharclt,_ as cited above, 5 i _ ^ (Hauran), izof-'. (the Leja) ;
J . G. Wetzstein, Reisebericht iiber Hauran u. die
Traehonen,
i860 (epoch-making), especially pp. 2^fp.-,
5. L i t e r a t u r e .
'Portfir(='P,%-^,Five'i^earsinDaniascus{'^)-,
Merrill ( = M , § 3), E. of Jordan, z.ni. HeberPercy ( = H P , § 3), -A J-isit to Basllan and Argob, 1896, as
referred to above ; the account of Stiibel's ' Reise,' with map, in
ZDPV, 1889, pp. 225-302 (important) 2; Rindfleisch, ' Die Landschaft Hauran in romischer Zeit u. in der Gegenwart,' in ZDPV,
i8g8, pp. 1-58 (on the Leja, 5-7 nf
17 24 45); v. Oppenheim,
o/>. cit. 1 8-;f^. (chaps. 3 5 on Hauran generally ; chap. 4 on the
Druses). "The standard authority on the architecture of Hauran
is de Vogue's fine work, Syrie Centrale, Architecture
Civile
ct Religieuse du ie au xnie siecle (1867), containing 150 plates,
with explanatory descriptions (though little relating specifically
to the Leja) -, see more Drietly GASm. HG t2Cjff.
For inscriptions (from Hauran generally, as well as the Leja)
see the works cited under BASHAN, § 5 ; and add Burton and
Drake, op. cit. 2 379-388.
s. R. D.
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in Egypt or Babylonia, repeat themselves in Israel;
indeed at some periods they are the only evidence we

When Israel settled in Palestine they came into touch
with lines and movements of commerce which had been
extant throughout Western Asia from a remote
antiquity.
The economic development of the nation
. - , . . .
—apart from their adoption of agri1. Introductory, c u l t u r e - c o n s i s t e d in their gradual
engagement in this already ancient, elaborate, and
world-wide system. Many of its consequences, as seen

1 For a list of inscriptions naming Herodian kings, see W a d d .
2365 end.
2 See also the map of Hauran and Jebel ed-Drflz, accompanying Schumacher's Das siidliche B a s a n ' in ZDPV 1^ O897)
67-227. In both these maps, however, there is an error in lat.
and long. : Damascus is placed correctly ; but by a fault in t h e
triangulation the whole of Hauran and surrounding parts are
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have of the presence of commerce as a. factor in the
national hfe. It is, therefore, necessary to reriew the
rise, progress, and fashions of trade in W. Asia—with
its relations to religion—down till the end of the second
millennium B.C., or just as Israelite commerce began to
develop.

In exchange they would give dates,^ curdled milk,
wool, occasionally cattle, honey, salt, alkali (obtained
from the ashes of the Kilu and other plants),'-^ ' Mecca
balsam" (BALSAM), and other medicinal herbs. Commerce between Syria and Egypt included oil, mastic

I. T R A D E IN W E S T E R N ASIA
From the most remote epochs there were present
throughout W. Asia the conditions not only of local
exchange, but also of a wide inter2. Conditions national commerce, viz. ; (a) the
of trade.
great differences of soil, fertility, and
animal and vegetable products (§§ 3-6) ; (b) the unequal
distribution of stones and metals (^ 7) ; (^r) the rise, at
the two extremes of the region, of empires of vast wealth
and culture {§§8-11); (d) the specialisation of commerce
by particular tribes and nations (^g 12-16) ; [e) the
central position of \V. Asia between the Indian Ocean
and the Mediterranean — India and Europe {§ 1 7 / . ) ;
( / ) the existence of natural lines of traffic both liy land
and by sea (§§ 9, 2 8 / : ) ; (g) the development of the
meansof carriage (§ 19) ; and (h) the rise of common
standards of value (§ 20). T o our survey of these it is
necessary to add some consideration of {/) the relation
of commerce to religion (§§ 21-24) • '^^ ^"^^^^ ^^ a sketch
of (/') those political movements which so powerfully
influenced the trade of Syria just before Israel settled in
Palestine {§§ 25-27).
(a) \V. Asia is unsurpassed in any quarter of the
globe for its extraordinary contrasts of soil and fertility :
(, .,
, between the S\n.in and the Arabian
• ?.\..
desert on the one hand, and the nverlertiiity. y^n^y^ ^^^ ^eUas of Babylonia and
Egypt, with the garden lands of Syria and S. Arabia,
on the other ; whilst most of the ordinary contrasts
—lietween sea-coast and 'Hinterland,' lowlands and
highlands, with very different temperatures and soils,
pastoral and arable regions—were also present throughout. All these formed different grades and necessities of
human life, between which the currents of commerce
weie as inevitable as the winds which pass between
spheres of differing temperature in the world's atmosphere. T h e various populations of W. Asia \\ere
dependent on each other forsome of the barest neeessaries
oflife, as well as for most of its simpler comforts and
embellishments, and such dependence was the beginning
of trade. At the same time, we must be careful not to
e\iig.i;erate either the amount ofthe trade, or its influence
on the minds of men at so early a period. H a d
c.iiiiinerce then been a dominant feature of human life,
we should ha^'e found more traces of its influence on
relii^inn than we shall be able to discover (§ 21).
The elements of earh- commerce between the deserts
and the fertile lands are easily determined from the
^ _,
,
-conditions of to-dav. There are still
4. Elements of
1 i, r
/
*^
nomads who hve lor months or even
commerce,
-i,
J « i, / o i
n
.
years on milk and flesh (Palmer, Desert
of the Exodus), varied by dates from the oases in the
centre of Arabia (Doughty, Ar. Des., passi7n).
From
the earliest times, however, the need of cereal foods
must have drawn the Bedouins into commerce with the
agricultural populations; and this need would increase
with the settlement of nomads from the interior of
Arabia on the borders of fertility.
From Syiia,
Mesopotamia, and Egypt the nomads would seek
grain, fruit (e.g., almonds), cloth, oil, and (after its
invention) pottery,^ with (in course of time) weapons.^
shifted unduly S. and W., so that Bosra, is 32° 30' 5 N . , and 36°
26,1' E., insCuad of, as it ought to lie, 32' 33!' N . and 36" 32' E .
(see MNDPI',
1S9Q, pp. i?-i4). This error has been corrected
in Fischer's Hajidkarte
von Pal. TBQQ, and also in the map
in the present article (which is based upon the three maps
namei.!).
1 A^ they do now from Gaza and Damascus.
- I'o the early Egyptians the nomads were the people o f t h e
boomerang. But the story of Senuhyt pru\es that during the

(BALM),

wool, etc. {EGYPT,

§ 8), and (later) Syrian

manufactures; whilst traffic between Babylonia and
Eg3^pt was frequent even in pre-historic times [ib.
§43).
Trade in S A L T (q.v.) was not only local—as
from the salt-pans N. of Pelusium, in el-Jof, and elsewhere, or from the deposits at the S. end of the Dead
Sea ;—probably also rock-salt was exported to a distance
as to-day : e.g., from A\', Kaseem in Arabia (Palgrave,
Centr. a7id E. Arab. 180 [ed. 1883]).
The most isolated of the fertile lands of \\'. Asia lies
on the S. of Arabia under the monsoon rains. Arabia
_, .
Felix (Ar. ' el-Venien ' — i.e., ' the
5. i n e i n c e n s e g^^^j^.j ^^^ ^^,^^ ^^^^.^ famous for
country.
fertilit}-, and was the seat of the
Mina;an and Sabtean civilisation (below, § 14). Its
chief repute, however, \\as for frankincense (see F R A X K LNCKNsi:, where its late appearance in the O T is noted,
and its probably earlier use in Egypt). Erman ^ says
this was common under the Old Empire. Sprenger
calls the incense-country ' the heart of the commerce of
the ancient world' [('Cog. Alt. Arab. 299). Theodore
^ent[Aineteenth
Cent., Oct. 1895, pp. 595_^) describes
' t h e actual libaniferous country,' Dhofar, as 'perhaps
not now much bigger than the Isle of Wight,' and
'probably in ancient days not much more extensive.'
It lies on the coast some 800 m. N E . from Aden,
about half-way to Muscat. 9000 cwt. of the gum are
exported annually to Bombay. Other products are
cocoanuts and cocoanut fibre (not yet identified under
any ancient Semitic name), myrrh, ghee, fruits, and
vegetables. Pasturage is rich. Dates and weapons
are imported.
There is tt. fine harbour, perhaps
Moscha of the Pe7-iplus (§ 32), and numerous Sabasan
remains. Camels are the animals used for carrying
purposes; horses are unknown. Cp SEPHAR. On
another incense countr}' see § 8.
At times primitive commerce in the necessaries of
life must have been enhanced by local famines, though
in the less settled conditions of early history these would
result not so much in increased trade as in migrations
of tribes. Such migrations, however, would also stinmlate trade by communicating across the region a better
knowledge of its remoter parts, as well as familiarity
with the various routes thither. W'e shall see that most
of the great trading tribes had been immigrants to the
districts which became the centres of their flourishing
commerce.
The earlv distribution of woodland in W . Asia is
uncertain ; but from S}Tia into Egypt, as well as from
^.
.,
.
the wooded districts of Palestine, not
6. UlstriDUtlon ^^^^^ ^^ ^^^ treeless desert borders, but
Ot timber.
^^^^ ^^ Babylonia, there was always
some traffic in timber. Cedar was brought from ' the
W e s t ' to Babylonia in the reigns of Sargon I. and
Gudea (4th mill.), and rafts of other woods must have
descended the Euphrates and the Tigris.^ Round the
Middle Empire the Egyptian weaponsmiths carried their goods
on a^ses among the Asiatic nomads: W M M , As. u. Eur.
1, n . 2 .

1 Still imported from Arabian oases to Baghdad, Damascus,
and Yemen ( P a l g r a \ e , Centr. and East. Arabia
[ed. 1883],
43, 149, 364); also from oases in 1 urkisb Arabia to Bushire.
See (Consular Report on Trade and Commerce of the Persian
Gulf in 1901 by Lt.-Col. Kemball. Forder (With the Arabs in
Tent a7ui Town, 119 [1902]) describes caravans from Hainan
to Kaf taking wheat and barley to be bartered for salt and dates.
H e reports among the industries ofthe Jof saddle-bags, carjieLs,
abbas and other clothing ; cp 145 : imports—coffee, conking
utensils, clothing from Damascus, etc.
- Cp ZDPV 20 89 for present export of alkali from steppes S.
of Hauran to the soap factories of Nablus.
^'Life in Anc. Eg. (tr. by Tirard ; jiiu^), p. 507,
4 E.g., under Ur-nina of Lagash (H \i-,\ I . ^ M A , § 4 4 ) ; cp
Radau, Early Baby. Hist. [1900}, and Huu-orth, Eng. Hist.
5148

TRADE AND COMMERCE

TRADE AND COMMERCE

Persian Gulf there is said to be no timber for shipbuilding. For the period between the Old and the
Middle Empire in Egypt see Erman, op. cit. 452.
[b) The distribution of useful stones and metals
through W. .\sia is now tolerably clear. T h e marble
Of tones ^ " ^ alabaster found in early Babylonian
*: ^ , , deposits came from the Assyrian hills,
andmetais. ^j^^ diorite from Arabia (BABYLONL<\,
§§ 18, 21).^ T h e basalt of Hauran must always, as
to-day, have been used for millstones for all Syria.
Egypt ^\as without copper, which it brought from Sin.11
and the Lebanons (COPPKK). thulea imported copper
from Kimas in N. Arabia (Hommel in HastiniL^s' BD
I225; cp Gen. 1023, and see I'ng. Hist. h'ei'.M -221).
Cvprus was a later source ; on bronze see helow, § 17.
Iron, copper, and lead were found in the hills ^\^ nf
Xineveh (see ASSVRI \, § 6), and iron in parts of Svria
and Central and S. Arabia (Doughty, Ar. Des.).
Iron,
however, except in Babylonia, does not appear till the
close of our period (see IRON). There was a little gold
in the desert E. of Egypt and in Nubia (see EGYPT, § 50);
but its chief sources were in Arabia, on the E. of Sinai,

the building of storehouses beside the temples, and the
construction of canals.
With the increase of wealth came the expansion and
consolidation of empire. It is not always possible to
decide whether objects of foreign origin found in early
Egyptian or Babylonian remains were fruits of conquest
(spoil or tribute), or of trade, though probably they are
mostly due to trade ; even where the records boast of
tribute this is really the fruit of barter.^ Even if any
of the early expeditions from Egypt and Babylonia were
for conquest (which is very doubtful ; see note), they
found their motives in a previous trade; and they
would open up routes and increase commerce. T h e
expeditions of Sargon I. and Gudea to ' the west' for
timber, and to Arabia for stone and metal (above § 6 / )
were repeated byother monarchs (see BABYLONIA, § 15^);
and the various conquests of, and immigrations into,
Babylonia by fresh tribes must have powerfully developed
trade. T o the N E . lay Elam, «. seat of culture Ijy the
fourth millennium B.C., with avenues of traffic into
central and eastern Asia ; and Elam overran BabyIonia. Again, the Canaanite supremacy synchronised
with a growth of commerce especially under Hammurabi (see BABYLONIA, § 54^ ; though there was an
increase of trade preceding this, at Ur, § 50 "*); while the
rapid subjection of the Canaanite dynasty to a Kassite
is proof of the luxury consequent on commerce under
the former power. From Egypt expeditions were sent
in the earliest times to secure the copper and turquoise
mines of Sinai—e.g., Dyn. I I L , Zoser (EGYPT, § 44);
Dyn.IV., Snefru(i) (§45 : about 3000B.C. ; but ace.to Fl.
Petrie, 3998-3969 B.C.), and Hufu (Petrie, Hist, of
Egypt,\42);
Dyn. VL, Pepy I. ' the founder of Alem phis
proper' (EGY^PT, § 47). There were also early expeditions to Nubia for gold, to the Sudan, the \V. oases.
and above all down the Red Sea to Punt—either
Somali-land, or the coast between Suakim and Massowah).^ Erman [op. cit. 507) mentions the picture of
a native of Punt as early as Hufu (Dyn. I V . ) ; but the
' earliest recorded expedition to Punt' was under Assa,
Dyn. V. (EGYPT, § 48, Fl. Petrie, 100); Pepy I.
(Dyn. VI.) sent to the Sudan and farther (EGYPT,
§ 47); S'anh-ka-re (Dyn. XL) by Koptos, Koser, and
the Red Sea to P u n t ; and several kings of Dyn. X I L ,
the Amenemhats and Usertesens, to Nubia, the Sudan,
and Punt.
Under this dynasty (2800 Fl. Petrie,
2100 W M M ) trade flourished exceedingly. The H)'ksos
migration and conquest of Egypt must have developed
her Asiatic commerce ; but this, especially with S>'ria,
reached its height after the conquests of the New
Empire. For lists of the many Syrian products introduced, see W M M , As. «. Eur. (chaps. 1, etc.), and
Erman ( 5 1 6 / : ) , who remarks : ' we almost feel inclined
to maintain that really there was scarcely anything

and on the far S coast^ (see G O L D , O P H I R ) .

Silver,

which was rare in Egypt till 1600 B.C., came from Asia
(EGYPT, § 38). Precious stones (turquoises, etc.) were
found in Smai. Cp SroNLS. The love of ornament is
one of the earliest motives to barter among primitive
peoples, and we may assume that traffic in metals and
jewels had begun in W . Asia even before the rise of
the great civilisations in Egypt and Mesopotamia.
(c) It is, however, in the growth and organisation of
these great civilisations that we must seek for the
most powerful of the factors of ancient
8. The great
commerce. Trade always advances by
empires.
leaps and bounds where two great
states face each other (cp the sudden increase between
the Hittites and Egypt after their treaty in the reign of
Ramses II. [Erman, 537]).
By the end of the fifth millennium B.C., both Babylonia and Egypt possessed a. developed civilisation, for
the growth of which we must assume many centuries
if not some millennia (see B-\BYL<)XL\, § 46); both had
elaborate systems of writing, always a proof of and a
help to commerce. That between them there were
close communications, is proved by the strong Babylonian elements in pre-historic Egyptian culture (see
EGYPT, § 43). The rapid rise of their wealth, doubtless
largely due to discoveries of new sources of the precious
metals, must have increased trade throughout W . Asia,
and complicated it beyond previous conditions. T h e
monument (discovered at Susa by De Morgan) of Manistu-irba, ruler of Kis (4th mill. B.C.), records his purchase of lands, grain, wool, oil, copper, asses, and slaves,
which were paid for in silver ; and among the officials
mentioned a r e ' a mariner,' 'scribe,' 'surveyors,' 'miller,'
'jeweller,' and ' m e r c h a n t ' [Da7nkar).'-^ The growth of
wealth hastens the demand, not only for articles of
luxury, but also for better qualities of food-stuffs. For
example, both the Xile and the Euphrates valley produce
dates ; but if then, as at the present day, the Arabian
oases, including Sinai, produced a special quality of
dates,^ these would be imported into Egypt and Babylonia then as now (see above, § 4, third note). The
records of the kings of Lagas (BABYLONIA, § 44) report
Rez'. 177. For Giidea's imports see PSBA 11, RPi'^) 2 7 5 ^ ,
and Rogers' Hist. 1 370.
1 The diorite of Gudea and Ur-bau was brought from Magan
on the N E . coast of Arabia (Amiaud, RPC^) 2 15 n. takes it to be
Sinai) ; but see note to Eng. Hist. Rev.VJ 211 for another source.
2 Burton, Land qf Midian.
2 Ch. 36, speaks of 'gold of
•'TIS,' which Glaser (Skizze, 2347) identifies with el-Farwarrl
mentioned by H a m d a n i ; cp Sprenger, A It. A rab. 49-63. Gudea
brought gold-dust from N ' w . Arabia and K h a k h S E . of Medina
(Hommel in Hastings' BD 1 22s ; Eng. Hist. Rev. l 7 22i).
3 Howorth, E7ig. Hist. Rev. ^-I izff.
^ T h e fine dates of el-Hasa ( E . Arabia) are still exported—to
Mosul, Bombay and Zanzibar, Palgr. Cent, and E. Arab., ed.
1883, pp. 364, 383.
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1 See the instance given by Erman, 512 ; and cp X^avllle,
Deir el Bahari (E^-. Expl. Fund), Pt. I I I . , n . Referring to
the same expedition to Punt, W. E . Crum (Hastmgs' DB
1660/') says : Queen Ha'tSepsut's 'fleet had, like its predecessors
from the 6th dynasty onwards, solely a commercial object.' So,
too, Budge, Hist, of Eg. (1902), 411 144 158. Similarly in
Babylonia under Gudea, who according to Hommel (Hastings'
DB\ 22sb), did not conquer the distant regions, but by treaties
secured passage for his caravans with their products.
2 En-anna-tuma I. of LagaS imported cedar 'from the
mountain ' ; Radau, 72.
3 See also L. W. King, Letters and Piscr. of
^jamniurabt
about B.C., 2200, i., Introd. and Text, iii., Translation; and
G. Nagel ' Die Briefe H.'s an Sin-Idinnam ' in Beitr. z. Assyr.
4434 tf. with notes bv F . Delitzsch 4 8 3 ^
4 Cn the favourable position of U r for commerce, on the
Euphrates, near the W. Rummein (which connected It with
Central Arabia), and with a road to Sinai, see Rogers, Hist, of
Bab. and Ass.X-yjiff.
^
, ^
,^
5 So Naville (Deir el Bahari, Pt. I I L 11 ; E g . Expl. Fund),
who says that in any case Punt lay N . of the Straits of IJab-elMandeb : ' n o t a definite territory,' but a vague geographical
definition. Some include under tbe name both sides of the Red
Sea. ' The region which produces frankincense is situated in
the projecting parts of Ethopia and lies inland (i.e., from Adulis
on the Red Sea) but is washed by the ocean on the other side ' ;
Cosmas, Christ. Topog. Bk. I I , E T by M'Crindle, 51.
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which the Egyptians of this period did not import from
Syria.' Syrian slaves were a constant subject of traffic
(lirman, 5 1 7 / , WMM, As. «. Eur).
The New
Empire also opened up Nubia, and elaborated the
trade with Punt, and that with Cyprus (see EGYPT,
§§ 53-61). For the trade of Ramses III. with fleets on
the Mediterranean and Red Sea see the Harris Papyrus
(end) and the summary in Budge, Hist, of Eg. 6i5gff.
From the third millennium there is evidence of a
royalserviceof despatches into Asia ( W M M , As. u. Eur.
9 Securitv ^ ^ ' ' ^^"^ regulation of imports by the
•- .
,'^ Egypdan government ; the making of
roads ; and the supply of desert routes—
e.g., that between Koptos on the Nile and the Red Sea
(below, § 29 )—with water (by Mentuhotep, Dyn. XI.
[Erman, 506]).^ It was easy and safe for even individuals to travel to tribes as far as Edom and the
'Arabah : witness the tale of Se-nuhyt, which, whether
historical or not (see EGYPT, col. 1237), must have
been founded on a knowledge of the actual conditions
of travel.2 In short, by the third millennium travel
must have been frequent and tolerably secure (of course
with interruptions) from the mouth of the Red Sea and
the Sudan to the Euphrates; and the commercial
acti\'ity and wealth of Babylonia in at least the second
half of that millennium, can hardly have failed to create
similar conditions for much of the rest of W . Asia. Cp
§ 26, end.
W e must not suppose, however, that all this produced, even for intervals, anything like a parallel to
what prevails in modern times, or even to what was
achieved under the Ronian Empire. The roads of
W. Asia were never so secure as under the Pax
Romana, nor were they so well laid down. In the
period with which we deal there were frequent interres^na ; the nomads of Arabia often burst the frontiers
of civilisation ; and even in peaceful times the welldeveloped habits of traffic cannot have produced such
order or sense of safety as we find at the beginning of
the Christian era.
Before we pass from the influence of the great
empires on commerce, three other phenomena require
-- m J
J to be noticed. One is the effect of the
10. Trade and
.
.
^
• .u .
r
•nnl't" 1
exigencies of commerce in the transfer
"
of political power within the empires
"
•
from one site to another, and the rapid
growth of new capitals.
Of this both Egypt and
Babylonia furnish instances. The centre of government in Egypt came down the Nile, from positions
commanding the highways to the S. and the Red Sea, to
Memphis^ at the neck of the Delta, where great traderoutes converge from all quarters. W e find a similar
case under the New Empire, when the increase of trade
on the Syrian frontier drew, for a time, the centre of
the political power from Thebes into the Eastern Delta.-*
On the Euphrates and Tigris the same causes worked
in an opposite direction—upstream. The central position of Ur with regard to commerce is well known ;
how elaborate that commerce was is proved by the
titles of the third dynasty of Ur, and the number of
contract tablets from their time.^ The transference of
power from the lower Babylonian cities to Babylon
itself and the independence of that great centre from
about 2400 B.C.. was probably assisted by commercial
influences, for Babylon proved its fitness as a centre for
trade by the extraordinary persistence of its commerce
and wealth, in spite of frequent political disasters, for

nearly 2000 years (cp Is. 47); and it is possible that
some memory of the city's early fame as a gathering
place for men of all tongues may lie behind the Hebrew
story of the founding of Babel (Gen. 11). One has
only to look at the map to see how much more advantageously Babylon lies for the trade through Elam into
Persia, than do the cities which preceded her in power.
The rise of Assyria was doubtless aided by her command, closer than that of Babylon, over the lines of
trade to the W . ; the transference of the .\ssyrian
capital from Asur to Calah and Nineveh was, in fact,
one from a less to a more suitable centre for commerce,
both with N. and ^^^ These are but instances, which
will doubtless be multiplied as our knowledge of ancient
history is increased.
Another phenomenon to be noted in the commercial
development of the Great Empires—we shall find some-

1 Also 'It is probable that Seti I. caused a series of water
stations to be established from the Nile to Berenice' (Bud^je,
HEf)io);
and Ramses I I I . built a fortified well between Mt.
Casius and Raphia (ibid. 150) ; on Ramses IV. ibid. 187.
2 Under Dyn. xii. ; cp ' Travels of an Ec^vptlan ' under Dyn.
xix., XX. E T in RP 2 1 0 2 ^
3 Under Mines, 4500 or 4000 B.C., and his successors : E G Y P T ,
§§ ^4. 47 ; MI:MPHis. See also Fl. Petrie, HE, vol. i.
•* Cp Erman, 516.
6 Cp for references Ro^^ers, Hist, of Bab. and Assyr. 1 377.
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11. Mercenaries; "^'"f ^"^1°^°';= *" .I.='.-^^l-'^ "^e
. , ,
* exchange or native militia, proper to
r o y a l traders.
,f
,
,.,.
i f.^ ^.
•'
agricultural conditions of life, for a
mercenary soldiery, which generally followed a great
increase in trade. The soldiers of the Middle Empire
in Egypt \\eie such a militia; but after the great
growth of trade, especially with Asia under the
dynasties of the New Empire, the Egyptian armies
were mainly composed of mercenaries (Erman, 542),
The same thing happened in Egypt under Psametik.
It happened also in Babylonia under Asur-bani-pal and
Nebuchadrezzar.
Again, it is to be remarked that the initiative of the
great commercial expeditions from Babylonia and from
Egypt is recorded on the monuments as due not lo
private enterprise, but to the reigning monarch.^ This
is no pretence of ro\'al arrogance or of the court scribe's
flattery.
W e see the same motive at work in the
great explorations and commercial expeditions of the
Middle Ages from Spain and Portugal.
(d) The earliest societies of men did not contain a
special class or profession of traders ; farmers and
„ , ,.
manufacturers exchanged their own
,
° goods. In the story of Se-nuhyt the
weaponsmith himself carries his goods
to the Asiatic nomads. As we shall see (§ 21), trade did
not exercise any influence on the formative period of the
religions of \ \ ' . Asia; a proof that it was not then
specialised as a separate vocation. There is no mention
of trade in the proverbs of Ptah-hotep (from the 4th
mill.), and when they appeared in Egypt 'sailors,
merchants, and interpreters of foreign origin were
despised' ( E G Y P T , § 3 1 ) ; that is to say, the special
class was a late and a foreign upstart in that civilisation.
The rise of international commerce, however, and
the peculiar character of the deserts which separated
^ o m --u 1 the centres of civihsation favoured — in
13. Tribal
place of the growth of special classes of
monopolies.
traders within those centres—the gradual
absorption of whole tribes outside them in the business
of trade and the carriage of goods. Especially w-as this
the case with certain Arabian nomads, whose familiarity
^\'ith the desert and possession of the means of crossing
it, furnished them with the price (in their trading services)
for purchasing the products of civilisation. Thus, in the
OT, some of the earliest names for traders are tribal:
Ishmaehte (Gen. 3 7 2 5 2 7 / 39i, — a l l j ) , Midianite (the
parallel E passages ; Gen. 3728a 36), and (later) Canaanite, of which the first two were Arabian and the last the
inhabitants of that land which is well described as the
' b r i d g e ' between Egypt and Mesopotamia.
This
evidence is confirmed by the Egyptian records. Part
of the contempt of the Egyptians for traders was probably due to the traders being fori-igriers. The BeniHasan paintings represent thirty-seven Asiatics from
the desert, traders from near Sinai (see EGYPT, § 50 ;
1 Similarly the letters of Hammurabi (above, g 8 n.) show
how that king personally superintends the internal
trade of
Babylonia.
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WMM, As. u. Eur. 36). So, too, Hannu the leader
of the expedition to Punt under S'anh-ka-re' of tlie
eleventh dynasty (EGYPT, § 48) appears to have a Semitic
name (cp, however, Erman, 506). Thus, by the third
mUlennium B.C., the Semites from their central position
between the two most ancient civilisations, their command of the lines of communication, and their frequent
migrations, had developed those habits of trading which
distinguish them to the present day.^
Among the
Semites, again, there were especially four families which
concentrated the racial adaptableness and tenacity upon
commei'ce, and, not content with the share in that
which their central positions brought to them, devoted
themselves to the pursuit and organisation of many lines
of traffic, till they developed, in the case of one of them
at least, a wider commercial influence than the world
ever saw till the most recent epoch. These were the
Minaeans, the Aramaeans, the Phoenicians, and the
Nabatseans, of whom the first three had begun to
develop their commerce within our period—the Minnsans
and the AramLi^ans by land, the Phcenicians by sea.

taken the place which Babylonian held in \\'. Asia in
the fifteenth, and was used as far as Egypt as a commercial tongue (WMM, As. u. Eur. 234). How long
and how far this commercial supremacy of the language
lasted is proved by inscriptions in Teima and Nabatcean
towns up to roo A.D. It was the Aranut'an trade, from
the Tigris to the Levant, which formed the temptation
to the Assyrian campaigns in tlie ninth and following
centuries (hulow, § 52). Cp SYRIA, §§ \6 ff.
The commercial influence of the Phoenicians appears
to have risen at an earlier period than that of the
16. Phcenieians. •\'^";f''"= - b"t how early it is impossible to say. The absence of all
reflection of trade not only from the names of their
earliest cities—these may have been named before the
Phosnician occupation'—but also from all except presumably late strata of their rdigion^ (see below, § 22),
is signiricant. The coincidence between a great influx
of Canaanite population and religion into Babylonia
(about 2500 B.C.), and the rise of a ' Canaanite ' dynasty
there, with a great increase of commerce and wealth, is
interesting as indicative of a racial capacity for trade.
On the whole, however, we may assign the rise of the
commerce of the Phcenicians to a period subsequent to
their arrival on the coast between Lebanon and the
Levant, somewhere in the third millennium B.C., and
therefore subsequent to the appearance of international
commerce in W. Asia ; and we may trace it to the
central position of that coast, to the mines and forests of
the neighbourhood, and to the greater facility for traffic
by sea than by land, between the various Phcenician
settlements. Probably the Phcenicians did not invent
ships as the Greeks w ere led to suppose from their subsequent supremacy in navigation ; for the first boats nmst
have been invented by a people with long slow rivers.
But the Phoenicians, with their towns near to large
forests and disposed within a day's sail of each other on
a coast full of obstacles for land traffic, must have been
early forced to the improvement of the means of navigation ; w^hilst the harassing land march across the desert
to Egypt must have led to a speedy extension of that
navigation to the Egyptian delta. So great an adventure,
if it did not produce, amply proves the existence of,
those qualities of hardihood and enterprise, which were
to lift Phoenicia to the command of the world's trade.
The less adventurous Egyptians,^ who had in the earlier
periods of their history reached Punt by their own
merchants, had left the trade through Nubia to negroes
(Erman, 4 9 8 ) ; * and now might be easily tempted
to resign a commerce which the}' disliked (^ 13) to the
peaceful invaders of the Delta. The process may have
been hastened during the Hyksos supremacy. In any
case, from the beginning of the second miUennium B.C.
the trade of Egypt appears to have been in Phcenician
hands.
In the fifteenth century, according to the
Amarna Letters they had fleets of merchant ships, and
a fresco in -^ Theban tomb depicts them as importers
of goods from Asia (Budge,
HE^iti)

It is only upon indirect and somewhat precarious
evidence (summarised by Weber, A/-abien vor Islam,
14 Mineeans ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^f ^° ^^^ Minrean kingdom
a date is assigned so early as the second
half of the second millennium B.C. The centre of the
Minae.m powder lay in the S. part of Arabia—not in the
incense-bearing regions of Kataban and Hadramot
(above, § 5), though it commanded these, and by its
hold on the central Arabian routes (below, § 31) and its
colony in Musran or Musri [i.e., Midian) and northwards (MIZRAIM, § 3)^ possessed the Arabian land
traffic, and sent its caravans by iMa'an and Petra to
Gaza.
The capital was Karnawu, the K a m a of
Eratosthenes,"* in immediate connection with the ports
of the S. coast. Thus Minasan trade extended at least
from the Indian Ocean to the Levant. But see § 17.
After what has been said elsewhere (ARA\r, ARAMAIC
L.ANGtrAGE ; cp PHG^N'ICIA, § 7) it is only necessary to
15 Arameans ^^^^^^^ '^ ^^^second millennium B.C.
w-e find the Aramceans succeeding the
Hittites in a country on the upper Euphrates which is
the meeting-ground of many trade-routes—from S\ria,
Asia Minor, Armenia, and Babvlonia (below, § 39/"-).
They gradually extended over N. S}Tia, a land more
suited for trade than for agriculture or industries,^ and
embraced Damascus, the principal Syrian 'harbour,' a
dep6t of the Arabian Desert [Hist. Geogr. 642 f).
The
earliest notices reveal Aramseans as nomads, perhaps
traders, in Mesopotamia ; in S}Tia the small states they
founded round cities were such as those founded by other
trading peoples. The strongest proof of their commerce
is the gradual spread of their dialect till it became the
lingua franca of W. Asia. In Babylonia it was spoken
in daily life from the eleventh to the ninth century
{Wi. Vdlker Vorderasiens, i r ) ; by the tenth it had
^ The Syrians depicted on the tomb of H u i , about 1400 D . C
(see Budge, HE 4 144), are traders. Cp Strabo xvi. 4 23 on the
commercial qualities o f t h e Arabs.
2 None of the S. Arabian, so-called Himyaritic, inscriptions
are dated before second century B.C. For a detailed argumtint
against the high antiquity claimed for the Minaean kingdom, SLG
Budge, HE 6, Preface, xGiff. His conclusion is that Glaser's
Inscr. 1155 belongs to the time of Cri,mbyses and that ' t h e
Minaean kingdom cannot be shown to bu older than the sixth
century B.C.,' p. xxii.
^ The strong reasoning of Budge (HE 6 xxi ^.) against
Winckler's frequent identification of the biblical iMizraim with
the Arabian -Mu.sr is not cmclusive against (he existence of the
latter.
For if, as generally admitted, Ghazzat of Glaser's
Inscr. 1083 be Gaza, the Minaean caravans from S, Arabia would
scarcely pass through Eg>'pt to Gaza, or through Gaza to Egypt
(notwithstanding Budge's note on p. xxii). The mention of
Gaza, therefore, i^, so far, evidence in favour of a N . Arabian
Musri. Cpalso SIMEON, § 6. Even if the Musri ofthe Assyrian
and Minaean inscriptions be proved to be Eg>'i>t, this only means
an extension o f t h e Minasan trade.
^ Or Karnana : Strabo (xvi. 42) who mentions besides the
Sabaeans at Mariaba, the Kattabanians at Tamna, the ChatramOtitai at Sabata.
5 M'Curdy, Hist. Proph. Mon. 1155.
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[e) The ancient trade of W. Asia, however, was not
confined within that region. W . A.sia lies between the
_,
.
Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean ;
17. Foreign ^^^^^ of which, the one bv its regular winds
t r a d e : w i t h ^the other hy its islands, offer easy access
India.
to sources of wealth beyond them. In
the later Phoenician and the Greek epochs of trade both
seas were regularly navigated, and the far East united
with the far West (§§ 63, 71).
1 Sidon, usuallv understood as ' Fishertown' (but see PHCENICIA, § 12); Tvre = rock ; llL'vrout = springs, etc.
Contrast
the Philistine Ashkelon and the Canaanite Kiriath-sepher, the
former of which certainly, and the latter possibly, has a commercial ori'j;in.
2 The chief Phoenician gods do not differ from those of other
Canaanites.
3 Cp the commercial superiority of Syrians at the present day
to E.L;yptians.
* Cp inscription of Pepy of the sixth dynasty.
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Whether in the period we are now treating there was
already a trade with India is a question to which we can
get only probabilities in answer. It was quite possible.

( / ) For the natural lines of traffic and trade-routes,
see below. Part IL of this article (§§ 28-40).
ig) The various means of carriage in the ancient
world having been for the most part dealt with elseM
where, thc treatment here may be brief
19. IVieans
Porterage, the employment of human
Ot c a r n a g e , ^gj^^gg ^^^ ^^e carriage of burdens both
for building purposes and for trade (as we find it still in
Central Africa), -was common in early Egypt according
to the monuments. It was not altogether confined to
local traffic. Under one of the Amenemhats (middle
of 28th cent, according to Fl. Petrie ; but 2100 according to W. M. MUller) 200 men with only 50 animals
were employed for carrying stone through the desert.^
From the earliest times, however, the ass and the bullock
were in common use, and (especially the ass) constituted the principal means of conveyance. The ass was
employed for distant desert journeyings ; cp the BeniHasan pictures (under the 12th dyn.). The camel was
apparently unbred and unused even to a late date in
Egypt, but must have appeared early in Arabia. The
horse and the mule came much later ; the horse not till
the time of the Hyksos and then, for long, only for
fighting and hunting ; the mule from Pontus not till

ThePeriplus
uf the Erythraean S e a l (ist Christian cent.) lays
down the Une of a coasting voyage along the S. of Arabia, across
the mouth of the Persian Gulf, and so (in the direction opposite to
that taken by Nearchus, the admiral of Alexander) to the Indus,
and thence down the Malabar coast. It adds (§ 39), however,
that a speedier, though more dangerous, voyage may be made by
those who set out to sea from Arabia with the Monsoons (jxera
r-av 'IvhiKiav sc. erria-LLov). These winds blow across the Indian
Ocean from the SW. from April to October, from the N E . from
October to April, and make the voyage possible for vessels even
o f a primitive type.

By the seventh century B.C., if not long before, there
was in India c^ developed and organised trade ; great
ships were already built, and long sea-voyages undertaken.
From the very earliest times merchants had
been held in high repute (Lassen, Ind.
Alterthumskunde,
2573576579).
The island of Sokotra has i Sanscrit
name [ib. 580). The Babylonian Nimrod epic reflects
a journey through Arabia to Sabasa ; and Sokotra has
been suggested as the island which was its goal (Hommel,
Hastings' DBl2i6a).
On the reliefs of Deir-el-Bahri,
Punt is pictured as a place of barter where several
nationalities meet and deal with the Egyptians in different sorts of goods. It is, therefore, more than possible
that Indian traders met those of W. Asia at the mouth
of the Red Sea and the ports of S. Arabia during our
period. Weber indeed [Arab, vor Isla7n, 22 ; cp 23)
calls the Minceans the intermediaries of the Indian as well
as of the S. Arabian trade, and dates the origin of this
trade before 1300 B.C. (more than a millennium before
the later Ptolemies). But see § 14. It is remarkable that
no Indian faces or goods are found pictured on the reliefs
of Deir-el-Bahri (Naville, op. cit-12 ff. and the corresponding plates), nor have any Indian products been discovered
in Egyptian remains. As for Babylonia, the earliest
Sumerian deposits (BABYLONIA, § 18) contain both ivory
ornaments and bronze.
The ivory may have been
taken from elephants which were extant on the Euphrates
till towards the close of our era. ^ But for the tin, needed
to make the bronze, no source is known at that time
save India,^ and some have derived the Phoenician name
for the metal from the Sanscrit."* This, however, is a
precarious ground on which to found a conclusion with
regard to so early an epoch ; for reasons for the opposite
view—that there \vas no sea-trade between W. Asia and
India till the seventh century B.C.—see I N D I A and
O P H I R , § 2 ; cp also Sprenger, Alt. Geog. Arab., §§ 5160, 139. AVe must not forget the possibility of landtrade between Babylonia and India through Elam and
Persia.^
As for the trade of \\^ Asia with Europe in this era,
that is much less problematical. Cyprus, which lies in
W t h ^'S^^ °^ ^^^^ Syrian coast (HG, pp. 22 135),
„ •
was reached by some of the earliest Baby" ' lonian monarchs ; and in the course of the
second millennium B.C. was in frequent communication
both with Egypt and with Svria (Budge, HE -^167 f) ;
and Cyprus can hardly e\er have been out of touch
with the islands to the W . Evidence of an extremely
early knowledge of Europe in Egypt is given in A\''MM,
As. u. Eur. ch. 2S.^

towards 1000 B.C. (see Ass, C A M K L , H O R S E , M U L E ,
C A T T L E , § 8 ; BABYLONLV, § 5 ; E G Y P T , § 9).
The

carrying power of these animals was increased by the
invention of pack-saddles, open litters (already during
the 4th dyn.), sleighs or draw-boards, and carts—first
with sohd, and then with spoked, wheels. A luxurious
chariot with horses appears in the Izdubar legend
(Tab. 6) about 2000 B.C. Still less, however, than at
the present day, were the wheeled vehicles suited for
distant carriage, which was mainly performed on the
backs of animals (CHARIOT, § 2). There were practically no international roads for carriages till the Persian
Empire.
Carriage by water arose first in timber
rafts or constructions of reed coated ^^•ith bitumen,
on rivers, especially the Euphrates (BABYLON, § 6 ;
early legends).
From these developed rowing and
sailing boats, with which ventures were made through
liver-mouths into the sea ; and so arose coasting voyages
in the Persian Gulf, the Levant, and the Red Sea (SHIP).
By the time of Thutmosis I. (about 1560 B.C.) and
Queen Ha'tsepsut ( E G Y P T , § 53) the Egyptians had
developed elaborate ships with oars, rigging, and sails
forthe Punt voyages (cp S H I P ) . The ships of this(iBth)
dynasty were not mere fighting galleys ; they were transports carrying considerable cargoes (Naville, Te77iple of
Deir el Bahari, 3, with plates).
(h) Early trade consisted of barter, in which various
communities or states of culture exchanged the neces- - l, . ^ saries or embellishments of life.^ When
' .
' a superior civilisation met an inferior it
paid for solid goods, as at the present day,
with gaudy trinkets and ornaments, as for instance
the Egyptians in their commerce with the negro and
other tribes whom they met in Punt^ (Naville, op. cit.).
Gradually, however, there arose common measures of
value: e.g., cattle, slaves, or metals, especially the
precious metals."* As among other early races'* orna-

1 For porterage in Babylonia, cp a letter of Hammurabi,
1 Tlepinkovs ri\s "EpvBpas Oakdcra-Tjs. Anonymous, but attriBeitr. z. Assyriologie,
4474.
buted to an author named 'Xppiavos.
Geogr. Grceci Minores by
2 In the East barter has always survived alongside wellC. Muller, ed. ParU, 1882, vol. i. 2 5 7 ^ , cp p. xcv.
developed systems of money and finance. Cp under Cambyses,
2 Thotme'i I I I . killed elephants on the E u p h r a t e s ; N.-iville,
Beitr. z. Assyr. 4429, § 9. Palgrave (Central and E.
Arab,
op. cit. 17; Budge, HE 4,40 48.
ed. 1883, p. 368) found barter more common
'throughout
Arabia . . . among the villagers, and even the poorer towns3 The Islands of the Persian Gulf were visited by Babylonians
men, than purchase.'
at a very early period ; and thence the coasting (?) voyage to
India was not difficult.
3 For an account of curious methods of barter in this region
^ G'Jtz, Die VerkehrsTvege illl Dienste des IVelthandels, io>
in Greek times, cp Cosmas I n d i e , Christ. Topogr., Bk. I I . , E T
ff.
This is not certain ; cp O. Schrader,
Handelsgeschichte,
by M'Crindle, 52.
etc., 71, quoted by Gotz.
•1 In the 4th mill, silver was used as currency in Babylonia.
5 For imports and exports of \V. Asiatic trade with India in
Cp above, § 8, on Manis-tu-irba. \n the time of Hammurabi
Rnman times see Periptus (of Er\ thraean Sea), ^§ 49, 56.
both barter and money were extant ; cp his letters'above. S 8,
fj Al -:ording to the American exjilrircrs of Nippur (Peters, I fifth note. For electron in E g y p t and silver see E G Y P T "i li,
N'P pur, 2 1^3/') some evidence of trade with Greece (Eubrua)
and n. 2, col. 1229.
'
wa-i found in remains of the fourteenth century B.C. ; cp Budge, I
5 Babelon, Les Origines de la Monnaic \ W. \V. Carlile
HE\i(i&ff.
177.
I Tlu Evol. of Modern .Uoncy, Pt. I I . especially chap. 2.
'
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ments and the material for ornament displaced the useful
metals and other conimoditics as the favourite media
of exchange and standards of value. In aid of this,
there was not only the common and universal passion
for ornament, but also its convenience for hoarding,^
the family's wealth being most easily ' s a v e d ' in the
form of its women's ornaments, even after money
proper came into existence ; and in \\'. Asia the
process would be further hastened by the prexailing
custom of purchasing a wife, for an instance of which
in Israel, cp (jcn. 24, and see below, § 43. These
primitive 'moneys,' however, were not always actually
given in exehange for goods ; but the value of the
goods exchanged was reckoned in terms of them. For
this usage in the case of copper wire^ see Erman
(494/:), and later of silver and gold, EGYPT, § 38.
Stamped weights of the precious metals were in i-irly
use in Babylonia ; but money proper appears "ii W.
Asia first in the Persian period. For further details
see MONEY, and the articles and books quoted there.
(/) The most interesting of all the (|uestions arising
in connection with the commerce of W. Asia during
™ ,
J this early period is that of its relations
...
to religion. So far as is known to the
°
•
present writer there exists no adequate
treatment of this, nor even a full appreciation of its
significance. The hint has already been given (§§ 12, r6)
that trade appears to have exercised no influence on the
human mind during the formative period of the different
religions. In Egypt and Babylonia, or among the
Syrian and other Semites, there were gods who reflected
or sympathised with e\ ery other human activity. The
memory of the various peoples went back to divine
or semi-divine kings, lawgivers, pliysicians, teachers,
hunters, and fishers (PHCENICIA, § 12), artisans (cp the
Eg}'ptian Ptah and the attribution of the invention
of pottery and metal-working to various gods), and
musiciansBut, except for certain isolated and apparently late instances, to be noted presently (§22), there
seems to have been no god or hero who was a trader.
This cannot have been due to dislike of trading habits,
such asv prevailed in Egyptian society (§ 13); for the
want was not confined to Egypt ; nor was it due to any
ofthe moral objections to trade, which are so common
in modem times. There is only one explanation : in
the formative period of the religions of \ \ \ Asia,
commerce was not yet specialised as a separate vocation^
(§ 12). Perhaps the most striking proof of its want of
religious influence at an early period is found among
the Phcenicians. Their most ancient deities were practi-- cally identical with those of the general
p, ' . .
Canaanite stock (Pietschmann, Gesch. der
E T ^ ^^^"' ^9°^- ^'^''^^" ^^ ^^^^ ^^^ Phoenicians
° ^ * took to the sea they invoked for their new
occupation the blessing of their accustomed deities, and
principally of the various local forms of'Astart.
The
other divine beings, who appear connected with
Phcenician ships, and in later times were credited with
the discovery of navigation, the Kabiri, were of
secondary rank in the Phcenician pantheon, and had
been originally connected with the mining and working

gave the conquest and tribute [i.e., as w^e have seen,
§ 8 n. 3, the trade) of that distant land to his own people,
and was thanked by them for help in the exploration
and opening up of roads (Naville, Deir el Bahari, pt.
iii. 14, rgff.).
We may assume that other nations of
W. A.sia when they took to trade also dedicated it each
to their own tribal deity. But once this was done, the
reaction upon their conceptions of their deity must have

of metals (Ib.

188, 190 ; but see

PH(EXICIA, § xi,

col.

3774, with footnote).
The legends which attribute
distant travels to the Tyrian Herakles and divers gods
are of late origin (Pietsch. T9C).
The only other
possible instance of a trading Canaanite deity is that
concealed under the ambiguous name IDDD (PHCENICIA,
y 12, ISSACHAR, §§ 3, 6). Similarly in Egypt the
expeditions to Punt under the eighteenth dynasty were
commended to the patronage of Amon of Thebes, who
^ Carlile, op. cit.
2 As in Calabar and other parts of Africa, probably for
ornament; Carlile, op. cit. 240.
^ For an illustration of the very opposite take Buddhism,
which ' w a s a merchant religion par excellence; there are few
parables or birth-stories in which a Buddhist merchant dues
not figure ' ; JRAS,
1902, p. 587.
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23. Reaction ^'''''' °"^ °^ ^^^ """^^ considerable
of trade
fo^'ces in the transformation of the
on religion P^''^'^'^'^ religions. The deiiy, origin°
' ally local and identified with purely
local phenomena (PHOINICIA, § 11), must, when carried
abroad by his people, have expanded in their behef to an
identification with the principal cosmic forces, especially
those of the sea and the heavens. It may, therefore,
be to trade that the religions of W. Asia partly owe the
association of their gods with the stars—always the
guides of travellers—as well as their identification with
the natural forces, or even with the gods, of distant
lands. ^ But besides thus enhancing the power of native
deities, the foreign trade of their worshippers brought
back the cults of other gods. This is very evident in
Egypt. A number of instances are given by Erman.
Usertesen III. (Dyn. xii.) dedicated a temple on the
S. frontier to the Nubian god, and only in the second
place to Hnum the Egyptian (500) ; Besa, honoured
by the Kew Empire ' a s a protecting genius,' probably
owed ' his introduction to Egypt to this (incense) trade '
(514); and consequent upon the great increase of Asiatic
commerce under the eighteenth and the nineteenth
dynasty a number of Syrian divinities were admitted to
the Egyptian pantheon (517). Similarly there was an
export of the gods of W. Asia to Europe by Cyprus :
' merchants of Citium brought the cult of their goddess
with them to Athens ' (PHCENICIA, § 11), and the general
influence of Phcenician traders on the religion and
mythology of Greece is notorious. Again, gatherings
„
,
.
to rehgious centres, great or small,
24. banctuaries ^^^^ always been convenient for trade
and markets.
ji
j
—as we see even in mediaeval and
modern times. Stated and famous markets grew about
the sanctuaries of W. Asia and festivals became fairs.
Where trade, as in N. Syria and Arabia, had to pass
through many tribal territories, treaties were necessary
and were accompanied by religious rites at border (or
other) sanctuaries, at which it would be natural to exchange goods. In our period and that which followed
it, Babylon, Carchemish, Bethel, Sinai (perhaps), Mecca,
and various Egyptian towns are instances.'^ Exchanges
were effected under religious direction; it was the
interest of the guardians of the sanctuaries to prescribe
forms, and fees to the temple were charged. ^ The
supervision by priests of Babylonian commerce is evident
from a multitude of contract tablets ; * and the rise of
priestly families and castes to kingly power, both in
Babylonia and in Egypt, was made possible by the
wealth which accrued to them from their direction of
commerce.
Before we proceed to Israelite commerce one other
study is necessary. We have seen that during the
.
New Empire and especially under the
25. Syria, ^igi^tgenth and nineteenth dynasties there
was a great increase of trade between Syria and Egypt,
in which Syrian products and manufactures played a
very important part (above, § 8). \^'e are now to
examine the details of this, happening as it did on the
eve of Israel's settlement in Palestine. The first evidence
1 For an identification of Hathor with the deity of the a « / /
or incense of Punt, see Naville, op. cit. 20.
2 For another, cp ISSACHAR, § 2 ; Dt. 3318.
3 W R S , Rel. Sem. 441.
,
, •
r
4 Delitzsch in a note to No. 28 of Nagel s translation of
Hammurabi's letters to Sin-idinnam (Beitr. z. v4 jjj'r. 4 458 493)
iUustrates the Babylonian custom o'i making valuations before
God'—i.e., in presence of the priests—and compares E x . 2 1 6
22 8 1 7 ] /
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is found in the records of Thutmosis III. (1503-1449).^
Coats of mail do not appear in his reign till he takes
200 from the ( iinaanites at the sack of Megiddo. The
Syrian chariots are the finer, and generally Syrian
artisans appear more skilful and artistic than those of
Egypt.
Large numbers of them ore transported to
Egypt. In the same reign there are records of importations of grain into Egypt ; these cannot all have been
tribute (above, § 8 n. 3 ) ; also of oil, wine, honey,
dates, incense, timber for masts and beams, and cattle.
It is in the period after Thutmosis III., however, that
we obtain our fullest evidence of the commercial condi„„ ,
tion of Syria before Israel entered it. The
• .,
Amarna Letters (1400 onwards) reveal,
if by no more than the cuneiform script
in which they are written, the already prolonged and
close commercial intercourse between Babylonia and
Ivg\'pt across Syria. Their contents are still more significant.^ The kings of Babylonia and Egypt propose
an exchange of the products of their lands. Gold is
sent from Egypt to Babylonia, ' painted wood,' golden
and wooden images, and oil. From Babylonia to Egypt
come manufactured gold, precious stones, lapis lazuli,
enamel, skins, wooden chariots, horses, and slaves.
Some of these, of course, pass as presents between the
kings ; but that they are also articles of commerce is
proved by the complaint of one of the Babylonian kings
that his merchants [dam-ga7'u, da7n-ka7'u or tamkaru :
cp Del. Ass. HIVB, Aram, taggdr, whence Arab, tagir,
tiiggilr) had been plundered in the territories of the
Ph.iraoh. Letters from Alasia, either Cyprus (Winckler)
or the extreme N. of the Syrian coast (Petrie, \ \ ' M M ) ,
tell of the exportation from that country of copper,
bronze, ivory, ship-furniture, and horses to Egypt, and
the receipt of silver, oil, and oxen. Merchants go from
Alasia to Egypt by ship ; a writer begs the king of Egypt
not to allow them to be injured by his tax-gatherers (no.
29). The king of Alasia complains of the Lukki, a pirate
people who disturb the Mediterranean, and invade his
land (28). A prince of N. Syria sends slaves and begs
for gold (36). The letters from Egyptian tributaries
and officials in Palestine, during its invasion by the
Hatti and Habiri, ask for wheat from Egypt for besieged towns and districts that have not been able to
grow their own corn (cp the story of Jacob and Joseph);
or report the sending of timber, oil (cp Hos. 122 [i]),
honey, cattle, and slaves. One letter (122) asks for
m) rrh as a medicine. Another (124), but obscurely,
speaks of purple (?). Abd-hiba of Jerusaleni complains
that he cannot prevent the plundering of the King of
Egypt's caravans in Ajalon (180). Horses and asses
are supplied to travellers (51), and provisions to the
royal caravans (242) and troops (264.270). One letter
reports payment of ' 300 pieces of siUer to the Habiri,
besides the 1000 into the hand of the king's officer'
(280).
W e read of no passage of glass either way,
though glass had been known in Egj'pt from 3300 B. C.
and was also made in Phoenicia from an early date. It
was immediately after the period of the Tell-el-Amarna
Letters — i.e., in the fourteenth century B.C.—that
Kadabman-Harbe (P.ABYLONIA, § ^y) of Babylon, being
shut off from Harran and the upper Euphrates by
Assyria, opened a direct route across the desert to
Phoenicia (Wi. Politische Enlivickel. Bab. a. Assyr.

oils, wine, woollen cloths, and embroideries.
The
characteristics of S}Tian clothing as depicted on the
monuments were embroidery, tLii-sels, and fringes. There
is an extremely interesting account of an expedition
sent about i i o o B.C. by Her-heru of dynasty twenty-one
to Lebanon for cedar in one of the Golt^nischeff Papyri
(Kccneil de Trav. 2 X 7 4 ^ ; cp W M M , As. u. Eur. 395 ;
Budge, Z;^^ 613 i ^ ) .
II.

T R A D E R O U T E S IN \ ^ ' .

ASIA

AA*e may now indicate the physical facilities for commerce in W. Asia, and trace the main lines of trade and
, cross routes by land and sea. On the
• ^Y^^^ . map the eye at once marks the followt r a a e , t g y p i . -^^^ natural directions of traffic : two
long and navigable rivers, the Nile and the Euphrates ;
two long narrow seas with more or less harboured
coasts, the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf; whilst from
the most westerly point touched by the Euphrates, a
fertile and well-populated country, passable on several
fines through Syria, stretches to the Nile Delta, with
one break of desert about six or seven days' march
from Gaza to Pelusium. Inside all these lie the great
Arabian deserts, isolating the fertile Arabia Felix from
\ \ ' . Asia ; but even across these deserts, hnes of oases
and valleys, in which, though there is no cultivation, \\ater
is procurable, render passage possible by land from the
Indian Ocean to the Levant. The many routes created
along and across these natural lines v:e shall take in
order as they lie from the south northward, and we shall
include the directions of traffic with India.
Egypt's inland trade, and her traffic with Nubia, the
Sudan, and farther south, went up the Nile by Vcbu
(Elephantine, ' ivory island') and Suenet (Syene,
Aswan: 'commerce,' Erman, op. cit. 498/".), at
which exchanges were made with the barbarians. ' It
is difficult,' says Erman (479), ' t o find a word in the
language which means to travel; the terms used were
^lont = io go up stream, and ^od = to go downstream."
The river flows northwards ; but, as if in compensation,
the prevailing winds are in the opposite direction.
From Memphis by the Fayoum, or from the present
Assiout and other Nile-ports, caravans reached the
western oases (6acrts from Eg. ttiz/2 = station).
So far as concerned the trade with Punt, the Nile
and the Red Sea, running nearly parallel for some
9Q Nilp a f\ thousands of miles, and at one point only
P , ™
90 m. apart, wonderfully supplemented
each other's defects. As on the Nile,
the prevailing winds in the Red Sea are from the north;
in the upper half the N. wind seldom flags, and the
(Julf of Suez is often stormy. The Egyptians, therefore,
divided their route from the Delta to Punt and back
again between the river and the sea.
Their traffic
southward was borne on the Nile^ as far as Koptos,^
and then struck E. over the desert about 90 m. to
Sauu, at the mouth of die W . Gasfls,^ a httle to the
N. both of the later Greek harbour Leukos Limen,*
and the modern eLKoser (Erman, 586).

1 W M M , As.^ u. Eur. 24 ; Flinders Petrie, HE 2 1 4 6 ^
2 The following; facts are taken from the German translation
(with transliteration of the original into Roman characters) by
H u g o ^^'inckler, Die Thofitafeln von TeU el-Ainama,
Berlin,
1896: for some corrections see Knudtzon in Beitr.
zur
Assyriologie,
iv. 2 8.

•^ Naville (op. cit. 16) points out that the pictures of Ha'tSepsut's P u n t expedition on Deir-el-Bahri, which show the
P u n t goods arriving at Thebes by ship, suggest that there was
' a n arm o f t h e Nile in communication with the R e d S e a , ' a t
that time ; and that the same ships carried cargo all the way.
But the picture may only intend the short passage from Koptos
to Thebes,
2 To-day not Kaft (Koptos) but the neighbouring Keneh is
the starting-place for el-Ko^er.
•^ T h e way is almost waterless (cp above, § 9), but the
present writer knows it for only a day E. from Keneh.
This
road was supplied with reservoirs by many I'horaohs (above,
§§ 9 19 n.). It was much used for trade in the reign of Xer.xes
(P>udge, HEI 7'^ and in Roman times. It is uf interest that in
1801 Major General Baird and his army took i6 days from
el-Koser to Keneh (Anderson, Jou-rn. of Seer. E.xped. to
Medit. and Eg., London, 1802, p. 357).
•* Also called Myos Hormos by the Periptus, 1, and by Strabo
(xvi. 424 xvii. 1 45), apparently through confusion with Myos
Hormos pn the Gulf of Suez.
Cp Agatharchides, De AJari
Erythr. in Geogr. Gr. .Min. 1 irjff
with T a b . V L in Atlas.
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15);
Egyptian
27 O t h e r
Effvntian
records

records confirm the frequent importation of
^'^^"^^ from Syria into Egypt, where the
^'""^^ were prized in the harems, and, in
^"^dition to articles mentioned in the Amarna
Letters, indicate that Syrian pottery and
metal work were prized ; also ointments for embalming,
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Other harbours on the S. coast of the R e d Sea were M j o s
strikes N E . by 'Aneyzai and the Lower Kaseem to Basra on
Hoi mos at the mouth o f t h e Gulf of Su^-^, about 120 m. from the
the Euphrates) and Hijr (Egra),- where it divided into one N E .
Nile,i prohably used in the early ijciiod for sea traffic, more
by^el-Teima (Tluiiina), round the northern Nefud and along the
fttjqiient than the land traffic, with Sinai ; the PLolcniaic Ikic^W a d y Sirhan to ISusin for Damascus 3 (or to Tadmor), and
nikc due E . from Syene but usually reached by caravan from
another N N W . to Ma'an, Petra, and G a z a ; with a branch
Kupto>.—twelve da>^' j o u r n t y according to Pliny (IIN, 6 2 6 ) ;
douhtless to ]^:iali on the Gulf of 'Akabah. A Mma;an inscripVtoiemzi'is {-i} ruiv <di'ip(jjv KakovpevT} : Petipt. % 3) near the modern tion (Glaser, 1155; Halevy, 535) mentions a caravan route
^Lnssou-ah ; Adulis- (id. § 4), etc. ; with Muza and Oktlis on
from MaTin lo Ra^n•l;Lt, prohably the O T R A A M A H (q.v.), either
tlii: Arabian coast just inside the Straits of iiab-el-Mandeb
'Vsypa on the I'^isiun Gulf or the seat of the ']?ap.pavLrOL
(id. %%2iff. -z-^ff.).
of Strabo (xvi. 4 24) near Mariaba in Sab^a.
From Gerra
(Ger'a),_
on the Persian Gulf, one route swung round by 'Oman
If we reckon by the voyages of Arab dhows,^ it would
to the incense country on the S. cuasL ; another crossed probtake the lCg\'ptian ships about a month to sail from
ably by el-HLj^a, Nejd, and Lower Kaseem to Kheybar and
e;l-Koscr to the Straits of Bab-el-Mandeb. Pliny (I.e.)
I'eyma for Syria (or from Kaseem crossed more directly by
Ha'ii and el-Jnf to Ma'.'ui ; Palgrave [p. 2] gives the distance
gives thirty days from Bereiiikc to Okelis, but Herofrom the Juf to Ma'an at 200 m. as the crow flies). Forder (145)
dotus {2ti) only forty for the \oyage down the whole
gives the pre^cTil impulation of the Juf at 40,000 (!), 'I'he town is
Red Sea.-*
2 m. long, i m. w\de\ three rainfalls annually; water-supply
good from deep springs; warm sulphur springs; clothing,
In the Indian Ocean the routes down the E. coast of
cooking-utensils, coffee, etc., by caravan fiom Mecea, Baghdad,
Africa and up the Arabian coast were known and
and Damascus. Another route across N . Arabia, probably
on T Jmapped in Greek times. For the African
used by Babylonian expeditions to Musri and Sinai, led from
30. Indian coast
„ „ „ T .see
™ »v,„
A . I „ . to
. . ,iieogr.
• . . . . „ Gr.
.^., .Min.
,, xii.
the Euphrates to the Jof and so by Ma'an to 'Akabah ; but the
the Atlas
Ocean.
longer route given above—Basia-'Aneyza-Tey'ma-'Akabah—
The Arabian coast route is described
was easier and less dangerous. On the S., easy routes connected
in the Periplus.
From Okelis to Arabia Felix (Aden),
the interior of the Minaian territory with the ports on the Red
to Moscha (Zofar) and the Syai^ros promontory
Sea and the Indian Ocean. So much for Arabia.

(Ras Fertak) would take at least a month, wilh probably
t\vcnty days more to the mouth of the Persian Gulf.
Thus the whole voyage from 'Akabah or Suez to the
mouth of the Persian Gulf cannot have occupied less
than three months. Thence to the mouth of the Indus
and down the Malabar coast the p o r t s ^ n d distances
are described in the Periplus.
For the voyage direct
from OkeHs. ' ad primum emporium Indise, Muzirim,' ^
Pliny (HN^i2t) gives forty days, and adds that a ship
leaving Berenike about the end of July reached Muziris
about the middle of October, and leaving again in the
end of December or January returned to Egypt within
the year. The coasting voyage from Babylonia down
the Persian Gulf, and so to the Indus, may be followed
in' the Periplus (§§ zSff-)' '^^ ^^ Arrian's Hist. Indica
Coming now to Arabia, we find in the Minasan
„_ A 'h" inscriptions hints, and in the Greek
geographers data, of the long trade
routes, which traversed the peninsula.
Sprenger (.4Ite Geogr. Arab., chap. 2) describes nine of these
routes, with Ptolemy's map of Arabia ; and Wustenfeld (Die I'on
Medina auslaiif. Hauptstrassen,
and Die Strasse V07i Bap-a
7iach Mekka; Goti. 1862 and 1867 with maps) has laid down
the routes in the N . half of Arabia from the data o f t h e Arabian
geographers.

The principal roads were those by which frankincense
was brought to Syria and Mesopotamia from the
Sabsean country.
Pliny {IINYl 33 ed. Delph.) gives the distance from Thomna
to Gaza as sixty-five daily marches for camels.'? T h e route
held to Mecca, from remote antiquity a great centre of trade.
There it divided. One branch turned N E . through Nejd (a
present pilgrim-route) and again divided, one arm E . through
€l-Hasa to the ancient Gerra, or other port on the Bahrein Gulf,'"^
the other N K . towards Basrah. T h e main branch from Mecca
•continued N . to iMedlnah (whence a tolerably watered road
1 At Keneh.
For the route, past granite and porphyry
•quarries with Greek and Roman remains, see Baedeker's Eg,[^
34B. Myos Hormos, now Abu Sar el-Kibli, lay in the lat. of
j\I:uif,L!ut, and from there or Assidt was about 150 m. distant.
'^ Or AduI6 (near Annesley Bay) the port for Axum, 120 m.
distant; in the Gk. period the market for trade with Central
Africa, ' much frequented by traders from Alexandria and the
Elanitic gulf'—Cosmas Indicopleustes, Christ.
Topogr. (6th
cent.), Bk. I I . E T by M'Crindle, 54.
3 Cp Burton, Pilgrimage to Al-Med. and Mecca, fX\^^. 11.
^ This appears also to have been the datum of Timosthenes,
the Ptolemaic admiral, in Pliny, HN('i23 ed. Delph., where
for quatridui read quadraginta
dierum.
5 Muziris, on the Malabar coast, either Calicut, or more
probably, iMangalore; see the Periplus
and Ptolemy. For
voyages to different ports in India, cp Sprenger, Alte. Geog.
Arab. gZff.
6 Geogr. Gr. Min., ed. Miiller, Paris, 1882, vol. i., 2 8 4 ^
3 3 2 ^ with Tabb. X I . and X I I I . - X V .
*? Palgrave (144) gives his day's march as twelve to fourteen
hours, at about 5 m. an hour, ' t h e ordinary price of a riding
•camel.' This seems even for such rather much, and freight
camels certainly go more slowly.
8 Palgrave (369) gives the time for the Persian pilgrims from
Abu-Shahr (Bushire) across the gulf and through Nejd to
Mecca as two months.
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We have now to trace the routes from Egypt across
32 EeT^nt
Syria towards Damascus for the
through Syria, ^uphrates
Of these there are in
°
•'
the main four.
r. E. of Jordan.—Thefirst,
from the E. westward,
left the Delta by Suez for Nakhl, on the plateau of Tih,
and thence reached Elath at the head of the Gulf of
"Akabah,"* where it joined the routes S. and E. through
Arabia. From 'Akabah it turned up the W . el-Ithm to
the E. of Edom (Israel's track) and struck Ma'an (where
it crossed the route Mecca to Petra). From Ma'an it
is ten journeys to Damascus (Doughty, A7'. Des. I48) ;
the present Hajj route keeps to the E. of Moab, to
avoid the deep cafions (for routes through Moab, see
M O A B , § 8) to Kal'at ez-Zerka, on the upper waters of

the Zerka, the biblical Jabbok. Thence it holds due
N. to Rimthehand el-Muzerib, thence upon the west of
the Leja to Damascus. An older branch struck from
the Zerka N E . to Bosra (to which other routes came
up from Arabia), Kanatha, and so by the E. of the
Leja to Damascus.
2. Up the 'Ai'dbah.—The second route, from Elath to
Damascus, followed the great trench of the 'Arabah by
the foot of Mt. Seir to the Dead Sea, and then up its
west coast and the Jordan valley. This has great disadvantages in heat and ^\'ant of water ; but the traffic
along it (at least as far as the Dead Sea) was considerable in the early Mohammedan period, and the same
stretch of it may have been used by Jewish trade with
Elath in the days of the kings.
3. By Hebron.—A third line of road from Egypt
through Syria—perhaps that called the way of SHUR

(q.v.. Gen. I67) — started from the middle of the
Isthmus, struck E. through the desert till it crossed
Jebel Magharah,^ turned N. round J. Helal, Crossed
W. el-'Arish (from \\hich onwards there "are not a few
wells and waterpJts), passed el-Birein, Ruhaibeh, and
Khalasa to Beersheba and Hebron ( P A L E S T I N E , § 20).

4. By 77iaritime plai7i. —The fourth route left the
Delta at Pelusium or some station near the present
el-Kantara on the canal, for Rhinokolura (el-'Arlsh),
Raphia, and Gaza—six to seven marches from the
Delta. ^ Thence by Ashdod up the Maritime Plain.
1 So Doughty. For the mercantile qualities of the inhabitants, Ste Palgra\'i:, 117 (Oneyza ; v. Oppenheim [-54], 'Oneze).
2 Or Medain .Salih.
'-'• Palgrave. A description of the route between the Jof and
Jlosra, along the W. Sirhan is given by Forder (With Ai-abs in
Te'nt and Town, chaps. b->^). It is apparently s i days from
the Jof to Ithera ; thence four hours to Kaf, thence 6 days to
Orman, thence 1 to Bosra.
•1 'PaXmer, Desert of the Exodus;
TrumhuW, Kadesh
Barnea;
consult Palmer also for routes from Suez lo Sinai.
5 T o the N . of Jebel Yeleg : see Drake Holland's M a p ,
PEFQ, 1884, p . 46 Napoleon, Guerre dOrient:
Campagnes dEgypte
et de
Syrie, vol. i i . ; Wittmann's Travels, 128 ff. Arcliduke Sal5162
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These four roads from Egypt to Syria were crossed by
others from Arabia to the Levant and S. Palestine.
The direction of these, across the
33. Crossdesert of Tih and the Xegeb, must
routes : Tih,
ha\'e varied according to season and
Negeb.
rainfall.
This desert, so important
both in the wanderings and in the trade of Israel, is in
the main a high, hard plateau, the Plateau of Tih,
bearing short, irregular ranges of hills, and is mostly
barren, but its valleys contain alluvial soil. The rainfall
in January and February is considerable, and then there
is much grass. Perennial springs are infrequent; but
in the longer wadies water can nearly always be had by
digging. Horses may be taken everj'where, provided
camels accompany them with water-skins for the long
intervals between wells (Wilson, PEFQ, 1887, pp. 3 8 ^ ) .
The ruins of vineyards and villages, with forts, in the
.XEGEB {q--o-) prove that it was once easy of traverse.
The most inaccessible portion is immediately W. of the
'Arabah and S. of the Palestine frontier—some 60 m.
N. and S. by 50 E. and W. —steep ridges, the
horae of the wildest of the Arabs of this region, the
'.\zazimeh. This part throws the roads between Palestine and the Red Sea to the W. and E. of itself
These
naturally bend to the best sources of water, of which we
may note the following:—'Ain el-W'eibeh' in the -Vrabah,
about 80 m. from Elath, and 30 from the Dead .Sea ;
15 m. X . , ' . \ i n H a s h ; - S. of the'Azazimeh country,
well-watered wadies round the famous '-Mm Kaiiis
( K A I J E ^ I I , I ) ; but this district is 'so shut off by Jebel
iMagrah and other hills that it is not visited by
through roads ; wells at Hathirah, Birein, el-'.'Vujeh, and
elsewhere afford a well-watered line of travel X. and
S. on which most of the routes converge ; N. of the
'.\/:.Izimeh country, '.-Vin el-Mureidhah, W. el-Yemen,
and Kurnub. Taking these facts ^^'ith the evidence of
the ancient geographers and of travellers like Robinson,
Palmer, Clay Trumbull, Holland, and Wilson, we can
determine the following lines of traffic across the desert
of Tih and the Xegeb.
i. The chief line of traffic is that which from the
head of the Gulf of '.Akabah strikes XW. over the
plateau of Tih to the conspicuous mountain '.\raif
en-Xaliah,' and bending X. coincides near Birein with
the trunk road from the middle of the Isthmus of Suez
to Hebron.
It leaves the trunk road again near
Ruhaibeh and strikes X'W. on Gaza. For camels it
is about eight days' journey by this route from '.\l<abah
to Gaza. To the E. of the S. half of it, but coinciding
with its X. half, are several pilgrim routes between
Sinai and Gaza much used in the Middle .Ages ; * it is
ten da3-s from St. Catherine's Convent to Gaza.^
2. "The route from Ma'an and Petra to the Xegeb
descends by Petra and the W. el-Abyad, crosses the
'.\rabah ,XW. to '.Vin el-Weibeh, and thence strikes
up through the hills by several branches, the best
known being that which leaves the 'Arabah a little to
the .X. of '.Ain el-V\'eibeh, passes 'Ain el-Mureidhah
and '.Ain el-Khuran to the great mountain barrier,
pierced by the Xakb el-\'emen, Nakb es-.Sufah (thought
liy some to be ZEPH..iTH or HOR.M.AH, through which
Israel attempted Palestine from the S., Xu. I445 213
Dt. I4+ Judg. 117) and Xaljb es-Sufev.'' Still another
pass to the W. of Xakb el-\'emen is said to carry a road
to Gaza. On the high region to the X'. of these passes
the routes reunite, and, p.assing a little to the E. of Kur-

nubiand'-Ar'.trah, the road divides into two, one -X. of
Beersheba to Gaza, the other by Kh. el-Milh to Hebron.
By this road from Ma'an to the Xegeb pilgrims and
supplies from Gaza and Hebron meet the Hajj at
jMa'an, and it is probable that from Hebron to 'Ain
el-Weibeh and thence down the '.Arabah the same road
carried the trade of the kings of Israel to Elath or
Ezion-geber. ^
3. Finally, there was a less important line of traffic
from Gaza along the S. frontier of Palestine and round
the S. end of the Dead Sea to Kerak.
For the main and cross routes through Palestine
p , ..
itself, see P.iLESTiNE, § 20, to which

vator, Dee Kar,rzoanenstrasse
von .-Ig. nach Syr. (Prairue
1879; E T , London, 1881).
^ Robinson, BR 2 580 If.
•- V. Raumer, I'allistina,
480 j f . ; Clay Trumbull,
Kadesh
Barnc,c, 207 etc.
3 .\nother branch strikes from '.\kabah up the 'Arabah,
as,;ends the plateau by tbe W. e]-Be\ri'neh and joins tbe main
road ne.ar W. el Ghudaghid (Robinson), .S. of J. '.Vrfiif enXaliah.
^ For a list .see Robinson, BR 1 5 6 1 ^
5 Felix Fabri, ET,,jgatoriiini, and other medijeval travellers.
6 Large .Map to Clay Trumbull's Kadesh
Barnea.
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34. i-aiestme. ^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ ^^^ following :—

X. From Dead Sea.—The great 'Arabah road and
the salt deposits at the S. end of the Dead Sea were
connected with Jerusalem by a route through el-Milh and
Hebron, by another which left the Dead Sea at Engedi
and deployed up the V\'. Husasah to Jebel F'ureidis
(Herodium), or crossed W. Ghuw^eir and ascending
W. Jerfan struck X W . to Jerusalem. The second of
these is a very bad road. To-day the salt-carriers, in
preference to both, follow the Dead Sea coast to a
point X. of Engedi before striking up to Jerusalem.
2. -icross W. range.—X. ofthe Dead Sea the routes
across the W. range were two : first, that mentioned in
P A L E S T I N E , § 20, by the Beth-horons, past the great
sanctuary and market at Bethel, down to Jericho ; '.Ain
ed-Duk on one branch of this route is probably a
Philistine station ( D A G O X , DOCUS) of the days when the
Philistines commanded the traffic on this line (it was
also used by the Crusaders, who did not hold Gaza,
for their traffic with Aloab, Edom, and '.Akaba ; Rey,
Les Colonies Fr,iii,pies dans les XIP- et XIII. Sibcles .ch. 9) I second, the road which, ascending X\V'. from
Jaffa, crosses the watershed at Shechem in the pass
between Ebal and Gerizim, and descends the wadies elKerad and Fari'ah to the ford at ed-Damieh. That the
trading Philistines also used this route is certified by
the presence to the E. of Shechem of a Beit Dejan—
i.e., Beth-Dagon. .So also Vespasian marched {DJ
iv. 81).
Carmel was turned by four routes X. from Sharon,
( i ) The most westerly follows the coast; it connected
the Ph'xnician settlements .S. and X.
35. Sharon to
of Carmel, and in later times Caesarea
Esdraelon.
with Ptolemais. (2) .A road leaves
the X. end of Sharon and strikes X'. by Subbarin and
E. of Carmel to Tell Keimun ; it is the shortest line
from Egypt to the Pha-nician cities.
(3) Another
lea\es Sharon at Kh. es-Sumrah, strikes N E . up the
A\'. 'Arah to '.Ain Ibrahim and enters Esdraelon at
LejjOn (.Megiddo), from ivhich roads branch to Xazareth, Tiberias, and, by Jezreel, to Beth-shan and the
Jordan. (4) The fourth leaves Sharon by the W. Abu
X'ar, emerges on the plain of Dothan, and enters
Esdraelon at Jenin (En-gannim) ; for the Jordan valley
and the road to Damascus across Hauran it is shorter
than the route by Lejjun (cp Gen. 8825). On these
roads and their significance see HG Tr,off.
The valleys of S. Galilee, disposed E. and \ \ ' . , carried
some of the most famous roads of Palestine. These
36. S. Galilee. "^"•'"'* ^'°"' ^^^° (PTOLEMAIS).
(i)
One struck S b . by another BethDagon,^ climbed to Sepphoris, passed nenr Xa^^areth,
and descended by the W. esh-Sharrar to the Jordan at
the Roman bridge, Jisr el-Mujami', the main Roman
road to the trans-Jordanic provinces.
(2) Another
crossed by the valley N. of Sepphoris and descended
on Tiberias. (3) Another climbed E. probably by
W . \\'asriyeh, held along the foot of Upper Galilee to
Ramah, from which one branch descended to join a
1 The biblical T a m a r . See % 50.
2 So too, perhaps, ran one of the Roman roads between
Hebron and Elath.
3 Dok of the Crusading Chronicles (e.p^., L'Estoire
de la
Guerr-e Sai7ite, 1097. 11. 3987, 4071); now Tell Da'ouk or Dauk.
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N. and S. trunk road at Capernaum, whilst a second
proceeded by .Safed to the present Bridge of the
Daughters of Jacob across Jordan. These are probably
the roads reflected in the parables of Jesus {HG 42^ff-)The most northerly is the most natural (or easiest)
route for traffic from the sea-coast to Damascus

for trade through Elam with the interior of .Asia h a s
already been noticed. For the land routes from India
to Babylon, see Lassen, Indische
.-lltcrthtimskiinde,
2529; for the ancient sea route, Arrian's "IPSIKIJ, §§
20^
For both under Babylonians, Persians, Greeks,
and Romans, see Ijelow, §§ 56, 58, 63, 71.

(PTOLE.MAIS, § 3).

More difficult roads, however, crossed the highlands
behind Phoenicia :—(i) from Tyre, by Burj el-Alawei
, through the valley near Abrikha (where
' ' ' • ^-^J^ ^
pavement is still found) down to the
Sidon.
^_j ^f ^^^jj Thelathln, across the
Hasbany to Banias ; (2) from Tyre, or (3) from Sidon,
to the elbow of the Litany and so down to the Hasbany
bridge and Banias. T h e importance of these roads is
testified by the lines of crusading castles upon them.
On the !•". of Jordan (X. of Moab) the cross-routes
are best illustrated by the position of the cities of
^B FnfTnrflaT, DEC.VPOLIS (4^.1;,). From the Jordan
JB. t . o i j o r a a n . opposite ScythopoHs (Bethshan) start
three r o a d s : — ( i ) one to the S. by Pella (with a variation
a little to the "S.) and thence SE. over the hills of
Gilead (by the lost Dion) to Gerasa and Philadelphia
(with branches). (2) .A second climbed to Gadara,
and thence along the ridge to Abila of the Decapolis,
and by .Abila to Kanatha or by Edrei to Bosra and
Jebel Hauran. (3) .A third climbed from the E. coast
of the Lake of Galilee by Hippos (Susiya opposite
Tiberias) and crossed Jaulan and Hauran by Nawa
(with variants) to Damascus. T o the X. of these ran
other two : (4) from the Bridge of the Daughters of
Jacob by el-Kuneitrah, and (5) from Banias by Kefr
H.awar—both to Damascus.
The lines of trade through X. Syria from Damascus
and Phienicia to the Euphrates are determined by the
qa TO* Q " desert, the long par.allel lines of hills,
39. JM. b y n a . ^^^ ^-^^ Orontes valley. T h e shortest
route from Damascus to Mesopotamia is X E . by the
Palmyra or T A D M O R oasis ; but its difficulties, due
to the want of water and the wild character of the
nomads, diverted the main volume of traffic through
the settled eountrv to the E. of Jebel Ansarlya. Here
the road frum li.miascus struck due X"". on the E. of
.Antilibanus, by Riblah, Hemessa (Homs), Hadrach,
to Hamath (Hamiat), where it was joined by » road
from the Ph(xnician coast up the Leontes and down the
Orontes valleys. Froin Hamath the routes were two :
one X'E. to Tiphsah (Thapsacus), ' t h e ford,' on the
Euphrates; the other, and more frequent, N. by
Halwan (Haleb, Aleppo) and .Arpad (TeU Arfad) to
Carchemish (Jerijibis), a great sanctuary and market.^
From this rafts descended the Euphrates to Babylon,
and a road travelled

.

.

E. by H . \ R . \ N [^.Z'.] (Harran),

again a famous sanctuary and market,

B b iMiia ' ^""^ Nisibis (Xaslbln) to the Tigris at
-I
' Xineveh. On Carchemish and Harran
converged routes from Asia Minor and Armenia ; upon
Xineveh from .Armenia by the Upper Tigris and from
the Caspian by the Greater Zab and other valleys.
On the Mesopotamian routes with their extensions into
.Asia Minor, Persia, and farther E., see below §§ 58
(Persian Imperial roads), 63 (Greek), and 69 (Roman).
The Euphrates is navigable for 1200 m. from its mouth,
and is said to be, as high up as its junction with the
Khabur, 18 ft. deep, a depth that sometimes falls,
Io\\'--r down its course, with the dissipation of its waters,
to 12 ft. (Rogers, Hist, of Bab. and .-Its. 1271 ff.).
The Tigris, much more rapid, and of more uncertain
volume, is less fitted for navigation ; but to-day small
steamers proceed as far up as Baghdiid, and boats even
to Mosul (Xmeveh). - T h e convenience of Babylonia
t See m.'ip to ASSYRIA, between cols. 352 and 353.
2 From Mr.siil to Baghdiid, by raft down the Ticrri^, takes
from five to ^i.'C days according to the state of the r i \ e r ; from
BaG:hdad to Mr,^ul a caravan takes twenty to twenty-two days
(The Pioneer, Way 29, 1902).
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In Part I. (§§ 1-27) we have surveyed the vast and
intricate system of commerce which prevailed throughout
. , W. Asia by the close of the second miUen41. F e n o d s . ^ j ^ ^ , g^, Ontheirsettlement in Palestine,
between 1300 and 1150 B.C., Israel came into contact
with this system upon two of its most ancient and
crowded pathways through Syria: between the Euphrates
and the Nile, and between Arabia and the Lc\ant.
Before we follow the details of their gradual engagement in this system, we have to examine (i) the traditions which they brought with theni, or adopted from
the Canaanites, in order to discover what leflection of
trade these may contain (§ 4 2 / ) . \^'e shall then
(§§ 4 4 . ^ ) treat of the history of Israel's ow n trade under
(2) the Judges (§ 4 6 / ) ; (3) the early monarchy (Saul
to Solomon, §§ 48-51) ; (4) the divided kingdom till the
end ofthe ninth century (§§ 51-53) ; (5) the eighth and
seventh centuries till the fall of Jerusalem in 586 (§§
53-57) ; (6) the e.xilic and Persian Period till 332 B.C.
(§§ 58-62) ; (7) the Greek Period (§§ 63-67) ; and (8)
the Roman Period till the destruction of Jerusalem
by Titus (§§ 68-81).
It is interesting that the earliest Hebrew traditions of
primitive man are—with a few doubtful exceptions—as
.„ „ ,
destituteof references to trade, as we have
. ' , . . . ^ found those in W . Asia in general to be.
traditions. .
j. TT^
• *U
i
Accordmg to J E passages in the early
chapters of Genesis, the founders of civilisation were
hunters, shepherds, tillers of the soil, inventors of
^\ capons and musical instruments, and builders of cities.
There is no recognition of a special class of merchants ;
nor is there any reflection of such in Israel's earliest
conceptions of the Deity. This agrees with the results
of an examination of other religions (§§ 23-27). Certain
of the stories, however, appear to take for granted the
existence of commerce among early men. As in early
Egypt the weaponsmith himself carried his goods abroad
for sale (^ 12), so the Kain of Gen. 4, perhaps the
'forger,' is the founder of the first city—i-e., market or
centre of trade (see C A I N I T E S , § 5 / ) — a n d it is
possible to trace the mixed story of the Kain of Gen. 4
—an agriculturist who became a wanderer—to (among
other sources) an attempt to describe the origin of
commerce ; for, except for commerce, agriculturists do
not take to travel (but see C A I N for other explanations).
Again, some reflection of Babylon's early position as a
world market has already (§ 10) been suggested in the
story of the tower of Babel. Whatever significance in
this respect we assign to such traditions—the very
doubtful exceptions alluded to above—we may see in
the fate imputed to Babylon a symptom of that horror
of building and of cities which marks the unsophisticated
nomad, and is observable among the desert-bred portions
of Israel to a comparatively late period {e.g. in .Amos).
The tales of the fathers of Israel assign to the people
an Aramaean origin—that is to say, among a people, and
4'?
' " "^ '''"'^
* ' * ^''^^^
%s- P
r aaitrriiaa rr cc nh sa . ^^^^
^.^ ^ ^' ^"j ^ " ".^^.^-^^^
(g j gflourished
|
j^^
mercantile pursuits are imputed to the patriarchs by
the J E passages ; but these take for granted the existence in their days of a developed commerce {e.g.. Gen.
20 16, ' 1000 silver pieces'; 24 22, ' shekels ' as weights ;
and the position of the ' cities of the plain ' on a wellknown knot of traffic at the S. end of the Dead Sea ;
cp the importance of Zoar as a trading centre in early
Mohammedan and crusading times : M O A B , § 9) an
assumption which the data given in Part I. (esp. §§
2-20) assure us is not anachronistic. A price paid to
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Abraham is estimated in the most primitive forms of
currency, cattle and slaves (Gen. 2014 ; cp 1^127,
perhaps as blackmail).
A wife is purchased with
precious metals, in the form of ornaments ("JJ) ; a kid
is "•iven as a hai'lot's wage (8817) ; and silver is paid
by Jacob's sons for corn in Egypt, and also by the
E,t;vptians till it fails, wlien the price is paid first in
cattle and then in land (47i4/A)- Thus the J E stories
ofthe Patriarchs present us with instances of practically
every stage in the primitive evolution of money.
The passage of Israel northwards to Palestine
brought them along and across ancient and much. . , frequented lines of commerce {§§ 31-34)
whilst the traditions of their early conof Israel.
quests and settlements in Palestine relate
their inheritance of the fruits of the rich BabylonianEgyptian trade which, as we have seen (^?; 25 27),
filled Svria on the eve of their arrival. Cp ' the goodly
Babylonish mantle,' ' 2 0 0 shekels of silver/ and ' t h e
gold ingot of 50 shekels ' among the spoil of Jericho
(Josh. 721, J E ) , and the Dt. tradition that besides the
fruits of the long-developed agriculture of Palestine the
incoming Israelites inherited ' houses full of all goods '
(Dt. 6 1 0 / Josh. 2413 Neh. 925).
Vel these accounts abstain from asserting that Israel
at the same time entered on the carrying trade of
Canaan.
Israel w.is confined to the
45. Distance
hills. Xone of the tribes reached the
from sea.
sea coast except Asher, and the probably
sarcastic reference in Deborah's song (Judg. 5 17) to his
' creeks ' (AV ' breaches ') is borne out by the harbourless character of the coast between Accho (held by the
Phcenicians) and Ras en-Nakurah.
T h e fact is that,
down almost the entire length of Israel's history, a belt
of foreign territory separated the people from the s e a :
nor did the spectacle of the sea, breaking on what was
generally a lee shore, and entirely without natural
harbours, excite any temptation to reach it. The first
coast town taken by Israel was Joppa, and that not till
144 B.C. In Hebrew literature down to exilic times
and even later, the sea is only used (i) for the W .
horizon, (2) as a symbol of arrogance against God (Is.
\1 i2ff. and Pss.), and (3) as \ means to attempt
escape from hira (Am. 9 3 ; Jonah).
T h e word for
harbour in (the late) Ps. 107 30 is a general term for
' refuge
in Hebrew there is no word for ' port,' and the
later Jews had to borrow one from the Greeks—limen
(see HG ch. 7). Even if Ps. VG refers to Israelites,
it describes merchants, not sailors. It is remarkable
that even to this day Jews, who have risen to eminence
in every other department of the life of nations among
\vhom they have settled, have ne\er been known to
fame as admirals or ship-captains, and are very seldom
found as sailors (so far as the present writer knows,
only in the Black Sca).^
Inland waters.—As for inland waters : the Dead Sea
was not navigated till the time of the Romans ; there
were only fishing boats on the Lake of Galilee ; ^ and on
the Jordan only a ferry (2 S. 1919 [18]) or two[cp F O R D ] .
Boats on the Jordan are not mentioned till the Talmud.
Early Israel was not so wholly shut off from the lines
of land traffic which traverse Palestine. The Canaan4fi T H ^^^^ continued to hold positions commandt r ffi ing these—like Bethshan,^ and even others
(sometimes in a line) across the Westem
Range (Gezer, Gibeon, Jerusalem); while the Philistines
entered on possession of Gaza and the S. end of the
maritime plain.
Still the connubium which Israel
indulged in with Canaanites (Judg. 8 5 / ' substantially
J,' Moore) and Phihstines (Samson) certainly proves

commerce. The possession of old Canaanite sanctuaries
on the cross-routes would carry with it the superiority
of the markets connected with them (§ 24); thus we find
Ephraim at Shechem, or the neighbouring Gilgal (Juleijil),
Benjamin at Bethel, and judah at Hebron—one of the
great markets for the desert. But other tribes gradually
settled across the chief lines of through traffic—Issachar,
Zebulun, and Dan ; and these are the only tribes to
whom any portion of O T literature that can be called
early, appears to assign any international trade.
Issachar, on Esdraelon, is described as the guardian
of some great fair (Dt. 3 ; j i 8 / : ISSACHAR, § 2 ) ;
and Zebulun farther W. as commanding the coasttrade (Gen. 4'.i 13 Dt. 33 19 ; ZEBULUN) ; while some
interpret Deborah's reference to Dan of their connection at Laish with Sidon (cp D A N , § 3). However
that may be, Dan's posidon there commanded one
great line of traffic N. and S. and another E. and W.
Further, it is interesting that some of the battles and
expeditions under the Judges were on the line of these
and other ancient lines of traffic—Esdraelon, Dan,
Jericho (3 1 2 ^ ) , and the route from Jordan into Arabia,
Succoth, Jogbehah, on which it is Ishmaelites with
ear-rings of gold (in other words traders) whom
Gideon defeats (8 ; o^v. 24). There is, too, a possible
mention of pearls (nis'mn, v. 26 ; cp Moore's note, p. 233),
as well as one of purple (?). In 10 12 are mentioned the
Maonites, probably the Minaeans ; even if we should
read with © Midian, it is traders who are meant.
Along with these, the reference to the disturbance of
travel in the land in Judg. 5 (v. tf) must not be overlooked. It is interesting to note the distinction already
observed between trading and non-trading communities
in the case of Laish (IS7).
Laish on a small scale
illustrated the military carelessness which rendered (e.g.)
the great trading dynasties of Babylonia so easy a prey
to the nomadic hordes who conquered them.
The elements of trade in the period of the Judges
must have been simple ; still, we are not warranted by
4.7 TViP '•^^ data in minimising them. Salt would
, T \A„
> come frora the Dead Sea, and asphalt ; fish
° ' from the coast towns. That the useful raetals
came from the outside is clear both from their absence
frora Israel's earlier possessions and from the Philistine
policy (i S. 1819) of banishing from among them the
smiths. That is to say, metal-work was not familiar to
the Israelites themselves; it was probably pursued, as
in so many parts of Syria and Arabia at the present
day, by certain nomadic families. A little gold, probably in the shape of small rings and other ornaments,
would be bought from the Arabian caravans (Judg. 8
and 10 as above) ; and silver pieces are mentioned
(94 I65 \l2ff. 10). In exchange, the Hebrews could
give their surplus wool and oil, figs, raisins, and perhaps
wine (Judg. 913 ; cp the early use of the phrase ' every
man under his own vine and fig tree' : 1 K. 55).^
But the foreign character of the international trade of
this period is seen in the use of gentilic names for
merchants alluded to above (§13) and in the meaning
of the earliest Hebrew terms for trader (ino and '73-1 =
traveller).''^
It is usually assumed by modern writers that Solomon
was the real father of trade in Israel ; yet the conditions,
p .
actual symptoms, and consequences of a
. ^ considerable commerce are present from
^' the very beginning of the monarchy—
which by all \V. Asian analogies, would itself be sufficient proof of the organisation and rapid increase of
Israel's trade. The Philistines not only held the main
line of commerce between Egypt and PhoeniciaBabylonia ; their encounters with Israel at Michmash
and Gilboa (cp Bet Dejan E. of Shechem, and Dagon
near Jericho, § 34) appear to imply a struggle for the

• Jos. (Bj\'\\.^2)
mentions Jewish pirates at Joppa.
There
was a Jewi.sh naval officer in the U . S . ci-\'il w a r ;
Spectator,
Jan. 3, 1 ^ 3 .
2 And in Greek times galleys. C p the galley on some of the
coins of Gadara.
3 The list in J u d g . 1 contains a number of towns on the main
routes.
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1 Cp Buhl, Die socialen Verlidltnisse der Israeliten,
12.
'^ Note the sanctuary as the treasury, and the hire of mercenaries (Judg. £t 4).
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cross-routes to thc E. as \\ ell. In connection with
Saul's earlier successes over the Philistines on one of these
routes, Da\'id's praise of him, that ' he brought up
adornmg of gold on the garments' of the daughters of
Israel (2 S. I24) is very significant.
In W. -Asia the rise of a power like David's always
means an intentional increase of commerce, of which a
very good illustration is found in Palgrave's description
of the policy of Telal ibn-Rasheed of Hayil, who by
the security of his dominions and the surrounding desert,
by liberal offers to merchants at a. distance, and the
introduction of good commercial families, created i
considerable external trade among his people [Central
and E. A7-ab., 93 112 133 [ed. 1883]). David united,
pacified, and partly organised all Israel; finally threw
off the Philistine yoke (and perhaps carried his power
into Philistia itself) ; subdued the Canaanites who had
liitherto held se\'eral of the towns in Hebrew territory ;
and founded a capital whose population must (as Buhl
points out, p. 16) have been dependent on commerce
for their livelihood.
He stamped shekels used in
weighing (2 S. 1426), which we may take as evidence of
other regulations of commerce.
T h e considerable
number of foreign names among his servants is partly
significant of trade ; but if they were all military
mercenaries, we have seen ( § 1 1 ) that in W. Asia the
substitution of such for a native militia (AkMV, § 4)—
and this is the first appearance of mercenary troops in
Israel (yet cp Judg. 94)—was alwa>'S the consequence of
an increase of trade. David subdued Moab, Ammon,
and Edom (with command of the SE. trade routes) ;
extended his influence as far X. as Hamath ( D A V I D ,
§§ 7-9) ; and made an alliance with Hiram of Tyre,
with whose help he built a royal house of stone and
cedar. On these data, some of which are conclusive,
we may assume that in David's reign trade in the real
sense of the word had already begun to grow in Israel.

kept in mind that the king of all Israel could always
pay in the assurance of security for thc .\rabian
Phoenician traffic across his dominions, and that when
this service, and Israel's surplus corn and oil (i K.
625 [11] : 20,000 kor of wheat and 20,000 bath of oil
annually to Hiram) and perhaps wool, failed to meet the
value of the timber and other imports from Phoenicia,
Solomon paid the balance in land ( i K. 9 i i ^ ) .
Buhl
(y/) thinks it doubtful that the expeditions to Ophir
were undertaken for trade.
But for \\hat else
could they have been undertaken ? Early Egyptian
and Babylonian expeditions to distant lands had
no other aim (§ 8, third note). \ \ ' e have seen that
some products of Europe were in Babylonian shops by
1400 B.C. ; the Phcenician ships may have carried these
or others to Ophir. There, were also Syrian dates, and
corn, the Syrian woven robes, the Tyrian purple, and
Phoenician modifications of Babylonian and Egyptian
art, weapons and perhaps silver ; whilst we have also
seen (§ 20) that the early Egyptians exchanged trinkets
(as civilised peoples do to this day among barbarian
tribes) for the valuable products which they found in
the markets of Punt. Solomon's servants may have
done the same with the unsophisticated natives of
Ophir ; and we have seen that dates and weapons are
still imported to the S coast of Arabia ( § 5 ) . i K.
1028/1 records Solomon's trade in horses. T h e text
restored from ^ ^ is to be read : ' The export of horses
for Solomon was out of Musri and Kue : the dealers of
the king brought them out of Kue for a price.' Musr is
the X. Syrian state of that name ( M I Z R A I M , § 2 c) ; Kue
is Cilicia (see C I L I C I A , § 2). Horses came from N. to S.
in W . Asia : probably first from Asia Minor into Syria.
T h e Hebrew text which introduces them to Palestinefrom
Egypt, is impossible : horses were not indigenous in
Egypt nor were the pastures there sufficient for breeding
and rearing them for export.
Yet notice the reference
in Dt. 1716 which implies that some horses came to Israel
from Egypt, i K. 1015 (see Benzinger, for the correct
.^n -rt J.J. text) states that Solomon derived part

It was under Solomon, however, that, as in the
building of the temple so in the organisation of a con.j^ -p
•
siderable commerce, thefuU consequences
'
, ° of David's policy were first realised. T h e
mixed and much edited records of the
reign of SOLOMON [^.Z*.] have behind all their later
additions the facts, not only of an increase of wealth in
Israel ( i K. 813), which was comparatively enormous,
but also of foreign enterprises and of internal provisions
for trade which can alone account for such increase.
David's alliance and commerce with Hiram of Tyre were
continued. Whatever historical value be assigned to
the story of the Queen of Sheba's visit to Jerusalem
(1K.IO1-13), there is at the bottom of it at least the
fact of a land trade with the S. of Arabia ; whilst the
inherent probability of the record of voyages down the
Red Sea (on the state of the text of i K.928 1 0 n see
Benzinger) is obvious from Solomon's position between
Phcenicia and Arabia and the command which his
father's conquest of Edom gave him of the route to
Elath. Without Solomon's aid the Phoenicians could
not have voyaged from the Gulf of 'Akaba to Ophir.
That the sailors and ships are described as Phoenician,
not Israelite, proves that the story has not been at least
wholly idealised by later writers. If Ophir, as is most
probable, lay on the S. coast of Arabia (see OPHIR),^three
months would amply suffice for the voyage there, and
the expedition would be back within a year ; the datum
of the record that a voyage was made only every third
year is another symptom of the absence of exaggeration.
It is, indeed, .^ difficultv with many scholars that the
small kingdom of Israel had too little to furnish in
exchange for the vast and valuable imports described as
coming from Ophir ; and the reporters are at a loss to
name the gifts from Solomon to the Queen of Sheba in
return for hers to him (i K. IO13). But it must be
1 T h e most recent proposal for Ophir is the Malay peninsula,
where there are ancient and deserted gold mines. See The Pilot,
Oct. 1902.
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of his wealth from tolls levied on the
transit trade between Arabia and the Levant.'^ If i S.
8 1 5 ^ be, as is probable, of post-Solomonic date, and
therefore reflect the evils of a monarchy already experienced, it is notable that nothing is said, among the
taxes imposed on native Is7'aelites, of one imposed for
trade. But this will only mean that, as in early Egypt
( § 1 1 ) and partly in Hayil, when Palgrave was there in
1863, the trade of Israel was directly carried on by the
king himself through his servants : it was not private
enterprise but part of the royal administration (cp i K.
10 28 ' t h e dealers of the king'). Further, Solomon is
said to have ' built' or fortified cities on trade routes
( 9 1 7 / ) : ' Gezer, Beth-horon the nether, Baalath, and
T a m a r in the wilderness, and all the store-cities (ny
niji^crn ; cp C I T Y [ / ] , S T O R E - C I T I E S ) which Solomon

had.' T A M A R [q.v.) is most probably Tamara to the
S. of Judah, on the route to Petra or Elath. Other
signs of Solomon's far-spread commercial influence are
his alliance with Egypt, which carried \\ith it the
possession of Gezer that commands more than one line
of traffic [^iff. 917/.) ; the description ofhis dominion
as stretching from Tiphsah (' the crossing') on the X.
Euphrates, to Gaza (424 [5 4]). with dominion over all
the kings beyond the river, w-hich can only mean coramercial influence ; and the datum * the entering in of
H a m a t h ' (865)—?.e.. the issue from Israel between the
Lebanons towards the most important mart in X. Svria.
There is no allusion to trade in Solomon's prayer to Yaliwe
1 After Wi. A T Gntcrs. H"8_^ ; cp MIZRAIM, § 2 a ; HORSE,
g T (5); and, on the other side, CHAKinr, §4, col. 726 n. i . [On
I K. 10 28_X see also Crit. Bib., and cp Sor.oMON, § 8].
2 [Kittel also touches the M T ; but, like lienzlnger he mav
appear to some to be almost too moderate. Cp SDLOMON § 7
on ' t h e singular statement' in i K . 1 0 i 4 y ; , and Crit ^Bib.
T h a t Z'^V should be read instead of Di" is undeniable CChe.).]
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(ch. 8) ; but in the exigencies of foreign trade, and the
introduction of guilds or groups of foreign merchantmen
we may see the cause of the multiplication of altars
to strange gods in Jerusalem, especially Phoenician,
Mo.ibite, and .-Vmmonite (2 K. 2313). \Vith this compare the universal custom iUustrated in §§ 21-24. [^'P

(over Babylonia), to the borders of Egypt and into
.Arabia, all before the end of the eighth century ; and
by 670 Esarhaddon had taken Memphis. Thus, for
the first time since the fifteenth century, \V. Asia lay
under one political power, yet the lingua franca which
prevailed throughout was not that of her conquerors
but of the Araniajans (§ 15). For the internal business
of .Assyria at this time, see Johns, -4ss. Deeds and Documents (Camb. 1901) : a large collection chiefly of seventh
century; also yf/Ol 1 3 9 ^ 1'c'ccff.
The advance of Assyria in the ninth century enabled
N. Israel not only to recover hor lost territories from
53 EiKhth ^''^™' ' ' " ' " ' ^ ° ' along with Judah, to
centurv
•''^^'•^'^ h^"" 'rade and carry it, through the
long contemporary reigns of Jeroboam II.
and Uzziah, to a pitch of wealth and luxury which the
Hebre\vs had not before reached.
The economic
difference between the time of Elisha (died about 797)
and Amos {Jl. cir. 755) is vast; and the annals of the
two kingdoms in the interval enable us to explain it.
.Amaziah of Judah had once more defeated Edom
(2 K. 147); and Jeroboam II. restored N. Israel's
influence from the entering in of Hamath to the Dead
.Sea and in Damascus (I42528). Uzziah took Gath
(2 Ch, 266), subdued the Arabians of Gur-Baal and the
Meunim {v. 7), fortified the roads on the S, frontier of
Judah {v. 10), and held Elath (2 K. 14 22). The Hebrewprophets from .Amos onward bear witness to an extraordinary increase of trade, and to the tempers which
grow with it. There is in all of them proof of the widening geographical knowledge and acquaintance with the
internal life of other peoples which commerce brings.
Amos himself was probably a wool-seller as w^ell as a
wool-grower, and, Judsean as he was, learned the state
of the N. kingdom by his journeys to its markets,
especially Bethel.^ He condemns its covetousness and
zeal for trade, which threatened the new moons and
sabbaths instituted among the people when they were
almost purely agricultural (84_^.). Hosea calls Israel
a very ' Canaanite'—i.e., ' t r a d e r ' (12? ; cp 78 810);
and Isaiah's references show that Judah w'as not in this
respect much behind her sister : Judah is ' filled from
the East and strikes hands with the children of strangers '
(26), 'full of silver and gold, neither is there any end
of their treasures ; their land also is full of horses
neither is there any end of their chariots' (7) ; 'ships
of Tarshish' are mentioned among the triumphs of
their civilisation (16); caravans are described (306);
yet, in conformity with what we have seen in other
nations, trade is not noticed among the principal
professions of the national life (81-3).
Besides the
texts already quoted (there are others: e.g.. Am. 44/i
Hos. 128) indicative of an increase of wealth, there are
others which speak of the popular enterprise in building
—always a sure proof of commercial prosperity (Am.
315 5 n Hos. 814 Is. 2 IS 910 [9], etc. ; cp 2 Ch. 26 9 / ).
The (foreign?) name armon (PALACE, § i [3]), hitherto
used of royal castles, is applied to private dwellings
{Bk. of Twelve Prophets, i. p. 33, n. 3 ) ; and the
builder's plummet is used as a religious figure (.Am. 7 -jf-,
cp Is. 2816 3013). Again, the old agricultural economy
is disturbed ; farmers give place on their ancestral
lands to a new class of rich men, who can only have
been created by trade ; and the rural districts are partly
depopulated (Is. 5 8 / : Mic. 21-59). The sins of t r a d e :
covetousness, false weights, and the oppression of
debtors and of the poor, are frequently castigated (Am.
26 4 i 8 4 / Hos. 127 Is. 3515 5=3 Mic. 2 and 3). In
certain passages, particularly in .Amos and Micah, such
condemnation of the trading classes is no doubt partly
due to the conservative zeal of the desert shepherd and
agriculturist, against the growth of a new economy.^
But in Isaiah this is associated with a real sympathy with

SOLOMON, §§4,

8/.]

In David's and Solomon's time the land trade of
N. Syria as far S. as Damascus was already in tlie
Thp hands of the .ArariK^ans (as we have seen,
4 « m « ! i n a § 'S). =^ people still in their early vigour
aramadJis. ^^^ therefore unlilicly to rest content
under the commercial supremacy which, as we saw
above (§ 49, on i K. 424 and 865), .Solomon had
established as far as Hamath and the Euphrates. It
was, therefore, from the .\rani;uans that the first blow
came to Solomon's wide empire (1123); and this
happened e\en before he had passed away.
The
disruption of the kingdom after his death would cause a
further shrinkage of Hebrew trade from its distant
extremities, as well as lead to .^ severe competition
between Israel and Judah for the possession of so much
of it as crossed Palestine. In this the X. kingdom had
all the advantage ; in its neighbourhood to .Aram and
Phcenicia, the possession of Gilead and of all the routes
across W. Palestine—even that by Ajalon, Beth-horon,
and Bethel, which lay just within its S. frontier.
Bethel and Dan, and even Jericho, with entrance to
Moab and the SE. routes, were thus in its possession.
Against all this Judah, already impoverished by the
invasion of Shishak, had almost nothing to offer ; and
Baasha of Israel sought by the building of Ramah to
cre.Ue a blockade against his southern neighbours
(15x6/!). I t w a s Judah's constant effort to push this
frontier N. beyond Bethel (see HG, ch. 12, ' The History
of a Frontier '). During peace with Israel Jehoshaphat
attempted to resume Solomon's trade with Ophir ; but
his ships were wrecked at Ezion-geber (224148). These
commercial ambitions had been started by Omri's
commercial alliances with Tyre (in connection with
which the capital of N. Israel was removed across the
watershed to Shomeron, on the 'W. esh-Sha'ir, whh its
issue to the coast [16 24] ; the site was purchased by
Omri for two talents of silver), and with Damascus
(-034^); and bnt for Jehoshaphat's misfortune the
extent of Solomon's trade from the N. Euphrates to
the mouth of the Red Sea might have been recovered.
In k K. .517 mules, hitherto described only as used in
riding (2 S, 1S 9, etc.), are mentioned as beasts of burden.
The revolution of Jehu meant the triumph of the
Puritan party in Israel, who detested the foreign
idolatries which the commercial alliances of Omri's
dynasty had introduced ; and Israel's trade must have
shrunk with Jehu and then collapsed under the weight
of the .Aram.-^ean invasions, which, with the instincts
of that race, followed the great lines of traffic by Dothan
( 2 K . 613), and Aphek in Sharon (i K. 2O2630 2 K.
1317), to Philistia (2 K. I217), and even included a
siege of Samaria itself (2 K. 6 2 4 ^ ) .
Meantime the Assyrians were gradually robbing the
.Aramjeans of the trade through N. .Syria. Ramman62. Advance '•^'^^d)-nirari III. (see ASSYKIA, § 32)
-J .
.
had reached the Mediterranean and
-' ' besieged Damascus by the end of the
ninth century. His successor opened the roads towards
the Caspian and Iran. Nineveh's central position had
already made her the political capital (§ 10) : by 850
B.C. Syria was, therefore, now in communication with
Central Asia, under the shield of one political power—
the invariable cause of a great increase of commerce.
Tiglath-pileser III. ( 7 4 5 ^ ) and his successors were to
confirm and extend this empire to the Persian Gulf
Aram's right to bazaars in Samaria, and Israel's in
Damascus. We see from this that a conqueror earned the
claim to tlie active and foremost part in trade between himself
and his rival.
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1 See GASm. Booh ofthe T-ioelve Prophets, 1 79.
2 It is from the shepherd village of Bethlehem that Micah
predicts the coming of Israel's saviour (5 1 [2]ff.).
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the serviceableness of commerce, and appreciation of
its bigness and even of its serviceableness to religion :
Cp Isaiah on Cush {ch. 18), on Egypt {101, and
especially on Tyre (23) * whose merchants are princes,
whose traffickers are the honourable of the earth ' [v. 8),
and who, although likened to i harlot in commerce
with all the kingdoms of the earth, may yet bring her
merchandise and hire as holiness to the God of Israel.
The public works of Jotham, Ahaz and Hezekiah
indicate considerable wealth and activity ; but it must
have been under Manasseh that Judah
54. Seventh first benefited commercially by the great
century. extension of the Assyrian, empire {see
abo\e, § 52), and the comparative security of trade
from the Caspian and Persian Gulf to the Red Sea and
Memphis under one power. T h e Assyrian influence
upon the ritual, and probably the literature, of Israel
under Manasseh, is significant of close and frequent
intercourse wilh Mesopotamia. Zephaniah describes
the Phoenician quarter in Jerusalem, the Fish Gate,

Black Sea and the Caspian in the N . to Egypt and
Phut (or Punt) in the S.^ Tarshish sent silver, iron,
tin, and lead (12) ; Greece, coloured stuffs (7) ; the
isles of the Levant, inlaid ivory (6) and ivory and ebony
articles (from R o d a n = Rhodes, 15). From Ionia and
Tubal-AIeshech came slaves and copper vessels {13) ;
from Beth-Togarmah, probably Armenia, horses and
mules (14). Eg3'pt furnished fine embroidered linen {7).
Cypresses and cedar were to hand in the Lebanons (5),
and oaks in Bashan (6). T h e Aramaeans, in command
of the land trade immediately behind Phoenicia, brought
a great variety of goods : carbuncles, purple, embroidery,
fine hnen, pearls (from the Persian Gulf) and jasper
{16: see Toy's note, SBOT; cp STONES, § 21)—evidently
thewealth ofthe Babylonian markets—vvith Helbonwine,
white wool and other wai'es from Damascus (18). From
Israel came only natural products: wheat, spicery,
wax (MiNMTH, P A N N A G ) , honey, oil, and balm {17}.
Arabia supplied wrought-iron, cas^a, and calamus from
UzAL (19); saddle cloths from D E D A N {20) ; ^ lambs,
rams, and goats from K E D A R (21) ; the best spices,
precious stones, and gold from Sheba and R A A M A H {22).
The trading centres on the N. Euphrates (where it

and a new or second city ( M A K T E S H , M I S H N E H ) .

Cp

the multiplication of gates on the walls (JERUSALEM,
§§ ^S/-)'^he most conclusive proof, however, of an
increase of trade in Judah during the eighth and the
seventh century is found in a comparison of the Book of
the Covenant with the Deuteronomic code. The Book of
the Covenant makes no provision for trade.^ Deuteronomy contains a considerable number of regulations.
T o begin with, there are the regulations necessitated by
the main Deuteronomic law, the centralisation of
worship at Jerusalem ( 1 4 2 4 ^ ) , which must have meant
a great increase of trarlu in that city at the seasons of the
three annual festivals [v. 26). Pilgrims from a distance
had to turn some of their goods into money before
leaving home, and purchase at Jerusalem the materials
for sacrifice. Then there are regulations for debt (15 i) ;
interest may be taken from a foreigner but not from a
fellow-Israel Ite [2B2o[^ig]f.).
International banking is
provided for [156 f) ; and among the divine blessings
to be bestowed upon the people in reward for their
obedience to the I.aw is one, that they shall lend to
many nations but not borrow—as it is phrased, they
shall be ' the head and not the tail' in their trade
[2Si2f., cp 43f).
Hebrews are not to become objects
of the nation's slave trade (247) ; and the enfranchisement of any that have fallen through debt into slavery
is provided for (I012). Unjust weights and measures
are condemned (2.'n3-i6). Hired labourers must not
be oppressed {2414JJ.}. Most significant of the extreme
contrasts between wealth and poverty which the trade
of the eighth and seventh centuries has produced are
the regulations for the treatment of the poor ( I f n - n ) .
T h e king is not to multiply horses or silver and gold
{17i6/".), another echo of the prophetic teaching. Yet
indicative as all these laws are (when contrasted with
their absence from the Book of the Covenant) of the
commercial development of Israel, it is remarkable that
no money dues are yet prescribed for the priests (18 1-8)
nor are fines permitted in expiation of murder (19i_^
T o the pre-exilic period, though written after the fall
of Jerusalem, belongs Ezekiel's description of Tyrian
55 Ezekiel's commerce (26 / : ) .
It opens (262)
•
,
with an interesting epithet of the
^ '
• Judasan capital as the ' gate of the
peoples,' justified by the fact that the pre-exilic Judah
lay, as we have seen, across the nearest path of the
Phoenician trade with Arabia, over which Manasseh, as
the tributary of Ass\ria, may well have held a supremacy
which Josiah, in part at least, continued. According to
Ezekiel Phcenician trade extended from Tarshish (27 12)
and the coasts of Greece (Elishah, v. 7) in the W . to
S'leba [v. 22) in the E., and from Tubal-Meshech (cp
the Moschi and Tibareni of Herod. 894) between the

begins to be navigable),

HAKKAN

and E D E N

{'J/.I'.

round Birejik between Edessa and 'Am-tab), Assyria
itself,

and

Canneh

or

CALNO,

and

CHILMAD

in

Babylonia, furnished dyed mantles, and stuffs with
skeins of wool (? 23/".). T h e shipbuilders and sailors
were native Phoenicians { 8 / n ) ; but Tyre had also a
mercenarr army (cp§i^ 11, 48)—Ethiopians (read cU for
cnE, PAR AS), Lybians, and men of Phut (lo). It is an
imposing catalogue, and worthy of the enthusiasm of
the prophet: the fruit of centuries of enterprise and
organisation for Assyrian trade; see Johns, op. cit.
The destruction which Ezekiel beheld as imminent
on Tyre, fell immediately. In 572, after a siege of
-« IT 1. 1 J thirteen years, Nebuchadrezzar took the
56. NeDucnaa- • , ,
•
,
>^r
island city {cp NEBUCHADREZZAR,
rezzar.
XVRE). It was the final triumph of
a policy sustained through many annual campaigns
to the Levant, designed to divert the rich trade with
the E. from the Red Sea and the Arabian land-routes
to the Persian Gulf and the Euphrates. Proofs of
this are found not only in Nebuchadrezzar's own
annals, but also in the Greek accounts of great works
in Babylonia which are most probably attributed
to the son of Nabopolassar. Famous as a soldier,
Nebuchadrezzar was still more eminent as a builder
and organiser : his peaceful labours bulk in his ow n
records over his military expeditions. He cleared the
mouths of the two great streams of Babylonia into the
Persian Gulf, and deepened their channels, so that they
were still navigable for sea-going vessels in the Greek
period. Arrian [Anab. Alex. 7?) reports that the ships
of the Gerrhasans (from the Arabian coast of the Gulf)
sailed up the Tigris as far as Opis ; and (iutz ( Verkehrstvege, 151) is justified in assigning the measures which
made this possible, as well as the founding of Derodotis,
a port at the niouth of the Euphrates, to Xebuchadrezzar.
The two great rivers were connected L^y a system of
canals which in Xenophon's time (Anab. 24) were still
navigable by great grain-ships ; the largest, the Xahar
Malka, is still in use. By campaigns against ' Kedar
and the kingdoms of HAZOR [_q-v.Y (Jer. 49 28),
Nebuchadrezzar ensured the security of the desert
routes S. of Babylonia ; and he himself on one occasion
used the short but difficult road from Syria to Babylon
by Tadmor. Yet, these Arabian campaigns must have

1 In the Book of the Covenant there .ire laws of depo.sit (22 7),
and of the lending of money (22 25)
Fines are paid in shektils.

1 In the close of the seventh and opening ofthe eight centuries
the trade of Egypt, both internal and foreign, was very prosperous,
especially under Psametik, Necho I I . , Apries (Hophra), and
Amasis I I . Coincident with this was the usual increase of
mercenaries. Greek commerce, which had founded Milesion
about 700 (Hall, Oldest Civilisation
of Greece, 271) took a firm
hold of the Delta. Amasis I I . , besides encouraging the Greeks,
entered into a close alliance with Cyrene. C p Herodc>tiis, 2 182.
2 Cp saddle-bags exported from el-J6f to-day ; § 4, third note.
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had as their end not so nutch the use of the desert
routes (except perhaps to Egypt) as the diversion of the
Arabian and castein traffic up the Gulf to the Euphrates,
and so to the Le\ant, whose coasts were now an
integral part of the Babylonian empire. We have seen
the Gerrhasan ships far up the I'igris : they brought
incense for the temples in Babylon.^ But sea-trade
with India may also have been at this time in full
course; it has to be noticed, how'e\LT, that no SILK
(q.v.) is mentioned in the commercial lists of the period.'-^
From India, then, to Tarshish, and from Egypt to
Central Asia (through Persia and the Medes), the trade
ofthe world now centred in Babylon. Hence the vast
increase of the city's size and wealth so wonderful to
the Greek writers (Herod. 1 1 7 8 ^ ; Diod. Sic. 22). Tlie
exilic passage Jer. ,'tO mentions its ' storehouses ' (<'. 26) ;
its ' mingled people ' and ' treasures ' (37) ; and Is. 47 15
'those that have trafficked with theo from thy youth.'
Through'tut these prophecies there is the same imputation of 'wisdom' and 'enchantments' and 'sorceries,'
which we find imputed by Israel to other commercial
peoples—the 'sons of the East,' the Edomites, and the
Philistines. The recent discovery and deciphering of
Babylonian documents from the end of the Babylonian
period and the beginning of the Persian have re\'ealod
an organisation of commerce so thorough that J. Kohler
justly declares it to exhibit the greatest similarity to the
conditions of modern banking and exchange, and to
have been the origin of the commercial system which
has descended to modern times through the Greeks and
Romans (Beitr. :.. Assy/-. 4 4j;o). He has given in the
volume just cited a number of interesting instances (in
addition to those given in Kohler and Speiser, Aus de'7n
Babyl. Rechtsleben, etc., and Bab. I'ert/'dge).
There
were banks and banking firms (the most famous of
which was the house of Egibi—cp KPll).
' Anweisungen ('assignments,' ' bills of exchange ') und Zahlung
des Angewiesenen an den Anweisungsempfanger waren
das tagliche Brod des Babyl. Verkehrs.' ^Nloney was
paid into the agencies of a bank, and by its head office
or other agencies paid out again to the assignee, exactly
as by our system of cheques. Discount was known.
Property was pledged. In cases of sale or debt suretyships were accepted {again cp Johns, op. cit.).
Sales
were made on approval. Partnerships were formed
between freemen, and between freemen and slaves—i.e.,
between capital and labour. Money was still reckoned
by weight. The depreciation in use of metal-pieces
was understood and accounted for (cp Hrozny, ' Zum
Geldwesen der Babylonier,' Beitr. z. Assyr. 4546_^).

Buhl, Soc. J'eijialtn. 88, n. i). Whether few or many
returned when Cyrus opened the way (see DISPERSION,
§ 5), those \vho remained in Babylon were the prosperous
and wealthy (Zech. 6 1 0 ^ ) .
They must have been
introduced to the thorough Babylonian methods of
doing business, though it is striking that (as we shall
see, § 60) the Priestly Code bears no reflection of the
Babylonian subjection of commerce in its smallest
details to priestly regulations, nor of the temples as
registering, banking, and appraising centres {Johns,
op. eit. 8254).
New horizons, however, appear in
Hebrew literature ; and the Jews' knowledge of the
world was innneiisely widened {GEOGRAPHY, § 18).
With the rise of the Persian empire all these processes,
from Babylon as the centre, were quickened and ex-

At the heart of this commercial empire the best part
of the Jewish people—including its industrial classes
f.- J.
. ('craftsmen and s m i t h s ' ; 2 K. 2414)—
•D V 1 .
were established, and probably found a
Babylonia. ,
,
c .u •
^ A
•^
large number or their own race already
intimate with, and benefiting by, the trade of the land
(see DiSFERsiox, § 4).
They must have taken the
advice of Jeremiah to settle into the life of their new
surroundings, their comparative independence in which
his letter takes for granted (Jer. 2 9 4 ^ ) . ^ That many
of them became engaged in Babylonian commerce
needs no argument. After fifty years the great prophet
who arose to announce to them their return, not only
promised the restoration of their command of the trade
from Egypt and Arabia {Is. 4514, cp v. 3), but seems to
have found it difficult to tear them from the profitable
conditions of Babylonian life (cp his many calls ' to go
forth,' and in particular his appeal 5 0 2 : 'Wherefore
do ye weigh your money for that which is not bread
and your earnings for that which satisfieth not' ; cp
1 Herod. 1 183 reckons the amount used annually
temple of Babylon at 1000 talents.
2 The eadiest mention of silk appears to be b y
the beginning of the fourth century.
3 Cp" the present writer's ' Is. 40-46' S7 ff. \
Wiederherstellung
des jiidisch.
Gemei7iiuesens
babyl. Exil, 1900.
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58. Persian
^
• a /
quests of Cyrus in Asia, and of Cambyses
empire.
in Africa, were thoroughly organised by
themselves and their successors and chiefly by Darius
Hystaspis before 515.
The empire was divided into
provinces and the policy was to connect these by as
speedy means of conveyance as were possible, Some
of the ancient lines of traffic were made into solid roads,
capable of carrying two- and four-wheeled carriages,
and new lines were opened up, especially through Iran
to Eastern and Central Asia. The greatest of all the
roads for which we have now exact data was that from
Susa the capital to Sardis ; see the careful survey and
argument of Gotz [Die Ve7'kehrsioege, 163-184).
He
reckons the distance at sixty-five daily stages, which
with eight days of rest on the way occupied seventythree days in all.
T h e road led N W . from Susa, past the now deserted Nineveh,
crossed the N . stretches of the Tigris, and the Euphrates (the
latter a little to the N . of the later Samosata) and .so through
CiUcia by Ancyra to Sardis, whence it was a short journey
either to Smyrna or Ephesus.
Another road from Susa led N . by Ecbatana (Hamadan) to
R h a g a e (close to Teheran) where, in che ninth century after
Christ, lay the Levant market for Chinese silk; 1 thence to
Hekatonpylos2 (probably the present S h a h r u d : Gotz) where it
divided into one branch by Magaris (Merv) to Marakanda
(Samarcand) the capital of Sogdiana, and another to Herat.
A third road from Susa led E . to Persepolis and Aspadana
(Ispahan). Susa was, of course, directly connected with Babylon,
from which the land road up the Euphrates was freshly laid
down and furnished with bridges over the canals.

Greek sources (Xenophon and Herodotus) give us
for the first time exact data for this ancient line of
traffic between Babylon and the Gulf of Issus (above,
§39/).
It was 8 days from Babylon to Hit, thence 20 to the mouth of
the Habur, thence 5 to Tiphsah or Thapsacus (Rakka) where
the road crossed to the S. bank of the Euphrates, thence to
Balis 3, to Aleppo 3, and to the coast 4, or 43 in all (not 7 3 ;
Gotz, 190) from Babylon to the coast.

From the coast the Phcenicians, according to Marinus
of Tyre (Gotz, 190), carried their goods to Hierapolis
(Bambyke) near the Euphrates, and thence direct to
Ecbatana and Hekatonpylos for the Central Asian
markets. There was also a road from the Gulf of Issus
to Tarsus (12 days); thence through Cilicia to Iconium
(see further Ramsay, Hist. Geog. of .-Isia Minor).
Persian roads were, according to the Greeks, well
supplied M ith stations, furnished with horses and khans
for travellers (Herod. .'152 898), and with a government
service of swift couriers {Id. and Xen.
Cyrop.iit,),^
which is said to have accomplished the distance between
Susa and Babylon in a day and a half, and that between
Susa and .Sardis in 10 (Gotz, 198). Cp Esth. 813 814.
\\'hilst the I'ersians thus organised and accelerated the
land-traffic, they suffered the water-trafBc, developed
by Nebuchadrezzar (§ 63), to fall into disuse. Nebuchadrezzar's port at the mouth of the Persian gulf
decayed, and it is even doubtful whether the Periplus
1 Heid, Cf.Jc//. desLez-antehandels
im Mittelalter,
Stuttgart,
1879, i. p. 2 : in French (much enlarged), i88s-i886.
'^ U p to Hekatonp^'Ijs it was good for c-irriages, Cccz, 186.
3 Cp ayyapeuetc m N T from eiyyapoy, Herod. 8 9" - Persiaa
ss-.--,..
word = courier.
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of Skylax [Geogr. Gr. Min. 1, ed. Miiller) round Arabia
to the Red Sea occurred as asserted in the time of
Darius (thirty months is the time assigned to it). See
Gl'I/, 203_/! Darius attempted, without success, to
carry out the plan, which Necho I I . is said to have
initiated, of connecting the Red Sea with the Nile
(Herod. 1^158 442).^ Further, we have under the Persian
kings the first appearance in W . Asia of M O N E Y [q.v.)

bours opened to their eyes, indulged vaster hopes than
ever of the mastery of the world's trade. Not only
would the wealth of Arabia return to them (Is. 6 0 6 / ! :
Midian, Sheba, Kedar, Xebaioth}; the new coasts of
the \\'est should send them tribute ( 8 / ); from foreigners
and the sons of the Diaspora alike {9-17). It is remarkable that in this passage Jerusalem, the mother of farscattered and wealthy sons, is represented, not in her
inland, secluded position, but as standing on the sea
shore, the abundance of the seas and the wealth of the
nations drifting to her feet {6O5 ; cp G. A. Smith, Bk.
of Isaiah, LL).
Contrast the picture given above,
§ 45. So much had the Persian roads and Phoenician
ships achieved in the scattering of trading Jews, and
the widening of the mercantile hopes of the people.

in the true sense (see also W K I G H T S AND M E A S U R E S ) .

The present \\Titer has purchased several darics and
also silver coins of Sidon under Artaxerxes Ochus which
were found in X. Palestine.
The trade of Syria must have enormously benefited
by all this policy of the Persian kings ; not only in the
p ,
.,. securitv ensured—though this was not
59. f ost-exuic
fg^,{ I
the note of Ezra on the
Jerusalem, r
r
r> u i • * T
1 ™
journey from Babylonia to Jerusalem :
Ezra 8 2 1 / ! 31)—but also in the means taken by the
satrap of Memphis for furnishing the desert route
between Gaza and the Delta with water {Herod, iii. 46).
Incorporated in the Persian empire, and still without
rivals in the Delta, the Phoenician ports continued to
flourish (cp their coinage of Aradus and Sidon under
Persia; Head, Hist. Nmn. 666, 671).
Damascus
and Gaza flourished with t h e m ; but Gotz (164) is
wrong in adding to this list Jerusalem, to which we
now turn. T h e destruction in 586 had reduced Jerusalem and her people to the ' off-scouring and refuse in
the midst of the peoples' (Lam. 845). Her 'breach
was great like the sea' (213); the luxury of former da}s
had become starvation (^7ff., etc.); the people had to
buy even their wood and water (.'16, cp vv. 9 13). T h e
Edomites and Arabians recovered the transit trade.
The exiles who returned in 537 were a weak and starveling community. T h e statement that they bought for
the temple timber from the Tyrians who brought it to
Joppa in return for meat, drink, and oil (Ezra 87)
belongs to the less authentic portion of the Book of
Ezra, and seems a reflection of Solomon's trade. It is
difficult to see how the hunger-bitten colony raised wine
and oil for export.
Haggai and Zechariah tell a
different story. There was no hire for man or beast
{Zech. 810); no thrift (Hag. 16); a bfight lay upon
agriculture [ib. n ) . T h e silver and gold were still in
the hands of Yahw6 (28), and other nations had not yet
brought their 'desirable things.' Timber for building
the temple was hewn by the Jews themselves in the
neighbouring hill-country (18). What gold and silver
arrived in Jerusalem came as contributions from rich
exiles in Babylon (Zech. 6 9 ^ ) . Agriculture was only
partially resumed ; its prosperity- was still, after twenty
years, a thing of promise {Zech. 310). In Malachi
there is no reflection of trade. The conn ubiu771 practised
with the surrounding heathen and semi-heathen implies,
of course, a certain amount of local traffic ; and this
would gradually increase with the resumption of Jewish
life in ' the cities of the Negeb' (Xeh. 11). Nehemiah
pictures corn, wine, grapes, figs, etc., brought into
Jerusalem from the country { 1 3 1 5 ^ ) , and fish sold by
the Tyrians {16); on the Sabbath the gates have to be
closed against these traders (20). But there was no
through traffic, as in olden times. Indeed, according to
Ezra 420, one of the objections made by the enemies of
the Jews against rebuilding Jerusalem was that it would
resume the customs and toll which were formerly imposed by Jewish kings and made them great—a very
interesting ghmpse into the pre-exilic trade of Judah.
The Jews were themselves subject to the general imposts
ofthe Persian kings {Ezra4i3 20 Neh. 54) who, ho\\e\-er,
in pursuance of their usual policy, exempted from duty
the goods required for the temple (Ezra 7 24 ; see EZRAN K H . , § 5, col. 1480). In spite of their poverty the
Jews, with the new horizons which the exile and the
increased extent of the trade of their Phoenician neigh-

On Is. 65 II see F O R T U X E .

At this point we may conveniently take the attitude
to trade of the Priestly Narrative and Code. Between
p . .. these two in this respect thei'e is a dis*- .
" tinction. ^^'hilst P's stories of primitive
man are as destitute of any reflection of
trade as those in J E {§ 42), its narratives of the patriarchs contain more allusions to commerce than J E does.
Abraham, bargaining in the usual oriental fashion,^
buys Machpelah for 400 silver shekels (Gen. 2 8 1 5 / . ) ;
Hebron is thus pictured as it always was—a market and
' harbour ' for the nomads to the south. The treaty with
Hamor ( 3 4 8 ^ ) covers settlement, connubium, and
commerce—the last definitely stated (z'l'. 1021). T h e
distances of the marches in the wilderness are suitably
given, not in the daily stages achieved by traders, but
in those (4 to 6 or 7 m,) of nomad camps (Nu. 33).
The rich offerings for the tabernacle imply a people of
far trade as well as one skilled in handiwork (Ex. 253-7,
etc. ; cp the oblations of the princes in Nu. 7)- Incense
is for the first time mentioned in the Hebrew ritual (E,\.
3 0 2 2 ^ etc.; cp Jer. 620); along with sweet calamus
( R E E D ) , myrrh, C I N X A M O X , storax {?), ONYCHA, G A L -

BANUM. On the other hand, the Priestly Law is very
meagre in references to trade ; puzzlingly so in contrast
with Deuteronomy (above, § 54), when we consider the
intervening residence in Babylon.
T h e laws against
fraud in money matters, loans, and deposits (Lev. 6 iff.),
and false measures and balances (1935_^ ), are similar to
the warnings of post-exilic prophecy. There are laws
for the selling of land (2514/. 2 3 ^ ) , against interest
[v. 36), and concerning foreign and native slaves ("'. 39 :
H ; cp Dt. 23 _ ^ ) . No ransom is allowed for the life of
a murderer (Nu. 3531). On transactions necessitated by
the restorations of the Jubilee Year, see Jos. Ant. iii.
123. But these are almost all that have to do with
commerce. Unlike those of Deuteronomy, the blessings
and curses pronounced in connection with the Law
contain no reference to trade (Lev. 26). T h e priests
value land (etc.) used for sacred purposes (27); but their
revenues, unlike those of Babylon and Egypt, appear
to include none derived from trade (Nu. 18). The
religious feasts (Lev. 26 ff.) are purely agricultural; there
is no inclusion of the directions for farmers at a distance
selling their produce and buying material for sacrifice at
the central sanctuary, such as we saw in Deuteronomy
(§ 54)- On the whole, the comparative silence of the
Priestly Code as to trade is to be explained either by
the effort of the compilers to hold themselves to the
wilderness conditions, or else by the sadly diminished
trade of the post-exilic Jews as compared with the commerce which flourished in the deuteronomic period.
On the monetary standards of P, see S H E K E L ,
§3/
The Book of Joel (about 400 B.C.) reflects a purely

1 On the various canals and attempted canals with this aim,
see Budge, HE\5 2igf. 7 6 3 / .

^ Forder (With A?-abs in Tent and ToTvn, 21 gff.)
illustrates
the details of Al;raham's purchase. ' I n buying land from the
Arabs some such terms as the followinjj are u s e d : *'A buys
from B land in such a place, also all that can be seen on the
land, trees, and stones, also all thai sh.ill be found under the
ground." This custom makes Abraham's action very understandable.'
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agricultural community with no resources when their
harvests fail.
Their children are the
61. Other victims of the Phoenician slave-trade to
post-exihc j ^ ^ j ^ { 3 [ 4 ] D ) : they shall have revenge
licera
. g^j^jg ^^.~^y j ^ selling Phoenicians to Sheba.
Instead of commanding the transit trade, Jerusalem is unwillingly overrun with foreigners ( 3 [ 4 ] T 7 ) . Cp Zech.
1421: ' n o more a trafficker in the house of Yahw6.' W e
have here traces of the feeling against association with
foreigners, which the new Icgali^^m continued to enforce
through subsequent centuries, and which must have
seriously hampered any revival of trade in Judah.
Compare the account which Palgrave gi\'os of thc effect
ofthe W'ahiibi rcligious rigour on commerce.
Of course, there were other tempers in post-exilic
Judaism, and these appear in the Wisdom literature.
With all its reproof of greed of gain {I19, etc.), the
Prologue to Proverbs employs the methods and tempers
of commerce to illustrate the ideal of man's search for,
and intercourse with. Wisdom (814 ^ 2 ^ 1 8 ^ ; cp
'J3:;3l. Like so much else in the Books of Wisdom,
this also reappears in the parables of Jesus (below, ^ 79).
The temptress in Prov. 7 is the wife of a n^erchantman
on a long journev ; it is interesting that, at the present
day, among the Syrians of Lebanon, such immoralities
are almost entirely confined to the wives of men trading
abroad, ^\'e see in this another cause of the dislike of
conservatives in Israel to trade ; cp Pr. 27 8 : ' as a bird
wandering from her nest, so is et man that wandereth
from his place.' There is also in the Prologue the
strong warning against suretyship ii^iff.).
But its
most striking feature is the recognition of the highest
divine W^isdom as identical with that which appears in
the common ways, bazaars, traffic, and concourse of
men.
In Job the references to trade are very few. The
land of Uz is on the path of the men of Sheba ; they
are represented as marauders {I15). Mention is made
of desert-journeys of the caravans of Teyma, and the
companies of Sheba (QiSf ); of the Egyptian ships of
reed (926); of (gold of) Ophir and silver as the reward
of righteousness {2224 2816 ; contrast 31 24); of beryl,
sapphire, gold, glass, coral, crystal, pearls, and the
topaz of Ethiopia ( 2 8 1 6 ^ ; see STON-ES, P R E C I O U S ) —
an interesting list of what, at the time the book was
written, were regarded as precious metals and stones ;
and in 281_^ there is the vivid picture of mining, and
in 2129 an appeal to the wide experience of travellers.
As a whole the book shows 1 knowledge of the far
world and its wonders, only to be derived from the
situation of the writer on the line of a widespread commerce.
Jn Ecclesiastes there is hardly any allusion to trade
among all the ambitions and lalDours of men : but see
28 : ' I gathered silver and gold and the peculiar property
of kings and princes I made for myself.'
Apart from the prologue, the Book of Proverbs probably reflects the life of many centuries in Israel ; yet
even here the possible references to trade are proportionately few: warnings against suretyship (1115
17i8 2016 2226 2713), false b a l a n c e s { l l i I611. weights
and balances are the work of Yahw6, 2010 23), bad ways
of gain (II18), greed of gain (1627 ; it brings bad luck
to a house : y^a i/i^i^ in'3 "i^y ; 282022 25), the withholding of corn (from the market?) (II26), and sluggishness
in business (2213 : the reference is to the bazaars) ; some
satire on oriental methods of bargaining (2014), notes
on the helplessness of the debtor (22?), on wealth from
wisdom in trade {244), and on the deep contrasts
between rich and poor and the woefulness of poverty
which appear only in commercial communities {194 7
227, etc.). 2610 is an obscure verse on hiring. The
picture of the strong woman portrays her searching for
wool and flax ; she is like ' a merchant ship that bringeth
goods from afar ' ; ' she perceives that her merchandise
(Piino) is profitable' and she delivers the linen and the
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girdles made by her household to the Canaanite—i.e.,
Phcenician pedlar or trader—a glimpse into the homeindustries of Israel ( 8 1 1 3 / 18 24).
By the end of the Persian period (about 340) the trade
of the civilised world reached the following limits. In
62 Summary • ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ Persian roads were in comend of Persian " " " ' f ' ' ° \ " ' ' ' h India and it is exepoch
tremely probable that the Chinese sill<,
^
•
' Serie stulT,' which the Greeks found in
325 in Afghanistan, was already there. The Arabian
land routes were still regularly used. CINNAMON came
from the east beyond Media, and GALBANUM from
Persia (?). In the south the Egyptians, if it is not certain
that they had circumnavigated Africa (in Necho's time),
were at least in communication with the ]•'-. coast of
Africa {so much basis must we allow to the story),
traded with Nubia, with the W. oases, and Cyrene.
Egypt began to send large supplies of corn across the
Mediterranean (Diod. Sic. xiv. 794).
In the N. the
Greeks had opened up the Black Sea ; in the W. and
N W . the Phoenicians had long exploited the mines
of eastern Spain and the Rhone region with its communications with X. Gaul and perhaps Britain. They
had also penetrated the Atlantic, whilst Caitliage had
reached Lake Tchad and the Niger. Massilia was i..
flourishing depot, soon to send out Pytheas (about 300
B.C.) to the sources of amber round the Baltic (up
.\MBEK, § 3), and to the N. of Scotland (for the truth of
the tale see Gotz, 291). How far across this enormous
sphere of communication Jews were scattered it is inrpossible to say — probably e\ery\\here in the Persian
empire as traders and settlers, and in Greece, Italy, and
Carthage as slaves (cp Joel, as cited in beginning of
§ 61), some of whom might regain their freedom,
and, like their kind, take up some form of industry or
commerce. Except in the Semitic nanies of slaves, and
in a tale told by Aristotle, and reported by Claudius of
Soli (Jos. ... Ap. 122 ; cp Frag. Hist. Gr,rc., ed. Muller,
2323), Jews do not appear in Greek Uterature before
the very end of the fourth century B.C.
With the conquests of Alexander the Great a new
epoch began in the trade of the world. The land-traffic
,^
,
which the Persians had developed was
63. Alexanfler j^^tj^jng^j -^^^ ,heir roads extended
a n d successors, ^ajt^^.^rd. There was little change in
the lines of traffic ; but new cities were founded upon
them—e.g., LAODICEA ; and both Alexander and the
Diadochoi increased the speed of marching (Gotz, 191,
etc.).
The Persian neglect of the rivers (§58) was
rectified ; Alexander cleared the Tigris of its dams and
weirs, founded a new port at its mouth, .Mexandria,
later Charax, and redug the canals. The foundation
of Seleucia on the Tigris was a great blow to Babylon,
which began to decay. For reasons why the Tigris displaced the Euphrates as a line of route, see Gotz, 411
ff. On sea the changes were enormous. Hitherto the
Phcenicians had encountered powers whose resources
were confined to the land, to whom their sea-power was
indispensable, and by the growth of whose empires the
trade and wealth of Tyre and Sidon only the more increased. But the Greeks were a people who were of
equal maritime capacity w ith themselves, and had long
been preparing for the mastery of oriental trade by
their occupation of the sea-boards of .Asia Minor, and
their settlements in the Delta,' who had fleets, and
knew how to found new harbours and establish colonies.
Alexander rivalled his land march to the Indus by the
naval expedition which he sent back from there up the
Persian Gulf, thereby reopening (if not for the first time
founding) direct maritime communication between India
and Babylonia {Geogr. Gr- Min. ed. Muller, i).
It was, however, his foundation ofthe Egyptian Alexandria which made the greatest change, and in this Tyre
and Sidon found their first successful rival. For with
1 There were Greek mercenaries, soldiers, and scribes in F.c;> pt
under Psametik, and Greek settlements and trade since Amasis.
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the exploration of the Red Sea, already intended by
Alexander and carried out by Ptolemy II., and the
founding of new harbours—at Arsinoe near Suez, Leukos
Limen near el-Koscr, Berenike, and others (see above,
t; 29), there was opened a new route (oran old one was reopened) to S. Arabia and India which must have drawn
away some proportion ofthe land-traffic through Arabia
and the sea-traffic up the Persian Gulf, on which Tyre
and Sidon depended.^ The Greeks had now a Hne of
their own from Europe to Hindostan all the way on sea
e-\cept for the small stretch of land-trafiic through what
was now a Greek kingdom. Alexandria ^\'as its main
depot and exchange ; and in proportion as Alexandria
flourished Tyre and Sidon grew less. The doom, therefore, which Zech. 'J r ff. saw imminent upon Hamath,
Hadrach, Damascus, Tyre, and Sidon was pregnant
with more than the merely military overthrow which
is all that the writer seems to perceive in it. As the
Seleucid power grew, the Phcenician ports and Damascus
found themselves threatened by northern in addition to
their southern rivals. The growth of ANTIOCH (q. v.) has
always meant the diminution of Damascus (HG 643,
647, and article 'Antioch' by the present writer in
Hastings' DB) ; and the new Seleucid ports in N. Syria
must have diverted the Euphrates trade from Tvre and
Sidon. The usual result of a wealthy commerce appears
in the large mercenary armies of the Seleucids [e.g., Jos.
Ant. xii. 101, and other passages).

tests of the Diadochoi must at first h a \ e ruined trade
(55 TP • h ' " ^-''•'''''^- Soon we find Jewish settlers
tradp'^
receiving civil rights from the Ptolemies
in Alexandria and from the Seleucids in
Antioch and other X. .Syrian cities. These settlers were
probably for the most part merchants. There was constant intercourse between Jerusalem and Egypt and N.
Syria—both Greek powers bade for Jewish friendship by
granting at various times remission of dues on goods
into Jerusalem {e.g., Jos. .-i/;/. xu. 83), or by regulating
trade to suit Jewish religious laws {ibid. 4).
The
financial abilities of individual Hebrews found indixidual
opportunity in the farming of the y\rian taxes for the
Greek kings and were great enough to form almost
legendary stories {id. 4 7 ; cp Schurer, E T , ii. 1160).
Thus the nation grew in affluence (Jos. Ant. xii. f 10).
Ecclesiasticus finds it necessary to make many warnings
against fraud in trade (especially 2 6 2 0 ^ , c p 3 7 i i and
7 i s ; 813 294jf: 1 4 ^ 41i8 423). Then came the overthrow of Jerusalem by Antiochus Epiphanes (169 B.C.),
and the bitter struggles of the Maccabees during which,
at first, Jewish trade must have been utterly destroyed.
A\'e read of merchants (probably Phoenician) accompanying .Syrian troops ngainst Judasa to purchase the captives
{Ant. xii. 73). The friendliness of the Nabataeans to
the Jews is noted twice {ibid. xii. S3 xiii. 12). In the

One of the earliest of the Seleucid campaigns was
that undertaken in 312 B.C. and repeated later against
64 Naba.ta6an3 the NABAT.EANS (^.z;., cp Schur. G F /
I app.) who had become possessed of
the seats of the Edomites, and had already filled Petra
with wealth derived from tlie transit trade. The new
Red Sea commerce did not wholly destroy the landtraffic in Arabia ; and the Naijatn^ans—successors both
to the Aramceans, whose language (though themselves
Arabs) they adopted, and to the Edomites—made themselves masters of all the routes from Teyma and Egra
(iMcdain Salih) (the S. limit of their inscriptions) to
the Persian Gulf, Babylon, Damascus, Gaza, Elath, and
Egypt (§§ 29-33). S'^t they had also industries of their
own. The first appearance of SE. Palestine in Greek
letters is made by the Dead Sea as a source of asphalt ;
and it is to the Nabataeans that Diodorus Siculus (248)
ascribes the collection of asphalt and its conveyance to
Egypt. The Seleucid campaign of 312 had had for one
of its aims the possession of the Dead Sea and its asphalt
(Diod. 19100). The Nabatseans must also have grown
dates, and, when they came into possession of Hauran,
wheat sufficient for export.
These \\ith camels, the
Arabian incense, coral and pearls from the Gulf, alkali,
medicinal herbs, and what proportion of goods from
Africa they \vere able to draw to Elath, would form
their exports to the W . Their port for this was the
harbour of Gaza, with perhaps Anthedon—other new
rivals to Tyre and Sidon. The Nabataeans were land
traders ; but three of their inscriptions from the first
decade of the Christian era have been found in Puteoli
and Rome (CIS Pt. II. vol. i., Nos. 157-159).
These then were the new commercial currents within
•which the Jews lay during the Greek period. T h e con1 For Ptolemy H . ' s policy in regard to trade, and the trading
expeditions he sent, see the inscription on the ' Stone of Pithom '
in Naville, The Store-city
of Pithom,
etc., also /. 12 o f t h e
Philee inscription of the same king (translated by Budge, HE
"i2ogff.).
T h e trade of Egypt was \ e r y prosperous under the
Ptolemies, and the consequence is seen in the apparently
ine.xliaustible wealth of that royal house.
Their mercenary
armies were always easily raised ; their expenditure on biiildinc:s was enormous. Of late years a considerable number of
commercial documents of the Ptolemaic and ]'.^arl\- Roman
period have been discovered in Egj'pt. Those given I'v Messrs.
Grenfell and H u n t (The Oxyrhynch7is Papyri, pts. i. and ii. ;
Fayilm
Toivfis a-fui their Papp.; etc.) comjirLse appeals for
justice against trade defaulters, bankers' receipts, acknowledgements of loans, declarations of sales, and reL^istrations of
contracts, sales, loans, mortgages etc.—for which registration
there were special officials in each nome.

s'83

66. Maccabees, '^^mpf S"^ °f J"d=>s and Jonathan the
regard paid to lines of trade and conspicuous centres upon them is manifest ; the wonder is
that it has not been noticed. Bacchides fortified Jericho,
Bethhoron, Emmaus (xiii. 13); then Jonathan garrisoned
Michmash (6); the three toparchies which Demetrius the
younger presented to the Jc« s were all necessary to the
command of trade ; they w^ere accompanied by remission
of dues on saltpits, etc. ; as soon as Jonathan cleared
Judasa of the Syrians he took Ashdod and made treaties
with Ashkeloh and Gaza (55). Then he turned against
the Ammonites and the Nabat£Eans, while Simon fortified
a line of places as far as Ashkelon, and broke to the sea
at Joppa (510). How much this meant for the commercial ambitions of the little Jewish state is seen in the
eulogy on Simon, i Macc. 14s : ' ^^ ith all his glory he
took Joppa for a haven, and made an entrance to the
isles of the sea.' At list Judah had a port. Beside it
the small river harbour of Jamnia ( J A B X E E L ) was also
occupied, and Gezer fortified in connection with both.
The increased wealth brought about b>' these means is
seen in the rebuilding of Jerusalem which followed (Ant.
xiii. 5io). In 142 B.C. Simon set Judsea free from
Seleucid tribute, and commercial documents were dated
from that year (117). Jewish coinage began.
The
campaigns of Judas into Gilead had not been so successful
in restoring communication between the Jewish settlements there and Judasa—he had to bring the Jews away
with him ( i Macc. 5)—whilst between Galilee and Juda;a
lay Samaria {-hit.\m.W2ff.)
which John Hyrcanus
subdued, and opened the way to the .S. desert routes
by Hebron through the subjection of the Idumasans
(xiii. 91). When Simon appealed to the Romans it is
significant that he asked for the restoration of ' Joppa,
the havens, Gezer, and the springs (? of Jordan)' {ibid.
2). During the subsec|uent jears of peace John amassed
an immense sum of money {ibid. lOi) ; in so barren a
land as Judah it must have come from trade and dues
on trade. Josephus reports as much as 3000 talents
in money, deposited in the tombs of David {BJ\. 2 s).
Tombs were a usual place of deposit. Aristobulus added
part of the Iturosan country {Ant. xiii. I I 3 ) with the
entrance to the Hamath route (cp HG 414, n. 4) ; but
it is in the campaigns of Alexander Jannseus that we
see most proof of commercial ambitions. H e took
Gadara (?), Raphia, Anthedon, Gaza (which was disappointed in help from its Nabatsean ally Aretas • Ant.
xiii. 133), Moab, and Gilead (but had to give them
back to the Nabatseans ; I42), held Samaria (164) with
its command of routes to the coast, and made a treaty
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with the Nabataeans [I02).
The lines of positions held
by Jannseus as laid clown by Josephus are veiy significant ; first along the coast from Rhinokolura to Straton's
Tower (afterwards Cassarea) and then through Esdraelon
from Mt. Carmel by Tabor and Bethshan to (.iadara
with a number of cities E. of Jordan {104). Both he
and his widow aimed at Damascus (I63). Later, the
NabatDsans retaliated by a bicge of Jerusalem {xiv. 2 i ) ;
Josephus describes them as ' no \'eiy warlike people'
[ibid. 3). All the later Hasmona'an kings ^ had
mercenaries in their army—another sure pioof of their
commerce.
Meantime Jewish settlements abroad increased in all
the great towns ; but they do not appear to have excited
remark from the greatness of their
67. Jews and trade.
Their business, c.\ccpt in the
Greeks.
case of a few prominent individuals,
must have been petty and parasitic. T h e NabatAnns
appear better known to the Greeks, \\ hose earliest notices
of the Jews are confined to their hatict.! of men (Posidonius of Apamea, born about 135 B.C., E/-. Hist. Gr.,
ed. Muller : through Diod. Sic. 34, / r . i ; Apollonius
Molona teacher of Cicero, Fr. Hist. Gr. I I I 2 1 3 ; cp Eus.
Pmp. Evang. Oig). Apollonius also charges them with
making no useful invention {quoted by Jos. c. Ap. 215).
With the civil rights granted to them in so many large
cities (Jos. Ant. :^\i. 02. etc.), however, they must have
risen to considerable conimercial power, especially in
Antioch, Ale.xandria, and Cyrene {for the last cp Strabo
quoted by Jos. Ant. xiv. 72). T h e Jews of Asia Minor
deposited in Cos 800 talents, about £2(^-2,000 {see
Reinach's n. 2 on p. 91 of his Textes d'auteu7's Grecs
et Rom. relatifs au Judaisme).
W'e now pass to the last of our periods—the Ronian.
The effects of Roman policy on the trade of the world
were more revolutionary than those of
68. Eoman any of the empires which preceded
period: Rome. them, and may be summed up under
the following five heads :—
(i.) The centre of trade was shifted from W. Asia to
the other end of the Mediterranean and fixed at Rome.
This was rendered inevitable: politically by Rome's
rank as the capital of the Roman state ; commercially
by the Phosnician and Greek exploitation during the
previous periods of the W . Mediterranean, N. Africa,
Spain, and G a u l ; geographically by the position of
Rome well down the great Italian promontory, which
runs so far out upon the Mediterranean, \vith its attendant isle a day's sail from N. Africa, and its SE. cape a
few hours from Greece.
Even in Republican times
Rome's central character had been assured both by the
roads which gathered to her from all parts of the peninsula, and by the sea-traffic which filled her harbour of
Ostia or came up the Tiber to herself (even triremes and
penteremes reached the city under the Republic, and
under Augustus ships of 78 tons ; f^iotz, 319).
(ii.) Above all the nations which preceded them, the
Romans excelled in the making of long lines of firm
-_ —
roads—first in Italy, towards (j;iul, and
* ,
Spain, and then, as their empire extended,
to the middle of Scotland in the N . , and
to the farthest borders of Mesopotamia and the Arabian
province. By Caesar's time sixteen pa\'ed roads led into
Rome—the oldest the Via Appia S. by Capua with
branches to PtJTEOLi ( A P P I I F O R U M , THKF.I: T A V E R N S ) ,

RHEGIUM (q.v.), and Brundisium. From Dyrrhachium
(another branch from ApoUonia) the great route to the
E. made for THESSALONICA with a continuation to
By^'intium. For the Roman system of roads through
Asia Minor from Byzantium, Ephesus, and Smyrna, see
Ramsay, Hist. Geog. As. Min. and the summary with
map in Miss Skeel's Travel in First Century after Gh7'ist
(Cambr. 1901); also A S I A , C A P P A D O C I A , C I L I C I A ,
EPHE.SUS, G A L A T I A , L A O D I C E A , P H R Y G I A , SMYRNA,
^ Josephus (Bji. 25) says that J o h n Hyrcanus was the first to
have mercenaries.
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From Asia Minor to the Persian Gulf the lines
were little altered from those of the Greek period (§ 69).
The Euphrates was bridged at Samosata, and there was
a bridge of boats at Zeugma (Bir) (Tac. Attn. VIT.2)From the Euphrates as from Byzantium the Pontus was
more easily reached. Antioch grew in influence as 0,
knot of trade-routes.^ T h e road by Palmyra to the
Euphrates w.ts more frequently used. Charax was still
the port on the Persian Gulf The distances were
a|jpro\iniately these :—
From Tiir-iiis tu Antiucli 5 to 7 d a y s ; thence to Zeugma 6 ;
thence to .Si-*lt.-u(ji;t (Ctesiphun the Parthian capital) n^ or 2 4 ;
then to Chara.x i\ ; SLleucia to Arta.\ala (for Cc;itral Asi.O ri\-er
32; to Tr.-ipezLis (Trebizond) over 40; from Antioch IJV Lmeya
(Homs) to I'.ilmyrat) days ; thence to the Euphrates at Circesium
5 or 6 (to Voiugesi.is, lower down the river, i6, and thence
to Charax 29 or ^..): Antioch to Damascus 7 to 9 ; thence to
I'lilmyra 5 or 6 ; llusr.i t.j t harax across the desert 5 to 6 weeks ;
1 t.unascLis to IV-tr.i 9 days, to Gaza 7 (at least); Petra to G.azanot
less than 5 ; to 1.1.tth 3 or 4 ; and to Leuke Koine 11 or 12. Gaza
to Pelusium was 0 or 7 days (Gotz 5) ; Pelusium to Alexandria,
5 or 6 by land, i to 2 by s e a ; Ale.xandria to ' Babylon' (later
Cairo) 4, to .Vrsiiirie (Suez) 6, to Cyrene 20.^

In Syria and Palestine the ancient routes were
followed with no important variations ; and here we
must rctncinbcr that, with the possible exceptions of a
few short stretches in the neighbourhood of the Colonise
and other centres, none of the characteristic Roman
roads were laid down till the times of the Antonines,
nor, so far as the present writer has been able to
examine them, was the structure consistently so perfect
as in the Roman roads of Italy and the ^^^ (for these
latter, see Gotz, 3 2 2 / ; and Skeel, 45). Along these
roads an imperial service of post-horses and carriages
was developed by Augustus; later known as the
' cursus publicus,' which civil officials, returning or
emigrating veterans, and of the soldiery all who carried
special passes, had the right to use. Each of the
mansiones or chief stations was supplied with an inn,'
stables, and about forty horses ; the intermediate miitalioiies had about twenty (Gotz, -iidff--, cp Skeel, 4ff.).
The variety, capacity, and speed of wheeled vehicles
was greatly increased ; and it is to the Romans drat we
owe the first real development of the carriage of goods
on wheels, though pack animals, camels, mules, asses,
and even oxen, were still generally used (cp Jos. Vit.
2426). Horses, mules (cp Horace's journey to Brundisium, Sat. I5), and asses were employed for riding.
On the breeding of horses, for different purposes, the
Romans bestowed great care. T h e security of the
roads was a constant matter of trouble to the provincial governors. In semi-independent principalities
(as we shall see under the Herods, § 75), brigandage
was always more rife ; but even under purely Roman
government it frequently reappeared.
Yet, on the
whole, the security of land-travel at the beginning of
the empire had immensely improved: cp Strabo,
vi. 42 ; Phny, ///V271, who calls the ' immensa Romanae
pacis majestas,' • velut alteram lucem
rebus
humanis.'
(iii.) At sea the greatest change was the reduction of
the whole of the Mediterranean under one political
,.,
power. Then followed its cle.arance of
70. ffledlter- pi,..^te5^ fj^st by Pompey and then by
ranean.
Augustus (who also cleared the Red
Sea from the same pest). T h e consequence was an
enormous increase of the ^lediterranean traffic, which
is described by many writers of the period in glowing
terms (Juvenal, \\2-,Sff., ' t h e sea as thronged as t h e '
l a n d ' ; V\il\o, De Leg. 2 1 : ' filled with merchantmen').
Perhaps the most significant illustratioii is found in the
contrast bct^^een the Hasmonsean princes, who, till
after Jannceus, nc\cr set foot on shipboard, and the
1 Josephus (.S/iii. 24) reckons it the third city of the Roman
empire.
, L TS
2 Calculated from the Antonine Itinerary and the Peutinger
Table ; Gatz, ^2^ff- Rives slightly different calculations.
Titus
took only 5 days to march from Pelusium to Gaza ; BJ iv, 11 5.
S For inns, used mostly by poorer travellers, see Jos. -int
xvi. 5 I.
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Herods who were constantly passing to and from Italy.
See below, § 75. But this applies only to the summer
season; ships were laid up (even in the middle of a
voyage) from November to March.
Philo (De Leg. 29)
explains the exceptional character of a winter voyage
(cp Jos. A7U. xvi. 2 1).^ T h e size of the ships was considerably, and their speed somewhat, developed. W a r vessels and the lighter (mostly private) passenger ships
carried many oars ; cargo-transports had but a few oars,
chiefly to turn the head of the ship in its tacking, and
depended on sails.
They also carried passengers :
Josephus went to Rome in a ship with 600 souls on board
(Vit. 3 ) ; and over 200 were reckoned on Paul's ship
(Acts 2737 ; see, however, S H I P , § 8). For «. further
description see Skeel, ^1 ff.

Erythrssan Sea, 1st cent. ; Ptolemy, fl. ciixa 140).
But even though the discovery of the ' monsoons' was
attributed to Hippalus, of the time of Augustus, we must
not suppose that these had not been employed by navigators in earlier periods (above, § 17). T h e E. coast of
Africa was known as far as Madagascar. T h e \\ay to
India was fairly opened up (Horace, Epp. i. I 4 5 / . ) .
Ceylon had been known before the geographer Pomponius Mela (about 150 B.C.), and now, with its
markets for the farther E., became quite familiar
(Strabo, 2 i , Ptol. 73); an embassy came from it to
C!laudius (Plin. //yVvi. 245). T h e time required from
the Malabar coast to Alexandria was 90 days. T h e
Tiber and the Indus were thus less than 3 ^ months
distant. Pliny (HN\2 4i) estimates that every year
'India, Seres, peninsulaque,'—i.e., Arabia — withdraw
from the Empire 100,000,000 sestertii (about ^^885,416).
When Strabo went up the Nile with ^ l i u s Gallus he
learned that 120 ships left Myos Hormos (? Leukos
Limen ; see § 29, n. 4) for India, as contrasted with
'extremely few under the Ptolemies' (Geogr. h.b 12).
Yet these regular voyages did not destroy the Arabian
land-traffic.
For reasons for this (e.g., the preference
of the age for land-routes and the loss to the value of
incense and spices when on the sea), cp Gotz, ^s^ff.
W e are now able to appreciate the growth, under the
Romans, of Alexandria. T h e bulk of the Indian trade
passed through its warehouses, as well as that from inner
Africa. Besides its exports of Egyptian grain, paper,
linen, and glass to Rome, it sent proportional quantities
(except of grain) to Syria, especially to Antioch, and in
times of famine supplied Syria with food-stuffs.
These
were also brought thither from Cyprus.-"^

The three principal ports on the Mediterranean were
Rome (with Ostia and PuteoH, the latter the goal of the
grain ships from Egypt), Alexandria,'-^ and Carthage.
Smyrna with the Asia Minor trade, as well as some from
Central Asia, came next. Delos was the great centre
of the slave t r a d e ; Strabo (xiv. 62) mentions 10,000
slaves there. Rhodes maintained the flourishing condition ascribed to it by Ezekiel (2715): it lay on the
Alexandria-Byzantium-Black Sea line.
THESSALONICA
(q.v.) had grown since the time of Alexander, and now
increased through its connection with Dyrrhachium.
Byzantium commanded the Black Sea, though much
of the traffic from the E. portion of this went by land
across Asia Minor. Corinth and Athens rather fell
behind ; but Corinth grew again under Trajan. On
the Syrian coast Berytus, a colonia of Augustus, grew
into prominence (see below, § 7 5 ) ; PTOLEMAIS [q.v.)
became the chief port for Rome—especially for the
soldiery, but also for commftrce ; and Herod founded
Cassarea (75); Gaza and, to a lesser degree, Anthedon
still flourished with the Nabata2an trade from the far
E. T h e importance of Tyre and Sidon was, therefore,
relatively (though not absolutely) diminished.
Strabo (iii. 25X. 45. etc.), Pliny [HN 1529 191, etc.),
Acts (20-28), Lucian (Navig. 1-6), and others, furnish
us with data as to the time occupied by Mediterranean
voyages. If we take the sea from W . to E., from Gades
to Ostia was 7 days, from Carthage 2 to 3, from Puteoli
to Alexandria 9 days, from Athens to Smyrna 2\.
These
may be taken as express or even ' record' voyages.
For cargo boats with favourable winds we may add
25 to 50 p.c. Even when storms did not intervene, it
must have taken the grain ships of Alexandria well on
to a fortnight to reach Puteoli. From Cyprus to Tyre
and Sidon (to judge from the voyages of mediaeval
galleys) 24 hours would suffice ; the Syrian ports were
mostly within 12 hours of each other. But the uncertainties were great. Herod sailing from Alexandria
to Pamphylia was driven by a storm, with loss of the
ship's cargo, to Rhodes, where he built a three-decked
ship and sailed to Brundisium for Rome (Jos. Ant.
xiv. 133). Lucian, who reached Cyprus from Alexandria
in 7 days, took 63 more (having been driven to Sidon)
to reach the Piraeus [Navig. 1-6).
For winds on
the Mediterranean, see Pliny, HN2I-L7ff.',
Smyth's
Medi ter. 230 _^
(iv.) T h e trade down the Red Sea and across the
Indian Ocean was immensely increased ; ^ and indeed
71 T H
^^ '^ '•° ^^'^ period that we owe the first
•fVi T A'
approximately exact data with regard to
Witin i n a i a . -^ ^gtrabo, 60 B.C. to about 21 A . D . ; Pliny
senior, 23-79 A . D . , and the anonymous Periplus of the
^ Cp Jos. BJvii. 1 3 (last clause).
- Cp ibid. iv. 10 5.
See, too. The Mediterranean
by
Admiral Smyth (London, 1854), pp. 2746.
3 This was partly due, of course, to the obstructions to trade
raised upon the Mesopotamian and Persian Gulf route to India,
by the rise of the Parthian empire and its frequent wars with
Rome. H a d the Seleucids continued to hold all Mesopotamia,
the trade down the R e d Sea in the Ptolemaic period, and the
consequent wealth of the Ptolemies, could not have been so
great a i it was.

S^^7

(v.) T h e civilised world found itself for the first time
under a common system of law—administered with
T
western consistency ; and even a maritime
' law began to exist. With the law there
.
^* spread a common coinage. Less extensive
^ ° ' was the use of the Latin language.
Except
in the names of the coins, official designations, and a
few other terms, it did not in \\'. Asia displace Greek ;
the Periplus is written in Greek, the harbours on the
Red Sea continue to have Greek names. W e shall see
a similar state of affairs among the Jews.
T h u s though the Romans, unlike the Phoenicians,
and the Greeks, did not increase the bounds of the
Q
known world, for they were not ex73. nummary : p^oj-gj-g^ ^^ey reduced it to peace, and
by this and their thorough administration of every department of life, enormously increased
its commerce and wealth. T h e life of the world is
everywhere found in the most rapid circulation, against
the throng and change of which voices from an older
day appeal in vain. T h e mixture of nationalities on all
the main lines and centres is bewildering. Wealth and
luxury increase by leaps and bounds.
The Roman arms came into touch with the Jews on
the arrival of Pompey at Damascus 64-63 B.C. Among
74 A +• t
^''^'" ^^sults \\ere several which are
"
* properly commerciaL T h e Greek cities
E. of Jordan had been founded on the main trade
routes with a. connection by Scythopolis with the sea.
Under Roman protection they were able for the first
time to carry out a. trade-league, such as was already
instanced by Greek cities in Europe. See DECAPOLIS,
§§ 1 f.
Pompey also appears to have been attracted by
the trade of the Nabataeans (Jos. Ant. xiv. 8 3 / ) ,
with whom, as we have seen, the western world was
already more familiar than it was with the Jews. An
expedition to Petra ended in a treaty with the Nabataeans
(ibid. 5i). Josephus (ibid. 4 i ) also notes already the
palms and balsam of Jericho. Gabinius rebuilt cities
on trade lines which had been destroj'ed (53). T h e
policy of Antipater

(cp

HEROD,

FAMILY

OF, § 2)

1 T h e Crusaders also used Cyprus as a base of supplies;
L'Estoire de la Guerre Sainte, 2100_^ 2367_^
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included treaties with Nabataeans, Gaza, and Ashkelon
( I 3 / 73). and he supplied the army of Gabinius with
corn, weapons, and money (62, cp 5i). T h e wealth
not only of the temple, through the contributions Irom
Jews of the Diaspora, but also of Jerusalem and J u d a a
as a whole, was considerable [Iif
with quot. from
Strabo). .\ limited freedom from taxes was granted
to the Jews (85 1 0 6 ; cp lOio), and Hyrcanus was
allowed the dues on corn (20,675 riiodii every year)
exported through Joppa to Phieiucia (106). T h e
Senate restored to the Jews possessions taken from
them by the Phoenicians (106).

but also for seed for the peasants on the occasion of a
famine (92). While, no doubt, his policy increased
the trade of his dominions, he must at the same time
have hampered trade by his growing exactions. On
this Josephus speaks cautiously but emphatically
(xvi. 64); cp the complaint of the Jewish embassy
to Augustus after the accession of Archelaus (xvii. 112)^
and the many seditions both in Herod's life-time and
later ( I O 4 / : ) .
Commercial events and processes under the Roman
procurators, or under the descendants of Herod (see

Herod's earhest

cftbrts

(cp

HEROD,

FAMILY OF,

76. Procurators. H ^ R O D

FAMILY OF, §§ 6-13), do

§§ 3"s* as governor of Galilee were dircct(.-d towards
_, the dispersion of brigands (9-; 164) who
made the conxevanee of even the necessaries of life a difficulty (LL-). From the first Herod
continued, and after each of his reverses he renewed,
the policy of his father. When he sought a loan, it
was to the Nabata'ans that he turned (14i ; Bji. 14 i l :
he sought their friendship ; but on the e.\:i.eusion of
his power E. of Jordan, he and they became bitter
rivals (Kvi. 92). When Antony had given Cleopatra
the revenues of Jericho, Herod farmed them for her
(XV. 42). He got the coast-towns from C^sar, with
Gadara. Hippos, and Samana (all trade centres, 73);
and having fortified and embellished Samaria, he created,
25 m. distant from it at Straton's Tower, CASAREA
(q.v.), the one real port between the Delta and Ptolemais 1S596). Thus the line across the Samarian
mountains was in his hands ; at its farther end lay
Phasaelis (and in the next reign Archelais) with palmgroves reaching to Jericho, and easy fords across
Jordan, commanded probably by the fortress Alexandrium (Jos. BJ i. 65 ; Strabo, xvi. 2 41 ; cp HG
312 ff.). Further, Herod built ANTIPATRIS (on the line
C,"esarea-Jerusatein as well as on the inland route N.
and S over the maritime plain) (xvi. 62), and greatly
improved the fertility of the Jordan valley (ibid.). T h e
trade of W. Palestine, at least S. of Carmel, thus lay
in his hands ; at Gadara, and Hippos, and Jericho he
intercepted the trade of E. Palestine, but there his hold
was precarious and temporary ; whilst at Gaza he held
the tolls for Arabia via Petra, and for Egypt. Herod
mightily increased his opportunities, both of wealth ^
and of expense, by his many voyages to the W . (see
above, § 70) : [a) to Rome, Ant. xiv. \^.2 ff., and back
to Ptolemais, 1 5 1 ; [b) to Italy for his sons, xvi. I 2 ;
(c) to Ionia to M. Agrippa, 2 i ; \d) by Rhodes, Cos,
Lesbos, Byzantium, to Sinope, to .A.grippa, returning
through Asia Minor to Ephesus and thence by Samos ' in
a few days to Csesarea,' 22-4 ; (e) to Italy to accuse his
sons, and back by ' Eleusa,' off Cilicia, and Zephyrium,
4 i / . , Bj i. 234 ; ( / ) to Italy (? Ant. xvi. 9i) ; (g) to
Berytus to the trial of his sons and back to Caesarea
(xvi. I l 2 ^ ) .
Herod was able to estimate the resources of his countrymen of the Diaspora, and no
doubt to draw upon these in return for services
rendered them [e.g., xvi. 53). H e also received, among
other imperial donations, the revenues of copper mines
in Cyprus (45). But, on the whole, as Josephus points
out (54), Herod's expenditure constantly exceeded his
income. He would send money and provisions for the
Imperial armies, and provide water (no doubt with the
help of the Nabatnsans) on the desert marches between
Egypt and Palestine (.xv. 67), and an auxiliary ^ regiment
[e.g., XV. 93). His lavish gifts to foreign cities resemble
the donations of an American millionaire (xvi. 63). At
home, besides rebuilding the temple in eighteen months
(xv. I l l ) , and constructing other public edifices on a
western scale (81, etc.), he had to bring corn from
Egypt, not only for bread for the cities of Jerusalem,

later Herods

"°
special mention, beyond
these facts. Herod Antipas by his
domains in Perea was brought into special relations
with the Nabataeans and the Decapolis ; and his building of Tiberias must have increased the traffic of
Galilee. T h e policy of Agrippa I. was milder towards
the Jews than that of Herod ; his revenues were
about three-fourths of Herod's (.xix. 82). He sailed
from Anthedon for Alexandria, and thence to Puteoli
(xviii. 63). The completion of the worlds on the temple
created a large number of unemployed for whom
v.ork had to be found (xx. 9;)—a striking instance
of the complications brought into Jewish life by the
Hellenic policy of the Herods.
Josephus gives an
interesting account of the trade, wealth, and finance of
the Babylonian Jews (xviii. 9 ; xx. 23). Queen Helena of
Adiabene brought food from Egypt and Cyprus for
Judsea during a famine (25). As the troubles with
Rome drew to a head (from 60 A.D.), brigandage increased (64 8s 9 3 ^ , etc.).
As to the conditions of Syrian trade in the first
Christian century, we may say, in general, that it
« .
suffered everywhere for periods, and ia
*. ^ ,
some of the more desert parts always, from
robbers;'-^ and that, besides the exactions
noted, it was greatly hampered, especially among the
Jews of Judsea, by the strictness of the Law, and
above all by the provisions relating to the Sabbath and
to things clean and unclean (for a list of these
see Schurer, GJV, E T , ii. 2 9 6 ^ , 106/;). T h e
Sabbath prohibitions reflect almost wholly an agricultural people ; yet those against writing and carrying
and putting a value on anything on the Sabbath
{ibid. 102) must have made trade on that day impossible except by desperate subterfuges. T h e laws
against unclean things affected trade more deeply ; for
trade everywhere brought Jews, in any large ways of
doing business, into contact with the Greeks and other
foreigners. In spite of themselves, however, Hellenism
poured into their life through commercial channels.
For the very large list of trading terms and names
of objects of trade borrowed by the mixed Hebrew
of the time from the Greek language, see Schurer,
GJF, E T , i i . l 3 3 / 3 6 / :
Inns, different names for
dealers, foreign provisions and materials for dress,
some raw stuffs, and vessels for eating, carrying, etc.,
are Greek. So with some of the coins ; the rest are
Roman (PENNY, etc.) ; but the superscription—for the
Greek cities had their own coinage »ith Coesar's image—
was mostly in Greek. The large number of very small
coins in use {ibid.) betrays the great poverty of the bulk
of the population. Yet, here and there, very rich
individuals outside the official classes were found {e.g..
Ant. xiv. ISs).
It is easy to form an idea of the objects of trade.
_, . . The transit trade from Arabia to the
''^f r ^ ? °
Levant, and from ligypt to N. Syria,
of trade, ^.j^-^^g^ [udoea (hence the ambition of the
Herods for coast-towns from Gaza northward), but was

1 Cp the large sums obtained later by the Pseudo-Alexander
from Jews in Crete and Melos (Ant. 17 12).
2 Herod's foreign mercenaries are frequently mentioned ; e.g.,
•5/1.183.

1 H e embellished foreign cities at the expense of his o w n ;
and ' filled the nation with po\-erty.'
2 Under the procuratorship of Cumanus they seized the
furniture of ' a servant of C s s a r ' on the Beth-horon Road (BJ
ii. 1 2 2 ; cp IS 36),
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frequent and heavy across Galilee, especially between
Ptolemais and the Greek cities beyond Jordan.
Josephus {Fit. 26) describes the wife of Ptolemy, the
king's procurator, as crossing Esdraelon with ' 4 mules'
lading of garments and other furniture ' ; a ' weight of
silver not small,' and ' 5 0 0 pieces of gold.' Palestine
continued to export from the Jordan valley dates and
the balsam of Jericho (the passages already cited from
Jos. Ant- ; ^ Diod. Sic. II48U! ; ISgS 4 ; Dioscorides 118;
Plin. 1225; Theophr. Hist. Plant.Q6)Whether the
flax of Beth-shan, later so famous (' Totius Orbis Descr.'
in Geogr. Gr. Mm., ed. Miiller, 2513^;^), was already
grown there is uncertain.
Wheat and oil were also
exported to Phoenicia; but, lavish as Josephus describes
the fertility and agriculture of Galilee to have been, it
was not thence but from Egypt and elsewhere that
Judtea brought her food and seed in times of famine.
In 66 A. D. John of Gischala had the monopoly of
exporting oil from Galilee, by which he made great
sums of money {BJii. 21 2). Josephus mentions artiflcial
snow (Z?yiii. IO7).
There was also e.xportation of
pickled fish from the Lake of Galilee, as far as Italy
(Strabo, xvi. 2 45). Tarichea;, the chief port on the
Lake, means ' piclding-places ' ; Josephus describes it
as full of artizans and of materials for shipbuilding {BJ
iii. 10 6).
T h e temple of Jerusalem was, even on
ordinary days, an immense centre of trade ; incense,
spices,^ priests' garments, and the supplies for the
daily sacrifices (cp Schiir. Hist. ii. I269 298) alone necessitated enormous markets, largely in the hands of the
priesthood (Keim, Life of Jesns, E T , 5 117/.). T h e
teinple-finances—not only the sacred revenues' but also
private deposits*—were managed by special officials
(Schiir. id. 261). .All this business was heightened
enormously at the time of the great festivals—when
food (largely pickled fish from the Lake of Galilee and
the Levant) had to be supplied for the incoming multitudes ; and no doubt much private business also w as
transacted. Among the traders of Jerusalem, Josephus
enumerates those in wool, brass, cloth (i?/v. 81), timber
(ii. 19 4), and all kinds of artisans.

of appreciation of the bigness of its methods and of the
brave tempers required in it (Mt. 1345yi, Lk. 169_^).
He frequently hkens to its pursuit the search after llie
true riches. At the same time his warnings are many
against covetousness and the temper of the trading
Gentiles. Galilee was a place wliere a man might gain
the whole world and lose his own soul. T h e temple
courts had become a fraudulent market—the house of
God a den of thieves.
On the social life of the early Christian societies see
CoMMU.viTY OF GOODS, D E A C O N , etc.

T h e progress

- o f the new faith was along the lines of
80. Acts a n a ^^.^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^.^^^ ^^.^^j^ centres—
tpistles.
LYQJ,^
JOPPA, C^ISAREA, ANTIOCH,
D A M A S C U S , the cities of A S I A M I N O R , T H E S S A L O N I C A ,

C O R I N T H , ROME. Paul worked at his own trade (Acts
I 8 3 2033_^), and other commercial pursuits are mentioned among the early Christians (' Erastus the
treasurer of the city,' Rom. 16 23 ; 'Alexander the
coppersmith,' 2 Tim. 414; Zenas ' t h e lawyer,' Tit.
8 1 3 ; 'Simon c tanner,' Acts 943 ; Lydia ' a seller of
purple,' 1614; Aquila and PrisciUa, hke Paul, tentmakers, 183).
T h e Apostolic letters, however, contain, besides the general warnings against covetousness,
extremely few references to trade, eitlier for illustration
or warning :—Jas. iijff.,
5iff- i Thess. 29 2 Thess.
38 (Paul's own example of industry) i Thes.5.4ii
-> Thess. 89 ff- (exhortations ' to do your own business
and to work with your hands
that ye may
walk honestly towards them that are without and
may have need of nothing') Rom. 1 8 7 ^ (taxes, and
debt) I Cor.730 ('those that buy as though they possessed not'). T h e fc«ness of such references is the
more conspicuous ^\hen the many passages on the
relations of masters and sla\es are contrasted with it.
T h e lifting of the burdensome law from the lives of
the Je^vish converts to the new faith must have given
them fresh advantages in trade ; cp Peter's vision at
Joppa,^ in which the sheet, let down from heaven, full
of things clean and unclean, has been compared to
t h e sails of the merchant ships in the roads visible
from the Joppa house-tops (see / / G 1 4 1 / ) , 'A\hat
In the N T there is a considerable reflection of all this
God hath cleansed call not thou common' (Acts
life. T h e Gospels, relating large catches of fish in
109^).
A\'e may take for granted that the rise of
_„ „
, . the Lake, which must in that climate
Christianity had far-reaching economic effects—c-g.,
tri P
1 have been immediately cured, are curiously
t h e (lOspels. ^jj^^^ zy:,ovd. the conveyance of the fish upon the fortunes of certain trades (cp the outcry of
the Ephesus silversmiths, Acts 19 24 _yi), and still
for this purpose by the Jewish fisherman to the Greek
more deeply—as in parts of India to-tlay where a
curer.
But of other business, so thri\ing in Galilee,
rise in wages has been known to follow the adoption of
they give us many glimpses. One of the disciples keeps
the new faith—upon the wage-earning slaves and
toll on the transit-trade at Capernaum (Mt. 99). Many
freedmen.
of the hearers of Jesus are publicans (PLBI.ICAN).
ZacclL-^sus was probably farmer of the state revenues of
In the Book of Revelation the peculiar traders of
the balsam gardens of Jericho. The use of the objects,
LAODIC E.A {f-v-) are referred to. On the mark, the
means, and tempers of trade by Jesus is very instruc_ , . name of the beast, which gave license
tive (cp above, on Proverbs, § 61).
T h e parables
81. JSOOKOlj^ ^^^ ^^^ ^gjj (13jy), see the coniTLllect tlie roads and journeys, mostly of Galilee but
Kevelation. ^g^taries.
In the picture of Rome,
also of Jud;T3a: a merchant seeking goodly pearls ; a
Babylon the Great, as in the prophet's account of her
Samaritan tra\ eller, rescuing a Jew fallen among thieves,
namesake of old, her vast trade is included : Rev. I83,
and paying for him at an inn ; the prosperous farmer
' the merchants of the earth waxed rich by the po\ver of
and his new barns ; the woman with her little store
her luxury'; z'. 11, ' the merchants of the earth weep and
of silver ; the rich man and his steward ; the farming
mourn over her, for no man buyeth their cargo.' Then
of estates to husbandmen by absentee landlords ; and
follows a list of her imports. Compared with those
other of the economic relations of the time. In the
assigned to Tyre and Babylon by the prophets, there is
light of what we ha\'e seen in previous periods
nothing new except Sii.K {^.f.) : but note the emphasis
(§§ I I 4 8 / . ) , it is interesting that the Parable of the
in o. 13 on 'bodies and souls of men.'
Rome's fall
Pounds imputes trade to kings through their servants.
means the destruction of commerce and industry
From the early Pharaohs to the Herods trade had always
(IS 15-23). "With this acknowledgement of Rome as the
been a royal business. And the teaching of Jesus is full
centre of the world's trade, we may finish our survey of
the Roman period.
In the prophecv' of her fall there
may be traced a just sense of the precariousness of her
1 Also / ; / ! . 66 ; cp Hor. Tf: ii. 2 1S4. F o r the farming of the
groves by ihe Romans, see ^\•. Pres^el's PrisciUa an Sabina. ^
commercial, apart from her political, position. Less than
^ 'Sweet-smelling spices with vliich the sea replenished i t ' :
a couple of centuries saw the gradual disappearance of
BJ\- 5 5. There were thirteen kinds.
her trade to other positions naturally more fitted to
3 .S/ii. 33 vi. 62.
attract it.
* Such are mentioned in BJ'\-\ic,
iv. 5 2, etc. There were

also the public treasures (cp § 66) held in the ruyal palace (BJ
i. 13 9, iv. 3 4), where also business contracts were deposited
(ii. 17 6).

5 For a description of J o p p a , see Jos. BJ'iii. 9 3 .
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IV. T E R M I N O L O G Y I N O T

(© Xavaav); in Z e p h . I n |y33 Dy-^3 is probably used of the
mercantile porllnii of Jcrusak-Di generally (t5 Tra? iAab^Xai/aai/)in ii.zek. lijjy {& om.) and 17 4 (ilritu Xaraar, ^5A XakdaCujv)
Chaldea IS calkxl a ' land of R-J^ '—i.e., ' trade.' (Cp CANAAN,
ft 2, col. 639 land on the tt.vt-cridcal questions arising out of the
pas.sagcs referred to, cp Crit. Bib.].)

.\n account of the terminology of trade among the
Israelites will complete our suriey, bv gi\ing a nuniber
82. Terminology °f names both of agents and proof trade in 0T^^=,=^= not touched on m the preceding history. T h e appended list
is as nearly as possible exhaustive so far as the O T is
concerned. It ought to be noted that a great many
ofthe terms and phrases given are usctl only metaphorically ; yet, in the case of nearly all of these, the metaphorical (generally a religious) use implies a pre\ious
direct employment in common life. The list presents
many points of historical interest of which the following
may be summarised by way of preface to it.
i, The o r terms are all Semitic.
Down to the
Greek period there are in fact no others — none of
Egyptian and none of Persian or Indian origin. This
is the more striking in that so many of the names of
articles and objects which trade introduced into the
Hebrew vocabulary are Egyptian or Persian—plants,
raw materials, garments, etc. ; and that from their
Persian masters Israel also adopted a nuniber of political
terras. That none of the agents or processes of trade
e\ en in the Babylonian and Persian periods are of nonSeniitic origin is clear proof that till the advent of the
Greeks the trade of W. Asia remained in Semitic hands
(witness the dislike of the Egyptians to trade, § 12) and
that all the foreign commerce of Israel was achieved
through Semitic tribes or nations who spoke a Semitic
tongue ; further evidence that the non-Semitic P H I L I S TiN'ES [q.v., § s/-)> •^^''^1^ whom the early Hebrews did
so much trade, had adopted ' the lip of Canaan.' As
soon as the Greeks come to Syria we perceive a change :
the purely Semitic words for trade and trader are
displaced in M H by Greek terms ; and there is a great
influx of Greek names for specialised forms of trading,
and for the articles and objects of trade (see above,
§ 77 ; also HELLEXIS.^r, § 5).
ii. The O T terms all belong to the common Semitic
stock and are native to Hebrew except in the case of
a small number borrowed from the Assyrian probably
through the Aramcean [e.g., ,-i^p. pi)> and these are
chiefly in P and the post-exilic writings. Of course,
some others may be of Phoenician or Aramaean origin ;
but this It is impossible to prove.
iii. There is clear evidence in the O T terminology of
a gradual growth and organisation of commerce in
Israel. For (a) the number of terms, and the frequency
of the instances of each increases from Dt. onwards and
rapidly in P and Ezra-Neh. (b) Especially are there
more words for ' property," ' wealth,' ' substance,' or at
least these occur more frequently ; [c) terms of general
significance (nny. ips, and the like) have specially commercial meanings attached to them in the later writings ;
(d) the shades of meaning increase in the case of some
words, or the various processes (cp 'valuation' and the
like) are carefully differentiated ; (e) the mention of
deposits of money becomes more frequent ; ( / ) old
processes of a primitive type are displaced by more
formal and by written deeds ; cp the sale of land in
Ruth i with that in Jer. 32 ; (g) and yet in spite of all
this, Hebrew trade remains somewhat simple ; there is,
e.g., no mention in the O T of a trading company.
The Hebrew names for trade, traders, and merchants,
and for the various processes and conceptions included
Of Tl A -1 J under trade are as follows :—
83. Detailed , \ \' .•
1
j. • r ^ *
, 1
(^) I^'^btonat 7ta7nes specialised to mean
•'' traders. ^
I. kena'ani,
'Jy33) * C a n a a n i t e ' or * Phoenician/ means
* trader ' in J o b 40 30 [41 6], Prov. 31 24 (but (S 'ioivLKtiiv, XavavaCoLs). There is a plural form with suff. ^''211^2 in I s . 23 3 ; and
in Zech.
11 7, 11 »*]y p is, after ©, to be read ' ' j y j ^ with the
same
sense.
In Hos. 12 8 N o r t h Israel is described as a TJ;J3
These have been alluded to already, § 13.
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2. 77teddmm,
872836, and

D'jno for midytlnnn,

D'jnt). Midianites, Gen.

3. yisine^-liiH, D'^Nlvrc';, ' Ishmaelites' (Gen. 3725 39 i), may
also (as we can see from a careful observation of tlit^se passages)
have been used in the sense of traders. On theother hand there
IS no piovaLilt connection (tempting as it might bt to suppose
orie) between :i-!j; in its sense ' t.j do trade' (see below) and n-iy
Arabians.
•*^
(b) Names for Trodcrs a7id Trade in
Gene7-al.—For
t h e s e t h e H e b r e w s u s e d four t e r m s , t h e r a d i c a l m e a n i n g

of all of which was the same : viz., ' to go about' :—
nno. S-T\, iin and -^vc^. Of these the first three when
applied to trading are practically synonymous.
I. s-h-r, -ino ('-P Assyr. sahdrft ' to turn round ' ; Syr. ' to go
about as a l;e[^^ar' : in M M ' to go about as a pedlar '), in the
o r used exclu.sively (with metaphorical applications) of travelImg, making circuits or tours, for trade : Gk. epnopevea-Bai ljy
which © renders it.l Gen. 4ii ^ ( J E ) of the right to trade in
Egypt granted by Joseph to his brethren, Gen. ;J4io, 21 ( P ? ) :
n n n p ' traverse, or trade in, it '—i.e., the land. Jer. 1418: metaphorical of prophet and priest, 'trafficking' (© eTropevBrja-av).
The pt. soher (inD) is one of the usual terms for ' merchant,' 0
ep-TTOpos. Gen. 37 28 ( J E ) * men, Midianites, merchants.'
1 K.
10 28(11 2 C h . l 16)
; : either the Israelite agents through
whom Solomon did trade with the N . Syrian Musri and Kue, or
(more probably) horse-dealers of those lands who traded with his
a g e n t s ; cp Is. 47i5 Tl'nnD not ' t h y native merchants'but 'those
(foreigners) who trade with thee,' Babylon (cp (P). Ez. 2736:
* the merchants among the peoples ' ; 38 13 : ' the merchants of
T a r s h i s h ' ; 2 C h . 9 i 4 ; ' t h e chapmen and merchants.' Other
phrases ; ^ E z . 27 21 : ' the merchants of thy hand ' ; (.len. 23 16
( P ) : 'money current with the merchants* G\~b^ i n ; ' ''p-); cp
K E S I T A H ; Prov. 3114 : "inio n'JN (sic) ' a merchant-.slup ' ; Is.
23 2 : ' the merchants (© peTajiokoi) of Sidon that pass over
the sea.' T h e fem. pt. sohercth ( m n b ) is used of cities, etc.—
Tarshish, Aram, Damascus—trading with Tyre ; Ez. 27 12 16 18.
Derivatives :—(iz) i n p : Is. 28318; 4514 R V ' m a r t ' and
' merchandise,' but (cp the parallel p n x in 2318) more
probably 'profit,' cp Prov. 3 14, 31 is.2 For 7nishar (inC'.':' in
constr.), I K. 10 15, taken by the lexicons as a separate word,
Klost, reads ~;riC^. (A) sehordh (7'.~\~Z:), ' t r a d e , ' is used collectively of ' traders ' ; Ez. 27 15.

~^^

•z. rdkal, 7D"i (cp 7J"1 ' to march ' or ' g o a b o u t ' ; Aram. N'^^TI.
Syr. rakkdld, ' travelling merchant,' ' pedlar ') is also used in the
O T of trade exclusively. The pt. rtUt'/ is synonymous with
sohc'r, but, except in 1 K. 10 15, is found only in later writers :3 Kz.
1 7 4 ; * a city of merchants' (D'73"l T"]/)—/.t'., Babylon ; 271315
17 22-24 (of various nations trading with T y i e ) ; Cant. 36,
'powder of the m e r c h a n t ' ; Neh. 3 3i_/C; ' t h e hi-use uf the
Nethinim and of the merchants' : this was opposite the Gate
Ham-Miphkadh (see JERUSALEM, § 24 [10]). T h e fem. pt. rokileth is used in Ezek. 27 20 (of Dedan) 23 (collectively of five
peoples ; omit N3iy '^D1). Although the root "^^l (like SJ"I) was
used as in 7'''2~\ =s!ander (cp M H n^yD"}) in a bad sense, there
is no reason for .sii|i|jMslns< that any derogatory meaning was
intended by its eriiph-yment for trading. Deriv. :—(a^i-i'kiilldh,
' t r a d e ' : Ez.2(;i-', 2^5 16 18. (b) markoleth ' m a r k e t ' ; E:<.
27 24 (but see Cnrnill).
3. tur, T)]:) (Assyr, tdru ' to t u r n ' reff. ; Ar. tiTra, ' to go
about ')is used in the O T in Kal of exploringa land, N u . l 3 2 etc.;
in Hiph. of e.xploring or spying, Judg. l 2 3 ( J ) . Cp SITES. T h e
pt. kal in the phrase C''"'.n.l 'Z'2ii is used of traders parallel with
D"'^D'I, I K. IO15, and with C'"n:' 2 Ch. 9 14.
4. ~\-.z'. Tar'4. ' t o run ' (Ass. ^drn, ' t o go a b o u t ' ; Ar. sura,
' t o go a b o u t ' esp. in trading caravans). Is. 5 7 9 : ' t h o u didst
travel with ointment' (but see ' Isaiah," SBOT, note to Is, 579,
where existence of the verb irjf is denied) ; Ez. 27 25 : ' ships of
1 [On I K. IO28, cp MIZRAIM, % 2 a; also throughout cp
Crit. Bih.]
2 Similarly in modern E . Syriac bdzdr means both * trade ' and
'profits' : Maclean, Diet. ofVernac. Syr. [1901I.
3 [On the difficult phrase in i K. 10 15 cp SOLOMON, § 10,
S P I C E M E R C H A N T S ; on N e h . ^sif,

M E R C H A N T , 2, and

Amer.

Journ.
of Theol., J u l y 1901 ( ' N e t h i n i m ' = 'Ethanites,' and
rOkelrm = Jerahme'elim) ; see also Crit. Bib.]
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Tar^liish were "'n'^:;',' R V ' t h y caravans,' but Cornill reads
TJinnu', 'served thee.'

With these we may take the following terms signifying
way or going as applied to trade or business,
(i) derek, f n .

Is. 6813, '") nc'y = to do busine.-s ;

(2) hdlikdh, n3')^n, ' c a r a v a n ' ( b u t p e r h a p s m e t a p h . : lit.'going';
also procession): of Sheba, J o b 6 19 ; cp Bibl. Aram. '^\^\}-, ' w a y money,' toll, Ezra 4 13, etc.
(3) 'orehah, nr;iN, ' c a r a v a n ' always of merchants, Gen. 37 25,
or of mercantile tribes ; Is. 2113 : Dedan ; J o b 6 i&f : Tema.
'Oredh, ITIN, the pt. is used of travellers in g e n e r a l : Jer. 9 1 [2]
c n i N p'^D (but Giesebrecht after ip JliriN [cp also Crit. Bib.]),
-' 'caravanserai.' nnnN = provision for journey : i'C3 and VDC
refer to the journeys of nomads' camps (cp T E N T , § 2) ; he
who prepares the camping ground, the quarter-mas ter, "ip*
" " " " , Jer. 51 59.

[But

see S E R A I A H ,

4.]

[c) Merchants' Quarters.—Travelling merchants took
up their quarters in special parts of the towns to which
they took their goods.
hfisoth, nilin, ' s t r e e t s ' or 'bazaars,' were what Ben-hadad's
father was allowed by treaty to build in Samaria, and Ahab in
Damascus (i K. 20 34), probably for their merchants ; cp the
' bakers' street' in Jerusalem, Jer. 37 21. T h e M A K T E S H (q.v.,
cp also J E R U S A L E M , col, 2424) appears to have beeen a quarter
of the city where the D'^yj^ or ' m e r c h a n t s ' (?) resided (Zeph.
111). For ' the house of tbe merchants ' see above, under C''^2"i for the fish-, sheep-, and horse-gates see JEI^CSALE.M, § 24, coll.
2424 ff. For market see n,^3^^ above (b 2 [b]) ; for caravanserai, Cn^.N ji^D, see ^(3).
[d) Trading
Companies.—There
is n o m e n t i o n of

these in the O T ; but we can hardly doubt that they existed.
(i) heber, n^n, ' a company of priests for robbery,' Hos. 6 9 ;
' a house held by 1 number of people,' Pr. 21g 2624 (but
Gk. and Toy read Dm). (2) liabbdr, "13n, ' a guild ' or ' society'
of fishermen, J o b 40 30 [416], (cp Phoen. i ^ n and Assyr. ebru, ' a
comrade').! (-^ mispdhdh, T\T\'^Z"^, lit. ' f a m i l y , ' o r ' c l a n ' ; but
' a guild ' of scribes, i C h . 2 5 5 : ' of linen workers,'4 21.
[e) Various Processes iinimled
under
Trade.
1. Barter and exchange, ( i ) 3 |riJ, ' t o give one thing for
a n o t h e r , ' J o e l 4 [ 3 ] 3(3 before tbe object taken In e x c h a n g e ; cp
L a m . l 11), Ezek.27 13 (3 before the object given in exchange), 16
(3 before both objects), 14 (without 3 ; both objects in the a c e ) ;
cp Dt. 1425, ' t o give for m o n e y ' ; '^•33 ; Ps. 15 5, 'for interest':
"::'J3. (2) T h e antithesis of iDJ is np':'; and so in Neh. 10 32,
ninpD (Ba. "pD), lit. ' things to be taken,' are ' wares for sale ' ;
cp Talmud npD or np;p, buying ' or ' article bought.'
(3) T:C> ' t o exchange', does not appear in the O T in the sense
of 1 tarter (Lev. 27 1033, the substitution of one beast for another ;
Ezek. 48 14, of one piece of land for another); 3'et tbe fact that the
Syr. iiiHr means ' to import \'ictuals' proves that at one time
among the A r a m s a n s it was used in the sense ' t o barter.'
Deriv. nTi^rt, 'exchange,' Ru. 47, J o b 2 S i 7 ; ' t h e thing exchanged,' Lev. 271033 (P) ; ' g a i n ' or ' p r o f i t ' as a result of
trade, Job 20 18 ; also compensation,' 15 31.
(4) Nor does r.Sn. ' to exchange,'appear in the O T for barter ;
yet •'I'^n is used twice : Nu. 18 21 31 (P) in the sense o f ' r e t u r n s , '
' r e w a r d s for'
service r e n d e r e d ; and Hoffmann
{Pheniz.
Inschriften,
20) gives nj^'ri as = equivalent (in e.xcliange);
(Bloch, PliSn. Gloss.) ' p a y n i c m , ' 'n z^'c'^-, ' t o reward."
(5) 3"iy, usually ' t o p l e d g e ' (scc below, 3 [61), is used in Ezek.
27927 as = ' t o exchange.' In other Sem. languages it is to
' furnish security,' or ' to pledge.' T h e original meaning seems
to be to mi.x or 'mingle,' as in N T , Aram., Syr., and Heb.
H i t h p a e l ; yet this may be a secondary meaning, through ' having
intercourse with. Deriv. ^ " i ' ^ , sg. and pl. 'wares.' (6) It is
possible that the difficult fb^y (see below, 7 [8]) in Ezek. 27
means 'exchange.'
2. Bargain, contract, etc. (i) T h e very wide use of berith,
n'13, to express a ' c o v e n a n t ' between men (see COVENANT),
and Its application in J o b 40 28 [414] to an engagement
between master and servant, are evidence of the probability of
its employment for business contracts;^ (2)/irtswM, n^in. is used
in Is. 28 18 as a synonym for '^•"]3; cp n ' m in Levy,
.\HIVB.
(3) tesi'tjnethyad, 1^ nCi:;'P, Lev. .''.21 [62] (P), Ut. 'something
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placed in the h a n d ' or ' t r u s t ' of another, is translated by E V
' b a r g a i n ' : i5 KOLvtuvia.^ (4) ddbhdr, "13"^, 'aflTair,' in R u t h 47
in sense of transaction; "^^T"*^^ '^"P^. ' to confirm any transaction.* (5) This confirmation, in cases in which the object b o u g h t ,
and sold could not be handed over, appears to have been symbolised by the seller drawing off his shoe or sandal, '^i'J ^\y^y R u t h
^7 f \ cp Dt. 25 gff.; where it symbolises the giving up of one's
r i g h t ; W R S Kin. 269. Cp R U T H , S H O E ; also, for a similar
action among the Arabs, '&\xtXQn, Land of Midian, 2197; and
Goldziher, Abhand. z. Arab. Philol. 1 47 (quoted by Buhl, Die
social. VerhdlttiissederIsraelite7i,
94, n. 2). T h e antithesis ' t o
take possession' was symbolised by ' throwing one's shoe over'
the object, Pss. 60 10[81 108 10[9]. (6) tc'uddh, miypl, 'attestation,' R u t h 47, (7) In Jer. 329 _ ^ we find another mode of
conveyance (which probably displaced the primitive one just
noticed). A deed of sale (T\:ipTZ:2 ISD) was signed by the buyer
1SD2 3n'l3, and witnesses were called who also signed. T h e
deed was in two copies, one sealed (D^nnn), and one open
C^^J'T')! and placed in an earthen vessel; cp Johns, op. cit. 84.
' T h e terms and conditions of the s a l e ' (?) = D'(3nni m:i?2n(8) ' T h e y strike hands,' Is. 26, ^p'StP^ ; espec. if with Hi. and
D u . we read -I-T fur n S ' 3 - But see Che. SBOT * Isaiah,' and
Ges.-Buhl, Z.6-r.ti'-'i ^^7. ps-;-.
3. Buying and selling. The commonest words are kanah.
7\^p, 3.nd Jiiakar, "130, Is. 24 2 ; "ipi^p n3ip3, ' l i k e buyer like
s e l l e r ' ; Ezek. 7 12, cp Zech. 11 5. (i) kdndh, lit. ' to make, or
obtain,' is applied to purchasing either with ^3p3, Am. 8 6 Is.
4324, or alone, Gen. 3'.' i, *P eKrrffraro ( J E ) ; 2 S. 12 3 j e r . 13 i
V?i'i-l7ff.
1543 Gen. 4y 30 50 13 (both P). Also in a more
general sense of purchasing a Hebrew slave through his falling
into one's debt ; Kx. 21 2 ( J E ) . .\Iso metaphorically ; Ex. 15 16
Is. 11 II, e t c . ; kdneh, ' t h e buyer,' Is. 24 2 Ezek. 7 12, is used
also as owner, Is. 1 3. Bib. Aram, ^jp, ' t o buy,' Ezra 7 17.
Deriv.:—(a) 7nikneh, but only in sense of ' property,' cattle (Ex.
10 26, etc.) or land (Gen. 4!* 32, Krr\a-Ls)\ cp C A T T L E , § 8 end.
{/') miknah, besides meaning 'possession' is USCLI fur ' s a l e ' ;
' *:n ISp = d e e d of sale, Jer. 32 iiff. ; or object sold -"03 nipDj
' a purchased slave,' Gen. 17 12^! 23 (apyvpilivi]ros), E x . 1 2 4 4 ;
or 'purchase-price,' Lev. 25 16 (evKrrjcris) (all P) ; also f]p3
injpD, Lev. 2o 51, ' the money for which he was b o u g h t ' (apyvptov
Tijs TTpdirews avrov). (c) kinydn, ' p r o p e r t y ' in widest sense ;
1203 I'Jp, ' the produce of his money ' (evKrrjros apyvpiov). Lev.
2 2 I I (Ph.).
(2) indkar, "to sell,'with 11 pre tll: of selling persons; Gen.
31 15 ( J E ) , i5 Tre-npaKev; of Selling a bride ; so aKu the Aram.
7nekar, or men and women as slaves. Gen. 37 27 f (ip aTTohi&iapL),
and E x . 2 1 7 ( J E ) , Ps. IO517 Ezra 7 4 ; cattle, Ex.2137 [22 il
(JE), L e v . 2 7 2 7 ( i ? TrpaBrifTeraL, P ) ; land, Lev. 2523 34 (etc., P ) ;
birthright. Gen. 20 31 ( J E ) ; land, Ezek. 7 1-2 f , or any property,
Lev. 252527. or any wares, Neh. 13 16. So generally, 7>idker,
'seller,' K. 24 2. T h e same general sense attaches to -i^j-^ in
Phcen., J\IH and Assyr,; In the latter damgaru or tamlsaru,
SjT. //7--^nF)-,7,2='merchant,' Del. Ass. HWB, 222. Derivv. :—
(a) meker, ' price ' or ' value,' K u. 20 19 ( J E ) ; cp Pr. 31 10 ; also
' w a r e s ' or ' t h i n g s for sale,' Neb. 13 16, (1^) Tiiimkdr, ' a c t of
sale ' ; Lev. 25 27, ip Trpatrty, 29 50, etc. ; 33 (n''3 D = ' house that
was sold '). or ' thing sold,' 25 25 Ezek. 7 13 ; or ' wares for sale ' =
13D. Neh. 13 20. (3) kdrdli, n*lD) ' t o buy,' Dt. 2 6, perpw
kTJpif/ea-Be, Hos. 3 2 J o b 6 27, ' to make merchandise of a friend '
or ' h a g g l e , ' 40 30 [41 6] with Sy. Ace. toTa.\m.
R.haSh.,kirah
was used on the coast, L e \ y , NHWB
2 323; Ar. kard=
to hire, ki'rd, ' w a g e . ' (4) 7nehtr, I ' ^ p , ' p r i c e ' or ' p a y m e n t ,

2S. 24 24 i K . IO28, -i'nD3; 1K.2I2, -I'np'jcs; cp Pr.l7i6
27 26 ; also ' wage,' Dt. 23 ig [i3] Mi. 3 1 1 ; cp the r>hra.se ri'3"i N7
nn''Tn?r3, ' t h o u hast not gone high with their p r i c e , ' P s . 4413;
Pr. 22 16 appears to have a different sense. Assyr. 77zahtru, cp
Del. Prol. 93, Ass.HWB
400, 404, from, juahdru, ' to be opposite '
—i.e., mutual. f|P3 alone means price. Gen. 31 15, ' the money
paid for us.' (5) iiidhar, ' t o buy a wife,' © ^epviei':, Ex.
22 15 [i6l. Deriv. jiibhar, ' p r i c e of a wife,' Aram, mohdrd,
Syr. mahrd, Ar. mahr (MARRFACE, § i). (6) sdbar. m : - ,
' t o buy c o r n ' ; Gen. 4157 425 47 14, iP ayopa^eiv, 42 2, iP
irpCacrBe ; ' to buy victuals,' with 'okel (^3X), Gen. 42 7 10, etc.,
Dt. 26. H i . ' t o sell corn,' 0 e-n-uikei. Gen. 4 2 6 ( © ip-Trokav
epiTopevea-BaL) Am.S^f;
with 7DN, Dt. 2 28, ^ dTroSoicrrj. (7)
pdddh, niD- * to buy free' or ' r a n s o m , ' @ kvrpoia, E x . 34 20
( J E ) ; 13 I ^ ( P ) ; Dt. 7 8, etc., Ar. fadd, Assyr. padH, ' t o buy
free.'
E t h . to ' pay.'
Derivati\es pidyo7n, -n,
pedilyim,
'ransom money." (S)gd'al, 7ND, ' t o redeem,'
Barth, Etym.
St. 18, gives Ar. ju'dlat,
'price.' Derivative ge'uldh,
usually

1 In M H the root Is used apparently only of societies for
religion or learning. See further H A N D I C R A F T S , col. 1955.
2 Yet in M H it seems to be used only in a theological sense.

^ DVi^ in M H is ' to appraise,' ' value.'_
2 (So Jensen, ZA 6340 ; for another view of thc derivation of
the Syriac see NOld. in Fraenkel's Aram. Etemdw.
i8i/;j
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'redemption,' but also, Lev. 25 51, ' the sum paid.' © ra kvrpa.
(g) kopher, 133, ' q u i t - m o n e y , ' © kvrpov.
(10) Bibl. Aram.
zeha7i, J31, ' t o buy,' is used metaphorically, Dan. 2 8 ; found
also in M H , Targums N a b . , Palm., and Syr. Supposed to be
from Ass\r. zibdiiltu,
' b a l a n c e ' (see Ges.-Bu.). Ar. taman,
'price' •\'atue' (Spiro, Ar. Eng. I ocab.).
4. Hiring, lending, pledging.
(i) sdktir, i^i;-, ' to hire,' with 3 pretii
(piaBouaBaL),
mercenary troops, Judg. 9 4 2 S. 106 1 Ch. I','i->f. 2 Cb. 25 6 ; a
priest, Judg. 1^4 ; a workman, Is. 406 2 Ch. 24 12 ; a hiisiiaiiLl,
Gen. 30 16 ; cp Pr. 20 10 [Heb.l.
Ar. sakara = ' to thank,*
Derivatives:—(a)si^ker, ' wage,' Pr. 11 18. IDL" 'L''y, ' makers of
wages,' Is. 19 10. (/') sdkdr, the conunoner word for ' w.-\ge,' ©
pt(T06s. Gen. 30 2y 3 2 / : 31 w, etc. ( J E ) ; Ezek. 2'.l 18 ( m e t a p h . ) ;
'hire,' for an ai-cicle, E x . 22 14 [i=;J ( J E ) ; for man and beast,
Zech. S 10.
{e) sdhir, ' l e t on h i r e ' ; cattle, Kx.'J2 14 [15!;
persons, Ex. 12 45 Lev. 22 10 25 50 (all P ) , D t , 15 18 21 14 Mal.
3 5 j o b l 4 ( ) , e t c . ; mercenaries, J e r . 40 21. Note that the hirer
asks the •^er\Tmc what his wage will be, t_'.en. 29 15 80 28 ; yet the
master clian;:;es ihe wa;:;es, 31 7 41. T h e wages are here in kind.
(d) i'iali\-'rct/!, ' w a g e , ' Gen. 2'.") 15 31 ;'41 ( J E ) . © p^LO-Bos;
Ruth 2 12 (metaph.); cp Ass. iskar, Juhns, op. cit. 36o. Other
words for \\age ^repo'at,
^ ^ 3 , pe'ullali, FT'^V^.
(2) Idiedh,

r^'^, ' t o borrow,' ^avC^eLV m^n, ' t o lend,' D t .

2Si2 Is.242; n>^3 n;'^t:2, Pr. 227, etc., Ex.2224 [25] (JE
{UUviC.en'Vi, Ps. 37 21 1125 (KLXpav) Neh. 54.
I n M H njh
= 'lend ' ; Ar. iazcd. ' t o delay payment of debt.' (3) ndsdii,
Tcz'l^ ^"d NC'Ji I S . 22 2 Is, 24 2, etc., ' t o lend,' Is.24 2 Jer.
15 10 Dt. 24 II Xeh. 5 7 io(\vith ^D3), TI (with other goods). T h e
/;•. A ' i / = ' creditor," Ex. 22 24[25l(JE with bad signification). ©
o SareioTij? (in Ex. KaTen-etyioi'). Ar. fiasa'a.
T h e use ofthe
Aram., Syr., and Ar. cognates a n d the Heb. use of K a l (once
Lam. 3 17), Niph., and Hiph. in the meaning ' to forget,' proves
tbe origin to lie in delaying payment. Yet Ass ittisi= ' to take,'
Johns 3 6 i o _ / ^
Derivatives:—(a) nesi, ' d e b t , ' 2 K . 47, TOU?
roKOvs a-Qv. (b) massd, ' usury,' ace. after XC'J> Neh. 6 7 ; cp 10 ;
' d e b t ' o r ' e x a c t i o n of debt.' ^(4) N'i:', ' t o b o r r o w . ' (5) -n^^r^ mj
Erek. 18 17, etc., ' t o lend on interest.' (6) JT'S'iri np7, parallel
phrase, Ezek, ] 8 8, etc. On borrowing and lending, see L A W
AND J U S T I C E , § 16. (7) a^y, (8) ^311, Ass. //a^/^/z^^^'interest,'
(9) 2~>. *to pledge.' See P L E D G E .
(10) ynj^, Niph., is to
'pledge oneself as security for another by striking hands,'
Jub 17;.
q. Ilebt.
(1) Iidb, 2'~. ' d e b t , ' Ezek. 187 (Co. 2W), Syr. haubethd,
AT. hdba, ' to be in d e b t ' ; cp P i . ' to make guilty,' Dan. 1 10.
(2) N^':r, Neh. IO32 [31I; (3) nN-^p, D t . 2 4 i o Pr. 22 26; (4)
rrs^, D t . l 5 2 , ' d e b t ' ; "D ^ ' 3 , 'creditor.'
6. Payment, reckoning, etc.
(i) sdkat, ^pS', lit. ' to weigh,' Ezra 8 25 f. 29, so ' to p a y ' with
^,32. Ex. 22i6 [ i 7 ] ( J E ) ; Gen. 23 16 (P), 2 S. 18 12 Is. 55 2 J e r .
32 9 ; with "?3'n33, i K. 20 39 ; or with 1 3 ^ , Zech. 1112.
7p^
is used with ^, '7' "--p, "53 7y (of persons), a n d h}} (of treasuries,
Esth. 47). Phcen. 'yp;^, ' a weight,' Aram, ^pn, Ass. sakdlu,
' t o weigh,'—the last also ' t o p a y . ' See M O N E Y , S H E K E L ,
W E I G H T S AND M E A S U R E S . (2) ndsd', fti;>j, is used poetically
of weighing, Job 6 2. (3) nehsab (n^rJn in Niph.), of ' t h e reckoning ' of money, 2 K. 22 7. (4) mdndh, ,-730, ' to c o u n t ' is used of
money, 2 K. 12 I I . Deriv, M A N E H (^.;/.). (s)The root ktJsas (kas)
C33i ' t o c o u n t ' ( E x . 1 2 4 ) is used commercially in tbe deriv.
miksdh, ' s u m ' or ' value,' Lev. 27 23. Del. (Ass.
HIVB,
407) gives niiksu as ' t o l l ' or ' d u t y . '
H e b , viikes is used
only of tribute to Yahwe, N u . 3128 3741.^
(6) sdphar,
lEDi niay have been used of the counting of m o n e y ; cp I s .
33i8. (7) sillem, Z^'6,X\\.. 'fulfil,'is used o f ' r e p a y m e n t ' o f debt,
2 K . 4 7 ; Ass, .rii/a7«w='topay^' (8)On/^^j£'//;, np3, see M O N E Y ,
SILVER. It is used in the sense o f ' p r i c e , ' 7n'^T\ f]p3, Gen. 2313
(P) ; cp above under r\i\.r::. (g) kesitah, HD'C'p, see K E S I T A H .
(10) kikkar, 133, see T A L E N T , ( I I ) 'dgordh (mi^N), in constr.
before ^)D3, i S. 2 36, is usually taken after © (o/3oAoi)
apyvpiov) and T g . as ' a small c o i n ' ; but Syr. aggirtd, ' p a y ment' and Ar. ^aggar, ' t o l e t ' or ' t o hire,' 'ug7-a, 'wages.'
(12) 'ethnan, pnN, usually of a ' h a r l o t ' s ' wage, but applied
in Is. 23 i8 to the profits of Tvre's trade ; perbaps metaphorical,
but the original general meaning of the word makes it possible
that the commercial application of It was direct. I n Ezek. Hi 41
the tribute which Israel pays to foreign idols or nations (?). For
other terms see above, under Buying and Selling, 3.
7. Profit, gain, etc.
(i) hd'il(}iiiy>n. of^y),
' to profit,' in a general sense, J o b 2115
35 3 ; except (perbaps) In Is. 47 12 It Is not used of commercial
profit, (2) -ijT, ' t o be over,' Derivv.;—(all late words), (a)
1 [In Aram, niaksd,

' t r i b u t e , ' vidkesd,
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yiihrdn, Eccles. 1 3, etc., 'profit,' in general, M'Hyutlu-an ; (b)
ydther, 'profit,' Eccles. tis 1 1 ; (c) tnothdr, 'profit,' Pr. 1423 of
labour, 21 5. (3) ntby, ' t o be rich.' Deriv. liJ'i; r\^V, ' t o m a k e
r i c h e s / J e r . 17 I i . l (4)hon, •^•\'r\, 'riches,' 'goods,' Ezek. 27 12
18 33 and Pr. (5) hdyil, h\n, 'substance or ' w e a l t h , " n HtJ-y,
Dt, 8177; Ezek. 284. (6) nekdsim, CDDp, ' w e a l t h ' of various
so_rts,^Josh. 228 (D), 2 Ch. Xiif
See'CATTLE, § 8, end. (7)
rdkas, BJ^-i, ' t o gather,' and rekiis, ' s u b s t a n c e ' or 'goods,' in
general; Gen. 12 5, © TO. Wapxavra avriiiv oa-a CKTrjaavro, and
frequently elsewhere in P, also in Ezra and Ch. Of the royal
property, i C h , 2731 2S i 2 C h . 3 l 3 357. (8) 'izzdbd7z, fU^V, in
Ezek. 27 12 14 etc. means ' wares,' but In v. 27 It is paraUel to
hc'oi. Hoffm. Phd'n. Inschr. 15 gives the original meaning as
' p r o d u c e ' or 'results of trade,' from 3lj; = n:iy. T h e Assyr.
ezSbu is ' to leave over,' uzub(b)u, ' a payment.' See also above,

under inp, r\\pr:i, f^jp, -I'np, rrmi4, j^riN. (9) bdsa', y:i3, lit.
' t o break off,' ' t a k e unjustly,' Pr. 119 1627 Ezek. 22 12 27, Pi.
' t o finish' a work, Is. 10 12, etc. Deriv. besa', generally of
' violent' or_' unjust gain,' J u d g , 5 19, taken In war, i S. 8 3 (®
ry\s o-vvrekeCas, EV 'lucre'), Ezek. 2227 (RV 'dishonest gain'),
Pr. 1527, cp Is. 57 17 Ezek. 22 13.
But 'profit' in general,
Gen. 3726 (JE), © xPV'^'-t^°^- Cp above, § 61. (10) 'o-sek, pt^'i?)
'unjust gain,' Eccles. 77.
8. Value, valuation, etc.
(a) Prepositions.—(1) 3 pretii, in the giving of one thing ' for'
another. (2) '33, •<^^, 'n-^j,-, 'according to the number* or ' t h e
rate of.' (3) 3pi;, ' f o r ' a r e w a r d , Is. 6 2 3 ; cp 3pV. Pss. 4016 7O4.
Phon. jpn, 'profit,' 'reward.' (4) "1^13^3, Am. 26.
(b) Verbs, nouns, adjectives.—(i) 'drak, TjTy, ' t o compare,'
also * to equal in v a l u e ' ; Job 28 17 19. HI. ' to tax,' 2 K. 23 35,
' t o value' (© eripoypa^-qa-av), Lev. 27 8 12 14, © Ti/x-^trerai.
Deriv.:—'drek, 'valuation,' for purposes of royal taxation, 2 K.
23 35 (© a-vvrLp.7](rLs), or for priestly sacrifices and fines, Lev.
5 i 5 i 8 2 5 [ 6 6 ] '^2ff.i2i(>f
Nu. IS16 (<B ri.p.-f\, a-vvrCpria-is,
etc.) ; ' the sum at which a thing is valued,' Lev. 27 13 18 23 27
(© TtjLtJj, a-vvTipria-Ls); this is also rendered by Tl^j; f]p3, w,
15 19, and by ^'^J' jip^D, v. 23. N o t e ' t h a t the valuation was
made at the sanctuary; cp above, § 24 n.
(2) sillah, n7D
(only in Pu'al), ' t o weigh,' rightly rendered ' t o value,' by E V
J o b 28 16 19. (3) gddal, S*1J, constr. with ''^'I/S, * to be worthy In
mine eyes' (E V ' much set b y ' ) , i S. 26 24 parallel to -ip-" in v. 21
(© epeyoX-6vQr\)', giddclvias probably used of' setting a high value
o n ' anything, cp J o b 7 17. (4) ydkar, i p ' , ' t o be valuable' or
' dear,' i S. 26 21 (© evnp^os) ', also ' to be valued at. D e r i w . : —
yekar, 'price,' Zech. 1113, DH'T^yD "'Rip' ly'X "Ip'H, ydkdr,
'valuable,' 'dear,' a.nd yakkir.
(5) rdhok, pini, 'far,' is used
metaphorically in Pr. 3110 of value ; E V ' far above rubies.' (6)
mahmdd, "IDnD, anything ' desirable'; pl. applied to ' costly
t h i n g s , ' H o s . 96, silver. Is. 04 l o f i i ] Joel 4[3] 5 2Ch. 8619 Lam.
110—all of the costly vessels and treasures of the temple. (7)
jn p N , 'costly stone,' Pr. 178. (8) f'pn, in pl. 'costly t h i n g s '
Pr. 3 i 5 8 I T ; n'p3N, 'precious stones,' Is. 54 12. (9) ni3"njp,
'costly things,' Gen. 2453 ( J E ) , but © 5wpa, Ezra 16 (©
^ev'iQLs) 2 Ch, 21 3 (© OTrAa) 32 23 (© Sojaara). See also above,
under THD.
(f)

Customs,

dues,

toll, etc.

(i) I n Gen. 43 II ( J E ) , Israel commands his sons, going to
buy corn in Egypt, ' t o take a jninhah, nn3D, or ' p r e s e n t ' to
the governor of the l a n d ; elsewhere minhdh is applied to
sacrificial 'offering' and poUtical ' t r i b u t e ' ; see SACRIFICE,
§ 30. (2) midddh, mD, H e b . of ' t r i b u t e ' or ' t a x ' to the
king, Neh. 5 4 ; Bibk Aram. H^p or H^JD, Ezra 41320 724,
' d u e s ' or 'customs,' cp 68. This term is said to be borrowed
from Assyr. mandattu,
'tribute,' from 7iada7i, ' to give' (Del.
Ass. HWB, 451), but cp naditu, 'deposit,' 'treasure.' (3)
held, i'?3, Bibl. Aram. Ezra 4 13 20 724, ' customs' or ' dues.'
Assyr. biltu, ' tax.' (4) hdldk, Tj'j^n, Bibl Aram. Ezra, id. ' w a y money,' ' t o l h ' See further. TAXATION, § 7 « .
(g) Deposit, banking,

hoai-ding, etc.

See D E P O S I T ,

etc.
(r) "yCiZ'^ • • inji ' t o give to k e e p ' money, tools, garments,
or any beast, Ex. 226-i2 [7-13], (E). (2) pdkad, i p S , ' t o
s t o r e ' or * deposit,' 2 K. 5 24 of money, etc. HI. ' to lay u p ' a
roll or baggage, ' t o commit' people to any one, ' t o muster.'
Ho. ' lo be deposited' of money or other property. Lev. 5 23
[64], (P). Deriv. pikkddon,
' s t o r e ' of corn, Gen, 41 36, ( J E ) ,
' deposit' of money or other property, Lev. 5 21 23 [6 2 4], ( P ) ;
^ -r^^:,"^ Is also used with ^'n and I^DDI 3 m . Ezek. 284,
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© napa&'^Krf. (3) n"':;'n. Lev. 5 21 [il 2], is ' t r u s t ' or ' deposit'
parallel to i^"'i^-; see above i? 2 (31. (4) I n the east the hoarding
of money is common and in H e b . this is niaimdn, lit. ' p l a c e
where one h i d e s ' or ' h o a r d s , ' J e r . 418, pits for ' s t o r i n g ' corn,
oil, honey (cp Ar. ghabdghib);
Gen. 4823 ( J E ) , ' m o n e y ' (©
Qriaavpovs), cp Pr. 2 4 J o b 821. fICpD is one old derivation of
M A M M O N (q.v. § 43), recently favoured by Deissmann. Banking
js not mentioned in O T, where one individual lends money to
another. But we saw that in the Roman period the temple
contained, besides the sacred revenues, sums deposited by private
individuals (§ 78); cp the gate HA:\LMIPHKAD, close to Temple.
See also Johns, op. cit. 8254.

(T) n^iiX, , V ' ' ' - ( \ ' " t o h e a p u p ' ) , I K. 7 5 i , e t c . , a n d \-if< ^TS
beth 'osdr, N e h . 10 39 [38] Dan. 1 2, with which
(2) T\TO\ n-3, beth nckotlwh (2 K . 20 13= Is. 39 2) is clearly a
synonym ( E V , by guess, ' t h e house of hi^ precious t h i n g s ' ;
OIKO? TOD vexiaBo. [in 2 K . TTJS VTrcip^ewg avrov Kal rov v. L, in
Is. -Ttt N*]). Ni'kdth is possibly an Assyrian loan-word ; bit
wa-^a?«//= treasure-house, Del. Prol. 141; 2"Z?.i7/t? 40 731 ; c p
H a u p t , ZA 2 266, who plausibly reads TrilDJ T\"^=f>it 7iakavdti
(for fiaka77tdti, plur.). Very possibly too the same word should
be read in N a h . 2 9 [10] (i.e., TniDJ for n:OP, E V ' store *).

[h)

Various

other

terms.

(1) 'dbad, -^i;, ' t o work' (used frequently (a) of cultivation,
(b) of serving as slave, (c) of working by means of a n o t h e r ;
' 3 i-V, Lev. 2639, (P), Jer. 22 13, etc.) is not applied in the O T
to commercial business, nor is the deriv. 'abodah (all other kinds
of work). Bibl. Aram, 'dbidd is ' w o r k , ' Ezra 424, e t c ; and
state ' business,' Dan. 2 49 3 12.
(2) iiial'dkdli, HDNSD, ' w o r k ' or ' b u s i n e s s ' (lit. 'mission'),
Gen, 39 It Ex. 2 0 9 / ( J E ) cstr. with nb'y, ,cp Neh. 2 16 ; of
handiwork, Jer. IS 3 2 K . 12 I 2 [ I J 1 ; of the superintendents of royal
treasures, Esth. 8 9 9 3 ; also of worked articles, Lev. 1348; 'o
liy, Meather-work,'in E x . 22 7 TO [8 11], 'goods,''possessions.'
liesides the works cited in the course of the article, the
student may consult on (a) the trade of the Jews, Herzfeld,
Handelsgesch.
der juden (not seen) ; the
8 4 . L i t e r a i t u r e , brief summaries in Benzinger and Nowack's
manuals of Hebrew Archseolog}''; Bennett,
art. ' T r a d e ' i n H a s t i n g s ' / ? / ) ' ; several works given under D i s PEHSiDN. (/') for the Persian and Greek periods, Kennell's
Illustrict.
of Hist, of Exped. of Cyrus, etc. (1816) ; Sayce's
Herodotus,
(t:) for the Roman period, Bergier, Hist, des Grands
Cheinins de I Emp. Rotnaifi (1728) ; Momm^en's History and
ProzK of the Rornan Empire;
MahaflTy, Gk. World
under
Rojuan Sivay; Hausrath, NT Zeitgesch. ; Ramsay, St. Paul
the Traveller and Roman Citizen.
Consult also Tozer, Hist,
of Ancient Geog. See W W, H u n t e r , Hist, of British
India,
vol. i.
G. A. S,
t>

TRADITION (iTApd.AoCic),

Mt. 15 2 etc.

See

SCRIBES, § 6.

Mk. 12 41 43 Lk. 21 I J n . 8 20 ; see T E M P L E , § 36 (a).

TREE OF KNOWLEDGE (nV'^n 1*V), Gen. 29, and
TREE OF LIFE {D^nn yV), Gen. 2 9 ; see P A R A D I S E ,
§ II.

TREES,

SACRED.

See

(n^5b;l) Gen. 3725 RV"^e-

See

FORTRESS, § 5.

2. ^jy^, 7na'gdl, I S. 26 5 7 ; and 3. n7J;yDi i7ia'gdldh, i S.
17 20. See CAMP, § 1.
4. D^n:, gebi7n, 2 K. 3 16 RV, AV 'ditches.' See CONDUITS,
§i(3>,5)5. nSyn, tii'dldh, iK.\%^2ff.,
2 K . I S 1 7 2O20 I s . 7 3 36z
Ezek. 314 Job 38 25. See C O N D U I T S , § 2.
6. p-{])\ Is. 5 2, ' m a d e a t r e n c h ' R V , AV 'fenced.' See
VINEVARD.

TRANCE ( T ) N U . 24 4 AV, and {2) Acts 10 10
(eKuraa-Ls); see PROPHECY, § 19 b.
TRANSFIGURATION.

TRANSLATION

in 7 12 12 27, also in

OF SCRIPTURE.

(D^'N),

Lev, 56,

See

S A C R I F I C E , § 27 f

TRIAL, TRYING.

See T E M P T A T I O N .

TEXT

TREASURE CITIES (1113300 n r ) , Ex. 1 n AV, RV
cpCiTY.

The word renders :

1. A d e n o m . verb of iJ^tzr, "i^lt^, 'treasure,'in N e h . 13 13. See
I.

^. soken, |3C, Is. 22 15 ; see S H E B N A .
2. gizbdr, "13T^, Ezra 18 (raa-^ap-qvov [B], yap^. [A], yav^afipaiov [Ll), aud in plur. Bibl. Aram. ib. 7 21 (yd^ai). T h e
word is of Persian origin (ganjabara),
and if a current restoration o f a passage in an Egj^ptian-Aram aic papyrus be adopted,
the first part of the word ij:i 1 had already become Aramaised
by at least the fourth century B.C. (CIS 2, no. 149 A , I. 3).
According to },fe-yer(Entst. 23), Ges.-'Buh\(Lex.{^^]), and others,
the word is identical with :—
4. T h e plur. /-.V/J/vr^r^'^, **;i:?7?, D a n . 3 z y : (© ? but yaSSaprivovs, Symm. in Syr. Hex.). So also Bludau (A lex. Uebersetz.
Dan. 98) who, moreover, takes the presupposed original tciDIj
to be a cioss to K'lrnn ('"p COUNSELLOR, 2). An alternative view,
that of Graetz, whnJi i.^ favoured by Bevan (CtJw;^. 79), treats
the word a^; purely a scribe's error for .v^n-i- (cp COUNSELLOR,
3), chiefly on the ground that the wcrd recurs in the similar but
much smaller li-^ts of officials in Iian. 327 68. I t is more
plausible, perhaps, to suggest, with ,S. A. Cook, that s e i s i n
(the true meaning of which is quite obscure) is a corruption of
the perfectly intelligible N ' i n m . [See also Crit. Bib.]
5. oLKovopos, Rom, 16 1' • R V , AV C H A M B E R L A I N (q.v.).

TREASURE HOUSE, TREASURY, occur as the
rendering of several Hebrew and Greek terms.

T h e words

ai-e :
1. HDD, 7nassdh, J o b 9 23.

See

AND V E R S I O N S ,

TREASURER.

Cp

TRESSES (D^'Dnn), Cant. 75 [6], RV. SeeGALLERy,

(MeTAOecic), Heb. 11 5 [same

S T O R E C I T I E S [g.v.) [ / ] ) ;

'palisade.'

See SIMO.N P E T E R , § 8.

word, but not used ul" chan,;<e of place,
2 Macc. 11 24 t l . See E\i.icn, § i.
TRANSLATIONS

RV^S-

S I E G E , § 2.

TRESPASS-OFFERING

ST()1;.\X,

NATURE-WORSHIP,

§2/
TRENCH I. h^n, hei, 2 S. 2015. RV ' rampart. • See

7. x°-P°4^ Lk. 1943, R V ' b a n k , '

TRAGACANTH

TREASL'KC-HIIUSE,

(3) ^TJ3, ganzak
( i C h . 2 8 i i t ; ^OKX*^ [BAa?, see Sw.],
airoB-T\K.Ziv [L]), like t h e N H nzJTJJ. perhaps Pers. origin with
the addition of O. Pers. ak (Lag. Ges. Abh. 27). T h e simpler
form occurs in Ezra 6 1 ^']J^, ginzayyd,
E V ' treasures,'or In
combination with n"3 in E z r a 5 1 7 720, E V ' t r e a s u r e h o u s e '
(igBA ya.C,a \ ©L in 5 17 7 29 ya^oi^uAaKioi'; but it Is used alone
in the last-mentioned sense in Esth. 3 g 4 71 (yaC,o^vkdKLov,
ydka [BNAL]), a usage which is paralleled by Gk. Q^fiavp6<i
(treasure, store-bouse, casket, etc.).
(4) Kop^avds, Mt. 27 6 (cp J o s . BJ, II. 9 4) ; see CORBAN.
(5) ya^o<pvkdKLov, I Macc. 828 14 49 2 M a c c . 3 6_2^ 442 518

Cp MASSAH.

2. (nin, bohan, Ezek. 2113 ; see B D B ; but also T o y («(/ / c c ) ,
who follows R V 'for there Is a trial,' and refers to J e r . 2012
Ps. ^& 10 139 23 Is. 20 16 ; add P s . 17 3, n^n^j ^8oKCp.acxas.
3- xn'^, e-nvpbio'as, Ps. 17 3.
4 and 5, SoKLp.^ 2 Cor. 82, R V 'proof [of afiRiction],' and
SoKLp.LOV, i P e t . I 7 J a s . 1 3 (AV here ' t r y i n g , ' R V in both
passages ' p r o o f ) ; cp Ps. 17 3, eSoKip-aaas (jni)- But is 8oKip.iOv
really a substantive? In the Greek Egyptian papyri SOKLPLOS is
an adj. = 'genulne.' Deissmann (Neue Bibelstudien,
88) proposes to adopt this sense here—' that which is genuine In your
faith ' ; cp 2 Cor. 8 8, TO rrjs 'up.erepas dyixTirjs yviqa'iov.
6 and 7. Trelpa, H e b . 1136, and TretpatTjaos, i Pet. 412

(cplif).

On ' trial' in the sense of a legal process (a sense not found in
E V ) see L A W , § lo, G O V E R N M E N T , § i6 etc. F o r the ' t r i a l ' of
J e s u s see,

further, PROCURATOR, R O M A N E M P I R E , § 5, S Y N -

EDRIUM, § 3 _ ^

TRIANGLE (C'i'pV'), i S. 186, RV">s-

See ^.lusic.

§ .3 (4).

TRIBES
TRIBES OF ISRAEL
Lists : order (§ ,ff.).
Current theories (§§ 11-13).
Criticism (§ 14).
Conclusion (§ 15).

Words (§ i).
Clans (§ 2).
Tribes (§ 3).
N u m b e r and origin (

The
sibet,

well-established Hebrew words for ' tribe' are
t33L'', and matteh,

1 -c;ij„..A.. which

1. woras. j^g j^.p

H B p (see R O D , S T A F F ) ,

(J)YAH

corresponds

in

®

i C p T R E A S U R V , (3).

1 Apparently also in Ezek. 27 24, see C H E S T (2).
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Matteh is characteristically post-e.vilic; on the pnssilnllty of
exceptions in i K. 7 14 .Mic. I'-g see Giesebrecht, iT^ TIV t 2^jff.'^
Sebet occurs throughout the O T , from J E to C h . ; but its use in
post-exilic writings may be archaic. S^bet also appears to buar
the sense of ' c l . m ' (a tribal division) in N u . ' l i s jmi'.;. "JO 12
i S . ' . ' : ! i ; III all tliese passages, however, the text nia>- be
questioned.- A third word, according to some, is
mispdhdh,
^M•;L^"^> = 5j)JL(,os, (ruyyeVeia (for probable etym. see Gcs.(l''i); ?,ee
To^ll. 7 17 Judg. 13 2 17 7 1>^ II. But here again critical sceptici-^ni
islegitlmate.^ Btthdb,
DN n"Zl = olKosTraTpias('fathers'house'),
z.nd.^leph, "jSx=;^tAt(is(' thousand ' ?) m.iy alsojierlKipsbe added.
For the one see N u . 7 2 (cp 14), Josh.'2214; for ihe other,
N u . l i 6 IO4 (cp 72) 36 Jusli. •22 21 30 (cp /'A.I-) on I's.CSis).
.Misfidlidh, beth db, and eleph. howu\er, are properly terms for
subdlvisii-iiis of the tribes. Using them for ' tribe' would seem
to be in acertain qualified sense a relic of the old nomadic times
before the groups of clans could become consolidated into tbe
later tribes. Mi?/'d(i,ili and bijlli db might apparently be used
synonymously (^st-e K.'c. (\ 14 Nu. 8 2 4 ) ; more properly, however,
the ,in?:;'0 (the Gk. ippdrpa or ff>parpLa, or, to use the word
somewhat \aguuly, 'clan ; EV 'family') was made up of
beth abt'th 'fathers' h o u s e s ' ( s o E \ ' ) or 'familie-s.' Eleph ( E V
i^ciierally ' t h o u s a n d ' ; Nu. 1 16 R\'"iS- 'families') is perhaps =
mispdhdh;
cp J u d g . l315, ' m y thousand ('?^t>', E ^ ' ' m y
family'; Moore, ' m y supt') Is the poorest in Manasseh,'
meaning the clan of the Ahiczrites ; also i S. 10 19, * by your
tribes and by >"0ur thousands.' but v. 21, ' the tribe of PetiJaiTiin
hy its clans' (.vriri-:;^'~'^^- According to the prusalcnt view, tbe
assumption is that the normal number of the '^'^N is 1000 ;
nevertheless Buhl (Ges. (1^') Is probably right in supposing tbat
the true meaning of the root of ikph is ' to bind together' (cp
Ass. uldpii, 'band"). Naturally the members of the .-.Sj^- or
' union ' (?) fought together under a 1:;' or ' captain ' (i S. 17 18
IS 13 2 S. 1^ I, which passage, to be sure, presupposes the
meanmg ' t h o u s a n d ' for ~^^).
Lastly, many scholars would
add ~;, 'kinsfolk' ( = A r . hayyun^ ' a group of families united
by \-ital ties ' in i S. 1.^ 18, if not also in Gen. 820 (see A D A H
AND E\E, § 3), and i S. 2-T6 (so H . P. Smith). It is remarkable
that this view should have become an unquestioned tradition
among critic-^,-l for it seems to Imply a confidence in the received
text which, in the present state of textual inquiry^ must be
called excessive.

Before we consider the question of the ' twelve tribes '
we must endeavour to do justice to the arrangement by
p.
clans, which represeats the form of social
system natural to Semitic nomads. The
' tribe' was no doubt composed of ' clans,' but there was a
stage of development in which there were ' clans,' but not
in the fuller sense of the word * tribes.' What, then, was
a ' c l a n ' inp^:;':ri? It was an association of ' brothers'
(Gen. 2^27 2915 i S. 2029)—i.e., of kinsmen, or more
strictly of kinsmen on the father's side. This appears
from Judg. 91, where Abimelech speaks to ' the whole
clan' of the family of his mother, from which his own
clan was distinct.-^ That the kinship was largely based
on what seems (hut wrongly seems) to Westerns fiction,
and not on literal descent from the same father, need
only be remarked in passing. The ' clan' might form
the whole (or nearly the whole) body of citizens.
Hence place-names and clan-names are often identical;
hence, too, such a phrase became possible in an early
legend as 'Ophrah of the Abiezrites' (Judg. 624).^ Of
course, however, it was also possible that more than
one clan might dwell in the same city, as in the case of
the Shechem of Gideon's son Abimelech. The special
characteristics of clansmen are summed up in the often
* On D r u e r ' s view see below, § 3.
- In Nu. .MT has T\T}Z-y^ \22^-T\^, and in i S. "DaC mnS[:'D.
Probably, however, both m c ' ^"cl ' D ~ C c-ime from nnQii'?D. which
seems to havi; been dittographed. In Judg- '[33[y should probably be -^-^-y (see .Moof;, ad loc).
3 In Jo.sh. '[^'0 should obviously be ^^-^^ (see v. 16); after
n^^•^^ read vrn2i>'^S (^ K'i™ ^lJ.ovs).
So Steuemagel (alt.).
It is a mere ^lip of tin; scribe. In J u d g . , however, there is
di.'jp-seated corruption (see Crit. Bib.).
•^ It is or has been held by Ewald, Bottcher, Thenius, Wellh.,
Robertson Smith, Driver, Kittel, Lohr, Budde, Siegfr.-Stade,
and BDB. -^x nnDU^O is commonly omitted as a (correct)
gloss. See, however, a dififerent explanation in Crit. Bib.
^ In Judg. 9 3 13, however, there are indications of another
view of kin.ship. For here ' brother' = son of the same mother.
Cp K I N S H I P , § 6.

** From J u d g . 6 24, compared with 8 2, we gather tbat Gideon's
clan could muster 300 able fighting men.
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misunderstood phi-ase S;n ' i b j , which is really a technical
term, and not to be rendered literally.^ When in 2 K.
\l)2o, Menahem, king of Israel, is said to have exacted
the muiiL-y for the tribute of all who were "^'n nia^, the
persons who are meant are not merely mighty warriors,
nor iiKTL-ly ' niiLjhty men of wealth ' (EV), but those
who were at oncL- holders of property and subject to the
obligation of military service. For in Israel, as elsewhere, those who did not belong to the propertied class
were excluded from the ranks of the warriors (cp ARMY,
§ 4 / ) . It is equally true that the propertied class,
which formed the mispdhdh or clan, and consequently
also the Ubet or 'tribe,' alone had political rights.
RL'prtjsunlcd by theirheads—the so-called o'jpi 'ancients,'
cnn ' fri'diiciT' or 'nobles,' and oniy 'princes'"-^—they
must, in the pre-regal period, have monopolised the
supreme power, both in pc;ice and in \\:\r. Under
kiiigl)'- government, however, the political authority of
the collections of territorial' clans,' denominated ' tribes,'
naturally faded away more and more. Nothing is said
about ' tribes' in 2 Kings, and none of the statistical
passages in Ezra and Neh., with two exceptions,
mention a. tribal connection.
The exceptions are
Neh. 113-24 and 1125-36, both certainly late passages,
though with an artificial antique tinge. It should,
however, be added that the lists in the Books of Ch.
and Ezra - Neh. produce the impression, that u hen
these books were compiled the tie of the clan had by no
means disappeared. This is surely natural, for this tie
had the sanction, not merely of antiquity, but of
religion. Two proofs of this are preserved, viz. (i) the
notice ofthe yearly sacrifice of David's mispdhdh (i S.
206 29), and (2) the direction in the law of the Passo\er
in J (Ex. 1221 ; see Baentsch, ad loc.) that the paschal
lamb was to be provided by each mispdhdh (jxa inp
•D'nnD^yoS). which contrasts with the legal direction
given in a secondary stratum of P (Ex. 123) that every
'father's house' (nN rrn) should provide a lamb for
itself.
The designation ' tribe belongs specifically to the
Israelites, and means, in its fuUest sense, an association
_ ..
of clans and families, living near together,
and conscious of a closer mutual affinity
than that which united them to ' Israel' as a whole.
If we are not misled through relying too implicitly on
the traditional text, we nowhere find the term C'D^C',
' tribes,' applied to any of the peoples with which Israel
was most closely connected.
T h e Edomites (' sons of Esau ') are said in Gen. 36 15-19 40-43
(cp the 'allfiphim of the Horites in vv. 2gf) to have had
CEll'^X Calluphim), a term which pre.supposes the existence of
^-TJ-.-^ i^dldplum)~i.e.,
following Buhl, 'unions.'
Evidently,
in some sense of the word, ' tribe-,' are meant. The Ishmaelites,
too, are said in Gen. 25 16 to be divided into n'lEN—i.e., ' populat i o n s ' ; and in N u . 25 15 SOr (-y)^ is said to have been 'head of
a people (HTTN ; read n'^N'?), of a father's house In Midian.'3
Strangely enough, in Is. 1913 we hear of persons who are
called"'the cornerstone' of Egypt's 'tribes.' Duhm wilfully
makes these ' tribes' into ' n o m e s ' ; not less wilfully his
predecessors explain ' castes ' (Herod. 2 164). Now, however
(see MIZRAIM, § 2b), it is almost beyond the possibdity of
question tbat the Misrites of N . Arabia are referred to, so that
here, at least, In a late literary production we have the word
sebet applied to a neighbouring non-Israelite people. But, as a
rule". It is only Israel tbat has sebdtim.

Though both ^i^bet and matteh might conceivably
have been used by early writers in speaking of the
primitive stage of Israel's social development, the
probability is'that both terms arose after the Israelites
had begun to acquire territory by conquest. W e may
1 See E . Meyer, GA 1 449 ; Entst. 1 5 2 / (cp 1 0 9 / ) .
2 On J u d g . 814, where the C^^b are apparently distinguished
from the O'^Pl, see Moore's commentary.
3 Stade, however, would read D'S^X for D'SIT'N, which is
probably right.

Similarly in Ex. 1515 'D'-N may be read for
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therefore concede to Driver' that though matteh may
be in O T usage only post-exilic, it was scarcely invented
by P, and that, like Ubet, when used in a metaphorical
sense, it is at any rate suggestive of high antiquit3^
'.Archaic,' however, which is Driver's word, seems to
claim too much. ^ -\\. the time that we here suppose the
metaphorical use of sebet (and of matteh ?) to have
arisen the creative tendency of language was still
strong. As to the precise date when the usage was
initiated, who can venture to dogmatise? ^^'e can
only say that it must have been a fairly ancient, though
not archaic period. W'hen the Blessing of Jacob was
wiitten in its original form, the usage must have been
already in existence, not because Gen. 49i6 speaks of
Dan as 'judging his people, like any of the tribes of
Israel' (for the text of v. i6b is questionable),^ but
because the contents of the series of blessings require
this view. The union of clans must, at this time, have
been closer than in the nomadic age, owing to the
pressure of new conditions arising out of changed
circumstances. And even though it cannot be historical
that the first king was chosen by lot (i S. IO20/.)—first
Benjamin being selected from the other ' tribes,' then
Saul's ' clan' and then Saul himself—we can believe
that there w.as in that hero's time not only a ' c l a n '
of Matri, but also at least the beginnings of a ' tribe' of

earlier form of the tradition Moses is most probably
conni'cted (see MoSES, § 4), appears to be referred to,
in the appendix to the Book of Judges, as the headquarters of the Levites.'
The convention referred to, however, definitely represents the tribes of Israel as twelve in number. There
is a similar convention with regard to the
5. Number
clans or tribes whose origin was traced
twelve.
to Nahor (Gen. 2'22o-24), to Ishmael (Gen.
1720 2513-16), and to Esau (Gen. 3615-1940-43) respectively.'-^ Its artificiality is obvious. Ne\er can the
' twelve tribes' of Israel have been all in existence
together. '\\'hen, e.g., Benjamin came into prominence
as an independent tribe, Simeon and Le\'i presumably
had long suffered the fate poetically prognosticated in
Gen. 497. ^\'hat, then, was the origin of the numeration ? More than probably it had a mythological
character. Diodorus Siculus (230), in his account of
the Babylonian astronomy, after speaking of the thirtysix star-gods, tells us that the Kbpioi of the gods are
twelve in number, to each of whom are allotted a month
and one of the signs of the zodiac. In mythological
style the twelve months and the twelve signs of the
zodiac could be called ' s o n s of the moon.' It is
probable that, cither directly or indirectly (through
some other people), a faint echo of this had reached the
primitive Israelites. T h e most plausible MCW is that
the priests at the chief sanctuaries of the people, from
whom Israel derived a pale reflection of a mythology,
knew o f a myth of the moon-god who had twelve sons
(the months, or the signs of the zodiac);'' and it is
further probable that they connected the ancestor of
their race with the moon-god, and the constituent tribes
of their people with the moon-god's sons. T o what
people Israel was indebted for its semi-mythic tales, is
matter for investigation.

Benjamin (cp .SALL, § i ^ ) .

It is probable that the tribal association was
strengthened by the sanctions of religion. The names
of some at least of the Israelitish tribes can be more
or less plausibly explained as borrowed divine names ^
(see .V.SHER, D.\N, G.\D, .M.\NASSEH, R E U B E N ) , and
though it would be natural that some specially famous
sanctuary should draw pilgrims not only from the tribe
on whose territory it stood, but also from other tribes,
yet we may presume that every tribe had some sanctuary
of its own in which, besides Vahwe, some tribal god or
divine hero was implored to g i \ e his blessing to the
tribe.''
If we ask how many ' tribes of Israel' historically
existed together, the answer must be that, apart from a
4 Number '^'^•'''''''^ '^"'^ literary convention which
and origin. only in quite a late period can be shown
to have become a popular belief, the
number must, from the nature of the case, have been
variable. .A clan may (i), through the adhesion of other
clans and through favouring fortune, become so large as
to be called a ' tribe,' or (2), through acquisition of fresh
territory may be inevitably impelled to bifurcation;
again, a tribe may (3), through persistent ill-fortune,
sink so low that its constituent clans, or those of them
which survive, may seek protection in a fresh tribal
attachment. In a word, there is no sharp division
between clans and tribes.^ An example of the first of
these cases may be found in the growth of the tribe of
Judah (see C A L E B , § 2 / ; J U D A H , § 5 ) ; of the second,

as some think, in the division of Joseph into Ephraim
and Manasseh ; of the third, in the attachment of
Simeonite clans to the tribe of Judah (see SIMEON).
The gradual disappearance of Reuben and the destruction of a tribe or clan called D I N A H {f-v., but cp § 12,
below), and of Simeon and Levi, regarded as territorial
tribes, should also be mentioned here, though with regard
to Le\i it has to be once more pointed out that the city
of Z A R E P H A T H {f.v.) in the Negeb, with which in the
^ JPhil. 11 214 (in the course of an answer to Giesebrecht,
Z.^TU•\2^2).
2 B . Luther's phrase (Z.^ 7"/f'21 14), ' d a s s der Begriff kein
hohes -'Mter hat^' ma>- be accepted in so far as it rejects the idea
th.it the term sebet, ' t r i b e / is a r c h a i c '
3 See Crit. Bib'- ad loc.
•* K. Kohler (Der Se^en Jacob's, 1867) presses the theory that
a tribal name may indicate the god anciently worshipped by the
tril.c to an impossible extent.
-' Dt. 33 19 is often supposed to refer to a mountain-sanctuary,
common to tbe tribes of Zebulun and Issachar. M t . Tabor has
been thought of. See, however, Crit. Bib.
0 Cp Gruneisen, Ahnencultus
(1900), p. 242.
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Elsewhere, however (see P A R A D I S E , SODOM), we have seen
that other semi-mythic stories of tbe Israelites were most
probably borrowed from the N . Arabian people of Jerahmeel,
and it is reasonable to suppose that the semi-mythic Hgure of
Jacob (jpi;-), the ancestor of the Israelites, is a reflection of the
mythic ancestor of the Jerahmeelites, who was presumably
called J a r h a m (from n i ' , ' m o o n , ' perhaps with the Arabic
mimationX C p col. 2363, n. 2. Jacob's wife Rebekah (np3"I,
' R i b h k a h ' ) may also owe her name to popular corruption of
' J a r h a m , ' just as Isaac's wife Rachel owes hers to popular
distortion of ' J e r a h m e ' e l . ' See R E B E K A H , § 2.-1
Gunkel, with his wonted penetration, remarks, ' There must
be a line leading from the twelve Babylonian zodiac-gods to the
twelve tribes of Israel; but of what nature and how long the
line is, cannot at present be s a i d ' (Gen.i'^), 293). I t is much
to sec a problem, even if its solution be hidden. But the
evidence already adduced makes it difficult to doubt that the
earliest conveyors of Babylonian myths to the Israelites were the
N . Arabian Jerahmeelites.

Another view has been put forward by B. Luther,"
and though this scholar does not deny that the number
. Solomons
c«i«™»«>- ...
°f 'he months
6.
.. may
A, lie .,at the
. . root
, of
twelve
numeration of the tribes, his theory
departments ™^^' P'^''*^^P= ^^ welcome to those who
^
' would sooner admit the post-Solomonic
origin of the ' twelve tribes ' than grant the possibility
of mythological influences on biblical representations.
It is well-known that, according to the received text of
I K. i-j ff., Solomon divided the land of Israel into
^ N o harder section than J u d g . 17 f can be found among the
early narratives.
Methodical correction is the only remedy
for the otherwise insuperable difliculties of the text. Cp
M I C A H , 2, and Crit. Bib. Gruneisen's view (op. c//., 241) that
m i r r nnS'.;";^ ( E V , ' o f the family of J u d a h ' ) describes the
Levite as one who sojourned for his livelihood in the tribe of
J u d a h , is certainly wrong. Budde, at a n y rate, g i \ e s effect to
a right impres.sion when he substitutes as the original text
.ID'S nns.^•!:D ' o f the clan of M.jses.' For the Levites who
dwelt at Zarephath were the clan of ;\Ioses. See M O S E S § 17.
2 Cp Ewald, Hist- 1369, G E N E A L O G I E S , S 5, n. 2.
'
3 For Winckler's form of the lunar theory, see his Geschichte
Israels, 2 57. T h e credit of originality as well as learnine is due
tu him,
*
•1 T h a t c m ' is a shorter form of S u c m ' is indisputable
See
JEROHAM.

6 Z.-l TTr, 21 34 [ i g o i j
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twelve departments, each of which had to supply
provision to the king and his house for a month in the
year. Xow B. Luther is of opinion that the Solomonic
division of the land into departments \v;is at least «.
principal cause of the later theory of twcKe tnln.'^.
Solomon, it is held, found a division into tribal provinces
(not as yet twelvL') already in existence, and adopted it
so far as it was geographically suitable for his purposes.
It was natural that a later generation should follow the
precedent set by this kin<^, and reckon twelve tribal
provinces. The reason wliy SolnnuHr fixed upon the
number twelve was its supposed sacred character, (i p
NLMHER. § 7, and note that in the Amarna letters
[81, 8] we find the expression, not to be talccn liturallv,
' twelve of my men ').
This view derives its plausibility from the mention of
the months—'each man had to provide victuals for n.
month in the year' ( i K. 47).
But is this notice
critically acceptable ?

style, it would, in accordance with analogy, be stated
that ' Israel' and ' J u d a h ' were brothers, and precisely
such a genealogical description Luther finds unmistakably implied in the fierce words of the ' man (i.e., men ;
p-N cullL-ciive) of Israel' to the ' m a n (men) of J u d a h '
in 2 .s. l'.l,r, |.H], ' I have ten parts in the king, and
moreover 1 am the firstborn (nja, as ©) rather than
thou.'1 It was not till long after the breaking up of
Solomon's kingdom that Judah became a ' son,' i.e., a
dependent, of Israel. The genealogy which represents
Judah as a son of Jacob can, it would seem, have arisen
only at a time when Judah, not less than any one of
the 'ten tribes,' owned the supremacy of the central
Israelite power, and, one must of course add, when the
identification of Jacob and Israel had been effected by
those who nxa.st and refashioned the old tradition.
Luther, therefore, holds (p. 33) that ' the genealogy of
J, if not his own work, can at any rate not be much
older than the time of Ahab, when Judah became the
vassal of Israel.'
To accept this, however, as the approximate date of
the representation of the tribes as twelve sons of Jacob,
simply because in the forms in which it has reached us
Judah always appears, is somewhat hasty.
It is
possible that there were reckonings, now lost, of the
twelve sons of Israel in which Judah was not included.
As a matter of fact the number of the tribes whose
origin is accounted for genealogically by J E is not
twelve, but thirteen, so that ifwe take away 'Judah,'
the number left will be twelve. The reckoning which
underlies J E is as follows,—

Kittel indeed snys that the providing spoken of (cp 4 22-28
[5 2-8]) is equi\alent to the collection of taxes. 1 But this is by
no means natural, ' l o provide victuals for the court month by
month ' is not the same a-; ' to enable Solomon to do whatsoever
his soul desired.' Stade accordingly- crilicist-s the whole statement in I K. 47. H e thinks that there were not twelve but
thirteen ' prefects'(D'31t3), and that the reference to Solomon's
magnificent scale of living is due to the editor who inserted the
old list of prefects in the main body of chaps. 3-11, and whose
object was to enhance the glory of the king. This object he
effected, but in doing so he correspondingly diminished the importance of the prefects, who became commissariat officers.
It
IS now possible, however, to go beyond this, and to say that,
text-critically, the statement in i K. 4 7(5 may be regarded as
absolutely wrong,3 and that the whole of it has most probably
arisen (thanks to an ingenious editor) out of a gloss on the
incorrect word ^ N I : ; " (Israel).
T h e region over which the
D'3V] presided was, not the land of Israel, but the land of
Jerahmeel or Ishmael, /.{•., the Negeb (see SOLOMOX, § 6).

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

The Leah-tribes (Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah)
The Bilh.ah-tribes (Dan, Naphtali)
.
T h e Zilpah-tribes (Gad, Asher).
The Leah-tribes (Issachar, Zebulun).
The Rachel-tribes (Manasseh, Ephraim) .
A Rachel-tribe (Benjamin)

4
2
2
2
2
i

The number of the prefects may coincide with the
number conventionally given to the tribes, but either
the coincidence is accidental (twelve, as we have seen,
was a sacred number), or the number of the prefects
was suggested by that of the tribes, not vice vena.
We must, therefore, still hold that the traditional
number of the tribes is due to a hieratic theory respecting
i» A iu
the ancestor of the Israelites and his
7. Allother
^^ *u- *
u
u
u
early theory. ' ° " ' - , T ° '^'^ '' "^^7 P ^ h a p s be ob•^
-^ jrct',-d that, as statistics show, Israel is
' the older and [YK- original designation of the tribes
united by Moses," ^ and that the O T prose-writers of all
ages use ' Israel' and, less frequently, the phrase ' b'ne
Israel,' as the name of the people. If this may be
taken to imply that Israel, not Jacob, was originally
regarded as the name of the ancestor of the Israelites,
must we not question the originality of the representation
of the tribes as descended from sons of Jacob ? This
criticism may plausibly be supported by the remark
that ' Jacob' as a designation of the whole people is
nowhere found in prose-writings, and that the phrase
' b'ne Ja'akob' occurs only twice in prose literature, viz.
—in I K. IS31 and 2 K. 1734, both which passages are
to be assigned to redactors. The right answer perhaps
is, not that ' I s r a e l ' was preferred to ' J a c o b , ' as the
higher or religious name, but that according to the
original view ' Israel' and ' Judah ' were both sons of
Jacob ^—i.e., of Jarham or Jerahmeel. For theearliest
accounts of the historical relation between Israel and
Judah exclude the idea that Judah was even theoretically
regarded as a part of Israel; 'Israel and Judah,' as
B. Luther remarks, ' are opposed as two equal powers.'
If this relation were to be expressed in genealogical

It is true, there is evident trace (in J) of an earlier
arrangement, which included Dinah and excluded
Benjamin. This, however, does not affect our present
argument, which is that if we are counting tribes, we
cannot speak of Joseph, but only of Alanasseh and
Ephraim. That there ever existed a tribe which included the later (?) Ephraim and jManasseh, and passed
under the name of Joseph, cannot be shown with any
certainty ; we cannot appeal to Nu. 1311 because the
text there is evidently in disorder (see JOSEPH [ T R I B E ] ,
§ I, n. i).
Winckler's conclusion may here be
mentioned without of course committing him to more
than he has said. ' That Joseph is not a tribal name,
but a genealogical form [creation] is proved by the
circumstance that his domain [Shechem] is in possession
of the tribe of Ephraim, who therefore has to be Joseph's
son' {GI. 268). Mr. Hogg, on the other hand, thinks
that not improbably ' Joseph and Ephraim are simply
two names, older and younger, tribal and geographical,
for the same thing' (JOSEPH, § 2).
We may here refer to the possibility of other reckonings of the tribes—ten, eleven, and thirteen, {a) Ten
_ ,
sons of Israel may perhaps be referred to
8. Other
;„ 2 3. I943 (see above), {b) Eleven sons
reckonings. ^^^^^ ^^ ^^ j^^pjigj ^y i K. l l s r / r
where Ahijah the Shilonite bids Jeroboam take only ten
of the rent pieces of his garment, symbolising ten tribes,
because one tribe was to be left for Rehoboam. Kittel
indeed alters ' ten ' into ' eleven ' (cp v. 30), whilst (5 as
arbitrarily reads ' two tribes' for ' one tribe' in o. 32.

^ Konige (HK). 3- ; cp Gesch. 2 I'ji (Hist. 2 T86).
J^ GVI, l-^os- Eu'ald and E, Meyer also adopt the number
thirteen. Cp, however, Benzinger and Kittel ad loc.
^ The section 5 2-8 [EV 422-28] also calls for the application
of akeener textual criticism. See SOLOMON, § 6, n. i, and Crit.
Bib.
•* Staerk, Studien
zur Religions- und Sprachgeschichte
des
AT, 2 JO.
^ B. Luther, op. cit. 32, of course without any reference to
Jerahmeel.

1 Budde, however (Sam. KHC, 295), thinks it safer to explain
thus ; ' the North is conscious of its unity, and theiefore feels
itself not a row of brothers but one brother, under the name
Israel, as opposed to Judah.' On the reading 1133 see Driver,
TBS, ad loc.
2 On the geography of the statement in its original form, see
SHILOH, 2. It may be added that in Dt. 3'i6-25 the number of
the tribes is left doubtful.
V. 13 opens with tbe words, ' And
of Joseph he said ; ' this implies that there are eleven tribes.
But V- lyb introduces a reference to Ephraim and Manasseh

166
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Since, however, we must take some liberty with the
text, is it not least hazardous to read 'eleven' for
' twelve' in o. 30, and to suppose either that, as in
Dt. ;So, Simeon is omitted, as having early disappeartd,
or that Levi is omitted as not being a territorial tribe ?^
(L) The adoption of Ephraim and Manasseh by Israel
(Gen. 4 8 1 3 ^ , E) makes the number of Jacob's sons
thirteen (see above).
-Similarly the sons of Joktan
(Gen. 10 26-29) and Keturah ^ (Gen. 251-4; appear to be
reckoned as thirteen.
T. K. C.
[.-Vs to the different biblical arrangements of the
tribes, it is strange but true that there are more than
twenty.
In the following section, these twenty are
tabulated, and a brief indication will be given of tlie
relative influence of the different prmciples that govern
them. The earlier and more interesting extra-biblical
lists are included in the examination.
For a fuller
treatment see G. B. Gray, ' The Lists of the Twelve
Tribes,' li.vp., March 1902, pp. 225-240. It will, it is
hoped, become abundantly clear that in spite of the
great variety of arrangement there is always some
controlling principle.]
The twelve tribes, or ' sons' of Jacob, are mentioned
by name together some twenty-live times in OT and
, . , , N T ; and except in Ku. 2 7 11)14-2(3 the
, . * . arrangement of the names is alwavs
g e o g r a p m c a l different. In all there are upwards of
twenty different arrangements.
Early
extra-biblical literature, such as the Book of Jubilees
and the writings of Philo, repeat some of the biblical
arrangements, but also contain fresh variations.

their influence ; so far it will speak for itself. It will
only remain to consider how far and with what results
the two principles conflict with one another and what
other influences over the arrangements can be detected.

In Charles's Jn,,dc of Jubilees (1902), pp. ijoff-, the text of
the dates given for the Inrth ofthe several children is discussed.
In the present text of Jubilees, the birth of Dan is placed in
an earlier year than the birth of J u d a h : but tbis must be due
to textual corruption, for it is out of accord not only with t h e
order in which the tribes a r e mentioned, h u t also with t h e
express statement of'.^1 17 / ' There are several similar errors in
the text of Jubilees and Liter works dependent on it.

In a few cases where the tribes are mentioned in
connection ^vith the conquest or distribution of the
country, geographical considerations have overridden
all others; and in two other instances (Jos. l-i isf-,
I Ch. 4-6) these considerations constitute the main
principle of arrangement. These lists are not included
in the following table and may be briefly discussed at
once. T h e most perfect geographical arrangement is
found in Jos. 214-7 (cp i Ch. 654ff.) : here the tribes
are mentioned in four groups, the southern first, then
the midland, then the northern and then the eastern.
In N'u. 34 1 8 ^ Judg. 1 and Jos. .////. 1. I 22 only the
western tribes are included ; the order of mention is
from S. to N . , but in Judg. and Jos. Dan is mentioned
last, either in consequence of its subsequent position in
the extreme N . , or as being descended from a handmaid. In Jos. 13 1 ,'i A the eastern tribes Reuben and
Gad are treated apart (13), but in the discussion of the
western tribes ( 1 5 / . ) a strict geographical order is not
followed ; considerations of the importance of the tribes
appear to have modified the tendency of the arranger to
follow a S. to N. order. In i Ch. 4-8 the southern
tribes Judah and Simeon come first, then the three
eastern tribes and the rest in an order governed by no
obvious principle. T h e one common feature of these
arrangements is the marked tendency to survey the
tribes frora S. to N. ; of the contrary tendency there is
nowhere the slightest trace.
The main considerations that have governed the
order of the remaining and far more numerous lists of
1 n Ofh
^^^ tribes are obviously the traditional order
• J
of births and the several ' mothers' or
' wives' of Jacob from whom the tribes
traced their descent. On this account these lists are
here tabulated by means of S}'mbols that will show at a
glance the extent to which these principles have exerted
t Cp GENEALOGIES, g 5 (on the reason for the enumeration of
the priestly tribe of Levi).
- The ' sons of D e d a n ' in z*. 3 are interpolated.
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T h e two wives of Jaci.b, Leah and Rachel, are indicated b y
L and R respecti\ely ; Leah's handmaid, Zilpah, by 1, Rachel's
handmaid, Bilhah, by r. T h e order of birth from the same
mother is indicated by index figures, and t h e grandsons of
Rachel b y Joseph, who also fall to be considered, by an a d ditional index letter, thus ;—
Lt = Reuben.
R t = Joseph.
Llll = Henoch (eldest son of R t ' ' = Manasseh.
Reuben.
Rt'^ = Ephraim.
L2 = Simeon.
R^ = Benjamin.
L-' = L e v i .
rt
=Dan.
L-l = J u d a h .
fi
= Naphtali.
L'* = I s s a c h a r .
U =Gad.
LO = Zebulun.
V = Asher.
T h e sources whence the lists are derived are indicated to the
right hand, the references are given at the foot of the list.
1. LIS-"-* rl-M12 L50 R12
JE.
2. L123465 rl 11a r^ R''^
Early Poem.
3. L l « RSlta Lt'"' 11 rl2 11
Early Poem.
^. L1234S6 R12 rl'2 pS
P.
5. LissJos R2 rr:; pa
p.
6 Lt23456 112 R12 rl2
p
7! Ll'i«6 Rlb.2 rl 1=1 r2
p.'
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
,5.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Lliis Rlb2 L6 Ria rl 12 r2 n
LI'-i 11 L-lse RU,,,J rl 12 r2
L12 11 L«6 Rlab2 rl 12 r2
L123*6 rl R12 r2 112
L12MS6 r2 Rlb»2 rl
L « 112 r2 Ria L23li6 R12
Ll'^56 Rlb»2 11 rl 12 r2
L12-I456rl2 112 R12
Ll'3«6 rl 112 r2 R2
I.MJ5R12| L i l i 2 L 6 r l 2
rl )2 r2 Rl«b LU | R2 Tjae p
L-»'« I L12 11 I Rlta2 I rl 12 r2

20. L-l r2 11 I L3 rl L'.^ | L166 | L2 R2 L l '
J. Gen. in 3iy:-so 24 35 1 6 ^ ;
Jubilees 28 11-24 ^ - 3 3 .
2. Oen. 4;'.
3. fit. 38.
4. Gen. 35 23.20 : Jos. --intii. 7 4 ; Jubilees 'I'i 22.
5. Ex. 1 1-5.
6. Gen. 411 9 _ ^ ;
Jubilees
44 1 3 ^ ; cp Nu. 20 ©.
7. Nu. 1 5-T5.
8. Nu.134.15.
9. Nu. I 20-43.
10. Nu. 2t''.

p.
P.
P.
Ch.
Ch.
Rev.
as.
Jubilees.
p^il^.
D.
Ezek.
P.
Jubilees.

II.
12.
13.
14.
15.

iCb. 2 i ^
i Ch. 27 16 ff.
Rev. V sff.
Nu. 120-43 CJubilees 34 20 ; Test.
xii.
Patr.
16. Pliilo, Dreams, 2 5 ; Alleg.
1 ac..
17. I n . 27 12-14.
18. Ezek. 481-7 23-29.
19. Nu. 2 7 1014-29.
20. Jubilees 8 5 J?i

The last four lists (17-20) are somewhat different in
character from the first sixteen ; for in them the tribes
are distributed for various purposes into two or more
groups, which are marked above by the perpendicular
line.
The two principles that have obviously influenced
the various arrangements conflict with one another ; for
the sons of the handmaids, in virtue of seniority, come
between the first four and the last two of Leah's children.
Since the simple order of birth is never adopted except
in the story of the births, the tendency to group the
tribes according to their respecti\e mothers was clearly
stronger than the tendency to group according to age.
Further, the least departure from the order of birth,
required in order to maintain the maternal groups intact, would be to place the children of the handmaids
immediately after Leah's six children. This, however
(except in the later lists—NT, Philo, Jubilees), is a
comparatively infrequent arrangement ; far more frequently the children of the full wife Rachel, though
younger, precede the children of the handmaids. An
obvious cross principle is adopted but once (no. 6 ; see
also Xu. 26 6 I.
The tendency to keep the children of the two full
wives in two distinct groups is far stronger than that to
keep the children ofthe two handmaids disdnct; indeed,
a tendency to keep the children of the tw o handmaids
in two distinct groups can hardly be said to exist. The
handmaid tribes are to be regarded as constituting a
single class in which considerable freedom of arrangement prevailed.
It will only be possible to refer briefly to some of the
5208
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chief apparent or real violations of the principles just
indicated.

probably of very mixed origin, and joined the b'ne
Israel later. On what principle the Bilhah and Zilpah
groups were arranged, is not clear. Guthe thinks that
these two couples of tribes had come into specially close
relations with Joseph and with either Reuben or
Issachar and Zebulun respectively, and that this was
expressed genealogically by the statement that their
niothers were the handmaids, in the one case of Rachel,
in the other of Leah. For the further movements of
the tribes, according to Guthe, see ISRAEL, § 7.
Stade 1 is of opinion that the legend of Jacob and
Joseph in its present form presupposes the division of
12 S t a d e ^^^ kingdoms. Leah, the legitimate but
• slighted wife, represents the kingdom of
Judah, Rachel that of Israel. The assignment of a
tribe to Lc.ih or to Rachel depends on the question
wliciher the tribe came earlier or later into the country
\V. of the Jordan.'-^ The details of the legend cannot,
for the most part, be interpreted historically. Bilhah
was probably connected with Rachel for geographical
reasons ; but not so Zilpah with Leah. Why the
insignificant Reuben is made the firstborn, is obscure.
' If the precedence given to Reuben reflects actions of
this tribe, these actions must go back to the most remote antiquity.' Why, too, are Issachar and Zebulun
grouped with Judah, and Gad with Asher?
Here
again, political circumstances may be reflected. It is
only Joseph and Benjamin whose position is quite
clear ; they reached distinction onl}'^ at a late period.
Benjamin branched off from Joseph (cp 2 S . 192i, *I
[Shimei] have come the first of all the house of Joseph ')
before Joseph split into Ephraim and Manasseh.
Dinah is merely a genealogical creation. She represents
an Israelitish minority in the population of the Canaanite city of Shechem in the pre-regal period (cp D I N A H ,
§ r). The story of Dinah (Gen. 34) and that of Tamar
(Gen. 38) are the oldest parts of the tribal legend, and
indicate on what lines the occupation of Palestine really
proceeded. In the formation of the tribes, not only
the vicinity of Israelite clans, but the intermixture of
non-Israelitish elements were important factors. As we
find them in the historical period, they arose on this
side of the Jordan. On the question of the sojourn in
Egypt, Stade is in agreement with Wellhausen.
A new impulse has been given to these inquiries by
Steuemagel, who has made a very thorough and critical
„,
. study of the legends of the immigra13. b t e u e r a a g e i . ^.^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^.j^^^ ^^ j^^^^j j ^ ^ ^
Canaan.^ According to him, it is the Rachel-tribes
which have the first right to be called sons of Jacob.
They arose through the fusion of the ' genuine Israelitish ' tribe Jacob, and the Aramaic tribe Rachel. The
Jacob-tribe thus lost its independent existence, and by
degrees the tribal name Jacob gave way to the new
name Joseph. The name Jacob itself, however, did
not disappear. The facts of the origin of the Josephtribe led to the traditional statement that Joseph was
the son of Jacob and Rachel. Steuemagel, however,
also seeks to throw light on the early history of the
Jacob-tribe, which was led out of Egypt by Moses, and
dwelt in the eastern steppe-country to the S. of Canaan,
by Sinai, where the tribe allied itself to the Horite clan
Bilhan ( = Bilhah), but, together with other tribes, was
driven further by the Edomites, who had formed a

In some lists J u d a h , though the fourth son of Leah, stands
first (13, 19, 20 ; cp N u . 34 19 Jo^l^. 214 and other geographical
lists). The reasi-iiu ic can scarcely be questioned, is the preeminence of the tribe.
In the camp order (19), J u d a h is given the superior eastern
position ; otherwise, the four groups are constituted and arranged
in such an order as to do least violence to the principle that
sons of the same mother should be kept together and in the
order of their birth. Smce Le\ i is necessarily omitted from the
scheme, Leah's sons fail to make two complete groups of thre-;:,
the second group is completed by Gad, tbi; eldest son of Leah's
handmaid. Lists 9, 10 seein to be so far influenced by this list
that Gad follows Simeon. On the other h.ind, the separation
of Dan from the other handmaid tribes in 11 and 12 is not easy
of e.xplanation.
In lists 2 and 3 Zebulun, exceptionally, precedes Lsacli:ir.
As both these lists occur in poems of earUer origin than J K, it is
possible that the arrangement represents an earlier thcur>" of
the relative ages of tlie two tribes, according to which all the
sons of Leah were older than any of the sons of other mothers,
ZebuUm was older than Issachar, ani.1 the relative aijes of the
handmaid tribes were not the same as in the later scheme.
Benjamin precedes Joseph ( K - ' ) in only one (no. 3) of the
twenty li-its ; in another (no. 8) it stands between Ephiaim and
Maii.isseh (Ri^'-^''^). Both these arrangements are extremely
anomalous, and each occurs in a list that contains other anomalies. In the case of no. 8 the anomalies are ahnost certainly due
to an accidenta! transposition in the text. If in N u . 13 vv. 11 f
be placed before z-z'. tf,
three anomalies are at once removed
and an entirely normal list restored (L^--*^ J^l^iiv2 pl 12 j-- p). In
Dt. 33, unless the text has suffered very serious dislocation, the
order was originaUy altogether anomalous.
In no. 13 also, a simple transposition, by which TT;. 5C6 should
be made to follow v. 8 in Rev. 7, would restore a far more
normal list (L^12356 Rr.: 113 r2 Ria) where R l - (iManasseh) is an
intentional or accidental substitute for Dan (r-).
In 17 and 18, and to a much slighter extent in 20, the tendency
to maintain the traditional groups still exerts itself, but is
checked by other considerations. The second group in 17 consists of the tribes whose duty it was to curse ; the tribes selected
for this purpose are, not unnaturally, the less eminent handmaid tribes and the youngest son of Leah ; why Leah's eldest
son completes the group is not clear, unless the curse pronounced
on him in Gen. 49 bas influenced the selection. In Ezek. a
similar slightness of regard for the handmaid tribes has given
them positions most remote from the holy district.
G. B. G.

The problems \\hich have just been stated and illustrated, differ in their degree of importance, and the
- -,
. most interesting of them advance but
G. .
slowly towards a. satisfactory solution.
tilfi 01716 S '

W llh

'

^^""^ particularly, opinions are divided
• relative to the inner meaning ofthe first list
of the tribes (that of JE), and of the traditions which are
connected with it. Ewald long ago expressed the conviction ^ that, rightly understood, such a list must convey
important information relative to the ' pre-Egyptian
period of Israel's history,' and we may, at any rate,
agree with him that, even allowing for the extreme
uncertainty of tradition with regard to details, and for
the probability of the intermixture of elements derived
from the circumstances of later ages, something of
value may be obtainable by the historical critic from
the genealogical narrative of JE. Wellhausen and
Stade deserve special gratitude for the acuteness with
which they have studied both this and the other traditional narratives relative to the origin of the tribes.
According to Wellhausen,^ with whom Guthe [GVI,
1899, P- 41) 3^iid probably Bennett (Hastings' DB, s.v.
'Tribes') and Paton [Syria and Palestine, 1902, pp,
124, 138, etc.) agree, the original Israelitish tribes were
seven in number, six of which belong to the group
represented by Jacob's wife Leah, and one to that
represented by his other wife Rachel. It was the latter
tribe—viz., Joseph, which (according to these critics)
alone sojourned in Egypt (cp EXODUS, § 2). The
combination of the Leah and the Rachel tribes uas
probably effected by Moses, who came from the Sinaitic
peninsula to conduct the Hebrews thither from Goshen.
The sons of the concubines (Bilhah and Zilpah)—viz.,
Dan, Naphtali, Gad, and Asher—are not in the same
full sense sons of Jacob or Israel ; these tribes were
1 GVm 1 5 1 9 ^ (Hist. 1 3^2 ff.).
2 IJGfS), 11-13, 1 8 ; Prol.l'^), 322-329.
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1 GVt \^) 14s f \ * Lea und Rahel," 2 ' ^ r f F l i i 2 - i i 6 ; ' W o
enstanden die genealogischen Sagen uber den Ursprung der
H e b r a e r ' ? Z . - J / " / n 347-350; ' E n t s t e h u n g des Volkes Israel,'
Akad. Reden, 97-121.
2 ZATlVYii-^.
In GVII147,
however, Stade cautions us
against looking to the genealogical legend for any disclosures
as to the course of events in the immigration into Canaan. For
a criticism of Stade's view on the combination of two systems,
one representing them as wives of Jacob, and the other as sons,
see Steuemagel, Die Einivand. gf; Robertson, Early Religio7t
of Israel,
4ggf
3 Die Einwanderung
der Israelitischen Stamme in
Kanaan
(igor). For criticisms of this alile work see Gunkel, Gen (-),
285; J . C. :Matthes, 'Israels nederzetting in Kanaan,"
Th.T
8 6 5 1 7 ^ [1902].
5210

TRIBES
kingdom to the N or the Sinaitic peninsula (Gen.
3631); this the legt-nd describes as Jacob's flight from
l£sau.
From Mesopotamia, where the fusion with
' R a c h e l ' took place, the mixed tribe now called
' Joseph ' was pushed by Aramosan tribes (under Assyrian
pressure) southward. On the N. border of Gilead the
Aramceans made a temporary halt, while the JacobRachel tribe occupied X. Gilead. Not improbably, the
boundary between them was fixed b}' a compact near
the Yarmuk. ' I f this be correct, it will follow, not
onl)' that the migration of Jacob should leceive a place
in general history, but also that it is to be assigned to
the fourteenth century' (p. 60). T h e story in Gen.
3221^-32 tells of the duel between Jacob and the god of
the conquered N . Gileadites. ' Israel' means ' El ( =
Yahwe) fights,"^ i.e., for J a c o b ; it became a war-cry
and, later on, the name of the people. T h e sequel is
related, according to Steuemagel, in two forms—in the
Jacob-story and in the Book of Joshua. Attacks of the
Bedouin tribes (probably) forced the Jacob-Rachel tribe
to cross the Jordan, to the S. of the point where the
Yarmuk enters it. T h e tribe goes to Shechem, where
it acquires land by payment (a reminiscence of ancient
payment of tribute to the Shechemites). T h e narrative
in Gen. 35 belongs to a later time when, as a consequence of the extension of the Rachel-tribe to the S.,
the Benjamin tribe made itself independent.
The
Jacob-Rachel tribe now disappears ; in future the two
tribes, Joseph and Benjamin, appear in its place. In
the legendary style, this is expressed by sa\ing that
soon after the arrival at Bethel, and the founding of a
sanctuary there, Benjamin was born, and Rachel died.
As to the Leah-Zilpah tribes, Steuernagel's view is that
they reached Canaan before the Jacob-Rachel tribe, and
came into connection with that tribe in Canaan, on
which account legend represented Leah as the wife who
was foisted upon Jacob.
All these theories are ably defended. The least satisfactory is the third, precisely because it is the most
14. Criticism elaborate, and aims at the fullest
of theories. ?>'='°''"=^' results.
Almost everything
in the patriarchal narratives turns out
to lie a tj'pical or anticipative historj- of the settlement
of the tribes in Canaan.
Unfortunately Steuemagel,
under the presence of theory, has here and there to
alter the traditional statements.
The tradition states
that Jacob married Leah and Rachel at the same time,
and afterwards Bilhah and Zilpah, and that the place
was in Mesopotamia. This critic, however, alters the
order of the marriages and the places, and represents
that the Bilh.ah tribe joined Jacob in the .S. of Canaan,
and the Rachel tribe in Mesopotamia ; Leah and Zilpah
ho\\ever only joined after the immigration."
This is
one great drawback, .\nother is that Steuemagel treats
his traditional material very undiscriminatingly, the connections bet^^•een the legends being made as much use
of as the legends themselves. For instance, the order
of the e\ents related in Jacob's progress through
Canaan surely does not rest on early tradition ; there
is no real traditional authority for placing the foundation of Bethel before the death of Rachel at Ephrath.
Nor does Steuemagel allow for the probability that the
historical circumstances of the regal period have found
a reflection in the patriarchal legend, and throughout
he shows a confidence in the vitality of the earliest
tradition which is not justified by the experience of
historical critics elsewhere.
But even Wellhausen's and Stade's theories cannot
either of them be accepted without important modifi1 Another explanation of ' I s r a e l ' is offered elsewhere (p. 62).
But both ' E l fights' and ' man of R a c h e l ' must be Incorrect.
7X in nanies of the type ^.s*^,:;- Joes not mean ' God,' and no
sound analogy can be olT<_re'l i.or such a tribal name as "-n^ :;"Mi
out of which Steuemagel (.as an alternative theory) doubtfully
brings 'sf^.^^..*,
2 On .Steuernagel's view (p. 47) of the traditional representat'on o f t h e Leah-Zilpah tribes, see Z I L P A H , col. 5418, n. 2.
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cations, and it remains for future inxestigators to use
the works of the three eminent critics mentioned rather
as mines of suggestions than as records of results. T w o
things seem to be required in order that we may take
a genuine step forward.
( i ) W'e must criticise the
Hebrew text more keenly and with more adequate
methods, and (2) we must look out for further help from
archaeological research. Many perhaps \\ill shake their
heads at the first of these requirements. But without a
more thorough investigation of the text ^^c shall not be
in a position to use archaeological discoveries aright
when we get them.
Steuemagel for instance refers
( 1 1 3 / ; cp .\SHKR, § i ) to W. Max Miiller's statement
{As. li. F-iir. 236ff.) that in the inscriptions of .Seti \.
and Rameses IL a land of Aseru or .-Vsis)aru is often
mentioned as occupying W. Galilee. It is true, he
declines to lay any great stress upon this, though, if the
land of .Aseru were named after the tribe of Asher, it
would fit in with his view, independently obtained, that
the Jacob-Rachel tribe was forced by the Aramaean
migration into X. Gilead in the fourteenth century B.C.
Others, however, are less cautious. Paton {Syria and
Pal. 126) tells us that ' in an inscription of Sety we
meet for the first time '.A-sa-ru (Asher), a Canaanite or
Amorite tribe that subsequently was adopted into the
Hebrew confederacy, and was classified as a son of
Jacob by his concubine Zilpah.' Hommel too {-AHT
228, 237) thinks that the Egyptian notices can be
utilised for the history of the tribe of Asher. All this
is precarious until the Hebrew texts have been more
thoroughly explored. It must be admitted, indeed, that
Hommel (as well as the present writer) has made a
beginning in examining those O T passages which may
have a bearing on the origin of the tribe of Asher ; but
here as elsewhere nothing short of a complete survey of
the biblical texts (such as is begun in portions of the
present work and will be continued and completed in
Critica Biblica) will enable us to give a fairly satisfactory
solution even of this comparatively small problem.
Very much more importance is attached by .Stcuernagel to the references to people called the Habiri in the
Tell el-.\marna letters (cp AsHER, 1, § i ; HEBER ;
HEBREW

L.\,\Gu.\r,E,

§

i ; ISRAEL,

§ 3).

These

Habiri are identified by Steuemagel with the Israelites,
or at least with the Leah-tribe. This too fits in with his
chronological theory ; he infers from it that the Xegeb
was occupied by the Leah-tribe abotit 1400 B.C., and
that the extension of this tribe over the central highlands
of Ephraim took place towards 1385. Now in itself
this dating of the conquest of central Canaan is plausible
enough ; it approximates to that given more vaguely by
Wmckler in 1895I (G/li4).'
It must, however, be
stated that there is so much uncertainty about the
names in the early Hebrew traditions, and such tricks
are constantly played us by the ancient narrators who
use the same name in different senses that for the
present all such theories can only be put forward with
great reserve.
It may be stated in conclusion that this is the reason
why we have made no use in this article of the references
15. Conclusion. ^ J^'-'-^elitish tribes in the song of
Deborah. Negatively, previous critics
have done much for the text of this song i.e., they
have pointed out many corruptions as probable. But
very little of a satisfactory character has been done for
the correction of the text ; the old methods have once
more proved their inadequacy. Here as elsewhere a
fresh start in criticism must be made by the application
of a broader text-critical method.
W e are also precluded from taking up an}- position
1 F o r Winckler's latest statement of his vie^^ on the H^hi'ri
see -AOFC) c,,,-c)^. Budde (7"^^ Reli.fion e,/-/sr„Tto
the Exile
I1899I..6) may produce an impression .hat V\'i„ckl„ identifies the
H a b i n with the Israelites. This, however, of course is not the
case. Wmckler exprts,ly guards himself against being sunnosed
to mean that the Habiri are to be hmited to ' Israelitish ?tr^hes
or clans.
iriues

TRIBUNAL

TROAS

as to the question, what traces (apart from any in the
Jacob legend) the narrative books contain of changes in
the dwelling-places of the migrating Israehtish tribes.
A number of such traces are pointed out by Steuemagel.
Asher, for instance, according to this critic (p. 30), may
once have dwelt on what was afterwards the borderregion of Ephraim and Benjamin.
Issachar and
Zebulun (p. 12), dwelt anciently in the central highland
country (Mt. Ephraim).
Dinah, Simeon, and Levi
(p. 14 f) were once settled near Shechem in Mt.
Ephraim. (Steuemagel might plausibly have referred,
in proof of Simeon's having belonged to N. Lracl, to
2 Ch. l o g ; see, however, Crit. Bib. on Is. 97-IO4).
Reuben (p. 15) once had his home N E . of Judah, in
what was afterwards Benjamite territory.
All these
problems, however, assume a fresh aspect as the result
ofa continuous text-critical investigation of the Hebrew
texts. T o enter, at this point, on a piecemeal examination of selected passages would require too great an
extension of this article, and the conclusions would not
have the best chance of making a due impression on the
reader.
The special articles in this work on the tribes, on the tribal
'mothers,' and on Jacob, should be consulted. T h e conclusions,
sometimes tentative, may not always be in harmony, but in the
pre.'ient unsettled condition of the subject this could not be
otherwise. T h e present writer is responsible for the view that
the first war of Israel was for the possession of the Negeb, and
that much in the O T which has been supposed to refer to
districts of Canaan proper really refers to the ' Holy Land of
the Israelites'—the Negeb, or N . Arabian border land. For a
full critical monograph on the tribes of Israel see ' Die Israelitischen Stamme,' by B. Luther, ZA TW 21 1-76 [1901I; cp also
Bennett's article ' T r i b e , ' in Hastings' DB vol. iv.
T. K. C , §§ 1-8 1 1 - 1 5 ; G. B. G., § 9 /
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(KpiTHpiON :

i Cor. 6 2 4

RV"'^- ;

same word also in J a s . 2 6, E V 'judgment seat,' and in E x . 21 6,
Judg. 5 10 [not iB^], Sus. 49 [Theod., not ©87] ; in i K. 7 7 for
i;2i;0, mispdt and in D a n . 7 10 26 for 1'"^, din, -q Kpia-Ls ©S7 in
.'. 26). Cp GOVERNMENT, § T6, LAW AND JU.'^TICE, § diff.

TRIBUNES, MILITARY (xiAiApxoi). Rev. 19 18,
RV'"^- See ARMY (' chiliarch'), § 10.
TRIBUTE.

See T A X A T I O N , and cp SOLOMON, § 6.

TRIPOLIS iTpirroAiC [VA]). It was at the haven
at Tripolis (rod Kara TpLTxoXtv Xip^^vos) that Demetrius
I., son of Seleucus, mustered the 'mighty host' and
'fleet' of which we read in 2 Macc. 1 4 1 ^
Cp
!\IACCABE!:S, § 5. As its name indicates (see pHOixiciA,
§ 21, col. 3759), Tripolis was divided into three quarters
(separated by walls) ; it had been founded (not earlier
probably than 700 B.C.) by Aradians, Tyrians, and
Zidonians, and in Persian times Zidon, Tyre, and Aradus
held a federal council in it. From 197 B.C. onwards it
belonged to the Seleucidas ; but towards the end of that
period it fell under usurpers or ' tyrants,' and was plagued
by robber tribes from whom it was delivered by Pompey
in 64 (see PHCENICIA, § 22, col. 3763-4).
The modern Tripoli or Tarabulus, on the river Kadisha or
Abu 'All, is situated in a fertile maritime plain covered with
orchards and dominated by a castle overhanging a gorge of the
river, some parts of which are, perhaps, the work of the
crusaders.
T h e port (el Mina) is about 2 m. distant, on a
small peninsula (see PHCENICIA, map).

<pav€pouvTL 5i' i}iJ,u)v iv xxavxi rbxrip, which the RV
renders, ' but thanks be unto God, which alwa3'S leadeth
us in triumph in Christ, and maketh manifest through
us the savour of his knowledge in every place,' whilst
the AV gives to dpLap-^evovn the sense ' causeth (us)
to triumph,' in spite of the fact that the causative
sense does not appear elsewhere.
But, unless we
desert the paths of natural exegesis, how ean God be
said to lead Paul and his companions in triumph?
Does not 5i' xjpLwv in the following clause prove that
Paul himself is supposed to be a member of the
triumphal procession?
Another point has to be
mentioned.
J. C. M. Laurent has pointed out that
vv. 12 f. do not help our comprehension of the context ;
according to him, they are a marginal note (by Paul
himself) on the statement in 116.
' The subject of
dyvoovpc^v (v. 11) and the nominative of ^^as [v. 14) are
the same man, the apostle. T h e verb Qpiap.^ie'bovri is
excellently accounted for by the avrov which precedes
in V. II.' It is over Satan that Paul 'triumphs.' T h e
reference to a ' sweet odour' which follows harmonises
with the figure of the 'triumph.'
For during a
triumph, sweet spices were burnt ; as Plutarch
(rEmil.) says, the streets were dvp.iaixdrwv xrX-^peLS.
Paul's preaching of God, or of Christ, is as penetrating,
as all-pervading, as the smell of incense. It was a
brave sight—that of a Roman triumph—and worthy to
be chosen by such an enthusiast for Christ and his victory
as Paul. ' Rome was en fete, the streets gay with garlands, the temples open.' The procession, it is true,
presented reminders that the Christian principle was not
yet supreme. T h e best part was the end, when ' o n
reaching the temple of Jupiter on the Capitol, the general
placed the laurel branch (in later times a palm branch)
on the lap of the image of the god, and thus offered the
thank-offerings' (see EB, art. ' T r i u m p h ' ) .
TROAS (rpcoAC, T i . W H , A c t s l 6 8 i i 2O5 2 Cor.
2 1 2 / . 2 T i m . 413).
The full name of the town was Alexandria Troas ('Ake^dvSpeia
T] Tpiods, Strabo, 581; Ptol. v. 2 4 ; Liv. 3042.
T h e ^order
•rj Tpcods 'Ake^dvSpeLa is found in Polyb. 5 i n ) .
1. N a m e . One or other part of the full form was very
commonly used to designate the place (Alexandreia
in Strabo, 599 et pass. ; cp Polyb. 5 78.
Trnas alone in N T ,
and Pliny, HN, 5 33, ipsaque Troas).^
Troas is simply an adjective, which distinguishes the ' Trojan Alexandria' from the
many other towns called after the great conqueror.
Apparently the simple 17 Tpiods is not used by Greek _ writers
before the N T period, as leading to ambiguity. For rj Tpoids
is the correct Greek equivalent for ' the Troad '•—i.e., tbe region
between Mt. I d a and the Hellespont, which was the centre of
the Trojan power in Homeric tradition. T h e ' T r o a d ' (as the
word is adopted in English) was spoken of by the Greeks as
•^ Tpojcts from the time at least of Herodotus (5 122). i n 2 Cor.
2 12 els ry}v Tptoafia might therefore, so far as form goes, mean
' t o the T r o a d ' ' ; but of course the word Alexandria must be
supplied to limit the phrase to the city in question—unless we
are prepared here to insist that Paul really meant the Troad
and did not confine his visit to the Troad Alexandria.

Alexandria Troas (mod. Eski-Stambid) was an important town and harbour on the coast of ^ o l i s
,
(Mysia) or N W . Asia Minor, opposite
2. History. ^^
g ^ extremity of the island of
Tenedos ; it was half-way between Sigeium and Cape
Lectum (which cape was rounded by the ship in passing
TRIUMPH. Twice the Roman ' t r i u m p h ' is referred
from Troas to Assos, Acts 2013). Alexandria was built
to figuratively, and if the general meaning in one passage
(Col. 215) is plain, in the other (2 Cor. 214) it is by no by Antigonus, who gathered to it the population of the
neighbouring small townships—^Scepsis, Cebren, Neanmeans plain. God, we are told in Col. I.e., ' triumphed
dreia, Larisa, Kolonai, Hamaxitos, and Chrysa (Strabo,
over' the angels opposed to Christ in the henceforth
604; cp 593 597). The town was first named Antigonia
annulled bond of ordinances which had been directly
Troas, after its founder ; but subsequently Lysimachus
hostile to men, and so had justified those angels (who had
changed
this to Alexandria Troas (Strabo, 593 ; Pliny,
in fact promulgated those ordinances?) in their opposi' T r o a s , Antigonia dicta, nunc Alexandria,
tion. T h e words are—d7xeKSvadpi.€V09 rets dpxcLS Kal HNfi^i,
TcLs i^ovala^ ^deLypLdna-ev iv Txappxja'ig., dpiapLjBebo-ascolonia Romana'). T h e importance of the city is seen
avrovs h o.vr(p, which the RV renders, ' having put off
from himself the principaUties and the powers, he made
1 Many varieties are found ^17 TWV ^Ake^avSpe^v TTOAIS in
Polyb. 21 10f
In an inscription at Delphi (Ditten. Syll.i^), 268
a show of them openly, triumphing over them in it.'
= Michel, Recueil, 655) we have Tpwc aTrb 'Ake^avBpeCas followed
In 2 Cor. I.e., however, the rendering is disputed. T h e
almost immediately by 'Xke^av&pevs e/c rag TptuaSos- In Strabo,
words are—rip S^ Qe^ x'^P'-^ "^^ TrdvTore dptapLjSevovrc 134, we find 'AkeiavSpeia rris Tp(i>d8os, just as in Paus. x. I 2 4 we
i}fxds 4v Tip XpL(TT(^ Kal rT)v 6(Tp.T)v TT)? yvihireois avrod have Wke^dvBpeia TJ ev rfj TpcoaSt.
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TROGYLLIUM
from the fact that, in the negotiations of Antiochus the
Great with the Romans before the battle of Magnesia,
the Syrian king offered to surrender ' the territories of
Lampsacus and Smyrna as well as Alexandria Troas,
which were the original cause of the war ' (Polyb. 2113);
its extensive ruins, which for long have served as
a quarry, bear testimony to its importance and
prosperity.
After the defeat of Antiochus the
(ireat, Troas fell into the hands of the Romans and
experienced many benefits from them. It was one of
the few Roman colonies in Asia Mmor (Strabo, 593 ;
cp Phn. HN, l.c.). It dated from the time of Augustus ;
hence the coins bear the Latin inscription COL. TROAD. ;
Ci'L, ALEX. TRO. ; or COL. AUG. TRO., from which we
may infer the name ' Colonia Alexandria Augusta
Troas.' ^ Julius Caesar was credited with a design of
removing the capital of the Roman world to this place
(Suet. Jul. 79), and perhaps Horace (Od. iii. 857) hints
at the same design on the part of Augustus (cp also
what is said of Constantine before he fixed upon the
site of Constantinople, Zosim. 2 3 0 ;
Zonar. 183).
Augustus, Hadrian, and Herodes Atticus contributed
to the beautification of the city. Herodes Atticus built
the aqueduct of which remains can still be seen, and
the baths were also probably his gift (see on the baths
Koldewey, in Athen. Mitth. 9 3 6 / ) .
Through Troas in Roman times ran the coast road
which encircled the peninsula, and thus there w as direct
and easy communication with the interior
3. NT
^ *
by way of Adramyttium. From . \ D K A reierences. ^J^-^TIUM ( ^ . t ' . ) a r o a d r a n N E . to Cyzicus
on the Propontis, and thence towards the Bithynian
frontier; a road also ran southwards to Pergamos.
The former of these roads may well ha\e been in the
main that followed by Paul when he found it impossible
to penetrate into Bithynia (Acts I 6 7 / ) ; but the scantiness of the record here reduces us to conjectures which
gain but little strength from the later traditions (see
Ramsay, Church^^), 488, P.vpos.. Oct. 1888, p. 2 6 4 ;
April 1894, p. 295). Similarly, when Paul was obliged
to retire from Ephesus (Acts20i) to Troas (2 Cor. 212),
he m;iy have gone either by sea, or by the coast road
which led through Adramyttium (more probably the
coast road, if the circumstances of the departure from
Ephesus are taken into account). The importance of
Troas in the itineraries of the time in this region is
shown by the references in 2 Cor. 212 and Acts 20 5—
ships passing in either direction were certain to put in
at Troas.
In order to clear up all ambiguity, perhaps reference should
here be made to a neighbouring to\\n which also bore th§ name
of Troy, Novum Ilium, which is quite distinct from Alexandria
Troas.
Novum Ilium (Grk. Ihon) claimed to occupy the
veritable site of Homer's Troy, and all antiquity allowed this
claim (cf> Herod. 7 4 3 ; Strabo, 594; Diod. 18 4 ; Xen. Hell,
i. 1 4) until it was disputed hy Tlemetriu.-^ of Scepsis followed by
Strabo ; the discoveries of Srhlicmann have settled the question
in the affirmative.
In Alexander's time the site was a mere
fortified post only occasionally occupied ; but he designed the
restoration of the town — a restoration finally effected by
Ly.simachus. Having been destroyed by Fimbria in 85 B.C., the
town was once more restored by Sulla (Appian, Mithr. 53) as
a favoured city exempt from tribute (Pliny, HN^JT,I„
cp Tac.
Ann. VI 58, *ut Ilienses omni publico munere .solvVrentur,' in
^r,^ A.D.). This generosity on the part of the Romans was due
tip tlieir fond belief that the city was the original birthplace of
th.-ir race ; intrinsically the town was of no importance at all
(cp T:ic. -Inn. 455) and in this respect was a great contrast to
.\lc.\a]idria Troas,
W^ T_ \y_

TROGYLLIUM (rptorY^AiON. A c t s 2 0 i 5 [TR],
where, for TTApeBAAo\AeN e i c CIN^AON, T H AG
exo^\GNH H\0OMeN e i c M I A H T O N [ W H ] , the T R
has HApeBAAoMeN e i c C A M O N KAI MeiNANxec eN
TpcoryAAico TH exOMeNH K. T . A. [For TpcorY^AiCA)
there is the variant TpoOfY^H^' ivhich is apparently to
be preferred : see W H 2 App. 98 n.]). Acts 2015 AV,
RV-^g- (see end).
1 In the time of Caracalla
epithets 'Aurelia Antoniniana.'

the coins bear the additional
hee Head, Hist. Numm. 470.
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TROPHIMUS
The island of Samos is separated from the mainland
by a channel now called the Little Boghaz,^ formed by the
overlapping of its eastern promontory Poseidium (Cape
Colonna) with the western spur of Mt. Mycale which
was called Trogylium' (now Cape Santa Ma/ia).
The
thannel is about one mile wide (Strabo, 636, ixriKeiraL bk
rrj 'Zap.iq. [sc. 'i\VvKd\y] rb Spos] h^al xxoiel rrphs a^TX)v
ixxeKetva r^s l!p(jjyL\lov Ka\ovp.4vx)<s dKpas Scov eirraorrddLov xxopdpibv). Strabo (l.c.) also explains that
Trogylium is a spur [6.Kpa Txp6xxovs), of Mt. ^Mycale and
that facing it there was an island of the same name.
Pliny (HN 637) names three ' insulas Trogilias,'viz.,
Psilon, Argennon, and SandaHon. The anchorage of
Trog}dium must have been well-known to sailors, for
Strabo uses it as a. point from which to measure the
distance of cape Sunium in Attica (1600 stades to the
W^., ibid. ; the tw o points lie practically on the same
paraUel of latitude). According to the maps, there is an
anchorage a little to the east of the point, called St.
Paul's Port (see Adm. Charts. 1530 and 1555).
Paul sailed through this channel on his way to Jerusalem at the close of his third missionary tour. After
leaving the latitude of Chios the ship ran straight across
to the eastern point of Samos (•Txape^aXopiev in 7'. 15 need
not imply stoppage at or off the harbour of Samos
which lies 4 or 5 m. distant to the west of Trogjdium :
cp Thuc. 832). The night was spent in the anchorage
of Trogylium, and Miletus was entered in the morning
(see M I L E T U S ) . It is certain that there must have intervened a night between Chios and Miletus, and this can
have been spent only at Samos or at Trogylium. The
omission of the reference to Trogylium by the great
M s S may be due to the idea that 7rape(SdXopL€v et's ^dp.ov
implied a stoppage during the hours of darkness at that
port ; this idea may have been strengthened by the
existence of the variant effxxipq. for er^pq. in v. 15, for by
implying that the passage to, or arrival at, Samos was
postponed to a somew'hat late hour, it made the further
progress that same night to Trogylium impossible.
The western text undoubtedly here preserves i true
reading, and the reference to Trogylium should be
retained (omitted, except in margin, by \<\ : 'touched
at Samos ; and [RV'"ff- many ancient authorities insert,
" having tarried at TrogyUium"] the day after we came to
Miletus.'

TROOP.

See M I L E T U S , § 2.

w. j . \v.

The words so rendered are :

J., "lj, gad. Gen. .^0 11 Is. OJ I I ; see FORTUNE, GAD, g i.
2 "inii, gedftd, 2 K . 6 2 3 , etc., ' b a n d ' (tpi^A. ^ovo^wi/oi,
Treiparat). See ARMY, § 3.
3. rrn J_N, 'c'lgudddh, 2 S. 2 25, R V ' band '. See above.
4. iTn, hayydh,

-2 S. 23 11 Ps. 68 11 [10].

5. "HK, ^orah.

J o b 6 ig, R V

T R A D E , § 83 [b ^] col.

CARAVAN

©L

See B D B .
(q.v.).

See

also

5105.

6. ::--, rekeb, I.s. 21 7 R V .

Cp C H A R I O T , § i.

TROPHIMUS (Tpoct>iMOC [Ti. W H ] ) , an Ephesian
disciple and companion of Paul, seems to have been
with him in Greece during his third missionary journey,
and along with Tychicus preceded the apostle to Troas,
where he was joined by Paul and his party on their w^ay
to Syria. Trophimus was, apparently, a Gentile, and a
mistaken impressiort that he had been introduced into the
temple proper by Paul led to the uproar which resulted
in Paul's being taken into custody and ultimately transferred to Caesarea and Rome (Acts 2O4 2129).
The
allusion to Trophimus in ". Tim. 420 ('Trophimus I
left at Miletus sick ') is one of several which have made
it necessary to postulate certain journeys of Paul of
which the N T contains no direct record, if the genuineness of the Pastoral Epistles is to be maintained.
1 T h e Great Bo;;haz is on the W. of Samos, separating that
island from Icaria, and varies from 3 to 8 m. in width ' this is
the passage generally used by modern vessels of any size',
2 Trogyllion is the form used by Ptol. 5 2 ; Strabo calls it
1^ TptayikLos aKpa; Plin. HN [> 30 calls it Trogilia. Cp Steph,
Byz s.v. Tpatyikos.
Trogylia in the Latin "Western text.
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TRUMPET

TRUTH

The name of Trophimus closes the lists of ' the seventy' by the
Pseudo-Dorotheus and Pseudo-Hipp>'l> tus, which state that he
suffered martyrdom at Rome along with the apostle.

' faithfulness' for ' truth' in no degree obscures this ;
and of course there are passages enough in which
' truth ' is the only possible rendering of 'inielh {e.f. Ps.
TRUMPET.
X. ]^p,
k^ren,
C A A n i f ^ . L e v . 2824,
152 Prov. 87 1217 19 2823 Dan. 812). In Dan. di2 the
etc. See HoRN, Music, § 5*1.
' truth' spoken of is apparently the religion of Yaliu e.
No complete paraUel to this occurs in the NT, because
2. "r^!."*, sdpltdr (i.e., ' r a m ' s h o r n ' ; A J . saiodfr, c p EL;>]jt.
' tlic truth of the gospel' ((jal. 2 5 14) is not bound up
thupar, As^. sa/paru,
' wild g o a t ' and deriv. of yebel, below),
with an elaborate c\iltus, but is simply life in Christ,
Judg. 7 16, etc., KeparCvy) (rov craATrt^fii', 7 20). See .Mc'SiC, § 5 a.
l-'ert.iinly this lile is impossible without an act of obedi3. ^.!>i'^, my^in, hdseser, haso.frdh,
trdkiriy^, 1 Ch. 15 24
ence to the divine will. There is a lawgiver who bids
aCh. 5 i 2 7 6 13 14 29 28t.
See JNILSEC, § 5/'.
us repent and believe, in order that we may have hfe
4. '^J',yebel~i,e.,
' ram's horn,' so Ex. 1'.' 13, RVni;; , uaAn-ey^.
in Christ. Consequently we have the singular phrases,
See ML ---ic, § s^i and c p J U B I L E E .
5. In Ezek. 7 : 4 ^^IT has V'^P^? U'pn> rendered in L V ' t h e y
' those who disobey the truth ' (rors
. aireiSoDai rrj
have blown the t r u m p e t ' (i? tjoL.y-jrio-are [er] (rdXrrLyyi) \ j.":pn. d\Ti6elcf, Rum. 28) and 'those whu do not obey the
tdkOd', however, occurs nowhere eUe in the sense of truniput.
gospel' (TOIS it.r] v-iraKouovai ref eua77e\ii(), 2 Thess. 1 8).
Cornill, therefore, followed by 'l\<\, proposes to read yipn lyprii
The difficulty in grasping the sense to be assigned to
'blaset nur.' See M u s i c , 5.^, ciul.
a\r}deca is greatest in the Johannine gospel and epistles.
6. "V"~'ri, frii'dh,
Xu. 20 i, etc., see TnuMrKT-DLOWiNG.
<> 'Via
;„ T_ This and the connected forms occur
2. a\titlei.a in J n . , ,
.,
u. .•
.uT R U M P E T - B L O W I N G , DAY OF ( n r n i ^ DV.
'
not less than eighty times in this
EV ' day of blowing of [ A \ ' insert ' the '] trumpets ' ;
literature. T h e writer's individuality is very manifest
HAACpA CH\NACI(NC; ^i^s
clangoris
et tubaru/n:
Nu.
in this ; he is almost like a Xoroastrian in his intense
29i), or, MKMOIUAL O F (Tl jllDT;
MNHMOCYNON
love of truth and hatred of falsehood. ' The father of
CiNATTirrfAiN ; mcTnoriale clangentibus tubis: Lev.
the liar is the devil in whom there is no truth,' he says
23-4). According to Lev. 2824 P Nu. 29 i Pg, the first
{jn. 844).^ And in the address of a letter to friends he
dav of the seventh month was to be ' a day of solemn
thinks it worth while to say ' whom I love truthfully'
rest' on which * no servile work ' was to be done, a holy {ii^ a\7j6eic;i„ 2 Jn. i). This hatred of shams suggests the
convocation, a day, or memorial, of tfiru'dh.
See
peculiar form of his theology or Christology. Christ is
further J U B I L E E , § i . N E W M O O N , N E W Y E A R , Y E A R
7) dX-rjdeia (Jn. 146) ; he is full of dXijSeia (Jn. 114).
§ 8 (near end), and, o n t h e shape ofthe ritual trumpets,
How shall we render d\7]d€Lcx? As Jn, 146 shows, it is
ML'SIC. § 5 (cp fig. 10).
one aspect of ^OJT), 'life,' and as its combination with 656s,
The word tirudh is used sometimes in the sense of joyful
'way,' in that passage and with x^P^^. ' liberality,' in Jn.
shouting (.lobs 21 Ecclus. 3 9 i 5 [Heb.] i S . 4 5 E z r a S i i i s N u .
114 shows, it is something which God in and through
1^021), sometimes in that of the battle-shout or alarm of war
Christ generously communicates to man. It is therefore
(Am. I 1 4 Jer. 4 ig 49 2 Josh. 6 5 20). N u . 3 l 6 speaks in this
connection of ' t h e trumpets for the a l a r m ' (,-iynnn nny^n)not a bundle of intellectual truths ; it is a share of the
That t^ritdh in the passages cited means ' trumpet-blowing '
divine nature ; it is real as opposed to seeming existence.
(cp Xu. l O i o Ps. 276 b'.*i6 [15]) follows from the law which
akriBeca then is strictly ' reality,' and ' full of grace and
enjoined that trumpets were to be blown at each new moon.
truth ' means ' full of self-communicating divine life' ;
TRUTH. T h e Heb. flDX, '^meth ( ^ / ^ X , ' t o be
or, in plainer English, 'full of a gift of real life."firm'), requires to be rendered differently according to
Certainly this can be given only to those who have some
1 TT h
A ^^^^ context; the VN, sometimes so needinward affinity to it, to those at least who are hungry
Ai^ J. '
lessly addicted to a variety of rendering,
for ' the bread of life ' (Jn. 635). Such persons are ' of
is here as needlessly consistent in its
the truth,' e/c ri)s aKr^de'ccc^ (Jn. I837 ; cp ^KTOV deou 847) :
adherence to the rendering ' truth.' As a general rule,
it is their destiny to become free ; the ' truth,' manifested
' faithfulness,' * trustworthiness,' ' permanence ' ' sure- in the Son, can make them free, make them ' sons of
ness,' 'sincerity,' are at least as likely to be the right
G o d ' (Jn. 83236 I12, cp Rom. 821). The work of Jesus
rendering of 'i/neth as ' t r u t h ' ; indeed, where ',^ineth is
is to ' bear witness of the truth' (Jn. 1837) ; and when
spoken of as a divine attribute, we may constantly
he ' goes away to the Father' he will ask the Father to
substitute ' faithfulness ' for the ' truth ' of EV, In the
send a never-failing representative of himself, ' the spirit
XT a different group of renderings is called for. T h e
of t r u t h ' T& T!-neOiJ.a TTJs aX-rjOelas {]n. 1417). T h i s ' s p i r i t '
X r was not written, nor were the discourses on which,
also bears witness, because the spirit is ij aX-iiSeca (truth
ultimately, portions of it are based,^ spoken in biblical
itself), - Jn. 06. Sdll the fact remains that it is ' h e
Hebrew ; it is a Greek book, though with more or less
that has the S o n ' that ' h a s life' (i Jn. 612), and the
Semitic colouring. Besides this, the religion which its
Son {i.e., the Christ), even when he has 'gone away,'
writers support was a struggling religion ; its writers
' comes' to the disciples, indeed to each individual disare conscious of antagonism to other forms of religion
ciple (Jn. 14 18 21). The spirit of dXrideca, therefore, by
which has a direct bearing on the sense or senses in
abiding in the disciples, enables them to ' behold' him
which they use the word dX-jdeia. A complete examina{decjpe'iTe, Jn. I419) in a degree in which this would
tion of passages containing the word * truth' in the EV otherwise be impossible. And through this supreme
is impossible.
vision, they will make ever fresh progress in ' life' and
in ' reality' (Jn, 14 19).
A few may, however, be referred to, and alternative, even if
inaiJc^iuatc. renderings may usefully be suggested.
To return to this d\-rideia or ' reality.'
It has
Gen. 32 10, ' I am too small for all the lovingkindnesses and
primarily to do with moral life ; it is not an idea to be
for all the faithfulness'etc.; E.x. 1821, ' tru-^tworthy m e n ' ; D t .
thought,
but
a
deed
to
be
done
(Jn.
629,
ro
Ipyou
TOO
324, * a (^od of faithfulness'(so R V ) ; i K : . 2 4 2 K . 2 O 3 , ' w a l k
in sincerity'; 2 K. 20 19, ' p e a c e and p e r m a n e n c e ' ; Ps. 2rp 5,
ffeoB, ' t h e work which God wills'; Jn. 821 i j n . l 6
' Direct me with thy faithfulness ' [personified!; Ps. 31 5, ' faithTroielii r'qv d\-ciOeiao). Its opposite, when so regarded,
ful G o d ' ; Ps. 516, ' Thou desirest s m c e r i t y ' ; Ps. S.^ 10, ' Lovingis ' t o practise ill,' or ' t o walk in darkness,' for the
kindness and faithfulness are met together' (similarly always,
writer has almost a Zoroastrian's love of the symbol of
for'mercy and t r u t h ' ) ; Ps. 110 142, ' T h y law is sureness (its.^ir)';
Is._42 3, ' h e shall declare the law faithfully'; Jer. 5 3, ' Are not
Light (see LIGHT).
But ' reality' extends from the
thine eyes upon sincerity?'
moral to tlie intellectual sphere. There is but one
Both in O T and in N T the duty of truth-speaking is
1 Lachmann's conjecture (Test. Cr. 2, Prasf p. vii) '6t iv
urged, and the Psalter shows how deeply the teaching
>ca>.j) TO cjitiSos should probably be accepted ; ' Whoever speaks
ofthe prophets had penetrated Jewish minds. This is
a lie spe.iks of that which is his own, for his father also is a
liar.' Tile verse now becomes intelligible. It belongs probably
one of the points in which Judaism and Zoroastrianism
to the editor, who rightly explains TO. 41, 44 (cp z'. ss).
,
manifest their inward affinity.
T h e substitution of
^ Cp Dalman's remark, Die Worte Jesu,
5217

15 (foot), 16 (top).

2 T h e Kac in xccp- 'f'*'^ a\-ciB. is the Kai explicativuni. ^ So, in
Jn. 4 24, ec TTvecjfiaTL Kal aAjj^eta means ' in the spirit, with
reality.'
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TRYPHBNA

TUBAL

• Light' (Jn. 14), and in bearing witness of this ' L i g h t '
the 'spirit of reality' is insensibly led on to the disclosure of great intellectual truths. ' H e shall teach
you all things' {Jn. I426), ' shall guide you in the whole
truth' (Jn. Iti 13), the truth of the primeval Reason
(\670s), and also the truth of things that are to come
(Jn. 1 iff. l*.i 13)—in accordance with the longing of the
primitive age for an apocalypse of the winding-up of
the world. There is one other writing in which dXi\Qeia.^
real as opposed to merely speculati\'e truth, is specially
prominent—the Epistle to the Ephesians.
Certainly
aXxjdeLa is Still somewhat restricted in its application.
'I'he full scope of * real t r u t h ' is so wide that it
needed another name — uocfiLa, 'wisdom,' or yvdens,
' knowledge.' The fear of the Lord is the beginning
of wisdom, said the wise man of old ; this fear of the
Lord to the Christian teacher is dXrjdeta.
T o it
diKatoavvx}, 'righteousness,' and OCTIUTTJS, 'piety,' are
ascribed (Eph. 424) ; and the fruit of righteousness is
' i n righteousness and reality' {Eph. Sg). ' T h e word
of real truth ' [rbv Xdyov TTJS dXrjBeias) is the ' Gospel of
your salvation' (Eph. 113 ; cp " Tim. 215),
Hence
disciples are ' taught in Christ, even as real truth is in
Jesus' (Eph. 421). Naturally, truth-speaking is one of
the chief duties of such disciples (Eph. 425), but only as
one expression of that ' t r u t h ' or 'reality' which is the
first part of their ' p a n o p l y ' (Eph. (:li4). In Eph. 4 15
dXijdeiieiv iv dyaxxx} (KV 'speaking truth [mg. dealing
truly] in love") means more than 'speaking truth
charitably'; it is both speaking and practising that real
truth which Christ embodied.

TRYPHON^ (TPY<J>CON [ A U V ] , cp TRYC^to.N.
Waddington, no. 2711 and perhaps IlillC the name of
a Rabbi upon a. Hb. inscr. quoted \'\ Euting,
SBAW
i6th July, 1885, no. 47), of Apamea, formerly an adherent ot Alexander Balas, took advantage of the disaffection prevaihng among the troops of DtiMETRms IL
to obtain the person of ANTIOCHUS [q.v. 4), the young
son of Balas, whom he used as a puppet to gratify
his personal ambitions. Supported by the soldiers of
Demetrius, Tryphon was enabled to defeat his rival and
win over Antioch ( i Macc. I l 3 g ff.). The allegiance
of Jonathan and the Maccabasan party was gained
(vv. S7ff')-, and his position became gradually stronger.
At last he was able to throw over Antiochus ; but
feai'ing lest the power of the Maccabees might be
inimical to his interests, he found it necessary to march
against Jonathan. They met at Bethshan, and, by a
stratagem, Jonathan was captured. Taking his prisoner
with him Tryphon proceeded to Jerusalem, but was
intercepted at Adida by Simon, Jonathan's brother.
Tryphon pretended that the detention was due to the
non-payment of revenues, and thus obtained a ransom
for his prisoner, whom, however, he failed to hand
over ; and, at last, irritated by two futile attempts to
reach Jerusalem, slew Jonathan at Bascama (143 B.C.;
V.ii-2'i); see J('N.\THAN. Tryphon's next step was to
seize the throne,- a proceeding which resulted in Simon
and Demetrius \\. forming an alliance against their
common enemy ( 1 8 3 1 ^ ) .
W'hen Demetrius was a
prisoner in Persia his younger brother (Antiochus
Sidetes) continued the struggle, and Trj'phon was forced
to flee to Dora, and thence by successive stages to
Ptolemais, Orthosia, and finally to Apamea, where after
a brief reign of three years he perished {Jos. Ant.

The use of the adjectives (dXijdrjs, dX7}$Lv6s) should
also be studied.
Both are specially frequent in the
- 2\ o'
Johannine Gospel and Epistles.
Note
xiii. ~t 2).
Sue SI:LEUCID>R, § 14.
•V a 1 •' especially Jn. 655, ' m y flesh is a true
Tn ptc
rns^t aXrjdrjs eart pptoais—i.e., ' a food
TUBAL ( ^ n i n , ' p n n ; eoBeA. once [A Ezek. 39i]
which really, permanenti\' nourishes' ;
e o B e p ; once [Ezek. 2713] H CYMTTACA [B], T<\
Jn. 19 ' the very light' (' very ' as in the Nicene Creed,
c[YM]n<\NT<\ [ A ; see also Q"'e- Ezek. 1:1226 882];
'very God' =Oebs dXx}6iv6s), ' t h e true light' rb (pws
Tluibal) and M E S H F X H ("qCQ ; Sam. I'^^'ID, ^\'0 \
rb dXrjOivov ; Jn. 15i ' t h e vine rightly so-called,' 7} MOCOX [in Ezek. 2713. TA nApAT€lNONT<\'i Mosoch).
dpLTxeXos 7) dXTjdivr) ; Jn. 17 3 ' the only, veritable God,' \Ve shall first of all collect the exegetical data presented
T6V piovov dXriOtvbv Oe-jv. Trench'- compares Plato,
in M T , and state the current theory based upon these
Tun. 25(7, ire'kayos firrw? d\ri$ivbs TX6VTOS, ' a n ocean
data ; we shall then endeavour to put the question in
worth}' of the name.
But Hebrew has similar phra.ses,
a new critical light. As the text stands. Tubal and
npN -r.^K, flolie 't^incth, ' a real G o d ' (2 Ch. 15j) ;
1 Tubal— ^^^^^^^h ^•'^ always mentioned together
T i b a r e n U ^'^^^P^ ' " Is. 6619 (but see ^ ) , where
nCN DnS Uhe7n 'hneth, 'true, unfeigned hospitality,'
Tubal and Javan are mentioned together
npN ^^' ipn, hdsed Sel 'ifmcth, 'true, unfeigned charity'
as distant nations, and in Ps. 120?, where, strangely
(quoted in Jastrow, Diet. 79). dXi^^ii/fis is also frequent
enough, ' M e s h e c h ' {<^ ip.aKpvvBx]) is |i to ' Kedar," the
in Revelation, but, except in 3 ; , always with the
second in order of the sons of Ishmael, and in i Ch. 117
meaning ' trustworthy.'
{om. (S^) where Meshech is introduced as last in
The use of dXrjdivbs (EV ' t r u e ' ) in Jn. I g 423 15,
order of the sons of Shem. In Ezek. 2713 Tubal and
etc. Heb. 82 (cp (t> Jer. 221 dXT}divr}V = r\Ci< im) is veryMeshech appear as supplying Tyre with slaves and
characteristic of the writers' belief in heavenly patterns
vessels of brass. In 3226 they are among the nations
of earthly things.
Wycliffe has the fine phrases ' a
which have gone down to Shfiol—i.e., have suffered
verey Hght,' ' a verrei vyne,' ' the verrei tabernacle' ;
some great reverse.
In 8 8 2 / . (p-eexox [BQ], p^oaoK
but in Jn. 423 ' trewe worshippers.'
[A u. 3]) 391 [pe.a^ox [BJ) they are mentioned as under
On the Johannine use of aA^Seia (reality) see H . Holtzmann,
the rule of Gog. Since Bochart they have been
NT Theol. 2 378 ; Wendt (Die Lehre Jesu, 2 200 ff.) gives the
usually identified with the Moschi {jCt6(Txot) and Tibareni
term perhaps too prominently an ethical sense ('righteous').
(Ti^ap7)voi) who are named together by Herodotus
Further, on the presuppositions of the Johannine term, see
Holtzmann, op. cit. ^374f.
x . K. C.
(894 77)In the Ass. inscriptions {see Schrader,
KATi~> S2ff.,
KGF X.SS ff-\ Del., Par. 2 5 0 / ! ;
TRYPHENA, or rather, as in RV Tryphaena
Winckler, GBA 172) their territory is extended farther
(TpYtt>AiNA). and Tryphosa (TPYct>a>c&). ' w h o l a b o u r
S. than in Herodotus, the Tabali up to Cilicia,
in the Lord,' are saluted in Rom. 1612. They appear
and the MuSki N E . of the Tabali.
According to
to have been deaconesses, and not improbably were
Gelzer and Schrader, a part of the Tabali, together
sisters.
with the Muski, had been driven N. by the Gimirrai
The name T r \ p h o s a is met with in Carian inscriptions (cp
(the KipL/j-ipioi ; see GOMER) to the seats where they
r / G 2 28iQ 2^39), and among the monuments of the imperial
were in the time of Herodotus. Asur-hani-pal's inhousehold in the first c e n t u r y ; Tryphaena appears in the
scriptions report that the tribute of Tabal consisted
apocryphal .-/c/j- of Paul and Thecla as the wife of Polemo
kmg of Cilicia. Gutschmidt has shown that there really was a
entirely of 'great horses.' Cp HORSE, § 3 (Tabal was
queen of that name, of MauretanJan origin ; she was repudiated
close to Cilicia).
by her husband Polemo I I . of Cilicia about 40 A . D . She
afterwards lived under the emperor Claudius in Roman territory
at Antioch in Pisidia (see Lipsius, .-Ipokr. Ap.-Gcsch. 8464-5).
1 AV ' Test. Sytiony7ns,
5219

31.

1 This name (which means debauch^ was given to Diodotus
fur that was his real name, after his victoiy over Bemetrius I I '
- Whether he really slew the young king at this juncture (so
1 Macc. 13 31) IS uncertain ; see Ca7nb. Bible, ad loc.
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It SO happens, however, that all the passages in
which Tubal and Meshech are mentioned are among
9 AM
those which labour under a strong
AvaW(,nTiihnl9^^^P*^^°'^ *^^ having been manipulated
Araoian l u u a i i ^^y ^^itors, who approached the already
corrupt texts with most inaccurate preconceived opinions.
In the true text of Is. 6619 the nations referred to are
probably those which bordered on S. Palestine, viz.,
Ashhur (Geshur), Zarephath, Jerahmeel, Cusham,
Tubal, Jaman ; the names are used conventionally,
and drawn from earlier sources.
' Cusham ' corresponds with the pLoffox of t!?, and means the N.
Arabian Cush (see CusH, 2). ' T u b a l , ' as ' Tubalkain' (where -kain [see TLIBAI.-CAIN] is equivalent to
' Kenites') the name of a son of Lamech { = Jerahmeel),
suggests, is a X. Arabian ethnic ; wo meet with it in
I K. I631 under the disguise of ^ynnx (see PKOI^HET,
§ 7, col. 3S62, 11. i), and in Is. 7 6 under that of
TABE.\L [q-v.], and there is an echo of it in the name
of the patriarch Bethuel, in the place-name Bethul (Josh.
194), also in Tob (land of), and in the personal names

words. Kni i> would make up for the loss of '3N, which analogy
requires us to supply. Cp Budde, Urgesch. 139/

® has Kal ^v instead of KatF ; originally perbaps it had all three
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3 Plur. of all the priestly garments, Ezra 2 69 Neh. 7 70 72 E V
' g a r m e n t s ' ; cp xirui/e! Mk. 14 63 E V 'clothes.'

TUBIENI (TOYBIANOYC [V]), 2 Macc. 1217, Rv'mi:
' men of T O B ' {q-v.)TUMOURS (D'''?Q1?), i S. 669 12 6 4 / n 17 RV, AV
li.MKIiODS

{q.v.).

TUNIC occurs only in Dan. 821 for the Aram. C D S
(see B R E E C H E S , 2), and in Jn. I923 R V ' I K for

x'-f^v,

(EV ' c o a t ' ) ; but ' t u n i c ' admirably suits the Heb.
kultbneth, rcspo, from which, indeed, the Lat. tunica
has possibly arisen by metathesis through the medium
of the GrCL'k xc'^'^'' {'^'? PHOiNiciA, § 7),
The Hebrew kuttoneth (of uncertain derivation ; but
cp probably .Ass. kitiniic, linen, cloth ; see Zehnpfund,
1. Ordinarv •'^''"'''- '• ^"' •'ss^)' commonly rendered
tunic
'coat,' was a short, sleeveless garment
worn next the body and held together
by a girdle of linen, leather, etc. (GIRDLE, 2). As
a garment for females it was doubtless longer, and
TEBALI.\H, T O B I E L , TOBIJ.VH.
appears to have answered to the simlah worn by men
Ps. 120 5 has been very much misunderstood ; but none of the
(in Cant. 53 it is put off at night-time); see M A N T L E .
critical commentators affects to suppose that the explanation
The kuttoneth has evidently been derived in the first
which he gives is quite satisfactory.
T h e reference to N .
instance from the GIRDLE (i), and in Gen. 821 is a
Arabian oppression in the Psalms is so pervasive (see PSALMS,
simple covering made of skins. In later times it was
§§2S^) that we cannot hesitate to read, ' WoeiS me that I sojourn
made of wool or flax, but would naturally vary in
in Cusham' (for parallels see S H E C H E M ) .
On i Ch. 1 r7 see
below. In Ezek. 27 13 the right reading is approximately ' J a m a n
fineness according to the wearer's taste and means.
(or Jamin = Jerahmeel), Tubal, and Cusham.' Their merchandise
Besides being a priestly garment (see below, § 2), the
is, besides 'vessels of brass (or, bronze),' not ' h u m a n persons,'
kuttoneth is worn also by men of distinction as an
but ivorj-(read C'TBn-jc*, cp i K. IO22). In Ezek. 3 : ^ 2 6 ' T u b a l '
official
' robe' (Is. 2221 EV). -\ distinctive garment of
and ' Cusham ' (-^0 read) are beyond doubt N . Arabian peoples ;
'Asshur' and ' Elam,' or rather Ashhur and Jerahmeel, precede,
this nature is implied in Joseph's kUthoneth passim,
'Edom' and ' t h e Zidonians,' or rather ' E d o m ' and ' t h e
D'DS runs (Gen. 37323 32), which, as we learn from a
Misrites ' follow. In 38 2 39 i Gog is the representative of the
gloss in 2 S. 1.318, was worn also by the maiden
coUective N . Arabian power—the ' Z e p h o n i t e ' of Joel 2 2 0 ;
daughters of a king. It appears to have been a long
' Tubal' and ' C u s h a m ' are again required.
garment with sleeves (cp RV'"S- Gen. I.e.),—thus reWe have reserved for the end the Chronicler's represembling the lonian xtrwi' — and was perhaps of
sentation of Meshech as a. son of Shem in i Ch.
Canaanite origin.^ It is difficult to determine from the
I17 {piotTox)- In Gen. 1023 M T gives M A S H (q.v.).
monuments whether an inner garment or tunic was
Critics [e.g., Kittel, Benzinger) agree in rejecting the
worn as well as the outer robe or mantle. On the
Chronicler's reading. In truth ' Meshech' is wrong,
whole, everything points to a very general simplicity in
but not more wrong than ' Meshech ' in v. 5. T h e
matters of dress. See further M A N T L E , § i.
right reading in both passages is ' Cusham.' T h e
Other varieties of the tunic were adopted by the Jews
same names occur in Gen. 10 from which the Chronicler
in the Roman period (DRESS, § 4 end), among them
borrows more than once. T h e significance attached by
the Mldk {ji-hn), an under-robe reaching to the heels.
critics to the Table of Nations is out of all proportion
It was commonly made of wool ; but linen and even
to its real worth. See Grit. Bib.
T. K. C.
papyrus was used.
The Greek xira!'^ (in N T 'coat,' Mt. lOio Acts939
TUBAL-CAIN [\\\> ^n-ID ; eoBeA [ A E L ] ; Tubaletc. ; ' garments,' Jude 23), like kuttoneth, is applied to
cain), one of the sons of Lamech (Gen. 422)f. See
an under-garment and thus distinguished itself from
CAINITES, § 10, where the view is taken that Tubal-cain
'i/j-dTiov, the richer outer garment (see M A N T L E ) . This
is a humanised god (cp Gunkel, Gen. 48, ' vielleicht
forms the point of the Logion in Mt. 640 ; it is otherverklungene Gotter'?), and the text is emended in
wise in Lk. 629, where the transposition {xcr. ' c o a t '
accordance with Kautzsch and others, omitting tyt:*?
[ldtes = a. hammerer??) and inserting '3N, 'father of.' following 'ifj.ciT. - cloke') indicates the order in which
the garments would be torn off. In its appearance the
The theory of '^. N. Arabian Tubal (see T U B A L , § 2),
Xcrdni was sometimes a short woollen shirt without
however, compels us to recommend another view in
sleeves
(Dorian), and sometimes L long linen tunic
preference. Tubal-cain = Tubal of Kain — i.e., the
reaching to the feet (lonian); see Did- Class. Ant-,
Kenite Tubal—is the eponym of a N . Arabian people
s.l'. ' Tunica'.
of mercantile habits, who brought ' ivory and vessels of
The kuttoneth was worn by all priests (Ex. 298 4014
brass ' to the market of the great Misrite capital (cp Jer.
Lev. 813 10s).^ It was made of fine linen and is de15i2, as explained under ZAPHON). That the home of
p.
., scribed by Josephus (^Ki'. iii. 72) as a fine
Tubal is in N. Arabia, we cannot pause here to show
^"??
linen vestment SITTX^S acvlbvo^ fivcrain-c]!
(see TUBAL, § 2 ) ; but the result seems unassailable.
tunic.
called x^So/j-iuri, from x^^<"' 'Hnen.' It
The mysterious word cch ( M T Idte-s} can now be explained. Like j-'p. it is a collective term for a N. Arabian
1 Sleeves appear to be referred to also in Is. 52 lo Ezek. 47.
people—viz., the L E T U S H I M , mentioned in Gen. 253
Joseph's 'coat of many colours' ('pieces' mg.) is highly imamong the sonsof Dedan, between the Asshurim ( =
probable and must be given up, although with regret. DS seems
Ashhur or Geshur) and the Leummim, or rather the
to mean (as in Aram.), palm (of hand) or sole (of foot); so 15
Jerahme'elim. T h e name of the third son of Lamech
(in Sam.) x ' ™ " cccpwa-ro^ [BA, Aq.], x- icT-rpayaKcjiTOi (L],
Xx'cpcScoTOS [Sym.]. See also Nestle, ZNTIV
1902, p . 169, who
(i.e.. Jerahmeel), therefore, is possibly Tubal of Kain
suggests the meaning 'seamless coat,' and points to the parallel
and Letesli (to distinguish him from any other Tubal).
with J n . 1'.' 23.
The alternative is, not any of the renderings mentioned
-^ In (p it regularly renders njhs, but also 133 (thrice), and
by Dillmann and Delitzsch, but a still more searching
(once each) ID (see DliESs), and '?"yD ( M A N T L E , § 2 [6]).
criticism {see G7-it. Bib.).
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reached down to the feet (TxoSriprjs) and fitted close to the
body, and had sleeves which were tied fast to the arms.
The garment was girt to the breast by c. girdle (cp
GiKDLE, 5), and had a narrow aperture about the neck.
Josephus adds, moreover, that it was called pLaaca^avT}?
[var. 77iassabazan, etc.). The high priest's kuttoneth^ was,
according to Josephus [Ant. iii. 74), the same as that of
the rest of the prjests ; but the name given to it in Ex. 28 4,
Mthoneth tasbes (j-D^rn njnzi. ' broidered coat,' RV ' coat
of chequer w o r k ) , shows that some particular kind of
tunic is meant.
Unfortunately the exact signification of j ' l c ' n is uncertain.
It is to be connected doubtless with the nii'DE'D of Ex. '-'7 rr etc.
on the one hand, and probably with the 7nassabazan ( = ]-3C':2)
of Josephus (/.(T.), on theother. T h e root-meaning of j-^C'is supposed to convey the idea of intertwining (cp Dr. on 2 S . IQ), in
which case the nis:ill'D would be some kind of filigree-work for
jewels (.see O U C H E S , and cp EMBROIDERY, § 3), whilst the priestly
garment might well represent some woven garment, not
necessarily seamless,2 but Ornamented and adorned with various
patterns. T h e Targ. on Ex. 284 renders N\;c"ip NJIHD—that is,
perhaps, a garment woven into patterns, but this is not certain.
In Assyrian raindsu seems to mean ' set with jewels ' (see Del.
HWB ()24b). iJ^BAL read X^T. KO<TVp^iorov,'^ vihich suggests a
tasseled or fringt:d garment. Cp FRIINGES.
I. A . — S . A. C.

TURBAN.
Instead of restricting ourselves to the
voluminous cloth-wrapper with which the word turban
is associated, it will be convenient under
1. Varieties. this heading to deal generally with headcoverings of ail kinds.
A head-covering is not an
indispensable protection, Hke the GIRDIJ-: [q.v.)

for

instance. It does not appear to have been worn in
Europe in the earliest times, and the monuments of
ILgypt and Babvlonia clearly prove that even in those
countries, too, it was not in habitual use. Not unfrequenth', a narrow fillet encircles the head and binds
the hair close. This custom is widespread among both
sexes, and is frequently met with in Assyria and adjacent
countries.
Shishak's Hebrew prisoner at Karnak is
thus depicted. Naturally this fillet varied in material
and ornamentation, and a good example of the elaborate
nature of an Assyrian fillet is seen in Perrot-Chipiez
[Art

in

Chald.,

etc., 1105);

cp C R O W N ,

DIADEM.

Some covering like the modern keffiyeh must, however, have been in use among the Hebrews. T h e
keffiyeh is a square or oblong piece of wool or silk,
folded triangularly and tied by a cord, \igdl, which
protects not only thu head, but also the neck, cheeks,
and throat.
Coverings more or less approximating
to this are seen in monuments from Assyria [ip. cit.
2129, fig. 62 ; cp W M M As. ,,.. Eur. 139)," and were
wiirn in Palestine {./J. U. Eur. 2 9 4 / . ) . T h e turban
proper was perhaps a later introduction among the
Hebrews, although a certain variety of it seems to have
been worn at an early tune by the nomad inhabitants
of the Sinaitic peninsula (.-/j. 21. Eur. 138/!).
A specifically feminine attire, confined (it would seem) to
Palestme, is the long garment worn by the women of Lachish.
It co\ er> the head, with the exception of the face, and descends
over the back to tbe feet, thus bearing a general resemblance to
t h e c\zis-~c\c::.\.\ Jl It iiimcu

m.

\ covering of the nature of the turban is no doubt
implied in the post-exilic term sdniph, rpi: ( \ / t o wind
9 TT "h

^^ ^ *^°'^' "^P ^^' -2i3), which was worn by
the noble of both sexes {Job-20 14 'diadem,'
RV"i&- ' turban,' Is. 823 ' hoods," RV
•turbans,' cp Is. i)23 'diadem,' and Ecclus. 476c: of
David \btd5rip,a'\), and even by priests (Zech. 3 s Kldapts
terms.

1 For the ' tunics' (nian^) mentioned between the ' breeches'
a n d ' r o b e ' in Ecclus. 4.'>3<r, the sing, should doubtless be read
w i t h ifi' N'A Tro5-qp-r)s.

2 T h e ine'il, we know, was seamless; cp M A N T L E , § 2 [7].
T h e meaning of Tip'.i n : 3 (Ex. 3110, etc.), too, is obscure ;
c p col. 1137, n. I, and see Baentsch, ad loc.
3 Cp Kotru^L^oi [ A F L ; -uToi, B] forthe verb r\^y^ E x . 2839
(treated as a plu. constr.), and for the O'D'-C of Is. 3 18 (see
C.vuL, and N E C K L A C E , 2 n.).
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' mitre,' RV'".;- ' turban,' ' diadem ').^

A similar allusion

is found in Ezek. 1610 (-^L';! TIL-HXI, KV"'&- ' I

bound

thee with a tire of fine Hnen,' cp Orelli, Co., etc. ).The hdbdlim (u-^^n, cxoiWa, EV " ropes ') of i K. 2031
sometimes taken to represent a primitive substitute for
a fillet for the hair (so Nowack, HA l i z s . Benzinger,
HA 104), may be taken otherwise to express the submissiveness of the men referred to. Ahab might drag
them away as captives, and they would not resist.^
This agrees with the mention of sackcloth girt around
their loins, as a sign of humiliation. Of the particular
form of the \\pher, npx, of - K. 2O38 4 i t RV ('headb a n d ' ) we are ignorant; the context, however, shows
that the wearer could cover his face with it, in which
case it may have resembled the keffiyeh (cp Ass. aparu,
apru, covering, head-gear).^
A head-dress of some elaborate nature and of Babylonian origin is alluded to in Ezek. 2315 D'Sna ^mio
cn'C'Nin (EV 'exceeding in dyed attire' RV"^- ' d3-ed
turbans '). According to DeUtzsch (Baer, Ezek. p. xii.),
ti'biili7n — Ass. lubln, ' t u r b a n , ' but the word does not
seem to be substantiated.^ Another head-dress more
ornate than the ordinary turban is the/dVr (nxs), which
may have tapered to a point. It is worn by people of
distinction, maTe (Ezek. 2-ii7 23, E V ' t i r e ' ) and female
{Is. 320 A \ ' ' bonnet,' RV ' head-tire'), by priests (E.x.
3928 Ezek. 44i8, AV 'bonnet,' R \ ' ' t i r e ' ) , and by the
bridegroom (Is. 6 I 3 10), see C H A P L E T .

It is not unlikely that we ma}' find in the p^er the
well-known conical head-gear worn by warriors, kings
and gods of Assyria, Babylonia, and of the Hittites?^
At all events it is exceedingly probable that this particular
covering is the kind alluded lo in the ka7'bSld, N'?3"I3. of

Dan. 321 (AV ' h a t " ' mg. ' t u r b a n , ' RV ' m a n t l e ' )
which, from its shape, signifies in later Jewish-Aramaic
and Syriac 'cock's comb.' T h e Gr. Ven. correctly
renders by Kvp^acria, which is actually likened to a
cock's comb in Arist. Av. 487. T h e RV rendering
' m a n t l e ' relies too much upon the doubtful Saipp of
I Ch. 1527.8 In the same passage {Dan. 821) ' turban '
^ With sdniph, cp the high priest's misncpheth
(JMITRE,
§ I [2I), and cp col. 3157, nn. 2 and 3. I n J o h 29 14 (abo\e) the
sdniph and mH'il are emblems of justice, and possibly typify
the high priest.
2 For this use of c'Dn cp E.\-. 299 Lev. 8 13, and perhaps Ass.
hibhi, head-band {Beitr. z. Ass. 1 499 S'^Sf)•* Cp the representations on the Assyrian and Egyptian
monuments where captives are dragged away by ropes round
their necks.
^ See Barth, Etymolog.
Stud. 19. T h e Ass. parallel (Del.
Prol. 54) greatly increases the probability that IBNJ ' " spite of
the ease of corruption in more than one way, is the correct
reading. T h e vocalisation, however, is uncertain. T h e Ass.
root apatni, ' t o cover, clothe,' permits us to assume that the
garment was a mantle which could be drawn over the head (^ee
further, note on ~IND, below). T a r g . J . NIsy^'T ' c l o a k ' (cp Syr.
| ; ^ >tTL.^O'^ "i^y come from a different root (^^-'!Sr= j-J^^, or
perhaps ; Ot ^fc-- = "^nv in IMH to plait, weave = vi^i^?).
5 ' T u r b a n ' is traced back to Ar., Pers,, and Hind, dulbatid',
it is the same word as ' tulip,' Ital. tulipa7io (prop, a turban-like
flower).
With this cp the similes used by Josephus in his
description of the high priest's mitre (col. 3156, § 2). If iuhlu
can be pr<.ivt;d (it is not cited by Del. HWB, or JMuss-Arnolt),
the resemblance between the two becomes significant.
6 [ I t is difficult not to conjecture that n,v£; is really the Ass.
apru, which (cp Jensen, Kosmol. 105, n. 2) is a •synonym of agu
the royal cap (not crown). See Creatinn-Lpii: 7 11, ' L e t him
make the aprdti, or royal caps, to shine.' 1 his \ i e w makes it
still easier to accept the theory that n^-.^ in i K. 20 38 41 is the
Ass. word referred to. For -IBN will tli.n no longer be isolated.
—T.K.c.l See Perrot-Chipiez, Art in Chald., etc. 1 106; Art
in jud.227
145, etc., and for the vi.,\v that agu'is a crown or
tiara, Hommel, Siidarab.Altert.
37 (Munich, iSgg).
'^ From this rendering Fox deduced the well-known Quaker
doctrine prohibiting the removal of the hat even in the presence
ofroyalty (Bevan, i ? a « . 84).
8 A head-covering of this kind may have -;. > , l.,p, ,) jnto the
Roman pileus which, it has been suggested, was i i r t introduced
through the medium of Carthage (O. Schraaer, Rcalcncy
d.
Indogerm. Attert. 455).
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occurs in the RV'"-- for -^-t^p (AV 'hosen,' R^' 'tunic')^
This rendering, implying an identification with xr^ra^os,
'broad-brimmed hat,' is e.xtremely improbable; see
B R E F A : H E S , 2.1

For the sake of completeness it may be useful to noic (a) the
primitive straw hat worn by Sinaitic Bedouins (see W'M.M As.
u. Eur. 295), (h) the characteristic Hittite head-gear, curiously
resembling, in its outline, the modern silk hat. Without the
brim the Hittite hat resembles the elaborate crown cf iMardukidiil-a|>i (see Perrot-Chipiez, Art in Chald., etc., 2 lli;. 4 0 . ^
variety, which, surmounted by a knob, recurs in se\'t;ral Innns
in representations of Assyrian monarchs (sec op. cit, I fig. 22).
Finally (c) reference may be made to the use of feathers in head
<:ovenngs. The Ethiopians of Tirhakah, as rcpreseiitei.! upon
slabs in the llritish Museum, wear a fe.uhcr in iVont, whicli is
held in position with a ribbon or I'.uni, and Asur-lirini-[.),i!'s
Ar.ibians are adorned with a peculiar feathered crown which
recurs in one shape or another, not only in S. Arabia (Hommel,
Si(tlarah..4lte?-t. d. JViener Htfmuseums,
32 (J. ; Munich,
1899), but also in Aiarat (Brit. i\lns.), and L>cia, and other
regions of Western Asia Minor (\\'. M. Mallei. As. u.
Eur.
364/)See CAP, C H A P L E r, C R O W N , D I A D E M , H E L M E T , and,

priestly head-dresses, M I T R E .

for

the

I . A . - S . -Y. C .

TURPENTINE TREE (repe/VMNedc [BJ), Ecclus.
2 i i 6 AV, R V TERt.KiN TH

(q.v.).

TURRETS (HVis'r'n), Cant. 44 RV^s.,

EV ARMOURY

TURTLE i n n ) Cant. 212), TURTLE DOVE.

See

DOVE.

TUTOR (enixpoTTOc). Gal. 42. RV ' guardian' ; in
Ml. 208 Lk. S s t EV

' steward."

operations of Joab at the census, 2 S. 2 4 ; (©"* IJ-o-X'^P,
(P iiijcrippaii Tbpov), where, however, the mention of
Tyre as on the maiTiland must be due either to a late
hand or to corruption of the text.' From the present
text of the (IT it would appear that Tyre and Israel
had close relations in the time of .Solnmon (i K.
5 7 9 ; but see SULOMON) ; it is also mentioned in the
times of Zerubbabel and Nehemiah (Ezra 3? [(p" acopem
= men of Tyre] .\'fh. 13T6 [©"N'^ oin.]).
A prophecy
on Tyre finds a place in the Book of Isaiah (Is. 23); and
another in th.at of Amos (.\m. 1 9 / ); and three times in
our I'salter glances are taken nt T^'re (Ps. ir, 12 [13] 83 7
[8] 87 i). Unfortunately in all these prophetic and poetic
liassages—not excepting Is. ij:i—ami also in Joel 3 [<1]4
Zech. 11 = / , the reading ' T y r e is open to doubt (cp
MizH.MiM, %2b, SIDON, § 3). A\'here 'J'yre is ccrtiLiTily
relerred to {i.e., in Josh., and Ezra-Xeh., and in Ezek.
'JiJ-28, as redacted by the editor?), it is the inland-city
that is meant.
So also in 2 .Macc. 4 , 3 ^ Mk. 38 Mt.
I I 2 1 / . (Lk. I O 1 3 / ) Mk. 7=4 (.Mt. 152i) 31 .\cts I220,
passages of great interest, but not to be dealt with in a
geographical article.^ Palaet)rus had an ancient name
of its own, whieh PraSek has detected in the naine Usu ;
possibly the Israelites may ha\e known it as Hos or
Hosah (see Hus.vn). This city appears to have been
ruined by the cruel Asur-bani-pal ; all the buildings
that remained were demolished by Alexander, when
about to construct the mole by which he was enabled to
reach the island city.
T. K. C.

See S T E W A R D .

The modern Tyre {Sur) lies at the NW. end of the
former island, which is now, owing to the widening of
9 Tn+p
Ale.xander's mole by deposits of sand,
,'.
J connected with the mainland by a
notices a n d .
<• , j ,
v.
,
•,-,.
c r e s e n t s t a t e '°"g"'^ °^ '^"<^ i '"• ^^°'^'^'
^^e
^
' greatest length of the ancient island,
from N. to S., is about § m., and its area about
142 acres—a small surface for so important a. town.
The researches of Renan seem to have completely
refuted the once popular idea that a great part of the
original island has disappeared by natural convulsions,
though he believes that the remains of a line of submerged wall at the S. end indicate that about 15 acres
more were onee reclaimed froin the sea and have been
In the lists of the * seventy' in Pseudo-Dorotheus and Pseudoagain lost. Confined to this narrow site—on which,
Hippolytus he is twice enumerated—once as bishop of Colophonia and once as bishop of Chalcedon. In the work of the
moreover, place was found for the great temple of
Pseudo-Epiphanius on the twelve apostles he is represented as a
Melkarth with its courts, and for all the necessities of a
disciple and attendant of the apostle Andrew, by whom he is
vast trade, for docks and warehouses, and for the great
appointed bishop of Chalcedon.
purple factories (see PL'RPLE) which in the Roman time
TYRANNUS, THE SCHOOL OF, the place where
were the chief source of wealth and made the town an
Paul, after his separation with his disciples from the
unpleasant place of residence (Strabo, I6223; Pliny, 576)
synagogue at Ephesus, reasoned daily (ActslQg: KaB*
—Tyre was very elosely built ; Strabo tells us that the
T}p€pav diaXeySfMevos iv rrj axoXy Tvpdvvov [Ti.WHJ). many-storied houses were loftier than those of Rome.
There is nothing to indicate who this Tyrannus was—
In the Roman period the population overflowed its
whether himself a rhetorician or philosopher, or merely
bounds and occupied a strip of the opposite mainland,
the hirer of the premises. D, Syr., p. marg. (see
including the ancient Palastyrus.
Pliny gives to the
ACTS, § 17) has the reading T. TLVUS, dTxb cbpas TxinxxTr}s whole city, continental and insular, a compass of 19
-^m d€KdrT)s. C p EPHESUS, § 4.
R. m.: but this account must be received with caution.
In Strabo's time the island was still the city, and
TYRE (IV, "liv, TYPOC Ass. Surru, Egypt. Dara
Pala^tyrus on the mainland was 30 stadia off, whilst
[As. u. Eur. 185]). the most famous of Phoenician cities,
modern research indicates an extensi\'e line of suburbs
1 T w o T v r e s - ^ ° ' ' ^^^ li'story, see PHGCNICIA; cp
rather than one mainland city that can be definitely
references. ' NEBUCH.^DKKZZAK.
Though never
identified with P.atetyrus. The topography of Tyre is
m the possession of the Israehtes, 1 yre
still obscure owing to the paucity of Phcenician remains.
IS rnentioned in the dehmitation of the territory of
The present harbour is certainly the Sidonian port.
Asher, in Josh. 19 29, as the 'fenced city of T y n : '
("iS'Tiir; TV""iy), or perhaps rather (following C , ?MS
LIBNATH), and that Ti'li^^^ is a corruption of nii'^ (cp following
-"'rtTJs, J'yny) ' [the fountain of] the fortress of Tyre,
nvlL-l.
1 It is probable (see T A H T I M - H O D S H I ) that the present
the landmark referred to being the fountain, not the
narrative in 2 .S. '24 is an expansion of an earlier narrative, which
oiy,^ and also in the geographical sketch of the
TYCHICUS (TYXIKOC [Ti. W H ] ) . one of the companions of Paul, was 'of Asia (Acts204) and seems to
have joined the apostle at some point on his ' third'
missionary journey, preceded him from Greece to Troas,
and accompanied him thence, it would appear, to
Jerusalem (Acts205).
He is mentioned in Eph. 621
and Col. 4 7 as the ' beloved brother and faithful minister
and fellow-servant in the L o r d ' who was the bearer of
the epistles to the Ephesians and to the Colossians to
their respective destinations.
2 Tim. 412 represents
him as having been sent by the apostle from Rome to
Ephesus, and in Tit. 312 the apostle proposes to send
-either Tychicus or Artemas to Titus in Crete.

^ Ticcpa, tiara (Theod., (B Vg.) and the corresponding readings
^^ Pesh. and Ar. seem to refer properly to N7313 and not to
B'BD; see S. A. Cook, /oiirn. Phil. 26 jcoff. (1899), followed
ty Marti, /cue,
Daniel, 23 (1901).
2 It i.s very possible, however, that the description in z^o. 2530 is based upon a list of places in the Negeb (cp SHIHOR5225

represented the census of David as limited to the fighting men
of Missur and Jerahmeel, regions which David had recently
brought under his sway (2 S. 8 2, and cp MOAB, § 14). ni-ni'DD
is a corruption of ~,-.:s:z—i.e.. probably, the capital of Missur (cp
MIZRAIM, §

2b).

2 On 2 .Macc, lc , see H E R C U L E S , JASON, 2, and on the connection of Jesus with the ' borders of Tyre," see Keim. Gesch.
Jesu von Nazara, 2 5 3 4 , ^
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TYRE
though it is not so large as it once was ; the other
ancient harbour (the Egyptian port) has disappeared,
and is supposed by Renan to have lain on the other
side of the island, and to be now absorbed in the
isthmus. T h c most important ruins are those of the
cathedral, with its magnificent monolith columns of
rose-coloured granite, now prostrate.
The water supply of ancient Tyre came from the powerful
springs of R a s el-'Ain on the mainland (perhaps the 'fountain '
of Josh. 1929—see § i), one hour S. of the city, where there
are still remarkable reservoirs, in connection with which curious
survivals of Adonis worship have been observed by Volney and
other travellers. Tyre was still an important city and almost

impregnable fortress under the . \ r a b empire, -fro™ ".^4
1291 it was a stronghold of the crusaders, and Saladin hims
besieged it in vain. After the fall of Acre the Christians desen
the place, which was then destroyed by the Moslems. T
present town has arisen since the Metawila occupied the disti
in 1766.
See Pietschmann, Ge.vh. der rh,viicier,
61-72 (1889);
Jeremias, Tyrus bis znr Zeit Ncbiikadnesars
(1891) ; PraSi
Forschungen
znr Gesch. des .•ilierthums.
221-39 (189!
Winckler, '.Assyrien u. T y r u s scii Tigl.ith.pileser I I I . ' ^ (
265^
T. K. C , § I ; W . R . S . , § 2.

TYRE, LADDER OF (KAIAAAKOC TYPOY, i ^'ac
I I 5 9 ) ; see L A D D E R O F T Y R E .

u
UCAL (^?X), Prov. 301.

See I T H I E L A N D U C A L .

UEL ( ASI-IX, § 39) one of the b'ne B A N I
[q.v.)\
E z r a l 0 34(ouv,A[BabA], ^u. [B^vid.j^}, twTjA [L]). In i Esd. 0 34
the name appears as J U E L (lovva [BAI, IOUTJA [ L ] ) , cp OUTJA [ B ] ,
LOvf\k [A], iwTjA [L] in V. 35.

UKNAZ (np-1), I Ch. 4i5, AVniff., AV 'even Kenaz,'
RV ' and K E N A Z ' (q.v.).

ULLA(X^i;; cpPalm. N*?j; [fem.] and Sin. ^hv; u,h
[BA]), an Asherite whose sons are named in i Ch. 73
Possibly therefore he is to be identified with one or oth
of the preceding Asherites—e.g., Shual [hi}^^i'), a. 36, (
A R A (NIN), a. 38.

ULAI Cb-IN ; in Dan. 82 6 [87] M A A M ; Syr. of @
OYAAM, Theod. [BAQP] j o y oyB^A ; in ^- 16 @
OYAAI. but with £A3AAI superscr. 87 a ; Theod. as in v.

2), mentioned in Dan. 8 2 as a river near ' Shushan the
palace (?),' in Elam ; cp v. 16 ' between [the banks of?]
Ulai.' Presumably the (nar) U-la-a of the Assyrian
inscriptions, described as ' a ri\x-r whose banks are good '
{for a battle-field). T h e word for ' r i v e r ' in Dan. 82
(S:nN.^ 7'ibdl), which in vv. 2 16 Theod. (BAQF) gives
instead of ' Ulai,' occurs nowhere else, and is commonly
viewed as L parallel form to ^2V. yubal (see K o , ,
Lehrgeb.2%% 460), Jer. 178 (EV ' r i v e r ' ; 6 k ^ d s
' moisture '), though © gives the Aramaic sense of ' g a t e '
(7rp6s rr\ xxvXx} \i\o.ix).
So in Dan. 83 Theod. [BAQP]
has ov^aX where t?'^' has TruX???. In J u d i t h l 6 the
Synac has ' U l a i , ' where the Greek has ' H Y D A S P E S '

(q V.) ; can ' Hydaspes ' be an error for ' Choaspes ' ?
At any rate, Herodotus (I188; 54952), followed by
Strabo (I5728), places Susa on the Choaspes ; but Pliny
(6135) makes the Eulseus the river which flows by that
capital. According to Xuldeke, though it is possible
that Susa in the days of us glory may have stretched
from the Eulceus to the Choaspes (if we assume these
rivers to be different), it is more probable that the two
names represent the same river. Frd. Delitzsch, however, infers confidently from the cuneiform evidence
that the Eulseus is not the Choaspes (the Ass. Uknu
= mod. Kercha), but the Karun, which is the Pasitigris
[i.e., Lesser Tigris), up which sailed Nearchus and
the Macedonian fleet to join Ale.xander. In all this,
however, the uncertainty of the original text of Daniel
and of Judith must be remembered. [On the reading
T h e question

of an underlying text in which the geography was
different must here be reserved.]

ITHRAN.

ULAM (Q^-IN; oyAd^M [BAL]).

PTOLEMAIS.

Geographically this can be made plau

ible (see Moore, Judg. 51) ; but whether it can be said t
be favoured by a study of the variations of the MSS <.
©, is at any rate doubtful.
There is a strong probability that parts of the geographic
survey in Josh, have been based upon earlier texts which referre
to the Nc^eh, where accordingly we may have to suppose th;
the clans or tribes of Israel originally dwelt. Also that niJl
pcy " (Pesh.), •)ji} ( M T in Judg.), and apxoi^, aKKio, axKOip, an
aK«w/3, all ultimately come from '^KDiTl'' (Jerahmeel). Notit
that the valley of Achor (-imj;) in. Josh. 724-20 is near ' Jerichc
—/.^., Jerahmeel (Kadesh ? ; see J E R I C H O , § 4). H o w the fin
editor of Josh. 19 24-31 read the name given in M T as Ummal
may be left uncertain.
T h e passage has but a doubtfi
geographical value.
As to the Versions, Pesh. and 2 H e b . M S S (de Rossi) rea
P^V- ^ ^ *^^ ^ ^ ' ^l^SS, B has apx^^ (i.e., axftip, modified b
pow^?). A group of M S S which as a rule agree with B (16^
53 57 77 85 13T 144 236 237) read aKKto ; another group (44 74 7
84 134) aKKuip, and the related M S S 54 75 aK:[«]w^ ; A and
(Holmes and Parsons, I I I X I ) and related cursives with I
Compl., Aid. and Syro-hex., in which the names are generall
corrected after the Hebrew, a/x/xa. See conspectus in Holler
berg (ZA I'lV, 1 100 f).
T. K. C.

UMPIRE ( n O l D ) , Job933 EV^ff-, EV DAYSMAN
See M E D I A T O R .
UNCLEAN.

See C L E A N AND U N C L E A N .

UNCTION (xpiCMdv), I Jn. 220; RV ANOINTING.

UNICORN (DN"),3 also D n [Job 3 9 9 / ] , D^N"! [Ps
cp

plur.

b W

[Ps. 2li2r];

MONOK€p60C i

177

i. A Machirite

name ; i Ch. 7 16 17 (r^kap. [L]). Ulam's brother is called
Rekem. Wc-iU names mean the same thing—viz.. Jerahmeel.
Cp REK-EM, and for ' U l a m ' cp Elam = Jerahmeel in Ezra 2 7 31,
and probably Is. 21 2 Jer. 49 3 4 , ^
2. Ancestor (in a genealogy of Benjamin [q.v., % g ii. ^l) of the
B'ne I'l.'ini [i.e., Jerahmeel] who were distinguished for their
archery-; r Ch. >^ y,gf.(aikap,
aikeip [B]). See JQR H n o 112 f ,
§S 9 and 12, and for Jerahmeelite archers, Jer. 4935, ' Behold, I
^ According to Jensen however '^HIN is a loan-word from
Ass. 7t bbal ^ carries d o w n ' ; cp the phrase in the As.s. inscriptions, ' which (i.e., the Ulai) carries down [ubbalu] its full waters
to the sea,' Ges. Le.r.l^^), s.z'.
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See A S H E R , § 4, ii. and note.,

UMMAH (n^I^), one of a group of place-names i
Josh. 1929 (end), 30, which, since they produce gre;
stylistic awkwardness, may have been introduced froi
Judg. I31 (Steuemagel). It is usual to emend nov (M
Ummah) into i^y ( M T in Judg. l.c. 'Acco'). St

92ii],
Cp X'lldeke, ' U l a i , ' Bib. Lex. ^fS76f ; Del. Paradies,
^93 ff., 329 ; Loftus, Chatdcea and Susiana, 42-3 ff.

^ ^ , however, omits the names <

Ulla and Ara, and makes Hanniel and Rizia sons 1

© does not represent ^

' Ulai,' see SHUSHAN, and cp Grit. Bib.

will break the bow of E l a m [Jerahmeel], the chief [source]
their strength.'1
T . K. C .

1 Originally Jer. 46-.51 appears to have referred to the peopte
on the S. and S E . of Palestine. Owing partly to confusions I
geographical names, the original prophecies hLive been filled u
and expanded so as to appear to have a wider scope. This is
highly probable, though a new, result. See P R O P H E T , § 45.
2 Cp Jer. 2113 475 where p^i^ri and n p c y both probably com
from ^Ki'^m' (•'^'^e Crit. Bih.).
^ T h e N a b . pr. n. f ?3'-| (CIS, 1 316) may po-ssibly be connecte
with CiXI.
•1 With regard to the rendering of tP, it should be notice
that a belief in the existence of a one-horned animal goes hac
to Aristotle (Part. An. 863), who mentions as such the ory?
and the Indian ass.
Later accounts such as that of .<^lia
(Nat. .-/». li3 2o) are largely influenced bv the accounts of th
rhinoceros; cp Houghton in Ann. and Mag. of Nat. Hist
No\'. 1862, and art. ' Unicorn ' in Ency.
Brit.m
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U N K N O W N GOD, ALTAR TO THE
Rhitioceros unicornis), a much-debated and somewhat
unhappy rendering of the AV,^ occurs some nine times
in tlie OT, where it regularly gives place in R\' to
WILD-OX (mg. OX-AXTI':LUPE, cp N U . 1^822 etc.).

It

appears as a wild untamable animal, the most unlikely
of all to submit to the plough (Job 399-12), of gn-at
strength (Ps. 222i, parallel to flm"// n'la ' l i o n ' ) , and
^(^i[\ly(ib. 1^96, parallel to V^^/, *?jy ' c a l f ) , whose horns
were lofty and a s>'mbol of power and inight (Nu.
23322 248 Dt. 33i7 cp Ps. 92ii [on which see Clie^,
Z*;.!-']). From Is. 347 [ot ddpol A\'|"^-' ' Rhinoceros') it
was apparently used also in sacritices. The Heb. re'cm
is the same as the Ass ri/nu,^ which is a strong-horned,
fierce-looking wild bull depicted with shoulders fullyarched, images of w hich were often placed at the
entr.inces of Assyrian palaces."* Among the .Vssvrians
it was often employed in metaphors of strength, and at
times occurs in parallelism w ith pirn, elephant.
Hence
it is not improbable that the animal referred to is
the Aurochs, the C'rus of Julius t/a-sar [BC7Q2&),
who mentions il as existing in the forests of Central
Europe, and the Bos priinigenius of naturalists. Its
teeth were found by Tristram in Lebanon, in the valley
ofthe Xahr-el-Kalb, which is just in the neighbourhood
where Tiglath-pileser I. ( 1 1 2 0 - u o o B.C.) claimed to
have killed the rimu.
The Aurochs was of great size
and, to judge by records, of great ferocity ; it was
hunted and killed by prehistoric man, as skulls which
are occasionally found pierced with flint instruments
testify. It probably lingered in remote parts of Europe
till the middle ages, and it is believed to have been the
ancestor of the domesticated breeds of cattle. Probably
its least altered descendants are the wild herds of
certain English parks such as Chillingham, though
these have certainly fallen off in size, in which they
compare unfavourably with fossil remains of the B.
jrimigenius.^
See Fr. Del. Heb. Lang. Sff. ; Schr.
KA T , 256 ; Hommel, Sdugethiere, 227.
A similar animal is the * wild c o w ' or wadiha which, according
to Doughty (Ar. Des. 1 328), may probably be the QN"1. Though
of no great size it has dangerous horns measuring sometimes 23
inches (cp illustration op. cit. 327), with which when maddened
with wounds it will inflict fatal injuries.
T h e animal goes in
herds of three to five, and only the keenest hunter can hope to
catch one.
The literary history of the unicorn in classical and medieval
ages has been treated by C. Cohn, Gesch. d. Einhorns
(Berlin,
1^-7)A. E. S.—S. A. C.

UNKNOWN GOD, ALTAR TO THE (a^rNOOCTco
eeco [Ti. W H ] ; AV, RV"^ff- * to the Unknown God '
RV ' to an Unknown God ' Acts 17 23). It is of little
moment which rendering we adopt ; difference in
* In Dt. 33 17 the horns of the unicorn are spoken of, and to
evade the difficulty AV has to render the sing. DNT by the plural.
2 By DKI niD_S;ij^, N u . I.e., R V ' s t r e n g t h of the wild-ox,* we
should rather understand the reference to be to the animal's horns
(so R\ mg;.). ni^V'''"'- lit- 'eminences,' from n y ^ y g ' , cp Ar.
yix-Ja', a hill, and yafa'a,
to ascend. [For a conjecture, see
Cnt. Bib.] _
3 According to its ideogram, a ' mountain-ox,' cp Del., Entst.
Schrift, 56.
The old conventional representation of the unicorn is ingeniously explained by H a u p t ( ' P s a l m s ' 5 5 ( 9 r , E T , 173). On
the reliefs from the X. palace of Assur-bani-pal we see the
kmg grasping a lion by the ear and piercing his body with a
^ear. Another represents an arrow fixed in tlie lion's forehead.
The existence of the unicorn seems to be derived from Persian
sculptures at Persepolis and Susa, and these in turn were
undoubtedly influenced by A.s?,yro-Habylonian sculptures.
The
conception ofthe horn, according to H a u p t , has accordingly arisen
from the imagination of the Persian artist who combined the
arrow and ear 1
In Arabic the cognate rim is applied to the Antelo/>e
Leucoryx, a meek and graceful animal, an inhabitant of the
deserts of Arabia and N E . Africa—the very opposite of the
Ass. and Heb. CX"i. When the older wild bull became extinct,
the oryx from its si/e and general aspect was the natura! legatee
of its name (cp Che. on Is. 34 7). Cp the similar variation
in the meanings of i r p and riSlfin in H e b . and the cognate
languages.
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mterpretation cannot be based upon a distinction
between definite and indefinite article here, but must
be derived from dyvihiXTip alone.
The word is translated 'unknown,' or 'unknowable.'
Whichever be
accepted we must be careful to exclude all non-Athenian
connotation.
To suppose an aUusion to the God of
the ]e^\% is clearly impossible, in spite of the fact that
the epithet ' wholly hidden' [TrdyKpv((>os) was applied to
Vahwfe by gentile writers (Ju.st. Mart. Ad Gr. 38 ;
Apol. l^io; Phil. Leg. 44). On the other hand, it is
equally unjustifiable to read into the inscription the
signs of ' a want of something deeper and truer.'
Both notions would be anachronisms. Although we
have no example of an inscription in the precise terms
quoted in Paul's speech, there is no difficulty in illustrating and verifying the passage. Pausanias (i. I4), on
his way from Phalerum to Athens, remarks the altars of
' gods called unknown, and of heroes ' [(Stopioi Se Beutv re
dvo/xa^o/J-ivajv dyvtjjirrwv Kal ijpwojv).
It would be
most natural to take this to mean several altars, each
wilh the inscription in the singular ; but it is difficuh to
do this in the face of what Pausanias says at Olympia,
'beside it is an altar of Unknown Gods' [ixpbs abrip 5'
iariv 'AyvuxxTiav Oeiov ^wp,6s, v. 14 8). Philostratus in his
life of Apollonius (63) writes, 'it is more prudent to
speak well of all the gods, and especially at Athens, where
are found also altars of unknown deities' [au}(ppovi<rrepov
rb xxepl ixdvrcjv BeQv eu Xiyeiv Kal ravra 'Adrjvrjaiv, o5
Kal dyvibo'Tcov daipLbvojv ^copiol XSpwrat) ; where again
it is impossible to say whether the altars bore
the words 'Ayvujo-rois ffeoh or 'Ayvwarip BeQ. The
significance of such altars is clear from Diog. Laert.
1 no.
Epimenides in his purification of Athens is
said to have turned out some black and white sheep on
the Areopagus, directing attendants to follow and
watch them, and on the spot where the animals lay
down altars were built rip Txpoo-rjKOvrt Beep. This e.xpression cannot be translated, ' the appropriate local
deities' (Grote), indicating that in each instance the
divinity was c^ recognised and familiar one : this is
clear from the words which immediatel}' follow (66ev
^rt Kal vvv ^(XTiv evpelv Kara rods drjpLovs rdv 'AdT^vaiwv
^io/Mov$ dvcovv/Movs). The people on this and possibly
on subsequent occasions knew not what divinity had
been offended and required propitiation. In Rome in
precisely the same way it often taxed the inventive
powers of the College of Pontifices to say what god had
sent prodigies. Sometimes they named him from the
manifestation itself—e.g., Aius Locutius, the \^oice
which forewarned the city of the approaching Gauls ;
sometimes, being in doubt, they used the formula ' sive
dei sive dese' (Aul. Gell. 238). It is on this principle that
we find a woman imprecating curses on her rival and
praying to the deities of the hot spring, ' uti vos aquse
ferventes, sive vos Nimfas (Nymphas) sive alio quo
nomine vultis appellari, uti vos eam interimatis' (Ins.
Urb. Rom. 141). In a well known passage of Horace
we have ' Matutine Pater, seu lane hbentius audis ' (Sat.
ii. 6 20). In the passage quoted from Diog. it is possible,
however, that by dvcovvpLovs we should understand the
altars to have been altogether without inscription. If so,
we see that our examples fall into three classes, according
to the degree of doubt in the worshipper's mind. The
altar may be left without inscription ; whether it is god
or goddess that claims it cannot be guessed. Or again,
it is inscribed ' t o the unknown god,' in the singular
or plural. In the third case the deity is known, but
the votary is ignorant of the proper mode of address.
We may mention, but only to dismiss it, the theory that in the
case of Athens these altars dated from a time when writing was
unknown and were subsequently inscribed when men no longer
knew to what god they had been raised. We must reject also
Terome's statement (ad Tit. 1 12) that the inscription ran ' to
the gods of Asia and Europe, to unknown and strange g o d s ' ;
the whole point of the reference in the speech lies in its being
an exact quotation. Jerome may indeed have seen such an
inscription as he mentions ; but it was certainly not that alluded
to in Acts.
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old Babylonian city of Uru (mod. Mukayyar, on the right
bank ofthe Euphrates, about 40 m. SE. from W a r k a and
about 135 m. SE. from Babylon) is altogetlier more likely
than Rawlinson's identification with Erech (TjnN), the
mod. Warka,^ and is generally accepted ; even Dillmann in 1892 {Gen.'.^K 214), after holding out long
against the view, substantially adopted it. T h e chief
opponent of the theory at present is Kittel(/^w^. I i 8 i ^ ;
and earlier, Theol- Stud, aus Wiirtt. I^isff-)The
fact that there is no other known U r in the territory of
the Kasdim than the Babylonian U r is a great difficulty
UNLEAVENED BREAD {rVSa). Gen. I 9 3 , etc.
in the way of rejecting the identification, especially since
See B R E A D , § i , L E A V E N , § 2, and PASSOVER, § I / . 15.
language and literature point so decisively to dose'
relationship between Hebrews and Babylonians. If it
UNNI c a r ; perhaps shortened from i i y r [ = e i t h e r
is
difficult to reconcile with other statements of J or of P
the probable gentilic ' Anani (so C h e . ; cp Crit. Bib.
—who mentions Ur Kasdim (Gen. 1131)—that only points
on I Ch. 824 15i8), or ' Yahwi answers,' § 52]).
more strongly to the strength of the tradition in favour
1. A Levitical door-keeper, a musician ( i Ch. 1 5 i 8 ; eA«uJj\
[B], ccjyci\ [K], CLVC [A], ai'ai'tastL] ; z/. 20: wcet [ B K ] , avcivc. [A], of the Babylonian Ur. But in fact the difficulties are
ai/avias [L]). Cp Ki. ' Chron." SBOT, ad loc.
not so formidable as Kittel thinks, [and the compara2. R V U n n o , a Levite, temp. Nehemiah (Neh. 12 9 K t . 135;
tive antiquity of the tradition is shown by Judith 56
om. B K * A , co-va-c [xca-mg.] [L]). I n L lafai is a doublet of Jubilees 11 .\cts 74.
C p Francis Brown, JBL, Dec.
oi/eKpouo»n-o =D'Ji?. Omitting ' A n d B a k b u k i a h ' (as a gloss
1887, pp. ^dff. -, Del. Par. 2 2 6 / . ; Budde, Urgeschichte,
from N e h . 1117), render, ' And their brethren took u p the strain
4 3 3 / i Schrader, HWB',^\ 17297; ; a n d see references
(ranged) over against thera.' So Guthe (^".50 7" [Heb.], ad loci) ;
in Dillmann's note on Gen. 1128].
cp Be.-Rys, ad locl^

If we take the far less probable rendering ' to the
unknowable god,' we must understand the words to
refer to the mysteriousness of God. W e may then
compare the inscription on the figure of the Egyptian
Isis—' I am, and was, and shall be ; no man hat*
lifted my veil' (Plut. Dc Is. et Os.). Still better is the
inscription on an altar of Mithra found at Ostia—
'signum indeprehensibilis Dei.' (For analogies, see
Frazer, Paus. 233.)
w. J. W.

UPHAZ (tS-1N) in the phrases ' g o l d from U p h a z '
and 'gold of U p h a z ' (TD-1ND DHT, sdhdb
mi'uphaz,
Jer. IO9, tD-IS DnS, kithem 'aplidss, Dan. 105) is an
imaginary place-name. Both passages are corrupt, the
former most probably, the latter certainly.
Later
scribes, who knew the rare phrase is)D 3n1, zdhdb
•m-uphdz ( i K. I O 1 8 ;

see G O L D , § i

f/.]

and

n.),

imagined this to mean ' gold from U p h a z ' (iSlND 7, 2.
me-fiphdz), and read this or (in Dan. 10 5) a phrase like
thi.s, in the indistinctly written text which they were
copying.
(a) T h e M T of J e r . 10 9 is not well supported.
Vg. has
aurum dc Ophaz, but © xpv(7toi/ ii.ca^ta£, [BAQ], x.^tjca^% [x]—i.e.,
1D1Q 3.nT. while Tg., Pesh., Syr.-Hex. (mg.), and Theod. presuppose T2"lN,p. Giesebr. (but not Co.) reasonably adopts
this ; cp pT3 for p-13 Ezek. 114. (p) T h e phrase in D a n . 105 is
rendered ei/ ypvcriw ui^a^ by Theod. [B.'VQ]: ©87^ however,
instead of rendering it, translates what is really a corrupt form
of two dittographed words from the line above, except that it
appends to this 73, i.e., it gives ecSeSu^eVoff ^vcrcrcva. Kal TTJV
bcrcftvv n-epie^iiitrjLteVos ^vcrcrivca

KOLC €K fiecrov

avrov

<^(i>s ( w h e r e

(/)a)s is simply a Grascised ]3 ; cp t^o^ Cant. 5 11). ©'s Hebrew
MS must therefore have had, not i s m DriD, but 13 V3n01 Dn_3.
T h e second word was indistinctly written, and was read by him
IDinDl. But we must not suppose that M T is really more
correct. ' G i r d e d with gold of U p h a z ' (or, as IB's text ran,
' with refined gold') is not a natural expression. *Ve should
almost if not quite certainly correct TSIN Cn33 into 13 tlDpnS,
* with embroidery of gold.' A magnificently embroidered girdle
is what we expect to hear of; the correction is easy, self-evident.
Probably i s m is an earlier reading than 131N ; TS VjnD would
resemble T3in riD- It is also of course more plausible ; the context does not suggest the mention of a locality.
I t is worth
noting that J . D . Michaelis explained TS1D 2.1T as T31ND 3 n i ; also
that in Cant. 5 i i © read T B I D O D ; Theod. TSIK DDD (Lag.).

The greatness of the city of Uru in politics, religion,
and commerce is well brought out by Hommel, GBA
•> OrBstnPSH 212-218 325-329 (cp his Die semit
f + h o n ^ ^°^'"'' "- Sprachen, 204-211); see
01 t n e ^

BaD. ^ j ^ ^ BABYLONIA, § 48.

city uru.

Rogers

{HBA

2 3 7 1 / ) thus describes its situation.

' T h e river Euphrates flowed just past its_ gates, affording
easy transportation for stone a n d wood from its upper waters,
to which the Lebanon, rich in cedars, a n d the Amanus were
readily accessible. T h e W a d y Rummein came close to the city
and linked it with central and southem Arabia, and along that
road came gold and precious stones, and gums and perfumes to
be converted into incense for temple-worship. Another road
went across the very desert itself, and, provided with wells of
water, conducted trade to southem Syria, the peninsula qf Sinai,
and across into Africa. This was the shortest road to Africa, and
commerce between U r and E g y p t passed over its more difficult
but much shorter route than the one b y way of Haran and
Palestine. Nearly opposite the city the Shatt-el-Hai emptied
into the Euphrates, a n a so afforded a passage for boats into the
'Tigris, thus opening t o the commerce of U r t h e vast country
tributary t o that river.
H e r e , then, were roads and rivers
leading to the N . , E . , a n d W . , but there was also a great outlet
to the southward.
T h e Euphrates made access to the
Persian Gulf easy. N o city lay S. of U r on that river except
Eridu, and Eridu was no competitor in the world of commerce,
for it was devoted only to temples a n d to gods—a city given u p
to religion.'

1. Prevalent '^^ "^"^'^ ^'*' ^^ "^^^ X''-^Sa.icav ; Syr. 'ur
thpnrv
d'kaldayya ; Ur Chaldcsorum, but in Neh.
•'•
{de) igne Chaldczorum, alluding to the
Rabbinic explanation of ' U r ' as = fire, with which a
singular Aggadic legend is connected ; see Jewish
Encyclopczdia, I91, and cp Koran, Sur. 21), Gen. 1128 31
157. T h e place whence Abram set out on the journey
to Canaan, also mentioned in Neh. 9 7t. That U r is the

The local god of U r u was Nannaru or Sin, the
moon-god ; cp Eupolemus (Eus. Prcep. Ev. 917), according to whom the Babylonian city -Ka/ucpivTi (Mooncity) was called by some 7r6Xis Oipl-t).
These details are doubly interesting if Abraham was
1 historical personage, or even if the tribe which
regarded him as its ancestor once lived a pastoral life in
the neighbourhood of U r u (cp Tomkins, Life of
Abraham'^'i, 7 ff.)- Certainly it is still the average
opinion of scholars that the Ur-kasdim, with which P
at any rate, if not also J E , closely connects Abraham,
is this S. Babylonian city. W h y '-kasdim ' was added,
is not indeed plain ; for no other U r is mentioned in
t h e O T . That, however, i s a mere trifle. The considerations which induce Kittel ^ to reject the prevalent theory
are as follows :—
(i) T h e genealogy given by P in Gen. 11 10 ff.
assumes that the Semites of Arpachsad's time migrated
- TT-iipi'st gt'^dually from N . Armenia to Mesopo...
tamia. They then moved on to Harran.
opposition.
^2^ jj^ harmony with the above fact P
states (Gen. 8 4) that the ark ' rested on the mountains

5 T h e following word Dn*nN, if not a corruption for Q.mnN
• after them,' m a y have been introduced t o give a meaning to '-^
and the already corrupt ijy. D1J37 DHTIN, as Be.-Rys. point
out, is unnecessary here ; c p v. 24.
2 [Probably © read i i K f'>r ^^N» rather x^P"- ^ ^ transliteration of-)1N confused (?) with -iiy.]

1 [This view was adopted by Loftus, Chaldea and Swsiana,
126 (1857). The Syrian Christians, however, maintain Edessa
to be the Ur-casdim ofthe patriarch.]
2 The English translation of the History (1 181, n. 4) gives
an important modification of view as regards ' Armenian
Chaldaeans'; Kittel now withdraws one of his original
arguments.

5231

5232

Cp G O L D .

T . K . C.

UR OF THE CHALDEES, l i t U r Kasdim ("l-IK
D n b 3 ; [ H ] XCJPA^ [TOON] XAAAAICON [ B N A D E L ] ;

UR O F THE CHALDEES

URIAH

of Ararat,' which must be on the N . or N W . of
Assyria. Here is the starting-point of the subsequent
history. Can we imagine him suddenly transporting
the Semites to the mouth of the Euphrates, and making
this their starting-point, simply to bring them back to
the place where they once stood with Serug?
(3) We also meet with ' Ur-kasdiiu ' in the ]^
stratum (II2S I57). Now J does not state where tlie
ark grounded.
Budde therefore conjectures that J
must have meant a mountain in the S. of the land
of the Two Rivers, corresponding to Mt. Nisir in the
Babylonian story. From this point Noah's descendants
will have pressed on to Ur, in S. Babylonia. Terah
and .\braham are then supposed to h a \ e migrated to
Harran. This conjecture is not a very solid one ; but in
an\' case ' what a marvellous zigzag we must ascribe to
J2, if we make him take the Semites from the mountain
in the S. on which they landed, to Mcsupotamia in
the N. (Peleg. Serug), thence to Ur-Mugheir, and thence
to Haran ! '
Gunkel, too (Gefi. 145 [igoi]), does not accept the
favourite identitication.^ ' The Kasdim,' he says, ' a r e
not the Chaldasans of the '' land of thc
4. And
sea " [S. Babylonia], but the people of the
Gunkel's.
same name reckoned in 22 22 among the
Nahorids ; cp also Job 117 2 K. 242 and see Winckler
AOE'^h 2 250-252. From the description in Gen. I I 3 1 we
can only infer that the way from Ur-kasdim to Canaan
passed by Harran. Against this location of Ur-kasdim
it may be objected that we know both Uru and Harranu
to have been famous seats of moon-worship, so that
these two places appear to have an inner connection.
But this coincidence may be accidental. At any rate
the statement that Abraliam came from Ur-kasdim
will be a very primitive tradition—a variant to the other
statement that he came from Harran.
In P both
traditions are united in such a way that two journeys
are distinguished, the first from Ur-kasdim to Harran,
the second from Harran to Canaan.*
The riddle, as usually stated, admits of no satisfactory
solution, for the simple reason that the texts of the
c XT _
1
narratives in Genesis, after having been
5. New solu^,
. J - .
• .•
,-.
partly corrupted m transcription, were
,,
re-edited by men who had different
'
geographical presuppositions from those
of the original writers. It is becoming more and more
probable that the original scene of the primary Hebrew
legends was in the Negeb. From ' Adam ' to Joseph
this can be traced, sometimes with virtual certainty,
sometimes with considerable probability. The geographical changes introduced were owing partly (as we
have seen) to corruption, and partly to the perplexing
similarity of the names in different parts of the ancient
East (cp Schr. KGF 2g 247). There was a Harran in
the N. ; there was also in all probability a Harran in
the S. (referred to, e.g., in the phrase, 'Sanballat the

referred to away from the N . into the S. (i.e., into the Negeb).
In a continuous survey of the sagas or legends of Genesis it would
be possible to make this clear to virtual Jemon.stration. All that
can be done here is to point out that, given the presuppositions
obtained by the study of other passages, we have a right to
make the following emendations which affect the question of
* Ur-kasdim.'

Haranite,' ':-inn, Neh. 2 10, see SANBALLAT).

There

was an Aram in the N. ; there was also an Aram in
the S.
The later scribes unfortunately forgot all
about the southern Harran and Aram, though they were
con.scientious enough to leave abundant half-concealed
evidence of their existence. Transcriptional errors too
were easy.
IZ'2 and B'lp, c'lp a-nd 03 were very easily confounded, and
beside Cij there was a form 0:^53, which was liable to be miswritten ntyip and even p c D I (-see P R O P H E T , col. 3'36r, n. 2).
It would not be right at the opening o f a large field of inquiry
to as.sume that such confusions in any particular case were more
than probable. But we are not at the opening of an inquiry.
Sufficient evidence has been produced by the present writer to
justify him in the assertion that there is a strong probability in
favour of any correction which brings any particular legend

I Arpachsad (1i:>^S1N') \ come from E^^IS D^y, Arab-cusKim)
.. Ur-kasdim(D*^p3 y\ii.)j-i.e.,
'Cushite Arabia.'
3. Chesed (-ib^) comes from V:}):i—i.e., ' C u s h ' in N . Arabia
(see C U S H , 2).

4. Dammfisek (pi^'O"]) sometimes comes from D:iM3 ' Cusham.
5. Kena'an (fyJ3)sometimes comes from T J p ' K e n a z . '
In spite of the attempts of Gunkel and Winckler 1 to justify the
traditional reading, it remains for us no mere struggUng
hypothesis but a fact that the ' Kasdim ' of J o b 1 17 2 K. 24 2,
are the N . Arabian Cushites (see J O B , BOOK OF, § 14 ; OBADIAH
(Book), col. 3460, n. i).
W e are now bound to go farther,
and to assert that according to the original tradition Abraham
(the Jerahmeelite patriarch) first dwelt in Arab-cu.sh, and thence
went to Harran in the land of Kenaz. It will be remembered
that Caleb was known as a Kenizzite, and as the hero of Hebron,
which name appears to have supplanted the original name
REHOBOTH (q.v.). Abram or Abraham too migrated to Hebron,
or rather Rehoboth—the well-known Rehoboth in tbe N e g e b ;
he retained however a 'son of Cusham," ' a Cushamite," whom
he had brought from Arab-cush ((Jen. 1& 2 ; see Crit. Bib.).
In
the same chapter which states this circumstance we read (v. 7) a
solemn assurance of Yahwd that he had brought Abraham from
'Arab-cush to possess the land of Kenaz. It is difficult to believe
that the original writers (or schools of writers) whom we
symbolise as J and E were unaware of this. On Neh. 9 7 we
must content ourselves with referring to Crit. Bib. It Is enough
to have stated distinctly here the onginal tradition.
P. B. § T ; T. K. C. §§ 2 - 5 .

UR

(-I-1N), one of David's ' t h i r t y ' (i

Ch.llsst;

COYP [B]. COYP [^*]' tA)p [A], o y p [L]). One would
have expected Uri (nin) ; but see E L I P H E L E T , '^.

URBANE, or rather, as in RV, U r b a n u s (oypBANOC
[Ti. W H ] ) , is saluted as ' o u r fellow-worker in Christ'
in Rom. 16 9. The name is a Latin one. \\'hen, or in
what capacity, Urbanus helped the apostle in his
missionary labours is not known.
Urbanus figures as bishop of Macedonia in the list of ' t h e
seventy' compiled by Pseudo-Dorotheus. The vTT6pvr}pa of
Peter and Paul as given by the Pseudo-Symeon Metaphrastes
represents him as consecrated bishop of Tarsus by Peter.

URI

(''"1-lfcC. perhaps a clan-name, shortened and

corrupted from Jerahme'eli [so Che.], but see N A M E S , § 52, and
cp U R I A H ) .

1. b. Hur—from ' A s h h u r ' ? [Che,]—the father of B E Z A L E E L
( E x . 31 2 3.530 2 Ch. 1 5 : ovp{e]LOv [B, and A in 2 Ch.], oup[e]i.
A F L ] ; I C h . 2 20: oup[e]t [BAL]).
2. Father of G E B E R [q.v., no. 2] (i K. 419 : oSai [©BAJ^ afifiai
[L]).
Cp SOLOMON, § 6, third note.
3. A post-exilic door-keeper temp. E z r a ; Ezra 10 24 (u)^ov9
[ B N ] , wSou6[A], ouptas [ L ] ) = T C h . 9 I 7 ( A H I M A N ; fP'-nN ; aLpap.
[B], - ^ [ A L ] ) ; probably corrupt [Che.])=i Ksd.025t (ouptay
[ L ] ; om. E V with BA, unless tbe name is buried in ac^y of
rok^av'(]S = uhTi-\-o.vris or in ^a/cxoupo? of z*. 24).

URIAH, and in Mt. 16 AV, U r i a s ( n n i N , but no. 3
•inn-IN; OYp[e]id.C [BNAL]).
T h e name might mean ' Yahwe is a fire,' g 35 ; cp A R I E L , I .
It is strange, however, that a Yahwistic name should be borne
by a Hittite. The difficulty disappears if we accept Jastrow's
theoryifBL
13 i o r _ ^ ; see N A M E S , § 109, n. 3) t h a t t h e element
n> is often only an emphatic afformative. It is equally nonexistent on the theory that this element has generally arisen
out of *, the common termination of gentilics.
,nmK. like
^Nmis*, U R I E L , ' I I N , U R I , is in fact most probably a corruption
either of ••'^NDnTi Jerahmeeli, or of >3ny, Arab!. Cp also Uru
in the Phoenician Urumilki (A'ATl^.
185). The amount of
evidence for such corruptions is too great to be disregarded.

I. A ' Hittite," one of David's heroes (2 S. 2839 [ovpei
L], I Ch. II41 [oupet BS*]), who took part in the war
against the Ammonites under Joab, and was got rid of
by David in a most cowardly way to cover over his
adultery with BATHSHEBA (q.v.), Uriah's wife (2 S. 11
1 2 9 / : I K.lf>5).2

^ In Gen.i-) 139 [1002!, however, Gunkel falls back on the
average opinion of scholars. After stating the view mentioned
in the opening sentence of the quotation, he continues, * against
the latter location of Ur-kasdim, it may, with justice (7nit gute7n
Grund), be objected, e t c '

1 See AOE, 2250-252.
2 The qualification in v. 5 (end) is wanting in ®B^ and is
no doubt a gloss. The redactor himself elsewhere gives David
an absolute eulogy ( U 34 38). So Benz., Kittel.
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URIEL

URIM AND THUMMIM

Our view of the notices of Uriah in 2 S. Ilf, however, needs
revision in the light of the facts ; ( i ) that the list of David's
heroes, which includes ' Uriah the Hittite,' makes no allusion to
the reported treachery of I»avid ; (2) that the story of this
treachery has undoubtedly been manipulated (see B A T H -

\g. doctrina and Veritas or perjectio), the apparatus of
the priestly oracle (Dt. 338 cp 10; Nu.'_i"2i Ezra263

SHEBA, J E D I D I A H , SULCJMUN, § 2), out of a regard for edifica-

tion ; and (3) that, 'nn being most probably a mutilated form of
''n::irTl, ' Rehobothite,' and ' Rabbah of the b'ne A m m o n ' being
not less probably a corruption of ' Rehoboth of the b'ne J e r a h meel ' (cp R E H O H O T H ) , it is not conceivable that 'Jerahmeel the
Rehobothite' (misread in the traditional text, ' U r i a h the
Hittite ') should have fought in the ranks of the Israelites on the
occasion referred to. Obviously Uriah's true designation had
been forgotten when the story of the siege received its present
expanded form. T o this we must add that stories similar to
that of the baleful letter to J o a b are familiar to students of
primitive folklore.! Even apart from this, it is plausible to hold,
on grounds of literary criticism, that 2 S. 111 was originally
followed by 1:^26 (S. A. Cook, AJSL 16156 [April 1900]; so,
independently, Winckler).
Cp, however, Budde in KHC,
' Sam." 250.

[6^^ TOIC <t)ooTizoYCiN KAI TOic xeAeioic ©^
TeAeicoceciN] = Neh. 765 [(g>^N'^ ctJcoxicooN. ®^
TOIC (t)toTiCMoic KAI TAic TeAcioocecIN])- The
only passage which throws any light upon the nature
and use ofthe Urim and Thummim is i S. 144iy.
Emending after ©, we r e a d ; ' A n d Saul said, " O ^"ahwe,
God of Israel, why dost thou not answer thy servant to-day? If
this fault be in me or in Jonathan m y son, giveUrim, and if it be
in t h y people Israel, give T h u m m i m . " Thereupon Saul and
J o n a t h a n were taken and the people went free, "rhen Saul said
" C a s t between me and J o n a t h a n my s o n ; he whom \'ahwfe
takes shall die " . . . So they cast between him and Jonathan
bis son, and J o n a t h a n was taken.'

It is evident from v. 41 that the question, which in
both cases is put as a simple alternative (cp 39), was
decided by casting lots ; and from v. 40 that Urim and
It is not difificult to see how Uriah may have come into the
Thummim were the names respectively of two objects
story of Bathsheba.
BATHSHEBA (q.v.) was apparently a
' J e r a h m e e l i t e ' by origin.
StiDm') when broken lip by the
with which the cast was made.
carelessness of scribes, furnishes material for the two words
Comparing r S. I 4 4 1 / with 36 © (cp 3 18 (?) we
DySx (Eliam) and rf~\Mt (Uriah). Errors like this often have
see that the casting of lots with the Urnn and Thummim
strange results in the production of legends.
was part of the method of divination by the ephod ; in
2. A priest, temp. Ahaz, who acted as a witness for Isaiah (Is.
82).
H e is presumably the Uriah (AV U R I J A H ) who built an
other places where the ephod is employed ('2J6t g 30?)
altar for Ahaz after a Damascene pattern, 2 K. 16 lof.
the procedure is so exactly the same as in 1 iS. 1 4 3 6 ^
3. b. Shemaiah of Kirjath-jearim, slain at the command of
Jehoiakim for prophesying against Jerusalem (Jer. '2C> 20 A V that there is hardly room for doubt that in these cases
also the decision was by the same sacred lots (see
Urijah).
4. Father of M E R E M O T H (i), a priest temp. Nehemiah, Ezra
E P H O D ) ; and in many others, though neither the ephod
833 (apsLov [L]), I Esd. 862 ( I R I , R V U r i a s ; ovp[e]ia [B], ovpi
nor the Urim and Thummim is named, the same
[.\], ovptov [L]), cp Neh. 8 4 21 (AV Urijah,, crovpta Ls-]), possibly
inference may confidently be drawn (see i S. 10 2 0 ^
the Uriah present at the reading of the law under Ezra ( N e h .
8 4 AV Urijah ; ovpeia [BN^-^ A] = i Esd. 943 E V U R I A S ) .
2 S. 21 5 1 9 / : Josh. 7 1 6 ^ Judg. 20 2 7 / ). 1 In the article
E P H O D (§ 4) it has been surmised that the Urim and

T. K. C.

URIEL [V7'iet), ' t h e angel that was sent' to Ezra,
according to 4 Esd. 4 i 36 (?) 020 IO2S.
In 436 he is called an archangel, but R V prefers the reading
J E R E M I E L (q.v.), a name which occurs nowhere else in this
literature, but is most probably, like ' J e r e m i a h , ' one of the
many distorted forms of ' J e r a h m e e l ' 2 (cp ©BA^ Jer. 8626).
Possibly ' J e r e m i e l ' ('7NDT') i^ a. variant to ' R a p h a e l ' ( S N S I ) ;
Raphael, according to Enoch 20 2, is the ' angel of the spirits of
men.' Uriel, under the corrupt form ' Adoil," occurs in T g . Jon.,
and in the Slavonic Enoch 25 2, not, however, as an angel. This
passage presupposes the explanation 'flame of God," which is
hardly the original meaning. T h e Jerahmeelite connection of
some of the chief angelic names in -el is noteworthy. See
M I C H A E L , and, In Illustration, note the facts which point to
Jerahmeelite influence, both healthful and the reverse, on the
religion of Israel (iM^ LSES, § 14, P R O I H E T , § 6f.).
T . K. C .

URIEL (?X'''1-1X ; oypiHA)- A plausible explanation
of the name is 'flame of God, § 35, or, ' G o d is 0.
light,' cp ?2"nj, NiTirbel, a Palmyrene name, de Vogii^,
Syr. Centr. 124 ; Baeth. Beitr. 86. Hut {i) the analogy
(contested, no doubt) of many similar names, (2) the
occurrence of the regularly formed ethnic Uri, and (3)
the connections of the bearers of the name, may be
held to favour an explanation similar to that given alDove
of URIAH—/.tf., it is a Jerahmeelite or N . Arabian
name [Che.].
1. T h e father of Michaiah, the mother of Abijah, king of
Jud.ih (2Ch. 182). (ForouptijAan-bya^auf © l - h a s a^eo-uaAw/j..)
But sec J I A A C . M I , 1.

2. Chief of the Kohathites, mentioned at the bringing up of
the ark to Jerusalem under D.avid (i Ch. I65 11 : apLt\k [B]).
3. A name in the Kohathite genealogy of E L K A N A H (q.v.)
(r Ch. 624 [g]: opi>jA. [B]),
4 and 5. Perhaps a collateral form of A R I E L , I ( = A R E L I )
and A R I E L , 2.

URIJAH (-nn-lkX), Jer. 2<l2o AV. RV U R I A H (3).

URIM

AND THUMMIM (D'-DFini Dn-INH^

Thummim were kept in the ephod, and with certain
manipulations sec7indum artem drawn or thrown from
it. Moslem writers describe a similar mode of divination among the Arabs before Islam. Two arrow-shafts
(without heads or feathers), on one of which was written
' Command,' on the other ' Prohibition,' or words of
similar purport, were placed in a receptacle, and according as one or the other of them was drawn out it
was known whether the proposed enterprise was in
accordance with the will of the god and destined to
succeed, or not (cp Prov. I633 Acts I26). At Mecca,
it is said, these lots were in the keeping of the guardians
of the Holy House, one of whom drew an anow when
a man wished to decide whether to go on „ journey,
to marry, etc. Sometimes three arrows were used,
one of which was blank ; if this was drawn the god
refused a response (cp i S. 14 37 286). Other objects,
such as white pebbles, similarly marked, were also
used ; and the interrogatory could be framed in other
and more complex ways.^
That the divination by
Urim and Thummim was of this kind is the opinion
of J. D. Michaehs (Mos. Kecht, x, § 52—three pebbles),
Ewald (Alt. 390 i ^ ) . and many others. T h e form
of the Urim and Thummim is unknown ; that they
were Httle images (De Castro, Spencer, Gesen., and
others) is a conjecture which rests solely upon an
erroneous identification with the teraphim. If it were
safe to draw an inference from the size and shape of the
receptacle provided for them in P's description of the
high priest's vestments, we should imagine them as
small flat objects, perhaps tablets of wood or bont- ; but
it m a y b e doubtful whether P, who, strangely enough,
gives no directions for the making of the Urim and
Thummim, had any definite notion what they were.

0

In P the Urim and Thummim are in the keeping
of the high priest (Ex.2830 Lev. 83 Nu. l!72i); they
OCIOTHC]; Aq. Sym. Theod. ct)aJTlCMOl [Sym. 1 S. are preserved in a square pouch which is worn upon his
breast,
the LD::'?:
^—'
.1.-.
..—:- j^.n, hosen mispdt (EV ' breastplate of
2^t
A H A O I . Dt. 338 TeAeiOTHC KAI A I A A X H . cp
Jerome] -.xnd xeAeiOTHTec T e A e t w c e i c T e A e i o i ;
AH/NCOCIC.

or

AHAOI,

Kd.\

AAHOeiA

[i

S. I441

1 Muckc (J'o7n Euphrat nach Tiber, p. 75, n. i) refers to the
stories of llelleruphon, Pausanias, and Otto von Wittelsbach.
- similarly ('.unkel, in Kau. Apokr. 357.
3 Urim alone, Nu. 27 21 1 S. 286 ; Thummim and Urim, D t .
33 8. On the deri\'ation and meaning see below.
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1 It is, of course, not imagined that in all cases in which lots
are used the Urim and Thummim are meant.
2 See Ibn Hisham, l 9 7 i ? : ; 'h^^:^e, Arah-Rngl.
Lex. QO\ 1247;
cp Tac. Gerin. XO, and in general Van Dale, De
divinationibus
idolatricis in VT memoratts,
chap. 4 ; We. Heid.\^^ 126 f (2J
i32,f
An example of belomancy in the O T , E z e k , ' ' 1 21 f-'tl'
see Jerome ad loc, and cp DIVINATION, § 2 (ii.), ' * "
"•" '
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USURY

UZ

judgment' ; rather 'of [divine] decision, o r a c l e ' ; ^ see
BREASTPLATE).

This pouch was permanently attached

by chains and cords through rings at its corners to the
ephod ; the association of the U n m and Thummim with
the ephod which we found in the historical books is thus
preserved in P ( E P H O D , § 3).

Whether this form of

consulting Vahwe was actually practised in the postexilic period is doubtful. There is no mention of it in
the historical books after the time of David and Solomon
(i Is.. 2^6 read ' the ephihl') ; but Hos. 84 shows that m
the prophet's day the ephod-oracle was one of the things
which the popular religion could not be thoui^'ht of as
existing without.
In Neh. 765 (l'"/ra263 i Esd. 640),
however, an important question affecting the rights of
certain priestly families is reserved for decision 'when a
Urim and Thummim priest shall arise,' proving that
this mode of divination was then disused—the art seeminglv lost. A reference hke Ecclus. 33 ; [StKalojv (B),

2. T h e verb NOT, //,Fv7, h-icac-rtlv,'ocjitcKtcv(Neh. 6 7 (Kt.) Is.
24 2), gives the ^ubst.-inti\e NIJD, massd, iiraiTiJcri! (Neh. .0 7 10).
3. The verb ntj'3, n,clab, i-iracTtlv (Kr.) (Neh. 6 7, (ii(>eAeii/,
Jer. 16 10, etc), i;ivus ni;'3, n,c.;eh, KaTcnreiycav, E.'c. 22 25, AV
'usurer,' RV ' creditor,'and 'C'l, n'si (K-r.), 2 K. 4 7, EV ' d e b t '
(©BA anoTcaec,; Toils TOKOV^ CTOV, cl^C- aicoTccrov T'O ^avecov)4. TOKOS in Mt. 2527 Lk. 1923, R V 'interest.'

UTA (OYTA [BA]), a post-e.xilic family of Nethinim
(i l-;s<l. 630), unmentioned in || Ezra (245), or Nehemiah
(748).

UTHAI cn-i:;^ oyeiLBAL]).
1. I C h , 9 4(ya)e[e]i[BA))= Neh. 11 4, A T H A I A H .
2. One of the b'ne BIGVAI (q.v.)', E z r a 8 14 (ovBai [A], wSat
[ L ] ) = i Esd. S4ot, U t h i (ouTou [B], iaQai [L]), son of Istalcurus,
on which see ZADUD, 2.

UZ (I'-li;; with art, p i ; n , Jer, 252ot; on origin of

name, see GEOGRAPHY, § 20, and note suggestion
dr)\(t}y {-\) ; cp 45 10 S-IJXOLS dXxjBetas, where, moreover, below that ' Uz' may be due to an early transcriber's

\oyiip Kpicreujs also corresponds to t:DL","D [L'n] does not
prove that it was practised in the writer's day. Josephus
savs that the breastplate had ceased to light up [XdpLxreiv,
his understanding of the Urim) two hundred )'cars before
his time [.4nt. iii. 89 [§ 218]) ; while according to the
Mishna (5(Va/^ O I . ; ) " the Urim and Thummim ceased
with the death of the pre-exilic prophets ; but this is
apparently only an inference from Ezra 263.
The names Urim and Thummim as vocalised in M T
mean ' L i g h t s ' and 'Perfection.' This pronunciation
is, however, unknown to the translators of ©, who
read the former 'Orim, and derived it from n'^)n, ' to
give decision, torah' (cp Dt. 338 lo)—an interpretation
to which Sym. adheres [didaxx}). Modern scholars
have not succeeded in giving a satisfactory explanation
ofthe words. If Urim and Thummim were the names
respectively of two lots which were of opposite presage,
it is natural to infer that the names had a corresponding
significance ; and this presumption is still stronger if,
as seems not unlikely, the words were actually written
upon the objects used for casting or drawing the lot.
If, then, c'rrn is derived, as there is no need to question,
from the root c"n ' be without fault,' its opposite might
well be a derivative of nnx ' curse,'-^ the one signifying
that a proposed action was satisfactory to God, the other
that It provoked his wrath. This contrast would be
still more natural if we might suppose that the Urim
and Thummim were originally employed in a kind of
ordeal such as is described in i S. 1 4 3 6 ^ , where the
real question was one of guilt or innocence ; and it is
perhaps not without significance that Saul asks that if
the fault be in himself or in Jonathan the lot Urim may
come out. If this view is sound, the words should
probably be pronounced 'orIm and tamim.
But all
such conjectures are subject to the greatest reserve.
Literature.—For
the older literature see J . G. Carpzov,
Apparatus histoTdco-criticu^ antiquitatum,
1748, p . 7^f, ', for
the history of opinion esp. Kautzsch in PRE{^), s.v. 16 226-233.
The most important of the earlier monographs are J o h . Buxtorf,
' Historia Urim et Thummim,' in his Exercitationes,
267 ff.,
reprinted in Ugolini Thes. 12 375 ^. ; and Spencer, ' De Urim et
Thummim,'in Z)fc' leg. rzV., lib. 3 diss, 7 (and in Ugolini, 1 2 4 5 3 ^ ) ;
see also Braun, De vestitu sacerdotum, p. 5 9 3 ^ See also the
literature under E P H O D ; [also H a u p t , ' Bab, elements in the
Leyit. 'R.itnaX, JBL IDssyC 72,/: (igoo); W . Muss-Arnolt,' T h e
Urim and Thummim,' reprinted from AJSL, J u l y 1900]; T. C.
Foote, JBL 21 2 7 ^ (1902).
G . F . M.
USURY.
See L A W A N D J U S T I C E , § 16 ; P L E D G E ;
T R A D E AND COMMERCE, § 83 [e) 4 (2).
I- The commonest word is Tjc'], nSsek, \/~p'^, lit. 'something
bitten off': TOKOS, usura ('E.x.•12 2s Lev. 25 36 yC D t . 2 3 1 9 ^ :
Ps. 155 Prov. 28 8 Ezek, 18 8 13 17 22 12),
^ The meaning of the word JO'.i is not known ; something
'receptacle' best suits the context,
" See also tbe Talmud, Sotdh 48 b, Joma 21 b (Urim
Thummim lacking in second temple), and Maimonides, Kele
7nikddsh, 10, § 10.
3 That c'-IX i^ perhaps to he connected with -i-ix was
gested by Wellhausen, Prol.^-^ 419 n.

167

5237

like
and
hasug-

error). According to the traditional view, the name is
connected both with a region to the N, and with a
region to the S. of Palestine. T h e facts of M T are as
follows ; (i) Eldest son of Aram, Gen. IO23 (ws, AEL),
cp I Ch, I17 (ws, A [17-23, om. B], ov'^, L), where Uz,
Hui, etc., are among the sons of Shem, but i^^ agrees
with M T of Gen. IO23 (so Cappellus, Houb., Ki,).
(2) Eldest son of Nahor, Abraham's brother. Gen. 222i
(w^ [A], wf [L]). (3) Grandson of Seir the Horite,
Gen. 3628 (ws [ADL], oi;s [E]), i Ch, I42 (ws [BA], oi;s
[L]).

(4) A land between D'ISD (Egypt ? Musri in N.

Arabia?) and Philistia, Jer. 2.520 (not in ®),
(5) An
Edomite land, Lam. 421 (not in (5).^ (6) A land of
uncertain situation, where Job dwelt. Job 1 i (iv x^P^
rx} Ai'(r[e]iTt5i ; and in C s addition to 42i7). See,
further. GEOGRAPHY, § 20.
Let us consider these data in the following order:—(4), (5),
(3)1 (6), (i), (2). N o t much need be said on (4). The clause
relative to Uz (?) is omitted by Graf, Cornill, Giesebrecht, and
Duhm as a glosh. It seems more probable, however, that ini;r[
is a corruption of piNH, which a thoughtless scribe wrote instead
of DTicSsj which follows in the list of peoples. As to (5), it is
plain from metrical considerations that j'ly Is superfluous ; most
probably it is a corruption of a dittographed r n s (©, en-i yr}s)',
the first j-|N seems to have come from T^V^ (see L A M E N T A TIONS, BOOK O F , § 8 ; M I Z R A I M ) .

A S to (3), for ' D i s h o n ' 0

appears to have read ' Rishon,' which suggests Assuran** as the
original. N o w the first-mentioned son of Dishan (a mere
double of Dishon) is Hemdan—i.e., probably Jerahmeel. T h e
corresponding place in the list of Dishon's children ought to be
occupied by some not less important ethnic. Ozem (•:;^{). i Ch.
225, appears therefore to be excluded. Missur is what we
expect, and if |")y is a name of purely literary origin, and has
come by an early transcriber's error from ii;,';,'* our expectation
is justified.
We now come to (6), and ask, Where was the land of Uz,
where J o b dwelt? T h e data appear at first sight to be conflicting.
J o b was one of the Dip '33. It seems therefore as
if he ought to be placed in the E . or N E . of Palestine, and this
can be supported by the mention of the Kasdim in J o b i 17, and
possibly by the ethnics ' Shuhite ' (?) in 2 11, and ' Buzite ' in 32 2,
also by the references to Uz in (i) and (2), according to the
ordinary view. N o stress, however, can belaid on the tradition
connecting J o b with the district of Hauran called the Nukra
(see Wetzstein's valuable excursus in Del. Hiol'i-', 551-604),
since it can only be traced back to the fourth century A . D .
On the other hand, the names Ehphaz, BILDAD (^.V.), and
ZopHAK (q.v.), and the ethnic ' T e m a n i t e ' in 2 ii,_ suggest
placing the home of J o b in a region S, of Palestine, and
' Kasdim' in 117 should probably rather be ' Ku.slm ' (Cushites
of N , Arabia), while the representation of Job and his friends as
cultivators of ' wisdom ' indicates that t h i s w a s really the view
of the writers of our present Book of J o b (cp Jou, BOOK OF,
§§ 4, g). This latter view is also confirmed by the apocryphal
appendix to J o b in © (see GEOGRAPHY, § 20), and, according to
the present writer's theory, by the phrase betze kedem in J o b i 3 ,
which is a corruption of bene rekein—i.e., sons of Jerahmeel (see
1 For n'my "^P ^^ V o g u i i , / . As. 1897, 10 2or (no. 355).
2 Unless yi]s represent not only p x but also a transliteration
of piy. Sue next paragraph.
3 So c'N'l in K7-ek,3S2 probably comes from -nrNv ' A s s h u r '
(the souihurn Asshur), See R O S H .
•* In Lam. 4 21 i"i^' seems to have come from ~\"^—i.e.-, 1i'^; see
above, on (5),
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UZAI

UZZIAH

R E K E M ) . A S t o ( i ) and (2), we have seen elsewhere (see, e.g.,
M I Z R A I M ) that Gen. 10 has been largely recast, so that ' A r a m '
originally meant the N . Arabian tribes known collectively as
•Jerahmeel,' and it is possible that the names ' N a h o r ' and
' Haran ' were originally attached to the Negeb.
l o sum up. T h e two sets of data do not really conflict, if
Aram and Nahor are primarily names of clans and districts in
the Ni_--ub, and not where later writers placed them in the N E .
of l';ik-^une. This is not a mere struggling hypothesis, but
accords witli a large series of parallel phenomena. If, however,
we hesitate to admit this view (which Implies that ' A r a n i ' comes
from ' Jerahmeel'), we may still find a plausible reconciliation of
the data (see J O B , BUMK OF, § 4). At any rate, a new critical
treatment uf the name may not be altogether unwelcome.
Theories that are simple frequently prove to be erroneous. Cp
Budde, Hiob, ' Vorwort,' pp. ix-xi.
T. K, C.

UZAI i^n^N*. e y e i [BwX], eyz-M [A], o y z . [L]). father
of Palal (Xeh. 325).
UZAL (^nX ; Sam. hv\< ; A I Z H A ) . son of Joktan.
G<::n. IO27 (om. E), i Ch. I21 (om. B, M 2 H N [A],
oyzAA [L]). and, by o. necessary correction, Ezek.
'27 19, where ironwork (/.<?., sword-blades?), cassia, and
calamus (spice) appear among the articles of trade from
Uzal.
T h e name is obscure.
Ar. tradition makes
Azdl the ancient name of the capital of Yemen, later
known as San'a (see Di. ad loc. and reff.). T h e connection ofthe two names is disputed by Glaser (Skizze,
2277310427434), who prefers to seek for Uzal near
Mudina,^
On the text of the whole verse see Curnill (Ez., ad loc).
S r x p f,.a- '^nNO is supported by some M S S , iP, Pesh., and
nearly all moderns.
A V renders ' going to and f r o ' ; R V
strangely relegates the above reading ('from U z a l ' ) to the
margin, and translates ' y a r n , ' based apparently on a passive
formation of '7ix = Aram. ^ly, ' t o spin.' This weakening of
j ; to X does occur in Heb., but not often enough to warrant such
a rendering (cp W. Wright, Comp. Gr. Se77i. 48 247). [See also
Crit. Bib. on Gen. 10 27 Ezek. 27 19.]
F. B.

UZZA, THE GARDEN OF (N-p \l, .
KHHOC
OZis. [i^AT^] ; Pesh. g7ith gzza; hortus Aza), the spot
where Manasseh and Anion, and according to (??)" (see
biilow) Jehoiakim were buried (2 K. 2118 26). T h e
most important passage is .^ K.. '2118, because the
( 'hronieler, too, refers to the spot where Manasseh was
buried ; he makes no such statement in the case of
Amon. Manasseh was buried * in the garden of his
house, in the garden of Uzza' (2 K. 2\ 18): the || passage,
2 Ch. 3320, simply says, ' in his own house,' or (©) ' in
the garden of his house.' Most scholars suppose that
near Manasseh's palace was a plantation named after
Uzza fUzziah?) where Manasseh had made a family
gra\'e, but this is not quite satisfactory.
In 2 K. 21 18 p n is written twice over in parallel phrases.
Omit the second p 3 , and read ~i''^ ri'I] | J 3 , ' i n the plantation
of the mausoleum ' (lit. ' rock-house'—i.e., grave in the rock, cp
Is. 14 18 22 16/'). ly in the Psalter is repeatedly miswritten for
"1^. Note also that in 2 C h . 3 G 8 t p B has
. . KaX eKOLp-pr}
'Iwawet/x . . . Kttt erdipT} ei/yai'o^aT) (yarofai-[A], Vav O^a [L])
p.erd TMV irarepwv ai/rov.
X. K. C.

UZZAH (ozA [BAL]).

i. (H-W, 2 S. 66-8, § 5 1 ;

A Z Z ^ E N ] [A]) or UZZA (X-W, 2 S.'63 [AZA. A] i Ch.

I.379-11), one of the sons of .-Vbinadab who took part
in the bringing up of the arl< from Kirjath-jearim under
David

(see A R K , § 5 ; K I R J A T H - J E A R I M ) .

He

and

his brother (rnx ; cp A H I O ) were driving the cart upon
which the arl< was placed, when, upon reaching a certain
threshing-fioor (see N.^CHON). the oxen ' s t u m b l e d ' (see
below), whereupon Uzzah put forth his hand to steady
the ark (emend 2 S. 67 after 1 Ch. 13 10 with W e , , Dr.,
Bu., and others). For this ' God smote him,' and the
place received the name PEREZ-UZZAH {q--v.). T h e
Chronicler, however, accounts differently for the
calamity ; ' none ought to bear the ark of God but
the Levites' (i Ch. l.'i2 ; cp v. 12 f and col. 3463, n. i).
The narrative can hardly be understood by itself; it
must be taken in connection with 2 S. ."J 17-25. It would
1 .\5iir-bani-pal speaks of a city called Azalla, in the far.ofF
land of Mas (see M E S H A i.); see Del. Par. 243, 2gBf.
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appear (see REHOHOTH,

Z A R E P H A T H ) that, according

to the story which underlies this passage and 2 .S.
2115-22 and •2'oSff., Uavid and his gibborim won a
great victory over the Zarephathites and the Rehobothites, and by textual corruption Zarephath-'azzah (the
name in the original text) became Perez-uzzah, and so
an imaginary person was produced, called Uzzah.
The corrupt word Perez naturally suggested a divine
judgment (cp Ex. I922 Ps. 6O3 [i]). The story is recognised as historical by \ \ ' a d e {Old Test. Hist. 248),
but it is perhaps wiser to regard it as artificial. See
PEREZ.
' Stumbled ' is evidently the sense required in 2 S. 66, though
AV gives ' shook' (RV ' s t u m b l e d ' ; with margins), ^-cncl', how.
ever, is not the right word ; perhaps it is the residuum of
'U'.:('2nn, ' wavered violently.' For other views see D r . and Bu.
(KHCi2. .W U Z Z A (nVf), a Merarite (i Ch. 629114]: ofa [A], ofm
IL}).

C p G E N E A L O U I E S i., § 7 (ii. d).

UZZEN-SHEERAH,

T . K. C.

UZZEN - SHERAH.

See

SHERAH.

UZZI ('tl', a perfectly regular abbreviated form of
•in^W [for Cheyne's view see U Z Z I A H ] , cp Palm.
''Ti;';oz[e]l [BAL] generally),
i. b. Bukki, in the genealogical hst connecting
Eleazar and Zadok (i Ch. 65 [5 31], cp v. 51 [36], ofiijX
[L]).
This list is given also in Ezra 7 2 _^ {acxooca, [B],
o'^ivi [A], oj'ioc [L]), but \vith the omission of all names
between Meraioth and .Azariah (the father of .Amariah).
In I Esd, 82 the name appears as SAVIAS (om. B, aaovca
[.A], ofioK [ L ] ) ; for OziAS (.\V E Z I A S ) here represents
Azariah (of[e]iou [B], efiou [A], fapaiou [L]), and (S»
by further omitting Uzzi and his son Zerahiah makes
Azariah the son of Bukki—a proceeding which is based
on a confusion between i.niji and ny. Jos, (.-iwAviii. I3)
replaces Uzzi and Zerahiah by iw[a]^ayUos. .See G E N E ALOGIES i., § 7 [iv.],

2. b. Tola, a chief of ISSACHAR (% 7, end), i Ch. 7 2 / ((tcppcc
[B V. 3]).
3. b. Bela b . B E N J A M I N (§ 9, ii. o), i Ch. 7-j ; cp UZZA ( I Ch.

87).
4. b. JMichri of I^i:\j.\MiN (§ g, iii,), i Ch. 9 8 (o^cov IL]).
5. b. Eani, an overseer, temp. N e h e m i a h ( N e h . 11 22. om. Nc.a).
6. A chief of a father's house of Jedaiah (Neh. 12 19 42 om.
BN*A in both places, a(ec [L], ofi [.-icamg.]).
S. A. C.

UZZIA (X'jr ; oz[e]l4.[c] [BNAL]), the Ashterathite
(very possibly Og's city of Ashtaroth [Dt. I 4 etc.] was
really Zarephath, acity on the N. Arabian border probably conquered by David, see Z A R E P H A T H ; but for the
received view see A S H T A R O T H ) , one of David's heroes
(DAVID, § i i . i , i.); i C h . I l 4 4 . t

T.K.C.

UZZIAH (nni; [in in 2 K . 1532 34 is. 1 1 , ' etc., 2 Ch.
2 6 r ^ 2 7 2 ; see also 5, below], either an expansion of
the clan-name Uzzi (see Crit. Bib- on i C h . 531) or a
religious utterance = * Yahwfe is strength,' or ' m y
strength
(§ 2 9 ) ; there is the same difference of
^ T h a t ' U z z a ' in 2 K. 211826 h a s anything to do with
'Uzziah,' as Wellhausen once suggested, is far from probable (see
UZZA). N o r has the name Azriya'u of Ya'udi anything to do
with our Uzziah or Azariah. With regard to the authentication
of the names in the O T , ' Azariah ' has on the whole the support
of Kings, ' Uzziah ' of Chronicles. More particularly, the form
rr-iy (Uzziah) occurs in 2 K. 15 i3(?)30 Hos. 1 1 Am. 1 i Zech.
M 5 , but in 2 K. 15 32 34 Is. I i 6 i 7 i a C h . 2 8 i _ ^ 27 2 ^-•IJ;
(Uzziahu) : ,T-1I>' ( Vzariah) in 2 K . I 4 2 1 I 5 1 7 1 7 2 3 2 7 , i^jrhap'^
13 (see Oin-li.), i Ch. 3 12, but in-ntj; (Azjiriahu) in 2 K. I',','From the point , ,f \ itu- of the study of clan-names Azariah is the
most to be preferred of these forms. An e.\amination of the
occurrences of Eleazar, Eliezer, Azariah, Azarel, Ezri, shows
indisputably that there was till quite late times a consciousness
that Azar or Ezer represented a clan of the Negeb. It is noteworthy that by their mothers the kings of J u d a h were much
connected with the Negeb.
Very possibly the mothers of
Amaziah ami Uzziah came, not from ' J e r u s a l e m ' but from
' I s h m a e l ' (c^c'lT and ''.yy-c- l-eint; liable to confusion).
When a queen-mother was of Jerusalem, it was possibly not
stated : take, t'-A'-. the cases of tlic mothers of Hezekiah and
Manasseh. In 2 K . 1.'. 13 a S readings are oxofiou | A ] (cp
ovo^tiai/, B, 2 Ch. 21; i ) ; 30 aj(as lli), aCapu,,, [A] (om. L ) ; 32
I a ^ a p w [ B A L ] ; 3 4 ( o i l e ] w [ B ] , aCapia5[AL]).
' ^
X
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opinion as to ' Uzziel.' The question is hardly decided
by the existence of the Phcen. pr. names ^-jiiu, -'^oiy,
or the Palm, -ij; and ,Vab. viy, or by the name found
on old Heb. seals—riy, 'uzziy.l u, for which see Wrii^ht,
Cem./i. Sem. Gr. 7 2 / . — [ C h e . ] ) .
I. Son of .Amaziah, king of Judah, whom he succeeded at the age of sixteen (2 K. 1421 = 2 Cli. liij 1).
That thc name Uzziah was changed to
- !^. .Azariah at his accession is hiijlily iniprobcntioism. ^^j|g
g^^,^ names are equally religious or
rather perhaps equallj- non-religious, and from i Ch.
6 24 [9] and 36 [21] wu see how e.isy it was for n-W to
become n'"\ij;, or for ,Tniy to become r.-,y. The fonn
.Azariah is the more accurate, but Uzziah m.ij' have
been a popular corruption ; it is hardly worth n hile
therefore to disturb the modern usage, and substitute
.Az.iriah for Uzziah. .According to S t a d e ' in i3o7,
there is very little information respecting Uzziah al tlie
disposal ofthe hist.irian. .After stating th.u .\/ariah or
Uzziah was proclaimed king by a popular assembly, he
adds that ' the Book of Kings knows nothing of any
warlike achievements of Uzzi.ah. The king had the
misfortune to become a leper, so that in functions like
that of pronouncing judgment, the discharge of which
would li.tve brouglit him into contact with the people,
he had to be represented by his son Jotham, who Mas
invested with the office of a prefect of the palace.
Where the leper-king resided (see t!3) did indeed
originally form a part of the tradition ; but the word in
question (10 5) has become disfigured beyond recognition. '
In further explanation Stade adds, 'bet hachophschit [n'C'3n,'n],

UZZIAH

where read 'Arammites,' and for the rest see JOKT H E E L , S E L A ) that Amaziah had excited the bitter
animosity of the Arammites or JeraJinieehtes by his
cruelty at the rock of Kadesh. The notice [vv. 19-22)
is \ery meagre, and the text is imperfect. W e can,
however, ventm'e to infer from v. 19 that, according to
this document, Amaziah had not been carried away by
jehoash, but had sought refuge at some place in the
independent, non-Israelitish portion of the Negeb. ^
Thirsting, as it would appear, for vengeance, some of
the inhabitants conspired against the fallen king. He
Ued to Ebhcttl - ov Halusah (?), an important city in the
Negeb, but the dagger of the assassin found him there.
The actors in the following scene [vv. 20-22) are the
non-Israehtes of the Negeb.
'And all the Cushites bore him [to Jerusalem], and he was
buried in Jerusalem. , . . And llitj Jerahmeehtes took Azariah
(16 yt;ars of ai^c) and made him king instead of Amaziah his
father, and imposed oaths upon him. And they rtturned to
Jerahmeel, after the king had lain down with his fathers.'3
The humiliation of Judah was now complete. First
Israel, and then Jerahmeel, had treated it as a subject
state. The only comfort was that Israel and Jerahmeel
were foes, and in a struggle between the two the wishes
of Judah would naturally necompany Israel. (It will
be seen that the statement of the conquest of Elath has
arisen out of a corruption of the tcxL-^)
As to the wars of Uzziah. According to the Chronicler,
the king warred successfully against the Philistines, the
3 W a r s of ^^^^t)^^"^' ^""^ ^^e Meunim, and strengthTJzziah ? ^^'^^^ ^^^ fortihcations of Jerusalem, which
must have suffered greatly at the capture
of the city by Jehoash (2 Ch. 266-9).
The Book of
2 K. 15 5, chopschut t.n';;'£n,":], 2 Ch. 20 21, cannot possibly mean
Kings {as we have seen) is entirely silent as to this
an infirmary [RVm^'-, 'a Uzar house']. The aphphusuth [a4>- national aggrandisement; but elsewhere valuable in,^vcTcid; but in 2 Ch. acpcftovcTccac B, an-f/)ouc7uj^ .V] of© seems to
formation has been found underlying the statements of
suggest that it is not the original reading. It is, however, equally
ob-cure what is the Hebrew word underlying it. Probably
Chronicles.
Still, great exaggeration there must at
some building in the royal fortress is meant.' 'any rate be, as Guthe (GVI 186) remarks. Unless we
.Stade concludes with the remark that ' the sixteen
could bring ourselves to identify Azariah of Judah with
years which the Book of Kings gives to Jothanr, include
Azriya'u of Ya'udi, we could not possibly imagine the
the period during which Jotham was the regent for his
sudden and unexpected revival of the martial prowess
fatlier.' Elsewhere (567) Stade further mentions that
of Judah. M'Curdy, it is true, assumes this ;^ he also
Uzziah rebuilt Elath, which his father had probably
thinks that the relation of Hezekiah to the Philistine city
recovered. It is clear, however, that fresh investigaof Ekron in the time of Sennacherib, and the statement
tions of the Book of Chronicles and of the Hebrew text
of Sennacherib that the cities which he had cut off from
both of Kings and of Chronicles do not favour this
Judah he gave to the kings of Ashdod, Ekron, and
extreme historical sobriety. Considering that the Book
•Gaza, imply a period of Judahite expansion which we
of Kings gives Uzziah a (nominal) reign of not less
can only place in the reign of Uzziah. Winckler, on
than fitty-two years, an augmentation of our scanty
the other hand, remarks, ' Such successes as those
material is of importance. Let us consider our situation.
which are described would be possible only if Azariah
-As to the accession of Uzziah, and the ass'jmed conacted as the vassal of a more powerful prince. Musri
quest of Elath, we can hardly rest satisfied with the
could not be such, for it is certain that the Philistine
2 CireiiTn ordinary view of the circumstances of the
cities would have enjoyed its special protection. There
stanepq nf time. As Kittel has pointed out, these
was Assyria, no doubt ; but Azariah could have taken
Uzziah's ^^^ contained in portions of two different
part in the Assyrian campaign of 773 [the last year of
accession, documents, viz., 2 K. 147-14 and vv. 19Shalmaneser III.] only as a feudatory of leroboam II.'
22 ; •* e.Lch source, in a carefully revised
(KAT-\
262).
text, must be separately studied. From the former we
There is no difficulty in supposing that either the
infer (cp J O K T H E E L ) , that th-; contest between Jehoash
Chronicler has misread his authority, or the text o f
and .Amaziah was for the possession of the N E G E B
Chronicles itself has suffered corruption. There is no
{q-V-), a part of which Jehoash had recovered for
difficulty in supposing that Uzziah after -? time broke
Israel,^ but which Amaziah wanted for Judah.
A
his ' o a t h s ' and made war on the Jerahmeelites—i.e.,
decisive battle took plaee ' a t Beth-cusham which beon that section of the Jerahmeehtes which neither
longs to Jerahmeel,' and Amaziah was worsted and
Jehoash nor ( 2 K . I I 2 8 , explained in col. 3861, u. i)
(according to this stratum of the narrative) taken
Jeroboam II. had subdued. That he ' broke down the
captive. W e now have to turn to our second fragment
wall' of Rehoboth and Ashhur,^ is improbable, but he
of narrative, remembering (this we learn from v. 7,
1 In v, ig we read. ' And they conspired against him in
Ishmael' (^,v;y::L"', as tl^trwiierc, for D':'::'!"!')JCF/ise,/
2 KL'a'liiv:; ^Dii'N'for c'D*?- The same change may be required
Fur Stade .s fuller expression of opinion,'lee Z-4 7"/K6 156-159 in Mic. 1 13.
(i886), where, inter alia, it is suggested that the true reading may
^ \un- the corrections see Crit. Bib.
have been ~pm n":], Jer. 36 22 (Am.'6 is)—i.e., the winter
4 The emendation in 2 K. 14 22(i (mS^n inN N^'l : cp Ezek.
17 n ) has already been suggested by Klostermann, who, howpalace.
ever,
makes Jeroboam II. the subject of the verb. To con^ Kittel wrongly detaches v. 22, and assigns it to the same
nect V. 22, either in whole or in part, \\ ith v. 7 (as most propose),
document as z-v. 7-14. The te.xt, in its true form, does not
is
verv
difficult.
appear to allow this.
5 Hist. Proph. Mon. 1 312, u. i ; ' Uzziah and the Philistines'
•^ In 2 K, 13 25 the reference is to cities in the Negeb ; the
Expos.
iZgi b, pp. 38o-:;i)6.
present text of 10 33 is full of di.stortions of names of districts
6 So read for ' Gath' (as often) and ' Ashdod * (as Am. 3 9). A
and places in that region. See Crit. Bib.
5242
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may have made successful incursions into the Jerahmeelite land,^ and have inflicted a check on his enemies.
More than this we cannot say, and underlying the
account of Uzziah's leprosy there is probably a record
of a great humiliation sustained by the king.
As to Uzziah's leprosy {cp LEPKOSY, § 5, iv.). In
2 Ch. 2616-21 he is said to have been struck with lepros}'
d "R
f rl ^^ ^ punishment for attempting to usurp
", ^
the office of the priesthood by burning
16'Dirosv
^
•'• incense in the temple, in spite of the wellestablished fact that the ancient kings from time to
time exercised sacerdotal functions. But in 2 K . I S s
all that is said is, * And Yahw e smote the king, so that
he became a leper unto the day of his death, and
dwelt in the house * * ' (the last word appears untranslatable). Has something been omitted by the compiler
of Kings, and if so, did it agree with Chronicles? T o
answer the latter question in the affirmative is difficult,
the story in Chronicles being so clearly post-exilic.
The case is parallel to that of 2 K. 14::?2. The true text
probably runs nearly as follows :—' And Jerahmeel led
the king away to Missur to the day of his death, and
he dwelt in Beth-zarephath of Missur.' ^
The mother of Jeroboam I. was called in error ' a
leper,' whereas really she was a Misrite (col. 2404, n.
2); Xaaman in the earlier form of his story was called,
not a leper ( 2 K . 5i), but a Misnte.-^ And Uzziah,
tou, in the narrative from which the compiler of Kings
drew, must ha\e been brought into connection with the
Misrites. Like Manasseh (probably), Uzziah was carried
into captivity by the Misrites or Jerahmeelites of N.
Arabia ; but unlike Manasseh he did not return. Meantime, his son Jotham was necessarily regent at Jerusalem.
As to the earthquake, a detail so romantically used
by Josephus (Ant. ix. IO4). In Zech. 14$ Am. l i (title)
_ r. 4.1.
1 \'*'e find obscure references to an earth0. Earthquake.
, • TT • i.1 .i
^
quake in Uzziah s reign, and the suggestion has been hazarded that this earthquake may
have sus;gestcd the imagery of Is. 219-21 and Am. 4 n .
It is true, the available evidence for the fact is very late,
and Wellhau.seii throws doubt on its historical character
(cp A\H)S, § 4). In Zech. 14s we should probably read,
•as ye f^ed before Ashhur' (TnL:'N*), and in Am. l i , ' t w o
years before Ashhur was rooted out.'
The Zech.
passage alludes to the frequent raids of Jerahmeehtes or
Ashhurites from N. Arabia, and the Am. passage probably to the events attending the successes of Jeroboam
II. in the Negeb (see § 2).
As to references to Uzziah in Isaiah. That there is
such a reference in Is. 61, is unquestionable. In Is.
6. Uzziah in ^^'^ '''^^' however, it is only to Jotham.
Isaiah
^^^ '^^ regent and then as king, that the
prophetic writer's descriptions can be
safely held to apply. Exegesis, of course, is unaffected
by this result.
T K. C.
We have no furlher information respecting Uzziah,

unless we may venture to identify Azariah of Judah
. . ,
with an important personage in an
is he Uzziah? i"s^^'P^i°" of Tiglath-pileser III. This
i s n e u z z i a n / ^lonarch informs us that m his reign
(738 B.C.) nineteen districts situated in the neighbourhood of Hamath banded themselves against him under
Az-{or Iz-)ri-ya-u of Ya-u-di, but were eventually overcome {see KAiy^)
217 ff.. A'B 225 ff., Tiele, BAG
2 2 9 / ) . The identification of Azriyau of Ya'udi with
Azariah { = Uzziah) of Judah proposed by the late
George Smith the Assyriologist, and after him by
Schrader (KGE 299 ff.)> ^vho ably supported it against
A. von Gutschmid, was accepted by Winckler in 1892,
and is even now defended bv M'Curdy {///M/1 348/i),
C. F. Kent [Hist. Heb. People^-\ 2126), and Rogers
[HBA 2119/.).
A strong opposition has, however,
been raised to it (see, e.g., Wellh. /Z>7^ 20632; Klo.
Sa.-Kb.
4 9 6 ; Wi. AOE liff.;
KAT''^' 54, and,
following Winckler, Che. ////;-. Is. 4).
Ahaz, it has
been urged, was reigning four years later (734 B.C., see
A H A Z ) , and the deaths of U/ziah and Jotham must
therefore have been almost contemporaneous. The assertion that Jotham himself may have possibly taken the
field, and not Uzziah (M'Curdy, Hist. Proph. Mon.
I414), on the theory that qui J'acit per alium facit per
se, is scarcely borne out by the precise wording of the
cuneiform text. But a far greater objection is the difficulty of supposing that Uzziah of Judah should ever have
wished to interfere vvith Tiglath-pileser, that he should
ever have been in a position to undertake such an
expedition, and that he should have been the leader of
a band of tribes representing a district extending from
the Orontes to the sea, and from the northern fianks of
Lebanon and Anti-hbanus to the sea of Antioch ; ^ for
whatever his relations with Jeroboam II. mav have
been, it is at all events clear that the statement in 2 K.
1428 cannot be called in to support the identification

region in or near the Negeb was called Ashhur, and there must
also have been a city bearing the same name (cp the place-name
Jerahmeel).
1 The 'Philistines are our old friends the ' Z a r e p h a t h i t e s '
(see Z A R E P H A T H ) , and the 'Arabians of Gur-baal' are the
'Arabians of Jerahmeel.'
T h e ' M a o n i t e s ' should be the
'Ammonites,' which, as often, is a corruption (which obtained
an independent existence) of 'Jerahmeelites.'
T h e Inial w - nij is restoretl from 2 Ch. 1^0 21. The strange word
n':;i:".~ comes from niDL"xn> ' t h e dung-hill,'and ni^C'N (as in
the phrase nr;"'Nn ny-^', Neh. 2 13, etc.) is a corruption of riDS
^' I In; rirnd-jring of 2 K. .5 T(^ and accompanying note in the
O r 'A Kaut/M-h should open the eyes of some readers.
'But
til-: man was . . . leprous.' ' T h e two omitted words mean
•rlsi^where, " an able (or valiant) man " ; either they have arisen
frunia mutilation of the text or they have got in here by mistake."
" i C - however, if we restore this word, is in apposition to

(see JEROBOAM ii.).

These objections are urged with great force by
Winckler [AOF\ loff.), who, dismissing the old identification, would explain Ya-u-di as the well-known nx' of
the Zenjirli inscriptions mentioned in the steles of
Panammu and Hadad, a view which is favourably
quoted by Kittel [Konige, 263), and unreservedly accepted by Hommel {art. * Assyria,' Hastings' BD)."^
s. A. c.
2. One of the b'ne Kohath, in the genealogy of H E M A N , I Ch.
6-4 [9] = 3<5 [21] A Z A R I A H ,

5. Father of JONATHAN, 9 (i Ch. 27 25, "in'^i').
T. K. C., §§ 1-6 ; S. A. C , § 7.
UZZIEL {7X'''T1?, § 29 ; either ^ clan name [cp
U Z Z I A H ] , the -el being only formative, o r = 'God is my
strength,' § 2 9 ; o z [ e ] i H \ [BAFL]), a name found
only in post-exilic writings, and in connection with
names capable of being regarded as clan-names of the
Negeb (Che.).
I. b. Kohath (cp J A H A Z I E L , 3) ; mostly mentioned
last in the hst of sons (Ex. 618 Nu. 8 1 9 1 Ch. 6 2 [5 28] 18
[63]). According to Lev. 10 4 he was the uncle (i^) of
Aaron (a^Lrfk [B]). Of his sons who are mentioned in
Ex.622 (see also i C h . 2820 [©"^identifies Uzziel with
Jahaziel of 619] 2424) the most important was Elzaphan
(cp ZAPHON), who was the chief of all the Kohathites
(Nu.330).
1 Among the districts named are Hatarikka,
(see

Arka,

Sianna

H A D R A C H , A R K I T E , STNTTE).

2 See, on the other hand, M ' C u r d y , Hist. Proph. Mon. 1413/?".
It has also heen plausibly suggested that >-i«i i,,:,^- be meant in
the famous title of Sargon at the opening of the XltnrQ.l inscription (A'5237), ' t h e subduer of Ya'udu, wli.,se situation i't far
off.' Elsewhere, Sargon calls Canaan bU Humri (cp
KAT-i
189, and
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3. One of the b'ne H A R I M , Ezra 10 21 = 1 Esd. 9 21 AZARIAS
(but o^ia-s [L]).
4. Father of Athaiah in list of Judahite inhabitants of Jerusalem ( E Z R A , ii., § s^-, § 15, la) (Neh. 11 4, afe5 [B], a^ehva.
[N])-

see O M R I ) .

See SARGON, § 17,
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The b'ne Uzziel are mentioned in i Ch. 15 lo with Amminadab
their chief as amounting to 112 ; and it is noteworthy that
Elzaphan appears in z*. 8 as a separate clan. From Uzziel come
the UzzlELlTES ('^»>"U'^. N u . 827 6 o^enjAeis [B], 6 o^irjA'eiy'
IA], ofiTjA'et?[F], o^i7]A.tU[L]; 1 Ch. 20 23). See G E N E A L O G I E S
i'> § 72. b. Ishi, a captain of SIMEON (§ 5) in the raid against the
Amalekites and Meunim (i Ch. 4 42).
3. b. Bela, in a genealogy of HKNJAIMIN (q.v., § 9, ii. a) (1 Ch.
I. A Hemanite musician (i Cli. '2K> 4 a^apaijk [B], who in v. i8
i^ called .VZABEL(L, however, otujA).
5. In 2Ch. 2'.* 14 Uzziel figures as a son of J e d u t h u n , not of
Heman (as above'). It is also noteworthy that the name occurs
here in close connection with that of Elzaphan (z'. 13).

6. ' Uzziel, the son of H A R I I A I A H [q.v.) goldsmiths,'

in list of wall-builders {see N E H E M I A H , § 1 / ; EZRA

i'-. §§ 16 [ i ] , 15 d), Neh. 38 (©^INA omits).

See Ryle-

B e . - R y . , Siegfr. ad loc.
[Various explanations have been given of this strange phrase.
Apart from the 'Jerahmeelite theory,'we may be grateful for
S. A. Cook's ingenious suggestion (Exp.TlQ280,
and H A R HAIAH). But in the light of many other passages in which
' J e r a h m e e l ' and ' Z a r e p h a t h ' put on strange disguises, and,
in particular, of zw. 3 1 / (on which see A7>7er. Journ. of Theol.
&440 [1901], and PERFUMERS), it is difficult not to decide
somewhat positively in favour of the following restoration,
' Next to him repaired Uzziel, son of Jerahmeel, a Zarephathite. And next to him repaired Hananiah, son of Jerahmeel.'
The historical inference of Meyer (Entst. 153) that artisans
with no landed estate had no gens, the guild taking the place
of the i'-.jMj, is therefore hardly justified.~T. K. C ]

V
VAHEB (nm^ r n X J ; but MSS andGr. Ven. D m n X ) ,
apparently a locality in the Amorite country, towards
Moab, described as being ' i n S u p h a h ' {nS-IDB) ; Nu.

'Emek is also applied to parts of the Jordan valley (Josh.
1327 [cp ©] 17 16, and, if the text is correct, Ps. 606[8],

2I14RV.
AV (following Onkelos) gives the indefensible rendering,' What
he did in the Red S e a ' ; Vg. ' sicut fecit in mari r u b r u ' ; 1 Gr.
\"cii. ere^ae^T) ev AaiAairt.' T h e rendering of tB^Aj however—
TJji/fajoj3(^oo(3 [FL]) €if)Advicre2—presupposes the reading 3,-|j-nN
ppj, and studying this in the light of suggestions elsewhere
made with regard to the ' stations' of the Israelites and the
place-names in Dt. l i Gen. 31531-39, we see that ' V a h e b ' is
probably a corruption of'JNIissur'and ' S u p h a h ' of ' Sarephath'
(see D I - Z A H A B , SUPH). If the quotation really comes from a
poetical record of the ancient wars we may further suppose that
a verb has dropped out, and render ' ( h e conquered) Missur and
Sarephath' (two places in N Arabia on the border of S.
Palestine; see MIZRAIM, ^ 2b, Z A R E P H A T H ) . I t is much more
probable, however, that instead of ' the book of the wars of
Yahwe'C---' nTnS"3 "irD* we should read ' t h e list of J e r a h m e e l '
('•N"~T T r ' ' ^-ncl suppose that the Priestly Writer here introduces us I-' one of his chief sources of information for N .
Arabian place-names.

Jordan ( i Ch. I ' i i s [ai)Xu)i'] Cant. 2i).
In Ps. 6614
Job 3910 'vales' are apparently referred to, not as the
antithesis of mountains, but as containing fertile arable
land. But the text of these passages is disputed. AV

The passage then becomes, ' Wherefore it is said in the list of
Jerahmeel, T h e land of Missur and Sarephath ; the land of
Jerahmeel which stretches towards the city of Zarephath, and
is adjacent t o t h e border of Missur' (^NpnV "lDp3 npN^ fS-'^y

S\i'> ji'-';i T\z~-i Ti'^ nnj -ip'x ^x.-Dni; J'^NT n|)-i^i n^ap pN
^IV-rj.'

See Crit. Bib.

T. K. C.

VAJEZATHA, RV V a i z a t h a { N n r i ; Z A B O Y 9 A I O N

[BL^], zABoyAeeA [X], zABoYrd*0<^ M [L^]), a son of H A M A \ ,

Esth. 99.

izAeoye

T h e names of

Haman's sons put « heavy strain on the traditional
theory respecting the Rook of Esther. In the case of
Vaizatha the form itself is not certain, the 1 being exceptionally long and the T exceptionally short (a trace
of an early corrector's work?). Benfey conjectures as
the Persian original Wahyaz-d^ta.
If, however, the story has been remodelled, and in its original
form the names were such as a Hebrew writer might regard as
Jerahmeelite (see PURIM, § 7}, one might venture to restore i^'I
(cp -,ij. l i o ) , behind which may He •n£:ii- 'Zarephathite.'
Haman, being an Agagite, was an Amalekitt^ (i-c., Jerahmeelite).
T. K. C.

VALE, VALLEY, occurs in AV as the rendering of
the following Heb. words :
^- pcv, '&mek. (etym. ' d e p t h ' ;

K O I A A C 4>'5'P'5*r^'

TieAlON, etc.), for which, in geographical designations,
RV, followed by G. A. Smith, gives 'vale,' is the most
natural antithesis to '\7\, har, ' m o u n t a i n ' (cp Mic. I 4
i K . 2O28, ^xj"z, niJ'Go-, V. 23, cp P L A I N ,

5).

It is

applied to wide level spaces opening out of a mountainous country. About the names of most of these 'vales'
considerable controversy has gathered {see ACHOR,
ELAH, E S D R A E L O N ,
MULBERRY-TREE,
REPHAIM,
SIDDIM, SUCCOTH). T h e vales of Hebron and Aijalon,

however, are well-known, and may be taken as typical.
^ Vg. continues ' s i c faciet in torrentibus Arnon.
Scopuli
torrentium inclinati sunt, u t requiescerent in Ar, et recumberent
in finibus Moabitarum.'
^ © continues Koi rovs x^t-fT-dppovs Apvoiv Kal rovs X^'^'•• xareirrrjcrev KaroLKicraL Hp, KOL Trpba-KetraL rois bpCois MwojS.

5245

but see SUCCOTH),

and to the lateral valleys of the

has V A L E in Gen. I43810 3714, and D A L E in Gen. 14i7

(RV ' vale') 2 S. 1818 (EV).

On the difference between

the 'emek and the bik'd (see 2), see ESDRAELON.

ii. piyp3, bik'dh {etym. 'spHt,' 'cleft' ; irediov) is also
used in contrast to 'mountain' [e.g., D t 87 I l u ,
[TxeSiVT}'], cp Ps. 1048). T h e etymological meaning explains Is. 4O4, ' Every bik'ah (EV ' valley' ; © <pdpay^ ;
Di, 'ravine') shall be exalted'—i.e., filled up. T h e
modern Arabic equivalent el-Bukd' is the name given
to the valley situated between the Lebanons. The
same word is rendered P L A I N (q.v.) by AV in Am. I 5

(RV 'valley'), Ezek. 37i/.(AV"'g- 'champaign'), and
isyEVin Xeh. 62 Dan. 3 i (Aram, xypa), Gen. 112 Ezek.
3 2 2 / (RV"&- 'valley') 84. etc." On Dt. 34 3 (EV
inaccurately, ' t h e plain of the valley of Jericho') see
JORDAN, § 2.

3. N;3 (also N':, K'a, '3 ; see the Lexicons), gai, ge,
etc. (etym. perhaps 'depression ; (j^dpay^, also vdixx},
KOcXds, etc., once ^ovvbs, 2 K . 2 i 6 [om. A]). A frequently occurring word for a somewhat narrow opening
in the mountains, gorge, ravine;
EL,
H A R A S H I M , SAMARIA,
HAMONGOG, and especially

see (e.g.) J I P H T H A H -

ZEBOIM,
HINNOM.

ZEPHATHAH,
In 1 S. 17 3

[avXcbv [@'^^]) it apparently designates the deep channel,
dug by the turbid water torrents in the middle of the
vale ['imek) of Elah. Relatively to the gai, or lower
valley, the 'imek might be called har, 'mountain,'
unless we suppose in i S. 17 the combination of elements
from two sources.

See E L A H , EPHES-DAMMIM.

4. hni, ndhal, denotes both a winter torrent and the valley it
flows through. It occurs in both senses i K. 18 5. See BROOK.
5. n'^r^L-'H, the shephetdh, AV ' vale,' ' valley,' ' low plain,' R V
'lowland.' See JUD./EA, S H E P H K L A H .
6. avkiav, Judith 44 (see S A L E M , VALLEY O F ) 7317
l^iof
(see B E T H U L I A ) .

7. ^apay^, Judith 2 8 ((^apayya? . . . x^'-I^^PP°v^> ravines . . .
w a d y s ' ) 7 4 l l r 7 1-27 13 10 Lk. 3 5 ( = Is. 40 4).

VAMPIRE [np)hv).

Prov. 3O15 RV-^ff-; see L I L I T H

(§2).
VANIAH (n^^Jl). of the b'ne BANI [q.v.),

in list of

those with foreign wives (see E Z R A i., § 5, e n d ) ; Ezra 1036
(ovtexioa [B], -epexio [ah ovovvLa [A], ovav. [L]), apparenUy the
AN0s(ai/w9 [BA], ?om. L ) o f | | i Esd. 9 34.

VASHNI C:::^), I Ch. 628.

See J O E L i., . .

VASHTI { W I ; d.cTlN [BXALf^], oyA- [L*"]. exi
[? BN'^'^-AL in I19]), the name of the consort of
Ahasuerus, who was divorced on account of her refusal
to present herself before the guests of the king on the
seventh and last day ofhis great banquet {Esth. I9-22).
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VAULT
According to Herodotus (518; cp 9 n o ) it was the
custom of the Persians to have their wives and concubines present at great feasts. This, however, hardly
illustrates the story of Vashti, for it was evidently by an
arbitrary command of the king, whose heart was ' merry^
with wine," that Vashti was summoned to the banquet.
Indeed, Vashti had made a feast of her own for the
women of the palace {v. 9).
Vashti's name used to be connected with the Persian
vahista, 'optimus,' but, according to a very clever
hypothesis of Jensen, Vashti, Haman, and Zeresh are
pale reflections of Elamite divinities, named respectively
Mashti (or Vashti?), Humman, and Kerisa (see E S T H E R ,
§ 7 : Jensen, WZKM6ja-,
Wildeboer, ' E s t h e r ' in
KHC 17173). This view, however, is not very probable.

4. tnitpdhath,
nriBBD, Ruth 3 15 AV ( m p i f u ^ a [BAL], <nv.
Sdi-io^ [ S y m . ] ; AVmg.' ' a p r o n , ' ' s h e e t , ' R V ' m a n t l e ' ) were all
ample wraps ; cp Is. 3 22 a n d see M A N T L E , § 2 [3].
5. massekah, njDD, E V Is. 25 7 (perhaps the reading should
be n s p p , a covering, as in Ezek. 28 13); most moderns render
' covering' (cp Is. 28 20, E V ) .
6. T h e term lot, g i S , ! in Is. 267 ( E V ' c o v e r i n g ' ) is usually
explained as a veil. 'The figure in this passage is derived from the
custom of covering the face as a token of grief (see MOURNING).
7. re'dldh,
n7in, Is. 3 i g t , is either a soft shawl ( E V ' mufiler,'
AVmg. ' spangled ornaments'), or a fine veil (so Che.). T h e
root ^ y i is cognate to -lyi (tremble), a n d the form of veil was so
called from its loose, clinging material.
8. 7repi|36Aaioi/, I Cor. 1115 AVmg., E V preferably ' c o v e r i n g ' ;
cp M A N T L E , § 2 [19].

^

The face of the king or other chief was sometimes
covered to hide the divine halo ; thus Mo.ses wore a
masiaeh, niDD, Ex. .3433^. (KiiXuyU/ia [BAFL], cp 2 Cor.
813), with which Dillmann compares s-iith, mo, Gen.
4911.^ It will, however, be noted that, according to
MT, Moses seems to have worn his veil only in private,
and to have removed it not only when seeking an oracle
but also when addressing the people.
i. A.

Ahasuerus (?) and Vashti (?) are as much a couple as H a m a n
and Zeresh, and both ought to be explained on the same principles. Moreover, the text of Esther ought to be not less carefully criticised than that of Samuel before a n y hypothesis as to
the origin of the story is formed. There is no issue out of the
perplexities caused b y the book as it has come down to u s .
But revising the text on the same principles as we revise the
text of Samuel we see that (as in parts of Samuel) a story underlies the present story of Esther and Mordecai which h a s a
different geographical and historical setting. T h e Jewish people,
VEIL (OF THE TEMPLE). See TABERNACLE, §
doubly represented by Esther ( = Israehth) and by Mordecai
5, and cp T E M P L E , § 33.
(CarmeU=the Jerahmeelite Jews), a r e i n captivity in the land
of the hostile Jerahmeelites (see O B A D I A H , § 7; L A M E N T A T I O N S ,
The words are pdroketh, nD"lS, Ex. 2631 etc. ; /faraBOOK O F , %-!f.-, PSALMS, SS 2Z ff.)—i.e., the Edomites and irlracrfw,, Mt. 275i Lk. 2845.
Jerome (in Mt. 2 7 s i ;
other Arabians, whose king is described as ' A s h h u r , king of
also Epist. I89 ; and again Epist. 1208) affirms that in
Jerahmeel and C u s h ' (for j?i3-iyl n.lD I'jDn 'ntc Nl.T B'niE'nW
read V l S ^NDriT : | f e "unrN).
Vashti, therefore, ought to
Matthew's Hebrew Gospel he read, not ' veil,' but
be a representative of the Asshurite, Jerahmeelite, and Cushite
'lintel'—superlitninare templi inJinitcB -magnitudinis
people, that the nation of the oppressors may, like the nation
fractum esse atquedivisum{a\so corruisse, also sublatum).
of the oppressed, have double and therefore complete representation. T h a t the name Vashti is corrupt is p l a m ; cp V A N I A H ,
Nestle infers that Jerome found, not nDls, ' veil,' but
VopHSl. Most probably it comes from Asshurith, * As.shur'
li^Sa, ' capital' (of the column supporting the roof; see
being often used as a synonym for ' J e r a h m e e l ' C p M O R D E C A I ,
PURIM.

T . K. C.

VAULT ("IIVJ), Is. 654 RV">?- ; see T O M B .
VAULTED CHAMBER {1\-, O I K H M A nORNiKONi
lupanar),

Ezek. 1624, etc., RV™s-; see H I G H

PLACE,

§ 6. A mound or shrine for illicit worship is obviously
intended; but the rendering of ® and Vg. (after analogy
of fornix) is ' without sufficient proof, and needless'
(BDB).
VEDAN (HI), Ezek. 2719 RV.

See JAVAN, § xg.

VEIL (VAIL). It is not easy to distinguish between
the veil and the mantle in the O T . As in the East at
the present day, the Hebrew veils were mostly ample
wraps which protected the head and shoulders against
exposure, and sometimes reached the feet.
Though
veils were part of the ordinary attire of Hebrew women,
unmarried girls did not muffle their faces, nor did
married Jewesses usuaUy wear veils even out of doors
( i Cor. l i s / ) .
In the Talmud we find that only
Jewesses of Arabia wore veils {Sabbath, 65 a) to cover
their whole face, the eyes excepted. T h e bride, however, veiled herself (cp nubere viro) in presence of the
bridegroom, both before marriage and at the wedding
ceremony (Gen. 292s); see MARRIAGE, § 3.1 T h e
modern Oriental yashmak, which hangs in a narrow strip
from below the eyes to the feet, was not used by the
Hebrews.
The terms rendered ' veil' are :—
I. sd'iph, "J'ys, Gen. 2465 3814 i g t , which, as Lagarde (J'cw.
24) has shown, was not a veil (EV), but an ample wrap square
in shape, ©(ADEL) renders Bepicnpov, a light summer g a r m e n t ;
dp ilANTLE, § 3 [12].
a. sammdh,
nSS, Is. 472 R V (KcncuiiXvp-iui [BNAQ]; AV
Mocks'), Cant. 4 i 3 6 7 t R V (o-icomjirw [BNA]; AV, RVmg.
Mocks'). 2
3. redid, T-11, eipto-rpov [ B N A Q n , E V Is. 3 23 ; AV, RVmgCant. 5 7t ( R V mantle) ; and
1 On the sd'iph of Gen. 2465, see the first of the Hebrew
terms.
2 According to Delitzsch from A/DJ-DS, constringere.
(S's reading seems to rest upon a confusion with nDS, * be silent' (cp in
Syr.).
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C H A P I T E R , 4), though Jerome less accurately gives
superliminare (Expos. 189515, 3 1 0 ^ ) . C p TEXT, §
6s n. ^.
VENISON (Fr. venaison, Lat. venatio, ' a hunting' ;
Heb. T V . icyid, 'J'Wi,
' t o hunt,' cp Ar. sayd"'^,
Syr. saida). T h e Hebrews, as described by the O T
writers, had already reached the stage of pastoral nomads
when ' the hunting which is the subsistence of the ruder
wanderer, has come to be only an extra means of hfe'
(to quote Tylor, Anthropology, 220). EsAU {q-v.) is
probably meant to represent nothing more than this (' a
man acquainted with hunting,' T S J T B^'N, Gen. 2627;
cp 2628 273), since later he seems to be himself
possessed of flocks and herds (Gen. 889 ; for Nimrod
see the special article).
As weapons used for this purpose or for driving off wild
animals, mention is made of the bow and arrow (Gen. '27 3 Is.
724; .see WEAPONS, § 2) and the SLING (CJ.V., I S. I740).

Dt.

145 enumerates amongst the animals tbat might be eaten several
belonging to the venison class. These are some species of
fallow deer ("ayyal, scbi, yahmiir; see HART, ROEBUCK), two
kinds of wild goat (see GOAT, § 2, CHAMOIS), the PYGARG (^.z*.,
the Addax?), and the ANTELOPE (q.v. ; so RV).

One of the Hebrew terms for ' provision ' is actually
reminiscent of the hunting stage {m-i, seddh. Gen. 4225
4521 Ps. 132i5 [II cn^], Josh. 9 s ['s Dn'?] ; cp the use of
the verb in Josh. 912, 'this our bread we provisioned
oiurselves [Hn^osn] with it hot from our houses ').* But,
although both as a necessity and as d, pastime the
pursuit has in general played an important part in the
education and evolution of mankind,* the Hebrews,
hampered ^ again (see COLOURS, § i ) perhaps by certain
peculiarities in their religion, after they had passed
through the stage were not often induced ' to revert for
amusement to what their ancestors had been compelled
1 The expression Bi'7,7 '35 shows that the outside of the veil
differed from the inside. Cp -\c£i'\-y7 *ja, Job 41 5 [13].
2 In the Talmud NiDDi nKIDD is both ' covering' and ' veil.
8 Elsewhere we find the verb 7373, kilkel, used (i K. 47),
and the noun Dn?, lehem (i K. 4 22 [5 2]).
_ « AS to itsyaiue in this respect Charles Kingsley's Glaucut
IS suggestive in parts.
6 In view, that is to say, ofthe struggle ofthe nations.
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to practise from necessity' (to quote M. G. Watkins,
Gleanings from the Xdtu7'al History of the Aneieiits,
chap. 10). Assyrian,^ Egyptian,'-^ ChalcUi^nxn,^ and
Persian monarchs, on the other hand, boasted of their
exploits in hunting; the Assyrians and Ptiisians even
maintained private hunting-grounds, called xrapd^etaoi.^
The Greeks and Romans pursued the pastime vigorously.''
Their writers describe it frequently (Hnnu-r, Horace,
Qiasar), and in some cases whole treatises were wriUt.-ii
on the subject (Xenophon, Appian).

the Arabic kefr, the word enters into compound placenames—e.g., Chephar-ha-ammonai; cp Capernaum,
^. C'"i;^n, htiserim, is the name given to villages which
grew out of the early settlements of nomads, Gen. 2516
(!| m-i'D, liroth; cp (JASTLE, 4), Lev. 2631 ('villages
[enclosures] which h;i\e no wall around them'), Josh.
198 ('villages which lay around their cities'; see

Solomon's table, it is true, was, wt; are told, supplied with
specie^' of fallow-deer (^izyydl, s^'bl, yahmfir;
sec HAirr, Rni'.BUCic); but churc is nothing to indicate that thty were taken in
the hunt. \\'e know that in other cases traps were used for the
purpose (see NI^T. SN \RF>.
I n i S.'Jtlao, too, accoidins to
EV we have a fi.;ure of hunting a partridge, but the Hebrew
term is rddaph, ' pursue,' and in any case the meaning of the
context is not clear (see P A R T R I D G E ; and for the methods of
capturing birds see FOWLING).
M. A . C .

VENUS, TEMPLE OF ( T O ATeprATiON [AV]),
2 Macc. 1226, AV^'^s- See ATARGATIS.
VERMILION 0::'V'), Jer. 2214 Ezek. 23 14!.

See

COLOURS, § 14.
VERSIONS.

See T K X T AND V E R S I O N S .

VESTMENTS [t'^lb.

etc.), 2 K . I O 2 2 , etc.

See

DRESS.

VESTRY (nnn^^D ; TOO e m TOY OIKOY Mec0AAA
[BL], TOIC e m

TOY MICBAAA [A]; .

. TOY CTO-

AlCMOY [•^*1- ^vm.Jl, in the phrase 'him that was over
the vestry' (2 K. 10^^f), is generally supposed to mean
the place where the holy vestments supplied to the
worshippers of Baal were kept; see DRESS, § 8 ; J E H U ,
col. 23^6. T h e ancient versions differ ; there was no
fixed traditional interpretation.
T h e moderns have
defended ' vestry' or ' wardrobe' by a far-fetched comparison of Ethiopic e'ltdh, 'tunic, coat.' T h e text
must be corrupt.
Read probably n3;;'^n''^y ^"^**, ' h i m that was over the h a l l '
(Exp.T, Nov. i3g9).
T h a t there were several ' h a l l s ' or
'chambers' (niD-'7) attached to the Jerusalem temple we know
(Jer. 3524 Ezra 16 6 Neh. 185, etc.) ; and from i S. II22 (cp 1 i^i
10) we gather that close to the altar on a bdmiih, or ' high place,'
there was a lishkdh, or ' h a l l , ' in which those who partook of
the sacrificial meal assembled. It was in such a lishkdh that
the Baal-worshippers assembled in expectation of a sacrificial
feast6(;/. 19). Cp T E M P L E , §§ 24, 32.
This view does justice to the context, and accounts for ip's T<3
k-i TOV O'LKOV (piea-6aak = p.€k9aa is a correction from the later [?]
Hebrew text); that (B did not fully understand njilfh is plain
from J S.(see abo-.e). c' and j are liable to be confounded with
r and n I C niay come from n, repeated in error. T o correct
•^Vi;^-, ' t h e composition of the (sacred) perfumes,' or n i N ? p ,
* the ceremonial' (cp Klo.), gives a less suitable sense. On the
guesses ofthe other versions see commentators,
T. K, C.

VESTURE ( I M A T I O N ) . Rev. 19r3i6 AV. RV ' gar-

C I T Y ) , Neh, 1 2 2 8 /
HAZEROTH.

See H A Z O R , H E Z R O N , H A Z E R I M ,

3. In AV ' vilhii^cs' is now and then given for ni:n,
bdndih, 'daughters'—i.e., the dependent towns of a
city; NU.2I2S32 (RV 'towns'), i Ch. 223 (so too
RV).

Cp DAU<;HTKK.

4. On mn, hawivolh, u less distinctly Hebrew term
than A, and properly synonymous with it, see HAVOTHJAIR, HIVITES.

5. nin3, p^rdzoth, properly ' level country.' RV
renders 'villages (AV 'towns') 'without walls' in
Zech. 24 [8], and in Ezek. 38ii Esth. 919 EV gives
'unwalled villages,' 'unwalled towns.'
mtifB should
possibly be restored for D'lynn in 2 Ch. 274 (see FOREST),
unless we hold that it was in conquered portions of the
Negeb (read nn:;'N3, ' i n the Ashhurite') that Jotham,
like REHOBOAM (q.v.), built 'castles and towers.' In
Esth. (I.e.) the noun P'^7'dzim is rendered in EV ' o f
the villages ' ; cp EV of Dt. 85 i S. 618. Some connect
PERIZZITES (q.v.) with this word.
6. jin3. p^rd'^Cm, too, is conjecturally rendered
'villages,' 'villagers' by AV and some recent scholars
(cp Moore and Budde) in Judg. .^yn, but by RV, not
less conjecturally, ' rulers,' ' rule.'
For Judg. 511
Robertson Smith in 1892 suggested ' i n the redemption
of Israel' (see Black, judges, 4 2 ) ; but more probably
the true reading in Judg. 6711, and Hab. 814 is c j n
(D':!'!')) ; cp ^ hvvarol [B], tppa^wv [AL], dvvaarwv
(but in Judg. 5II aij^rjo'ov [B], iviax^^^'^^ l-^^])- So
Cheyne, and (in Hab. l.c.) Vollers.
7- •''113 H a b . 3 14 AV, ' the head of his villages' (RV ' of his
warriors' ; mg. ' h o r d e s ' ; or, ' villages'). But see 6.
8. Kiiip-q in N T is unirunnly rendered village in R V (Mk.
827—the villages of Csesarea l-'liilippi; Jn.742—the village of
Bethlehem). In © it sometimes represents not only ri3, n^n,
n^n, m'U, "ID3, T S D , and nsb, but also even I'i' and n n p .
It is ^iven as a Rabbinical view that a city, as distinguished
from a village, was a community with ten learned men in it—i.e.,
a sufficient number to entitle it to have a synagogue.
According
to Furrer (Schenkel, BL 2 12) the modern criterion in Palestine
is the possession of a separate market. In Esth. 9 19 ot KaroLKovvres ev rats prtTponokea-iv ( o m . E*'), a n d ot Stea-'n-appevOL ev
irda-g X'^P'i constitute the two categories to one or other of which
every J e w is assumed to belong.

VINDICATOR ("pxi), J o b i g ^ s RV^s:and JOB ii. col. 2474.

See GOEL,

VINE (ISa, moi-e fully l^'ri |S3 Nu. 64 Judg. 1814).
Like the name of the grape (3:y), the word is common
„ ,
to Hclj. Aram. Arab, and Ass.—from which
NETT!,ES
(q.v.).
1. Hebrew Guidi infers {Delia Sede primitiva, etc. 40
Terms.
VIAL. 1. TIB, pak, i S . l O i ; also 2 K . 9 i 3 RV
/ ) tliat the vine was known to the people
(where AV has Bf.x [q.v.]; <f)aK6s). Cp al.so C R U S E .
who formed the original Semitic stock. But from the
2. ^IOATJ, Rev, '.>?, 15 7, etc., where R V alway?, J!OWL (q.v., 9).
names for pruning, vintage, winepress, and wine being
distinct in the difterent languages he concludes that the
VILLAGE, i.. A 'village' as distinguished from a
primitive Semites were unacquainted H ith the making of
'town' or ' c i t y ' ( I T , 'ir) is properly 1 3 3 , kdphdr
wine, their original ' strong drink ' (H^L", a word common
(Cam. 7ii [12] I Ch. 2725), or i n b , kdjJicr | i S. 618 in
to the four languages and Ethiopic) being probably
combination with ""TlSn, happ&rdzi, 'village of the
made from barley.
peasantry,' EV ' country village),' or "T'Q3 Mphlr C^eh.
Giphen (jsj) denotes the grape-vine everywhere but in
62, plur., if M T is correct; see C H E P H I R A H ) . Like
2 Iv. 439, where gc'phen sddeh ( m r [Dj) is used of some
plant resembling the vine in form, but bearing poisonous
1 See Ball, Light from the East, i 6 r i ? :
or bitter gourds; see W I L D GOURDS. Another word
- See Maspero, The Daion of Civilisation,
61 ff.
s,'irek (pic\ Is. r.2 Jer. 22it) or sorekdh (np^iL-, Gen.
3 Ibid., 7 6 6 ^
^ See Warre-Cornish, Diet, of Gk. and Rom. Antiq.
s.v.
4 9 l i t ) seems to denote a superior sort of vine.
IlapaSei (TOS,
Probably it derives its name from the rich dark hue
^ Ibid., s.v. 'Venatio.'
^ yioox^ijudges,
361) suspects that the ' h o u s e ' which Samson
of the grapes (cp Ar. sakira or sakiira ; Lag. Uebers.
pulled down by leaning agamst its two pillars was the banquet31 / explains differently).
Its grapes were called
ing hall of the temple of Dagon.
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ment.'

See M A N T L E , § 2 [17].

VETCHES, WILD

(^nn),

JobSO?

RV""^-, E V

VINE

VOWS, VOTIVE O F F E R I N G S

serdkim (o'pi'f. Is. 168, though RV's 'choice plants' is
a possible rendering). According to Jewish tradition,
they were very sweet, with almost invisible kernels
hariannim (c'Jinn , see G R A P E , 7). T h e vine branch
or shoot is called zlmbrah (mini), from noi to ' prune ;
or 'sdrlg (:'!:;•, Gen. 4010 12 J o e l l 7 t ) , from T\V to
'interweave.'
ZalzalTun (c-^i''i,Ms. I85) seems to
denote low branches or clusters that lie on the ground.
The gathering of grapes is e.xpressed by the verb nan
(Lev. 205, etc.), the vintage or vintage-season being
bdsir ( T S 3 . Lev, 265, Judg. Ssf) ; 'o prune the vine is
-Dl (Lev. 2 0 3 / I s . 5 6 t ) ; the pruning-hook is mazmerdh
(mcic). The ' pruning of vines' (Budde, Siegfried) is
a more likely interpretation of zdinlr ( T C | ) in Cant.
2i2 than the 'singing of birds' ( D e l , Konig). T h e
obscure word zimrath (niDl) in Gen. 4311 is by Frd.
Delitzsch connected with this root, and interpreted as
'fruits cut (from the plants that bear t h e m ) ' ; but
Dillmann rightly objects that -Dl is used only of pruning
away that which is useless : probably the word must be
traced to some other source ; (5 renders TGIV KapTuiv.
In Talm. ZAKS?-(-151) =dessert-fruit (grapes, etc.).

VINEGAR (I'Dh ^ / ' b e sour,' 'leavened,' Xu. 63 ;
050C, Jn. 1929). Cp cols. 959 n. 3, 2752, 5309

The Israelites traced the planting of the vine to Noah
(Gen. 920; see Budde, 5 ; ^ / . Urgesch. 3 0 6 / ; , 407, a n d c p
N O A H ) ; and Budde thinks that the 'com2. Biblical fort' spoken of in Gen. 629 refers to the
references. invention of wine. Xo.ih was not a
dweller in Palestine ; thus the Israelites preserved the
tradition of the introduction of the vine from another
land. Palestine, as described in the OT, was a great
wine-producing country. Joseph (Ephraim) in Gen. 4922
and Israel in Ps. 808 [9] (cp Is. 82 Hos. lOi, etc.) are
compared to a vine. Delitzsch, in his charming essay
' The Bible and W i n e ' {/ris, 1888, essay 9), sees in the
fact that Jesus compares himself to a vine (Jn. 15i),
an allusion to his being the Messiah, the Second David
—which illustrates a passage in the early Christian
Didachb.
T h e phrase to ' sit under one's own vine and
one's own fig-tree' occurs constantly in descriptions of
a time of peace ( 1 K . 4 2 5 [65] Mic. 44 Zech.Sio).
Passages like Judg. 913 Ps. 1(14 is show with what
simplicity men thanked God for the gift of wine. But
the vine supplied another figure. There were wild vines
—not of a ' genuine' stock (Jer. 221). Israel, when unfaithful, is compared to these (Jer. l.c. cp Is. 62), and
the enemies of Israel are even likened (Dt. 3232) to a
' vine of Sodom '—i-e., one whose juices and fruit \\ere
tainted by the corruption typified by Sodom (Driver).
Cp .SijiniM, § 3, n. 2.
The vine ( Vitis vinifera, L.) ' grows spontaneously ' (according to de Candolle, L'Origine, 151 ff. ) in W.
-, .
, temperate .Asia, S. Europe, Algeria, and
3. JNaturai Morocco
,,,,.,
c-..,.•„..
,„„„,„„„„„o growth
„..„,.,.t, is:„
; but
its spontaneous
history. most marked in the region S. of the
Caspian, and between that and the Black Sea. Its
original home was most probably in Transcaucasia,
though traces of it have been found in deposits of
prehistoric and probably prehuman age in other quarters
—as in N. Italy, ."Switzerland, and S. France. It has
been cultivated from the most ancient times in W . Asia
and in Egypt ; in the latter country there is evidence
reaching back five or six thousand years. The ' soma '
of the \'edas appears to have denoted primarily a beer
made from grain, but subsequently -wine: and it is
probable that wine was one of the earliest discoveries of
the .\ryan race and that they carried the vine with thenj
as they migrated westward. Of the condition of vinegrowing in nrodern Svria an account is given by Anderhiid \a ZDPV 11160 . /
Cp also Tristram, NHB ^o-,

VINEYARDS, PLAIN OF THE ta'D";?
Judg. 1133 AV, R'V A B E L - C H E R A M I M {q.v-)VIOL (^33^), Is. 512 AV.

73N),

See M u s i c , § 2, 6-9.

VIOLET (n^DR), Esth. 16 AV^e-; E V ' b l u e . '

See

P U R P L E and COLOURS, § 13.

•7IPER (nrSN,

Is. 3 0 6 ;

exiANA. Acts283).

See

SERPENT, § i [i].

VIRGIN (TTApeeNOc). There is no clear trace of an
Order of Virgins in the Apostolic Church. The four
daughters of Philip the Evangelist [cp P H I L I P ] , who
exercised the gift of prophecy, were virgins (.Acts219).
In I Cor.725-38 Paul declares that he has ' n o commandment of the Lord ' respecting virgins : they may marry,
or not marry, without sin. On the whole he is inclined
to recommend for them and for all the unmarried state,
' o n account of the present necessity,' which should
make all Christians sit loosely to the world.
A later age, which valued virginity as a superior virtue,
peopled the Apostolic age with virgins living in community and
presided over by the Virgin Mary ; see, for example Dormitio
Maria; (Tischendorf, Apocal. .Apoer. 1861) p p . 9 6 / . ; Coptic
Apocr. Gospels, F . Robinson, 1896. E u t this picture has no
historical authorisation^ and is simply the reflex of a subsequent
institution. On the difficult passage in Ignatius, Smyrn. 13,
' I salute . . . the Virgins, who are called Widows,' see
Lightfoot's note ad loc. ; he is probably right in interpreting it
as ' I salute the \\'idows, whom I prefer to call Virgins, for such
in r'.od's sight they are by their purity and devotion.' [Cp
Mi.NlSTKY, § 41 end.l
J. A. e..

VISION ( n r n p e t c ) . Gen. 151, etc. See PROPHECY.
VISION, VALLEV OF (tVtn ^ or N'J, J H C
4)d,pArroc. [WN N* in V. 5] gN 4>*.pArri CEEIIWN),
a place called Valley of Hizzaion, from which the
Assyrians were expected to make an assault on the
fortifications of Jerusalem, Is. 2 2 i (late heading), 5!.
That Hizzaion is a proper name, and that the phrase
does not mean ' valley of vision ' (or, prophetic revelation) is generally admitted, .\ccording to Dillmann,
some part of Jerusalem is referred to, perhaps the
Ivropoeon, where tlie fortification may have been
specially weak. This implies the Massoretic division
of the verse, which, however, must surely be wrong
(see D u h m ; M a r t i ; SBOT).
N o such name as
Hizzaion being known, it has been proposed to read
—cij.T p ' the valley of Hinnom,' comparing Zech. 14s,
where n n N'J ('valley of my mountains') and ^-•^r\ N'J
(' valley of mountains') may be miswritten for niiin N'3
' valley of H i n n o m ' (see ' Isaiah,' SBOT [Heb.], 112 ;
Marti).
It is, however, by no means improbable that I s . 22 1-14, in its
original form, referred lo an expected blockade of Jerusalem by
the JerahmeeUtes (cp SENX.'VCHERIB, § 5), and that ivin 'J3
should be fC'^D 'J3 ' t h e sons of Cushan.' T h e next metrical
line begins with c'^'i'l, where pS'j? (Elam), as also probably in
1111 21 2 Jer. -I'o 25 40 34 Ezek. 32 24, is a misunderstood corruption of '^v\':2m' (Jerahmeel). Such is the position of the undecided question respecting the reference of Is. 22, and the
meaning of ' Valley of Hizzaion.'
T. K. C.

VOPHSICDSI; i«,B[6]irB-AFL]; K2/jz[Vg.]),father
of Nahbi (Nu. 13'i4t).

^ Possibly j-l'^C^? in Jer. 6 gt ha.s a similar meaning.
- This phrase does not necessarily imply that it is a native of
these districts.

VO'WS, VOTIVE OFFERINGS.
A vow is a
voluntary obligation solemnly assumed toward God to
^ „ . .
do something not otherwise required,
1. uennition, j ^ ^ ^ believed to be acceptable or influential with him. The promise may be
either simple or conditional. In the former case it is
usually a pledge to perform at a future date—for example, at the next recurrence of a feast — an act of
worship which is less convenient or suitable at the
time the vow is made ; and the motive may be any
which would prompt man to the act itself, such as
gratitude to God, the desire to secure his favour, etc.
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A condiiional vow is comnionly made in circumstances
in which the urgent need of God's protection or help
is felt, as in illness, an attack by the enemy, or for the
obtaining of a greatly desired end, such as the birth of
a child, the increase of flocks and herds, victory in
battle, and the Uke. In such a case a man solemnly
binds himself, if God does for him what he wishes, to
do such and such a specified thing for God.
Vows of the latter kind were in ancient religions the
common accompaniment of prayer, aud were believed
to contribute greatly to its etficaey. The transaction
seems to us commercial in even a higher dcgicu than
the familiar motive of sacrifice, Do ut des ; this may be
formulated, Dabo si dederis.
W e have to remember,
however, that man's gift was not conceived as an
equivalent by which the service of God was purchased,
but as a present, just as in similar transactions among
men when an inferior sought the aid of a grent man.
The thing vowed might be anything with which it was
conceived that Liod would be pleased—^u sacrifice, a.
service, a dotation of gold and silver, houses and lands,
cattle, or persons to God, that is, to the temple. It
might also be an interdict imposed by the maker upon
himself for a time or for life in the use of things otherwise lawful ; thus fasting, abstinence from particular
kinds of food—as the grape and its products in the
Nazirite's vow—from the wearing of ornaments, sexual
intercourse, etc., were often vowed. Such arbitrary
self-denial was thought, like the scrupulous observance
of the similar restrictions imposed by religion itself, to
be a proof of devotion.

her. If a woman marries while under a vow made in
her father's house, the subsequent consent of her
husband is necessary ; if he annuls it she is free. If
the husband lets the vow pass in silence when he first
learns of it, but afterwards prevents its fulfilment, he
makes himself guilty of the breach of obligation.
The
law does not say how it is with the vow of a minor son
in his father's house, or with that of an Israelite slave.
Lev. 27 treats of the conditions under which persons
or property that have been given to God in fulfilment
of a vow may be redeemed. An animal of the kinds
from which sacrifices are made to Yahwe is made ' holy '
by the vow ; no redemption, substitution, or exchange
is allowed ; if such a thing is attempted both animals
become ' holy ' [v. 9 / . ) . On an unclean animal a value
is set by the priest, and it may be redeemed by the
payment of this sum with one-fifth added (vv. 11-13).
Human beings are redeemed at a price fixed by the law
in accordance with their age and sex (cp Jos. Ant. iv. 4 4);
a boy between one month and five years old, five shekels,
a. girl, three ; from live years to twenty, twenty shekels
and ten respectively ; from twenty to sixty a man is
valued at fifty shekels, .L woman at thirty ; after sixty
this value fell to fifteen and ten. If a man was too
poor to pay the price on this scale, the priest fixed a
sum within his means. If a man consecrates a house
to Yahw^ by a vow, the priest estimates its value, and
the owner may redeem it on payment of six-fifths of the
sum. In the case of hereditary lands which revert to
the family in the Jubilee year, the value depends on
how far off this term is. The basis is, on an acreage
seeded with one homer of barley, fifty shekels for the
whole period, that is, one shekel for each year the
tenure has to run. The surtax for redemption is, as
in all other cases, one-fifth. If not redeemed, or if
sold to another man, the reversion is cut off, and the
land ceded to the priests.^ Purchased land, in which
the buj^er has really only a leasehold till the next Jubilee
year, is estimated by the priest.
Some things cannot be consecrated to God by a vow,
either because they already belong to him, like the
firstlings of animals fit for sacrifice (Lev. 2726), or
because they are abominable to him, as the hire of a
religious prostitute of either sex (Dt. 2318)—a kind of
votive-offering frequent in that world.

The general word for vow is 11], neder, iP ^vxy\. For a vow
of abstinence specifically, Xu. 30 employs 1QN, 1DX, issdr, esdr
(iP opLfTpos), from TN'. ' b i n d . ' T h e meaning of this word is
especially clear in Dan. 6 7 i2y? 15, where R V well renders
* interdict'; cp also the rabbinical use of the verb in the sense
of prohibit, and .Mt. 16 19 18 18.

The vow, being a solemn promise freely made, was
a most binding obligation ; it had the force of an oath,
with which, indeed, it was frequently associated (see
Nu. 3O2 Actsi!3 2i). Even - rash vow or one which
entailed unforeseen and terrible consequences, like
Jephthah's (Judg. 11), must be fulfilled to the letter.
To break faith with God in such a matter was to invite
destruction. Men, nevertheless, often tried to slip out
of their obligation by subterfuges, or practised deceit in
paying their vows. Malachi (1 14) pronounces accursed
the fraudulent man who had vowed a male victim and
had one in his flock, but sacrificed ^ blemished beast. ^
The Deuteronomic law enjoins the prompt'payment of
vows according to their tenor, for God will strictly
exact it ; it is no sin not to make a vow, but being
voluntarily made it must be fulfilled (Dt. 2821-23 [22-24]!
cp Prov.2025 Eccles. 0 4 / [ 3 / ] Ecclus. I822).
Examples of vows in the O T history are those of Jacob at
Bethel {I len. 28 20-22, cp 3113, 35 2-7), Jephthah (Judg. 11 3oyC
34'39)) Hannah (i S. 1 ir^^ 24-28), Absalom (2 S. 15 7f.). Frequent
references in other connections show how important a place
vows had in al! periods of religion : see Dt. 12 6 11 17 26 Ps. 2^25
5O14 56 r2 6 I 5 8 '.•.!> I 6613 7 6 i i II61418 Pnn-. 7 14 I s . l t i 2 i
N a h . l i s Jon. 1 16 2 c, J u d i t h 4 1 4 i Esd. 2 7 2 M.ict:. 835 Qi-^ff.
Acts 21 23 23 21.

The only laws in the Pentateuch on the subject of
vows in general,^ Lev. 271-29 and Nu. 30, are both
2 Taw
^^'•^' ^^'^u. 30 determines who can make
a binding vow, with especial reference
to the vows of women (see M. Nitddrim).
If a
man makes a vow or imposes upon himself by an oath
some abstinence, he must not 'profane his word,' but
strictly fulfil his obligation. The vow of a widow or a
divorced woman is similarly binding [v. 10) ; but the
vow of an unmarried woman in her father's house, or
of a married woman in her husband's, is null without
his consent, which, however, is assumed to be tacitly
given, if, being cognisant of the vow, he did not oppose
^ Cp the Arab substitution of gazelles for sheep in payment
ofa vow, S A C R I F I C E , § 8.
2 On the Nazirite's vow,

see

NAZIRITE.
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A vow of abstinence of a peculiar kind is that of the N A Z I R I T E
(q.v.), for which there are special laws in N u . 6 1-21.

A man might not only vow to ' hallow' some object
to God (t^'^p^. hikdls), he might devote it (c'inn, heh^riin)
by his vow so that it became Mre/n (see BAX, and cp
Nu. 212). What was so devoted became intensely 'holy,*
that is, God guarded his rights in it most jealously ; it
could neither be sold nor redeemed. Lands or animals
so dedicated belonged irrevocably to the sanctuary, that
is to the priests (Nu. I814 Ezek. 4429); men thus devoted
must be put to death (Lev. 2728/.). The last provision
can hardly be an actual provision for a private ban.
Vows, like oaths, were frequently made rashly and about trivial
matters; indeed, they often became a mere form of speech to
fortify an asseveration or a declaration of purpose, as ' I vow, if
I didn't see a snake as big as the beam of a wine-press' (M.
Ah-ddrlm, 32). With a lurking scruple such as among us gives
rise to minced oaths, men in N T times said kondm, kondh, or
the like, instead of korbdn.
The rabbis discouraged the practice
by requiring the fulfilment of unadvised vows, and declaring the
clipped formula equivalent in force to the proper word. They
had to distingui-^h, however, between vows the fulfilment of
which-, though inconvenient, waF- a proper punishment for the
rash undertaking, and such as ought not to be kept, and to provide some way of absolution for the latter (I\I. Nedarim, 3 r
^iff.).
In this endeavour they were led into a casuistry not
always accordant with sound ethics. The example given by
Jesus in Mk. liof
Mt. \^4f. ofthe way in which they nullified
the law of God by their traditions has been discussed under
CORBAN

(q.v.).

T h e commonest vow in all ages was doubtless a sacrifice, and
votive offerings were probably the commonest of private sacri1 T h e provisions of the law are not clear; see the commentaries^ For the rabbinical elaboration of these rules see
M.
'.4rdkin.
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fices. T h e votive sacrifice might, according to the terms of the
vow, be a burnt-offering or a peace-offering, or both combined,
and consist of a n y kind or numher of sacrificable animals, or
simply of an oblation. T h e rites were those appropriate to the
species of sacrifice and the victim (see S A C R I F I C E ) ; a votive
pcace-ofTermg was sul.J^ct to the ordinary rule that the flesh
should be t.'iC'.n nn thu day of the offering or the next, not to the
n,irro\v''jr icstriLtiuri .jf llie thank-offering (toddh), and to the
i;ein;ral rt;quir(.iiieiit uf t cremonial purity in those who partook
ul the Ica-L (i,i,\'. 7 i''JJ'-). Nu. 15 3 _ ^ prescribes an oblation with
every victim in the case of votive as of other sacrifices.
Offerings of wine and uil were also made in the fulfilment of vows (see

described by Tristram from Palestine, three [Gyps
fulvus. Neophron percnopterus, and Gypoetus barbatus)

S A C R I F I C E , § 31 a).

^

At. A^eddiim, '.Arakin, cp 3.\so Sekdlim, 46-8; the works on
biblical archaeology, especially Saalschutz, Mosaisches
Recht,
1 358 ff.; Nowack, Hebr. Arch. ; Ben3. B i b l i o g r a p h y , zinger, Hebr. Arch.; articles ' G e l u b d e '
in PRE(^), Riehm, HBA, Schenkel, BL,
' Vow,' Hastings, DB.
G. F. M.
VULGATE.

VULTURE.

See T E X T AND V E R S I O N S , §§ 21, 59.

Of the four

species of Vulturidas

are treated under the headings ( i )

I'IAGLE

[k\''"^'-

' Great V u l t u r e ' ] , (2) G I E R - E A G L E and (3) O.SSIFRAGE.

The fourth species is tlie black vulture. / 'nllnr 77ionachus,
the only living representative of its genus. This bird
inhabits the countries surrounding the Mediterranean
and extends eastward to China. It is not common in
Palestine, and does not seem to be mentioned in
o r or N T .
4. T h e ' v u l t u r e ' (nNl, dd'dk) in AV of Lev. 11 14! is in R V
rendered ' k i t e . ' Its identification can only be conjectural; but
see K I T E .

5. T h e ' v u l t u r e ' ('"V"^ dayydh, riV"!, dayydth, another form of
,-iNTi above) of D t . 1413 (om. D i . after Sam. i5). Is. 3 4 1 5 !
(eka^os) is also rendered K I T E in R V . See above.
6. ."VN 'ayydh. J o b 2 8 7 , AV ( R V 'falcon), but elsewhere
K I T E (q.v.).
A . E . S.

w
WAFERS.
23 29 RV.

I. p^pn, rdktk, Ex.292, EV, etc., i Ch.

See B R E A D , '§'2 (c)-

2. nn'Sy, sapfiihath, K x . l G 3 i t t-yKpc^-, see B . \ K E M E A T S , § 3
(3)1 where, however, nn'^fi is to be read for ' p'p^ . . . B R E A D . '

WAGES.

§ 83 {e) 4.

.See, generally, TRADE AND COMMERCE,

The words are :—

1. "12L", sdkdr, p-ccrda^, nierces, of the hire of a servant (Gen.
8032 J,x. 2 9 D t . 2 4 i 5 I K. 520 [6] [©B om. p.ccT66v\, etc.), the
' rci^arJ ' of priests (Nu. 18 31), passage-money (Jon. 1 3 , c,a.vkQv),
etc.
z. ID:;-, s^ker, Prov. 1118 Is. 19 10; on the latter passage see

in i K . 6 5yC, etc., o f a room-wall in i S. IS 11 20 25, etc., cp
HUU.SE, § I.

5- ni:;'- sur; Gen. 49 22 Ps. 18 30 [29]!, 2S. 2230; in Jer. 5 10 for
DiH::', ^^^~\^j is ^^uggested—/.6\, rows of vine-plants ; see Ges.-Bu.
S.Z'., 7\'WC', and cp Duhm, ad loc.
6. r b , kSthel, Cant. 2 gt of a house-wall.
7. NJIC'X, 'ussamd\ Ezra 5 3 g\. Word of uncertain meaning;
see (Ies.-Bu. who suuLiest ' Gebalk '—7.^.,'timberwork.' © I - ^ L
has xopTY*'**'; " J Ei-d. 0 4 has Tf\v (yreyr\v roMTf\v. See Marti,
KHC, act loc.

WALLET (nHRA), Mt. lOio RV, AV S C R I P

(q.v.).

SLUICES.

WANDERINGS, WILDERNESS OF. ' T h e Wilderness ' [ha7n-midbdr, '~\'^XbT\) was, in all periods, the
_
standing phrase among the Hebrews
, .'j
, for the scene of that epoch in their
history which immediately pieceded
the settlement in Canaan ; in addition to the He.\ateuchal narratives see, e.g.. Am.'.iio Hos. I35 Jer. 26
Ezek. 2O10 Neh. 921 2 Ch. 249 Ps. 1074- Undefined by
reference to particular places, the Hebrew term is a
WAGON. I. n^y?, 'agdldh: see C H A R I O T , § 2.
wide one. Agreeably to its etymoldi^ieal signification,
2. D'3V, sabblm. Is. 6620, EV ' h t t e r s . ' b u t better,
follow ins; tip {iv \api-irr}vais [•r]fii6vcov'}), 'cars such as ' t h e place where (cattle) are driven,' it denotes country
inhabited b}' nomads, and in actual O T usage includes
are drawn, for swiftness, by mules (cp Pind. Pyth.
4 9 4 / diTTiPTj) ; cp .\ss. -sunibu (from subbu), a car drawn the country stretching SW. of Canaan to Egypt, together with the Sinaitic peninsula, SE. to Arabia and E.
by mules, as distinguished from narkabtu, „ wagon
to the Euphfates.
(See C A T T L E , § 5, DE.SERT, § 2 [3].)
drawn by horses. At the same time, the 'cars,' like
The topographical problem, with which alone the
the 'chariots and horses,' in Is. {I.e.) are very possibly
present article is concerned, is to discover the limited
due to an editor; the original text gave the names of
^ ™
>!* 1 district within this larger area of
the peoples whence the Jews were to be brought ; see
Crit. Bib. 49.
P & P
wilderness to which the nomadic life
problem.
of the early Hebrews was referred in
In X u . 7 3 3 ^ n?Ji', E V 'covered w a g o n s ' ; but this is merely
the memory or imagination ofthe various biblical write
n syn. for C';i- 'cars.' C p nn-:; T g . Is. 49 22 N a h . 2 3 (the
The difficulties and uncertainties attending the solution,
queen sitting in a n'ydwhich probably will never be wholly overcome, are due
3. 2^-1, r(keb, Ezek. 2824 AV, R V C H A R I O T (y.z/.).
mainly to the uncertainty in many parts (but chiefly in
4. ''•:'-;, i-a/^a/, Ezek. 2324 RV, Ezek. 2610 RV, AV RVmfr.
the case of J and E) of the analysis of the sources, our
'wheel,' cp WHEEL.
insufficient acquaintance with the actual historical conOn the place of the w a g o n s ' i S. 17 20 etc. R V , AV ' trench,'
ditions (cp Sr -\' A[), and the paucity of trustworthy
see C A M P , § i.
identifications of particular sites. T h e literature of the
WAIN, THRESHING (I'-Tin), J o b 4 l 3 o [22] RV. subject, which is extensive, needs to be used with
See A G R I C U L T U R E , § 8 ^ .
extreme caution on account of the general neglect of a
critical employment of the sources and the utter in.--iifWALL. I. On n p i n , homah, see FORTRESS,/(ZJJZOT.
ficiency—in some cases also, the thoroughly unphilo•.t. '^"il, hcl (^/l^T^, a surrounding wall, defined b y Jews as
logical character—of the reasons for the identifications.
n t i n p—i.e.., ' a little w a i r ( s e e BDB), ^.glacis; see F O R T R E S S ,
[Textual criticism, too, may have to be applied more
methodically.]
§ 5, end, col. 1557.
3. 11], gddir, is rendered ' w a l l ' by AV in N u . 2224 E z r a 9 g
The sites ofthe Egyptian starting-point ofthe I'.xr.dus,
Is. .'^ 5 Ezek. 42 7 12 Hos. 2 6 where in each case R V or RVmg.
of Sinai, and of the intervening stages, are discussed
3. n^Dl-p, niaskoi-eth, p.ccTQ6^, nierces. Gen. 2915 317 41
Ruth 2 lat.
4- ^^Vp> p,''ccll''cb, ti.ccr86s, opus, Lev. 19 13, etc.
5. /.icj-fJo?, nor, ,v, J n . 4 36, etc. See above, i.
6. -'»i//(oi'(or, stif,,,idium,
st,f,e:idia, r Esd. 4 56 I Macc. 3 28
\-\ ,.-• Ek. ;ii4 R,,111.623 iCor.'.I7 2 Cor. 11 8 (cp 61//01' ' m e a t '
T u h . 2 2 [oi//aptoi't*] V8, [om. x] oi//oirot)jfAa J u d i t h 12 i, 6i//os =
JT Nu. 11 22).

prefers 'fence.' S<-u H E D G E , 2, and cp the place-names Geder,
Gederah, (ledenuh, Gederothaim, Gedor.
RV^g- suggests
' w a l l s ' for 'hedges,' niTia, in N a h . 3 17.
4. T p , kir, of a town-wall in Josh. 2 15, e t c . ; of a house-wall
52 ?5

3 Site of ^^^^^^^^^^ ( E X O D U S , S I N A I ) .

kadesh

W e are here

"^^""^ immediately concerned with the district
• m which the people are said to have wandered
for forty years between the first abortive attempt on
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Canaan from the S. and the final successful attack
from the E. For this the most important site is
KADESH [q.i'.)', long a matter of almost hopeless dispute,
it is now, by general consent, identified with 'Ain-Kadis
(50 m. S. of Beersheba), which was visited by Seetzen in
1807 [A\isen durch Syrien, :^|8[i859]), and then by
Rowlands, who first identified it with Kadesh (\\'illiams.
Holy City, 1 4 6 4 ^ ) , and by Clay Trumbull [Kadesh
Barnea [1881]), who has elaborately and successfully
vindicated the identification.
Xow, wiiat relation does Kadesh bear to the wilderness of ^\'anderings? In P, where the ense is simplest,
Kadesh is the s[;iL;e reached imnicdiaLely
4. Kadesh
before Mt. Hoi ( Xu. 12O22 * 27 14 E)t. o'J ^i
in P.
and P i n Xu. 2O1-13). App.u-ently, therefore, it was not visited before the fortieth year—i.e.,
the end of the nomadic period. For, according to P,
the sentence of forty years wandering was gi\ en in the
wilderness of Paran and was to be carried into effect in
the same wilderness (Xu. 1216^ 13 r-_^ 2617 I435), whereas
Kadesh is in the wilderness of Zin (Xu. 20IL^2, cp 8836),
which is distinct from the wilderness of Paran (Xu.
13321). Doubtless, the fortieth year was originally
mentioned in Xu. 20i (cp 3838), and was subse(|uently
omitted for obvious harmonistic reasons. In P the
whole people in the fortieth year moved as the spies had
done a generation earlier out of the w ilderness of Paran
into the wilderness of Zin to Kadesh.
From the foregoing representations all the remaining
narratives differ ; for all these, in spite of other differences among themselves, agree in associating Kadesh
with the beginning of the ' forty years'' wanderings.
In the combined narratives of JE—and probably also
in both of the originally separate narratives J and E —
J _p Kadesh is the place whence the spies were
despatched (Xu.1326, from ' t o K a d e s h ' ;
cp.32 3_^) and, presumably, where the condemnation
to the forty years' wandering was pronounced (Nu.
1433), where the people abode (n>'n iv"\), and where
Miriam died and was buried (Xu. 2 0 i ^ ) , and whence,
at the close of the period, they made their request to
pass through Edom (Xu. 2 0 1 4 ^ ) . ^ In brief, Kadesh
was the goal of the people after the Exodus and their
visit to Sinai, their headquarters while they were shepherds ic>n) for ' forty years,' and their point of departure for the final attack on Canaan. Cp also Judg. 1116.
In D Kadesh is the goal of the people after leaving
Horeb (Dt. I19, cp 923 Josh. 146/!), the place whence
6 In D ^^ spies were despatched (Dt. 120-24 Josh.
147), and the scene of their condemnation
to a. prolongation of the nomadic life (Dt. 1 3 4 ^ ) .
There they abode for an indefinite period, not, however,
exceeding a few months (Dt. 2 r, cp 7 14); but the main
part of the period—thirty-eight years—was spent in
compassing Mt. Seir (Dt. 2r 14). Moreover, according
to the only natural interpretation of Dt. 2i4, Kadesh,
once left, was never revisited ; there is no suggestion
here (nor an5rwhere else) of a second visit to Kadesh
after absence.
Thus in J E Kadesh is the (apparently) permanent
centre, in D the starting-point, and in P the final stage
of the nomadic wanderings which intervened between
the defeat of the Heljrews on their first attempt to
conquer Canaan from the S, and the commencement of
^ Nu. 2O22 has been j^enerally assigned to P in its entirety.
Carpenter, in the O.xford Hexateuch, assigns clause a to E. If
this were certain, which it is not (see Gray in Internal.
Crit.
Com.), it would still be clear that 2022^-29 in P, as in the present
compilation, was preceded by P's story of the sin of Moses and
Aaron at Kadesh ; cp 20 24 with v. ?3It must suffice merely to draw attention to the theory
recently advanced by Steuemagel (Die Einwandeming
der
israelitischen
Stdmmen,
looi) that in J one section of the
people (the ' L e a h ' tribes, according to his denomination) actually made their way into Canaan from Kadesh, whereas in E
the ' J a c o b ' t r i b e s , leaving Kadesh at the beginning of the
nomadic period, spent their years of wandering in the deserts
East of the Jordan and the Arabah. [Cp E X O D U S 1., § 6,
T R I B E S , § 13^:]
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that definite march which led to the actual conquest
from the E, a generation later.
We must now consider what hints the various narratives contain for the closer definition of the district in
7. Sinai to n^^stion. J E contains no reference to
Kadesh in JE P*^'^^^ which directly serve to define the
' district; for Hormah is not mentioned
as a plaee m the wilderness of Wandering, but as a point
connecled with a definite atLeinjjt to gain an entrance
into Canaan from the S., and all the other places I'eferred
t>> in j r : are stages in the movements (i) from Egvpt to
Sinai, (2) from Smai to Kadesh, which preceded the
noniiidic period proper, and (3) from Kadesh to the E.
of Canaan, which succeeded it. For the first series, see
EXODUS, i. i^i^ 1 0 / : The second consists of Taberah
(Nu. 11 3). Kibroth-hattaavah, and Hazeroth (Xu. II35).
The identifications which have been offered of these sites
have little more to recommend them than that they
agree \vith a particular theory of a route from the spot
identified as Sinai. In the only case where the similarity
ofthe modern name ('.-\in el-Haclra = rni:n ; so Robinson,
Palm(M') appears to furnish an independent reason for
the identification, this circumstance is far from conclusive, for names hke Hazeroth were frequent (cp
N A M E S , § 105). The third series concludes with places
8 To E of ^'^'^^ ^^^ obviously on the E. of the
Canaan
-^^rabah—' the wilderness before Moab
toward the sun-rising' (Xu. 2110), the
valley of Zered (Xu. 2112), ' the other side of Arnon'
(Nu. 2I13), Beer, Mattanah, Nahaliel, Bamoth, ' t h e
valley that is in the field of Moab'—Nu. 2116-20, cp
further 2 1 2 1 ^ ; for details reference must be made to
the several articles. An isolated fragment, apparently
of E, in Dt. 106-8 preserves the names of four places—
Beeroth-Bene-Jaakan, Moserah, Gudgodah and Jotbathah—which were probably stages in the earlier part
of the march down the "W. of the Arabah ; but in the
absence of identification, we cannot speak with certainty.
Indirectly and negatively, however, the district of
the nomadic period is, within broad limits, thus defined
q T?
W ^^ J^" "^^^ country to the N. of Kadesh
'c
JP is implied to have been effectually held by
other peoples^ (Nu. 1439-45 ; cp v. 25 1829
—to the NE. by Edom—cp Nu. 2016 ; see more fully
Buhl, Gesch. der Edomiter, 22-26, and EDOM). The
wanderings, therefore, in J E are conceived as taking
place from Kadesh as a permanent centre over an indefinite part of the wilderness stretching to the S. and
W". of tliat place—in other words, over the desert of etTih, and more immediately over that part now held by
the 'Azazimeh.
In D, as in JE, Taberah and Kibroth-hattaavah are
stages on the journey from Horeb to Kadesh (1^22);
_.,
Hazeroth in Dt. 1 r is either different
10. U S narra- ^^^^ ^^^ Hazeroth of JE, or else the
passage in question has censed to be
inteUigible (cp Dr. eid loc).
D chiefly differs from J E
in making the scene of the \\'anderings for the greater
part of the period (thirty-eight 3^ears) distant from
Kadesh, but immediatel}' bordering on Edom. The
command in Dt. 23 appears to be referred to the close
of the period, and to have immediate reference to the
final attack on Canaan ; consequently, although the
punitive wanderings extended up to the brook Zered
(Dt. 2i4(^) o n t h e E. of Edom, we must conceive the
greater part of the period to have been spent on the W.
borders of Edom. Removing from Kadesh at the
beginning, the people are found at the close of the
period at the SE. end of the Arabah (Dt. 23). (In
attempting to arrive at D's view, Dt. 1 0 6 / must be
disregarded ; the verses form an isolated fragment
out of relation to D's other statements ; cp Dr. ad loc.)
J Thus much it seems safer to affirm of J E . It is unnecessary
here to disi:ii-ss at length the analysis of the several sources as
bet^yeen J, E and editors, for which the Commentaries must be
consulted.
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WANDERINGS, W I L D E R N E S S OF
When we turn to P we have to distinguish between
the general narrative and the summarising chapter,
Nu. 33.
In the narrative, the Hebrews journeyed from Sinai
to the wilderness of Paran.
Here they encamped,
hence the spies were despatched, and
11. P's n a r r a - hither they returned; and ' in this
tive.
wilderness' (Nu. 143s) the punitive
wanderings took place. On the boundaries of the
wilderness of Paran, see GEOGRAPHY, § 7. The remaining places in P's narrative appear to be referred to
the final year. These occur in this order : wilderness
of Zin (Xu. 2O1), Kadesh, Mt. Hor (2O22), Oboth, lyeabarim (2110), plains of Moab (22i), pointing to a
northward movement (Paran to Kadesh) followed by an
eastward (to the plains of Moab); and the latter movement was in all probability regarded as being direct across
the N. territory of Edom (cp We. GH n o , Buhl, Gesch.
23, Gray on Nu. 21 n ) , not, as in J E [e.g., Nu. 214), or
D (Dt. 23 8), by means of a march round the S. end of
E d o m ; for although the site of Oboth is uncertain, and
lye-abarim unidentified, yet the latter certainly lay, as
its name indicates, on the E. of the Arabah (cp ABARLM).
Thus, the main narrative of P, like J E and D, contains
no topographical details of the scene of the wanderings
proper. The district suggested by P is more southerly
than in JE, less easterly—i.e., less definitely associated
with the borders of Edom—than in D.
In Nu. 33 the point of view is different. A\'c have
here a succession of forty places at which the children
19 P' 1* + °'^ Israel encamped, between the time
' when they left Rameses and the time
when they arrived at the Fields of Moab. Probably
the number has been fixed at forty by artificial selection,
to equal the number of the years of wandering; although
the compiler clearly does not intend us to suppose that the
people tarried at each place just a year, for seven of the
stages clearly belong to the fortieth year (cp u. 38).
The interpretation of the chapter must, to some extent,
vary with our estimate of its historical value, and that,
in turn, will depend on our general view of the antiquity
of the priestly strata of the Hexateuch. One at any
rate—and the chief—of Dillmann's arguments in favour
of the antiquity of the itinerary is quite inconclusive (see
below). Starting from the view that the chapter is a late
compilation, the following points must be noted: (i)
It is compiled from more than one of the literary strata
of the Hexateuch; for it contains some names (e.g.,
Pi-hahiroth, wilderness of Zin) peculiar to P, others
unknown to him, but occurring elsewhere—e.g., Kibrothhattaavah (JE, D), Ezion-geber (D); (2) it also draws
on an otherwise unknown source, for seventeen of the
places are mentioned nowhere else ; (3) it is dominated
in its representation by P, for, like the main narrative
of P, it makes Mt. Hor the death-place of Aaron (contrast Dt. 106f)
and places the wilderness of Z i n ~
Kadesh immediately before Mt. H o r ; on the other
hand, between Hazeroth and Kadesh, which are immediately connected in JE, this list inserts eighteen
stages.
This being the case, the one striking divergence from
P (claimed by Dillmann in favour of the high antiquity
__ T+q TPln °^ ^^^ ^'^'•^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^ more remarkable,
. . ' , , - and probably contains the true clue to
t i o n t o m s ^.
•
f ^,
• ,
J 1•
,
..
the view of the period underlymg the
chapter. The wilderness tf Paran, so
proi7iinent in P, is not mentioned in the list. This will
be entirely accounted for, in complete accordance with
the evident purpose of the list, which is to name, not
large districts, but definite camping-grounds, if we assume
that the stations mentioned between Smai and Kadesh
are cf:)neeived to have lain in the wilderness of Paran.
Thus, the compiler derives from the other sources such
places as are there naturally referred to the forty years
between Sinai and Kadesh—viz., from J E Hazeroth,
Kibroth-hattaavah, and the four places nientioned in
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the fragment Dt. 1 0 6 / ; Ezion-geber from D, and
thirteen places mentioned only in this list from some
sources unknown to us. Granted this single assumption, the view of the compiler is found to be in complete accord with P—thus vv. 3-15 contain the stages in
the straightforward march from Egypt to Sinai; vv.
16-36 give the names of the camping-grounds during
the forty years of punishment, the names of the
individual places being substituted for that of the
general district—Paran ; vv. 37-49 describe the march
from Kadesh to the plains of Moab, and this, as in the
main narrative of P, is apparently across the N. end of
Edom, not round Ezion-geber on the S. border. With
a recognition of a double tradition as to the route of the
final march, the old difficulty occasioned by a comparison of D t . 2 8 1 0 6 ^ with Nu. 333037, which was
met by various unsatisfactory hypotheses (such as that
there was a second Ezion-geber near Kadesh, or a
backward and forward movement from Ezion-geber to
Kadesh, or that Xu. Z^^6b-4ia originally followed
immediately on 30^) falls to the ground. Ezion-geber
was considered by the compiler of the itinerary to have
been merely ex. camping-ground during the nomadic
period, not a. stage in the final march from Kadesh to
the E. of Canaan.
The question whence the compiler of this chapter
derived the otherwise unknown names can only be met
., - Ti
• - by conjecture. Possibly it was from a
14. I t s oriein. -^ -. \
-^^
-u ^ -. •
°
now lost written source ; but it is, perhaps, more probable that they are names of places known
in his own day as belonging to that region. That the
names (or at least the great majority of them) are genuine
names of places, there seems no reason to question ; and
if, as is far from unlikely, they are names of caravan
stations (Masp. Hist. Ancienne, 2475, n. i ) given by
travellers, but never used by the inhabitants of the district, the failure to identify the sites would be accounted
for (cp Doughty, Arabia Deserta, I49). It is, further,
quite possible that Alush and Dophkah [v. 13), stages
in the movement from Egypt to Sinai, and Zalmonah
and Punon [v. 42), stages in the movement from
Kadesh to the E. of Canaan, are only accidentally
absent from some of our present sources in which
they originali}' stood. That the eastern traditions had
little or nothing to say of the places connected with
the wanderings, is merely one side of the more general
silence as to the period. In N^u. between the incident
of the spies ( 1 3 / . ) at the beginning and the events at
Kadesh (2O1-21) at the end of the period, but five
chapters intervene. Two of these (1.5 19) contain miscellaneous laws wholly unrelated to the period, and the
remaining three (16-18) relate the revolt of Korah
(Dathan, and Abiram) and the laws which were the
outcome of it. But whether even this incident was referred to this period in the sources, or only by the
editor, it is impossible to decide.
In conclusion, some of the general features of the
country may be mentioned. In JE, as we have seen,
__ j p , ,
Kadesh is the permanent centre. This
• j j | ^ - „ ' harmonises with JE's view of the punishment as a postponement of the possession
of the richer country of Canaan rather than the infliction
of positive hardship. The people, for their unbelief,
are to remain as they had been—nomads (••'i;-i). That is
all ; the punishment is not aggravated by their being
condemned to a peculiarly barren tract of country.
For Kadesh ('Ain Kadis) is a singularly fertile and
attractive oasis ; cereal crops even, in small quantities,
can be raised in the neighbourhood. T h e W a d y 'Ain
el-Kudeirat, to the W . , with its important well, is also
fertile; less valuable, but also worthy of mention, are
the themail or shallow pits of water in the W'ady
Kasaimeh, situated still farther W. Southwards and
westwards, whither according to J E the Hebrews must
have wandered, stretches the desert of et-Tih • this
according to the description of Palmer [Desert of Exodus
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286-288), is an ' arid featureless waste' marked by
scanty lines of \'egetation along the shallow wadies, but
for the most part \vaterless. The ground is hard and
unyielding and covered with small flints, and only in
spring, after the rains, becomes covered with grass ; cp
also Seetzen, Keisen, 3 4 8 ^
Thus, tlie discovery of the true site of Kadesh and
the literary analysis of the Hexateuch havu brought
to light a very noticeable difference
16. Conclusion.
of general representation.
In tlie
earlier traditions embodied in JE, the Hebrew nomads
had as their common centie a large and fertile oasis in
the neighbourhood of two other fertile valleys and a
vast roaming ground southwards and westwards, barren
for most of the year, but, as is usual in tliese di.serts,
abounding with gi-ass in spring. On the other hand,
the greater part of the time in D, the whole of it in P,
is spent away from this fertile centre on the arid and
barren plateau described abo\e.

and the Hittite states or Syria [e.g., in the 9th cent.),
or Israel itself, may come into temporar}- prominence,
but this is only a passing phase. The more permanent
and dominating factor, to which we have referred, is
nevertheless ever present and reasserts itself

Guthe in ZD TV, 18S5, pp. i82_^ ; Lagrange, 'L'itinci.iire des
I-;ra6lites du pa\\s de (iessen aux boids du hmrdain,' Rev.
biblique, 9 (1900) 273-287.
On the literary
17. L i t e r a t u r e , analysis, the relevant works of Dillmann,
\\ ellhausen, Kuenen, and Driver, should be
consulted; Bacon's Triple Tra.lition of the Exihlns is especiM-y
worthy of attention for his careful attempt to discriminate J and
E ; the frequent inicertainty in the analysis of these two sources
may be seen by consulting the analytical tables in Holzinger's
Einl. in den HCL: On the site of 'Ain KadTs (Kadesh) and on
the character of this and the neighbouring valleys, see Clay
Trumbull, Kadesh Bamea
(which also contains a very full
index of the literature), Seetzen, Reisen durch Syrien, 843-48,
and on the character of the desert of et-Tlh, E. H . Palmer,
Desertof the Exodus, pt. ii, chaps. 1-5.
[Cp, among other illustrative articles, KADKSIT I ; M A K H E -

It was at Eltekeh (Altakii), not far from Ekron, that
the power of SKNNACHEKIB (q.v.) recoiled from the onset
of his southern enemies, and it was on the fatal field
of Megiddo that Pharaoh Xecho slew JOSIAH (q. v.) who
resisted the endeavours of the Egyptian monarch to
capture the spoils of the defunct Assyrian empire. The
Palestinian towns, Samaria, Jerusalem, Ekron, Ashdod,
and Lachish, were regarded by the Assyrian kings as
outposts on the path of the invader of Egypt, whilst the
empire on the Nile, on the other hand, would naturally
regard with apprehension their possession by a foreign
foe.
It is difficult to over-estimate the strategic importance of Palestine.
The close ^•ltal bond that existed between the clan
or tribe and the clan or tribal deity profoundly affected
- P .. .
the ancient Semitic conception of war.
.- °
'Religion,' as Wellhausen says, 'was
° „
patriotism." Thus war against a foreign
nation, like other national acts, was only
undertaken under the favour or sanction of the patron
deity or deities.
Thus the inscriptions ofthe Assyrian monarchs preface
the annals of a campaign with phraseology like this : —
* In my fourth campaign Asur inspired me with confidence ; then I summoned my mighty forces. . .
(Sennacherib's prism inscription [Ta)'lor cyl.] col. iii.,
42. Cp Judg. 11 29.) Kings in all their public functions,
whether of building temples or conducting wars, like to
describe themsehes as under divine favour and guidance.
Sargon opens his cylinder inscription by describing himself as saknu B^l isakku na'id Asur nisit ina Anim u
Dagan, ' Bel's officer, e.xalted priest of Asur, favourite
of Anu and Dagan.' Cp also Ximrud inscription x.
On the other hand, Sargon's enemy Merodach Baladan,
son of Jakin, king of Kaldu, is described as being under
the influence of an 'evil demon' (gallu li77inu)} and
' showing no fear for the name of the lord of lords'
(triumphal insc. 122). The Rassam cylinder of Asurbani-pal continually recites the names of Asur, Sin,
Samas, Ramman, Bel, Nebo, Istar of Nineveh, Istar of
Arbela, Nergal, and Nusku. In fact, the king (or his
tablet-writer) seems possessed with a nervous dread of
offending any deity by omitting his name. Doubtless
in all these cases the magic potency ofthe name operated
in the recital.
Istar was the Assyrian war-goddess (Jastrow, Rel. of
Bab. and Assyr. 83, 204 ; Driver, ' Ashtoreth' in
Hastings' DB\i(iZ).
The Canaanite war-deities, ac-

LOTH; M O S E S , § 1 4 : M O S E R A H ; N . \ H A L I E I , ; NKI.-1 [MOT_-. 1 ],
§ 2 ; PAKAN ; K E P H I D I M ; RI.M.MOX-PAREZ ; S I N ; SI.VAI , Zix.l

G. B. G.

WAR. The ordinary word in Hebrew for ' war ' is
n*^"';^*^', milhdmdh;
to 'fight' or 'carry on war' is
Dn^;, nilham (nifal).
X2V, sdba', H'^p, kd7'ab (lit.
'advance to war,' followed by ^N or 71/ of the object),
riD'l^'^ HL'T, 'd'sah milhd7ndh, etc., ' t o advance to
war' is also expressed by TOV (with T'l/, ?, or 3). The
ordinary Greek equivalent is TxbXepLos, xxoXe/xelv.
Palestine and all its adjacent land bordering on the
Mediterranean, including Tyre, Sidon, and Byblus
1 Palp t'
(Gebal), was called by the Babylono*u 4. Assvrians (mat) Martu or Amurri, or, in
as a theatre • '
, ^
' •
•. TT »»•
J u
Its northern portion, mat Hatti, and by
the Egyptians Rtnu (see W M M As. u.
Eur. 147). All this country stood in a position of great
strategic importance in the mutual relations that subsisted between the Euphrates and Tigris lands on the
one hand, and the Nile territory on the other. For
Palestine possessed a fairly well-watererl and fertile belt
of hills and plains extending from the Lebanon mountains
on the N. to the el-'Arish stream on the S. Consequently Canaan became the natural highway for the
trading caravans (Gen. 37 28 1 K. 1015) that passed
from N. to S. or from SW. to XE. (see T R A D E ) . It
would also be the most fertile route for the Egyptian
army as it moved to the X E . , or for the Assyrian army
as it advanced to the SW. to attack Egypt along its
short \ulnerable frontier defended by frontier fortresses,
X. of the Gulf of Suez. For the empire on the Nile,
on the one hand, and the empire on the Tigris or on
the Euphrates, on the other, were, to adojjt the language
of modern politics, the two first-class powers, protagonists in the drama of Western-Asian history, whose
mutual relations overshadowed and dominated all other
political interests and combinations among the minor
Western-Asian states. Unless this controlling factor
be kept clearly in view during the larger part of the
regal period, the history of Israel in its external aspects
can be but imperfectly understood. For a titne—e.g.,
in the days of David and Solomon—the power of Egypt
or of Assyria may suffer decline, or lapse into quiescence,
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N o land, therefore, (LII the pulses and tremors of war more
acutely than the plains and mountains inhabited by Israel. Of
this the prophetic orai:lL-s bear abundant witness. The prophet
of Israel—which geographically stood so central to westernAsiatic movements—coulcf not but be deeply interested in foreign
politics. Hence the earliest prophet of J u d a h whose oracles
have come down u> us in separate collections (Amos), as well as
the Intestof the closing jcar.sof the monarchy (Jeremiah), uttered
his Masjtt on foreign peoples. N o other land was better situated
a s a watch-tower for the inspired seer. Probably no other country
on the earth's surface has been more frequently traversed by
armies or has oftejier resounded to the shock of battle or suffered
greater hardships from the ravages of war. Belgium has been
called the 'cock-])It of Europe ' from the days of Louis X I V . and
Marlborough to those of Napoleon and Wellington. But in a
far truer sense, during the millenniums that separate Thotmes
I I I . from the ai^t; of the Saracen.s, ]-'alt;stine has been the coclc-pit
of ^\'estern Asi.i.

1 It may here be noted that the deity of a defeated nation
became relegated into the position of a demon, like the Titans
overthrown by Zeus. It is to be observed In this connection that
the Hebrews called the deities of the Gentiles sedlm ( c n c ) or
demons (Dt. 3217 Ps. 106 37, see DEMONS, §§ 2, 4), and we meet
with several of their names as the demons_of later Judaism—^.^.,
Respa is the flame demon, the old Canaanite flame-deity ReSeph,
the Respu of the ancient Egyptians (Baethg. Beitr. 50, Wiedemann, Rcl. Aeg. 83, and c p t h e present writer's article ' D e m o n '
in Hastings' DB).
Beelzebub is the most conspicuous example.
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ephod image which gave the procedure divine sanction.
cording to Egyptian data, were the goddess *Anat
WeUhausen reminds us {Heid.i^), 132, 1 3 6 / ) that nearly
(represented as armed vrith helmet, shield, and lance,
all the clan chiefs of the Kuraish consulted lots before
and in her left hand a battleaxe) and the god ReSeph
they matched on their expedition to Badr, though re(armed with helmet and lance).
See Wiedemann,
Relig. der alten Aegypter, 83. T h e warrior Shamgar ^ quested by Abu-Sufian, whom they sought to rescue,
not to wait to consult lots. Similarly, though with more
was Ben 'Anat; see Baethgen, Beitrdge, 5 2 / . , Judg. 831
elaboration of detail, the Assyrian ruler questioned the
56.
deity before definitely entering upon a fresh expedition,
The Moabite stone yields us other parallels (see
all possible contingencies being enumerated, so that
MESHA).
there might be no loop-hole of escape, just as in „
Chemosh, national deity of Moab, says to Mesha, ' Go, take
lawyer's deed.' As Yahw4, Israel's national deity, was
Nebo against Lsrael.' This time it is Yahw&, national deity of
Israel, who suffers. H i s vessels (?) are dragged before Cheidentified with the people, and especially with the national
mosh, and Chemosh drives the king of Israel out of Yahas, //.
act of war which was undertaken in his name and under
14, iZf
A high place is made for Chemosh because he h a d
his auspices, so the booty, including the human captivis
saved Mesha from all his foesj and h a d caused him to .see his
as well as the cattle, belonged in a very special sense to
desire on all them that hated him. I n former times when Omri
reigned over Israel Moab was oppressed because Chemosh was
him. This is evidently the underlying principle of the
angry with his land (/. 4f)T h e biblical parallels to this
hirem, which surroimded the objects captured in war
language are very close both in Judges, Samuel, and the earlier
vrith a sacred ring-fence which forbade their appropriaPsalms—^.^., Ps. 60, which may contain, as Ewald supposed, a
Davidic fragment. (Cp M E S H A ; see also Wi. GI 2 204 f^
tion for human uses. This explains Samuel's action in
slaying Agag in i S. 167-33, the whole passage viewed
The name Israel may not improbably have originated
from this aspect being exceedingly instructive.
with the early Hebrew battle-cry of the desert ' El
The language of v. 18 is exactly parallel to that of the stone of
fights'; and the cry 'for Yahw6 and for Gideon," and
Mesha', //. ii,f. 32. In the latter case Mesha devotes to AStar' the Sword of Yahw6 and of Gideon,' are the echoes of
Kemosh
(I. 17, nriDinn) the entire population of Nebo, both men
old Hebrew battle-cries. ^ All Israel's victorious wars
and women. The inscription makes it clear that this means
were therefore wars of Yahwfe. H e was called in comwholesale slaughter (cp Josh. 6 17 ; see BAN). This tradition of
paratively early times nitt^s -rt^N mn', ' Yahw^, God of ancient Semitism even persisted in Hebrew legislation. Dt. 7 2
2013-17, however, limit its application to Canaanite towns which,
Hosts.' The view of Wellhausen, Smend, and others,
near the close of the seventh century, practically meant nothing
that this phrase originated with the prophets of the
but the maintenance of an old formula. Women, children, and
eighth century, is hardly probable. The conception of
cattle were permitted to live and be divided as spoil of war (see
SIEGE, end, and cp Nu. 31 -j f. Josh. 8 2 27^; Judg. 21 xTf),
Yahwe as an atmospheric deity is obviously ancient,
and the designation of the Hebrew god as Lord of the
The negotiations which precede a declaration of war
heavenly, as well as the earthly, armies is in full accord,
are set forth in fuller form in Judg. 1112-28 i S. 11 i-io i K.
Judg. 520 (Deborah's song). That Yahwfe was closely
p . . . 2O2-11.
T h e negotiations took place by
identified with Israel's wars is clearly shown in Dt. 20 4
.
word of mouth through messengers (Judg.
Josh. 10II Ex, 153, etc. Like other Semites the Hebrews
a r i e s o t w a r . ^^^^ i K . 2O2).
Proverbs or parables
inaugurated war by sacrifices. This was said to consemight be employed (2 K. I i g / . i K. 2011). Proceedings
crate war (riDnSp [^*ip. kiddeS milhd7ndh), Mic. 84 Jer.
of this kind are regulated in Dt. 2 0 1 0 / ; but we liave
64 cp Josh. Ss.'^ Hence the burnt-offerings at the openno precise information as to the form in which war was
ing of a campaign (Judg. 62026 2O26 i S. Ig 13io). T h e
declared. Probably the cessation of negotiations would
sacrificial pieces sent round by Saul to the Israelites
be the indication that war was in preparation.
were probably intended not simply to inaugurate a war
(a) Provisioning of troops.—On this subject we have
against the Ammonites ( i S. I I 7 ) but also to unite the
very slight information. The methods consisted in the
warriors into a holy league of war under Yahwe by a
_
..
rough and ready ones of providing
covenant. Every war against a common foe thus tended
4. r e p a r a t i o n s g^j(j^lgj^^ for the sustenance of t h e
to weld the scattered clans into a unity, and this union
army for a brief space until it entered,
was cemented by the rites of sacrifice. Moreover, in
the enemy's territory; each family, household, or local,
war-time, in seasons of great anxiety or strife, special
clan sending provisions sufficient for its own warriors.
piacular sacrifices would be offered. In times of special
Of what these consisted we may gather from i S. 1717.
danger a human victim might even be sacrificed. Of
Ifdli or roast (parched) corn was the usual diet of
this we have a remarkable example in 2 K. 327,»which is
workers who led an out-door life (Ruth 214) and therethe more significant as it reveals the Hebrew dread of
fore of soldiers (cp 2 S. I728) ; and to this would be
its potency. (On the Hellenic belief in the efficacy of
added curds and cakes (' rounds, nhaa, Judg. 85) of unhuman sacrifice see W R S Rel. Sem.(^\ 4 0 2 / , and n. 5.)
leavened bread ;'^ see B R E A D a n d M I L K .
In one caseIn early Hebrew warfare the leaders would always be
(Judg. 20 xof ) we read that a special corps, about oneaccompanied on the field of battle by the priest-soothtenth of the army, was told off for the express purposesayer with the ephod and sacred lot, or, as in the early
of supplying the army with necessaries. These could
Philistine campaigns, with the ark of God ( i S. 4 3 / 1418/.
be furnished without difficulty in ordinary circumstances,
236 9 / . 3O7/.). What is probably meant by the use of
to an expeditionary force at a short distance from
his ephod in divination by the priest-soothsayer is that
its base. But when the territory of the enemy wasthe sacred lot was used in the presence of the plated
entered the simple method adopted was that of unlimited spoliation of the crops and fruit-trees, including"
the palm-groves and the vines, in the country through
^ Judg. 718 20. Moore regards the introduction of Hin in
which the army passed (cp Is. I7). The Assyrian army
the form given in v. 20 as d u e to a gloss.
was specially destructive and left a wide tract of"
2 This use of the Hithpael t:''^pnM shows that warriors consedesolation behind it. Is. 7 20 compares it to a ' razor
crated themselves for war just as they would for the performance
of a religious rite. This idea seems to underlie Is. 183, and
Benzinger in PREi^) would connect with this the ancient Semitic
custom of .sexual abstinence which prevailed among the Arabs ;
W R S Rel. Se7n.i^), 455. It is in this sense we should understand
2 S. 116f.; Uriah refuses to come to his wife as long as the ark
of God and the army of Israel are on the field. Evidently there
was a taboo on sexual uncleanness in war-time. Hence the
strict camp-regulations with regard to uncleanness in Dt. 23 10-14.
These were manifestly old TOrOth based on the conception that
Yahwe was present in the camp (v. 14). Probably this is the
underlying motive of Dt. 20 7. It is not easy, however, to follow
Schwally (Semit. Kriegsattert.)
in his interpretation that in the
other cases mentioned in Dt. 20 e^f. the individual was believed
to be specially e.vposed to demons.

1 See Knudtzon's Assyr. Gebete a « den Sonnengott^ where,
examples are given of prayers of this kind addressed to SamaS.
An excellent illustration is quoted by Jastrow, Rel. Bab. 334^^
See also ' Soothsaying' in Hastings' DB.
2 Also round cakes of figs—summer figs dried into cakes and.
used as an article of consumption, called dibelah (1 S. SO 12 c p
25 18 ; see F R U I T , § 7 ) - a s well as raisins (sim7nuk ; see F K U I T ,
§ 4) which were also made into cakes ('dslsdh ; see F R U I T , % 5).
Moreover the grape juice which came from trodden cluster*,
was boiled down t o a syrup called 'honey,' in modern Arabicdibs (see F R U I T , § 3 ; H O N E V , § i [3!). This may have been ther
honey which Barzillai bestowed on David and his warriors (2 S»
1729); see "Whitehouse, Heb, Antiquities
(R TS), 102 f.
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hired' by Yahw6 for the infliction of his chastisements (cp Is. 16 gf). Even the flocks and herds %\ ere not
spared (jer. 015-17). Israel's practice was in reality the
same in the spoliation both of sheep (i S. 169) and of
fruit (2 K. 3 19), the trees being cut down partly hir the
timber, -which could be turned t<_^ account (.see SIKGE),
and partly to deprive the enenu" uT their use. This
practice was forbidden in the Deuteronomic legislation
(Dt. 2019/.); bulit was recoinniL-iidedby Kli-^ha to Kracl
in the war against Moab (2 K. 319).
[b) Mustering of t'oops.—Troops were summoned in
early times by the blowing of the trumpet or war-horn
whereby the clan warriors were rallied together (Judg.
827 2 S 2O1 ; cp 1 Macc. 351).-^ An alarm of war was
usually sounded in this way, and was the function ofthe
watchman (-D^;, sdpheh). Compare Ezekiel's use of this
metaphor for the prophet's vocation in 33 J - I I . Frec|iiLnt
messengers were sont if the forces w ere to bu summoned
from a large district ( i S. 11 7).
(iz) S|Hiiig-time would be the natural season chosen
for beginning a cainpai-^ni.
T h e annual expeditions
_ . , recorded by Shalmaneser II. probablv com*
..
menced at that time.
T h e reasons are
obvious, and have been partially indicated in
the previous section 1^ 4<z). Troops on the march—
especially in a hostile territory—were sustained by the
crops and other fruits of the earth. Winter, to say
nothing of its climatic rigours, was the time when the
earth was bare of subsistence for man. By the close of
the month Tisri (Ethanim in the old Hebrew-Canaanite
calendar) the troops would betake themselves to their
homes. Thus in 2 S. l l i ' a t the return of the year,
when the kings march forth' (cp i K. 20 20-26) does not
mean the beginning of the year in the old pre-exilian
calendar—viz., Ethanim or Tisri—but about the time of
the spring months.
The expression Hju' N'S in 2 K. 13 2o cannot be cited in this
connection since the passage should probably be emended, as
Kittel suggests, into ~y~^ ^^^ i " ' ? ? '**^' '(bands of Moabites)
used to invade the land 1 early.*

(b) t^couting was necessary in order to ascertain the
strength and position of the enemy (i S. 264 Judg.
124 7 1 0 / J o s h . i i / . , t:*in D'Sanp, ono:."; cp S P I E S ) ;
or strict inquiries would be made by the leaders
of the army of those whom they chanced to meet (i S.
3011).
(c) The camp fn^n.^, mahaneh) was carefully guarded,
since it formed the base of operations (cp i S. 3O24). We
have very few details to guide us as to its character or
shape. Xu, 2 would lead to the conclusion that it was
square; but as this passage is late (belonging to a
considerable P section) it should be cautiously used.
The Egyptian camp was, however, four - cornered.
See Erman, 530 — a vivid description (see, further.
CAMP).
Probably the camp was round like the encampments of the
Bedouins (cp T E : . r). It is hardly possible to draw any particular
inference from the ma'gdl, '?U'n, of i S. 17 20 26 5. T h e word is
found only in i S. in this particular sense of a ' \\-riL;e;on-l:iaL,"-r.'
Probably it would in many cases be fenced in with stones, like
the hdser, I'sn, of the nomadic tribes (Gen. 25 16) for purposes
of protection. Dwelling in booths must have largely prevailed
in the time of David, and the lan;<uage of Uriah the Hittite
('.; S. 1111) shows that this was certainly the case in time of war.
The camp was guard'rd by sentinels, who had three watches
Qudg, 7 ig I Macc. 1:^ 27). T o the rules for the maintenance of
purity in the camp (lJl.23jo f N u . 0 1-4), we have referred
already (§ 2, n).

The arms or weapons used in warfare would vary
considerably at different periods of
6. Accoutre- Israel's history. In the early nomadic
ments and stage of the nation's development the
Otner appli- arms would consist of thespear or lance,
ances of war. /,,,>,-//i (p,3n), it wooden shaft with a
bronze or, in later times, an iron head (see S P E A R ) .
^ The trumpet was also used in sounding a halt or a return
( 2 8 . 2 28 18 16 20 22).

5265

WAR
W'e also read of the smaller kidon {]\TO), or JAVELIN
[q.v.] (i S. 17645 ; also a Babylonian weapon, Jer. G 23
r)0 4^) and of the 7\>t;iah (n:p-i, difficult to distinguish
from the n^Jn ; see S P E . \ R ) .

T h e SWOKD (q.v.),

hh-eb

(Din), would be fastened to thc girdle, and we likewise
fmd in itse the dagger, Idhab (^nS ; Judg. 322), so called
from its glittering blade or point.
The bow (see
WK.M'ONS, § 2) and the Si.ING (</. 7'.) were also employed
as wuiipons of offunce, particularly by the Benjamites
(cp 2 S. I22 I S. 2 0 2 0 / ) , T h e use of the bow by the
Josephite tribes is clearly indicated in Gen. 41>2i/., cp
l*s. 789.
The use of the sling is specially connected
with the Benjamites whose left-handed slingers became
famous (Judg. *J()i6, cp SLING).
That the tribe 01
Judah alsu possessed sliii,Lri.Ts is evident from i S. 1740
rtc., and the constant presence of shngcrs in Assvrian
warfare is certified by the figures on the monuments
(see SiEGJC). They were specially formidable in sie^Lis,
and opL-rated with the Israelite forces with potent effect
against the Moabite stronghold, Kir Haraseth.
In
early times we read little of defensive armour. T h e
SiiiELD (q.v.) in use was the smaller and simpler mdgen
(J:D, do-TTis) employed to defend the bowman on the
chariot (cp CHARIOT, § 9, and fig. 7). Neither chariots
nor horsemen, however, ^\ere used till the time ot
Solomon.
T h e shield was probably carried only by
the more important warriors (2 S. I21). The BKF.ASTPLATE [q.v.) W'as likewise a rarity in ancient Israelite w^arfare and, like the bronze H E L M E T [q.v.), would be the
privilege only of the chiefs (i K. 2l!34). Probably the
Israelites were among the most backward among Semiiic
peoples in adopting these accessories of combat, and
the story of David's proving the armour provided by
Saul probably reflects old tradition and prejudice ( i S.
1738/!). The ordinary warrior wore only the si7nlah
(see M A N T L E , § 2 , i), which displayed the blood-stains
of battle (Is. 9^). Even Joab merely wears the Ubus
(2 S. 208 text restored by Klostermann).
W e may
therefore assume that in the earlier period of Israel's
history, when the nomad clans were establishing their
position on the hills of Canaan, all their fighting-men
were light-armed. As soon, however, as they learned
the arts and methods of the Canaanites and Philistines
who inhabited the plain, the distinction began to arise
between the light-armed (whose weapons would be the
spear, bow, sling, sword, and smaller shield) and the
heavy-armed, whose accoutrements were the larger
shield [-unndh, naa. Bvpeos; see SHIELD), resembhng
that of the Assyrians, as well as the cuirass [siryon, j'vip)
and the helmet. According to the statements of the
Chronicler, which in this case McCurdy (Expos., Nov.
1891) has shown to be worthy of credence in the main
facts, it was Uzziah who first provided his army with
helmet and breastplate (2 Ch.'_lfi 14), to what extent is
uncertain. Previously they had belonged to the captains
or chieftains only.
Itis not easy to determine how the Israelite force; in early
times were shod. But it seems falily probable tbat they wore
the ordi[iar\ sandals consisting of s'^ks of leather or wood tied
under the f'-et by thongs (Gen. 1423).
From Isaiah's vivid
description (627) as well as from the portrayal on Assyrian
monuments, we gather that the soles were firmly and strongly
made and the back was protected by leather, but the tuus and
upper part of the foot were bare, covered o n l y b y the thongs
that were bound firmly and tightly across. N o t improbably tbe
Hcbre-ws had by this time (740-700 B.C.) learned the value of a
strong and strvic<jable military shoe, and the Hebrew word scan
used by Isni.-ih in 'J 4 ^ is probably a loan-word from the Assyrian
sSnu. Si-t: SHOES.

It is by no means easy to ascertain at what time the
wheeled battering-ram of the Assyrians (Assyr. ai-onnnu,
Supn.) was first employed by the Hebrews.
Probably
it was quite unknown to Israel until the ninth century,
when it was employed by Assyria against the Syrian
towns in the N,

See S I E G E .

^ Regarded, however, as post-exilic by Hackmann and Cheyne.
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It has been pointed out already (see C H A R I O T ) that
one powerfully determining factor in the advance of
_ ,.
Israel's military accoutrements and tactics
7. 1 actios, ^^^g ^^^ great change brought about when
the people ceased to be a band of hardy warriors armed
w ith spear and bow who sallied forth from their mountain fastnesses, and became a disciplined force that
waged aggressive wars upon the plain. It was the life
and death struggle ^^ith the Philistines that first
welded the Israelite clans into some semblance of unity
under Saul, the representative of the hegemony of
Benjamin, and subsequently under David of BethlehemJudah.
The Philistines taught the Hebrews some
severe lessons from the time of the destruction of Shiloh
down to Saul's tragic overthrow at Gilboa.
The
Hebrews were able to hold their own with wonderful
skill and persistence w hen the fighting was in mountain
passes like that of Micmash (i S. 1 4 $ / ) or in the forests
of Ziph ( i S . 23i4) or Ephraim (2 S. 186), or when
sudden night attacks were made (Josh. lOgf. Judg.
7 sf), or rocky citadels stormed (2 S. 5 6 / . ) ; but their
inability to forge their own weapons placed them at a
great disadvantage ( i S . I S i g / ) , and their irregular
guerilla tactics were utterly at fault when the Philistines
managed at Aphek to concentrate immense forces around
Saul (whose strength was weakened by David's defection), and to drive him from the open plain of Jezreel
(where the methods of attack employed by Jonathan
could not avail) into his last forlorn stronghold on Mount
Gilboa.
The mountainous regions, where chariots and horsemen could not operate, afforded the best ground for the
irregular tactics of the Israelites. Even as late as the
time when the dynasty of Omri reigned (9th cent.),
Israel's God, Yahwe, was regarded by the Syrians as
god of the hills ( i K. 20 23).
A change, however, begins to be apparent in the reign
of David, whose wars of conquest led him beyond his
own borders and who was seconded by one of the ablest
and most energetic generals that the Hebrews ever
possessed, from the days of the Exodus to those of Judas
the Maccabee. ^\'hat Hannibal was to Carthage in the
latter end of the third century, Joab was to David
throughout his stormy reign in the tenth.
W e have
already seen (see S I E G E ) that it was Joab who first
taught the Israelites the regular methods of reducing a
fortified town (2 S. 20 15). Nevertheless, the equipment
of Israel must still have remained primitive, for horses
and chariots were not employed, and even the leader
Absalom rides upon a mule (2 S. I89). In the reign of
Solomon Israel began to enter into fuller intercourse
with foreign peoples, and the dynasty of Omri united
Israel closely with Phcenicia, and was able to wage successful wars with Syria and Mesha, king of Moab. Omri
and Ahab were capable generals, and the strategic
instinct of the former marked out Samaria as his royal
fortress-citadel.
Omn's name was dreaded by the
Moabites, as the stone of Mesha clearly testifies (/. 4 / ) ,
and became permanently identified by the Assyrians
with the Ephraimite kingdom long after his dynasty
had disappeared (see O M R I ) . Chariots and horsemen
were now a recognised part of Israel's war-equipment,
and in the Syrian coalition against Shalmaneser II. (as
we learn from his monolith insc. col. 291) Ahab figures as
Hadadezer's (see BENHADAD, § 2) most powerful ally,
furnishing a contingent of 2000 chariots and 10,000
men. Probably Ahab had brought Israel to a level of
military efficiency fully equal to that of any other
Palestinian state, evidenced by his brilliant victory at
Aphek over much superior numbers (i K. 2O27/;). In
the last fatal battle of Ramoth Gilead Ahab's value is so
highly esteemed that the word of command goes forth
among the Svrian ranks that he must be slain at all
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20 20 22 30 33 I S. 42 VI21), show that in comparatively
early times the fighters were drawn up in line.^ Sometimes we read that they were disposed in three separate
divisions (Judg. 716 20 i S. l i n ) . This seems to have
been a favourite tactical arrangement of forces, and it
was adopted by David against his son Absalom with
complete success in a country of wide extent covered by
forest ( 2 S . I82).
The Hebrews remained throughout their history
without a navy manned by their own sailors.
The
geographical configuration of the sea-coast of Palestine
S. of Tyre, with its almost utter absence of harbours,
made the sea ^ strange element.^ Naval warfare was
therefore unknown to them.
For even their rivers
were insignificant, and thus \\e never read of river
expeditions like those which proceeded up the Kile, or
of such naval battles as those which were waged by
Rameses III. in which he repelled the hordes of barbarians (who had defeated the Syrians and the Hittites)
from their descent on the mouth of the Nile by sea
(Erman, 540).
It is true that Phoenician vessels
were utilised by Solomon ; but this was not for military
purposes. On the other hand Sennacherib (like Xerxes
more than two centuries later) employed Phoenician
ships and sailors in his expedition to Elam in 697 B.C.
A vivid relief, now in the British Museum, exhibits a
Phoenician galley armed with shields and propelled by
two banks of rowers (bas relief from Kuyunjik). In
the ninth century B.C. Shalmaneser II. describes in his
annals how he crossed the Euphrates on boats of sheepskin (ina elipp^ni sa masak tahsl; ^ cp ASSYRIA, col.
356); but such details are entirely foreign to the military
annals of Israel. Cp SHIP.
W'hen we come down to the second century B.C. we
are brought into contact with Grasco-Asiatic civilisation
and its military methods, i Macc. 6 gives us a vivid
description, garnished with some luxuriance, of the warfare and equipment of king Antiochus.
The conquests of Alexander had extended to India, and
Pyirhus, in the preceding century, had made Italy familiar with
the sight of Indian elephants in warfare. T h e army of Antiochus
advanced against J u d a s the Maccabee in the phalanx formation.
A thousand men, armed with coats of mail and bronze helmets,
accompanied each elephant. T h e number of troops of Antiochus
that were engaged is computed at 100,000 footmen and 20,000
cavalry and 32 elephants ' trained for war.' 400 horsemen were
detailed for service around each elephant.
Each elephant
carried a wooden tower, 'strong and covered' and 'bound fast
with cunning contrivances,' containing 32 warriors besides an
Indian, probably the driver who managed the elephant. The
remainder of the cavalry, amounting to 4000 men, were placed
on the wings for the protection of the phalanxes. The whole
army covering the hills and the plain moved with precision.
One elephant was believed by Kleazar, surnamed Avaran, fourth
of the MaccabEean brothers, to carr>' king Antiochus himself.
It towered above the other animals and was protected by royal
breastplates.
Eleazar daringly broke through the protecting
phalanx, crept beneath the elephant, stabbed it, and was crushed
by its fall. Cp E L E P H A N T .

(a) T h e conquerors were welcomed home with song
and dance. Of this we have several examples in the
.
. literature of the O T ; Ex. 15 and Judg.
. Accompam- 5/Deborah's song) are songs of triumph
ments of war. ^j .1 1 - f*
•.
^ V;
and thanksgiving after victory.
i '>.
\%tf
gives only the brief refrain of the song of the
maidens who greeted Saul and David (cp Judith 1 6 1 /
I Macc. 424). Of such a character is Hannah's song
in reality ( i S. 2 [cp col. 2965]). Similarly Esarhaddon
says (Prism Inscr. col. i., 53) : 'Withsingers [zam7nuri)
and playing on lutes I entered Nineveh.' See fig. 25

The term ma'drdkdh (nrivr^. i S. 178 10 etc., 2.33)
and the phrase [ncn'^c] ~"iy, 'arak \rnilhdmdh'\ (Judg.

1 T h e procedure of battle even in the later regal period
cannot be described in any but general terms, as we have no
materials for an accurate and detailed portrayal. Perhaps the
following description (by Sir G. Wilkinson) of ancient Eg>''ptian
warfare (1 264) will serve as the best illustration: ' T h e archers
drawn up in line first discharged a shower of arrows on the
enemy's front, and a considerable mass of chariots advanced to
the charge ; the heavy infantry, armed witb spears or clubs and
covered with their shields, moved forward at the same time in
close array, flanked by chariots and cavalry, and pressed upon
the centre and wings of the enemy, the archers still galling the
hostile columns with their arrows.'
2 See Nowack, HA 1 247.
3 Monolith insc. col. 2 16.

5267

5268

costs.

See .AHAB, § 8.
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W A R S O F THE LORD

in ML'SIC. T h e burial of dead warriors was a sacred
duty (I K-. 1115)1 i^nd lamentations were composed and
sung, 2 S. 117-27 a3i-36 (Ezek. ;j2 18-32).
(b) The darker reverse is presented when we deal
with the treatment of the conquered.
This \vas
characterised by the utmost cruelty. T h e wars with the
Canaanites are full of examples (Josh. 10 26 / , and
passi>/t). Also we have instances of mutilation of the
captives (Judg. 1 6 / . ; cp i S. 11 2 and 2 S. 12 31).
Captured kings or generals were frequently slain (Judg.
725). Too often w^e read of wholesale slaughter (Judg.
87 2S.S2) indicated by the phrase 310 '^'^ HDH (EV
'smote with the edge of the sword'). T h e feet were
placed (in token of conquest) upOn the neck or
head of the conquered (Josh. 10 ..'4).
T h e dead were
decapitated (i S. I754 Sig 2 Macc. 1.130 Jos. BJ i. 17 2).
The dead uere often rifled of their property, and
prisoners plundered (i S. 31 8 2 Macc. 9 27).
The horses
of the enemy had their sinews severed (' houghed ') that
they might be rendered useless (Josh. 11 6 9). W e also
read of pregnant w onien ripped up, and infants dashed to
pieces (2 K. I016 Is. 13i6 Am. I13 Hos. 10 14 Xah. 3io
Ps- 1378 2 Macc,;''13).
T h e land of the enemy was
desolated, the trees cut down, and the wells stopped up
(Judg 64 i C h . 2O1 Dt. 2O19/.). Towns and villages
were burnt to the ground (Judg. 945 i Macc. 628 10 84).
The payment of large sums of money was imposed on
the conquered, or a yearly tribute (2 K. 1814 Is. 33x8),
a custom which was universal and is constantly referred
to in the Assyrian inscriptions.

43 Is.24), ' t h e image of Joel 3io reversed ' (Cheyne),
sustained also by the utterances of Is. 95 and 111-9;
cp Zech. 910. These are the ideals which Christianity
seeks to realise.
In the moral world there is a constant opposition
between the powers of good and e\il, both in the
10 Metaphori ^"'^•^''^^^^ mental life and in the life of
cal references, f^''^^^" ^°^'^ ^^'^ ^ I d and the New
Itscimeiit, therefore, inevitably employ the iiKilL-rial terms of earthly warfare as metaphors.
l i u l is re|iL-aicilly called a ' s h i e l d ' in this world of
strife ((ien. Ifii l)t,33j9 Ps. 512 59ii 84911), or his
tiiuii for faithfulness) is 50 called (!)l4). These terms
abound in the N T passages which deal with spiritual
H.iifare. The apostle Paul is especially prone to their
use (I Cor. 926 2 Cor. 7s I Tim. H12 2 Tim. 47 and in
Eph.tj 1 1 / [see BKEASTPLATE]). In the Book of Revelation, which moves in the language and ideas of Jewish
apocalyptic and Messianic eschatology, we have a ' war
in heaven' {Tr6\ep.os iv ovpavci) in which Satan and the
Beast are finally quelled by God and his heavenly host,
Megiddo being employed as the type of the great
heavenly Arinageddon (see Beyschlag, NT Theol. II.
pp. 399-408).
War in Islam, on the other hand, is chiefly regulated
by Kuran, Sur. 47, and is nothing but old Semitic
n W a r ill ^^^^^^''^ carried out beyond the distincTalam
tions of nationalism into that of believers
and non-believers in the prophet. Allah
is the Lord-protector of the faithful but not of unbeUevers {Sur. il 12).
T h e Jihad should even be
carried on against unbelievers during the four sacred
months, while for all believers those months are exempt
{Sur. 9 36 / ) .
Those who are slain in a. Jihad hav?
paradise as their reward {Sur. 475-7). See further Sell,
Faith of Islami^\ 360/^

A severe judgment, however, cannot be passed on the
treatment by the Hebrews of their conquered. T h e
universal custom of antiquity must be taken into consideration as well as the all-prevailing conception of
war as a religious act in which the deity of the nation
was deeply involved. T h e old Semitic conception of
the htrem explains much of the practice. In comparison
with Assyrian usage the Hebrews must be called
humane. By far the larger proportion of the captured
were made irito slaves.
T h e women became concubines, and were treated with consideration.
The Egyptians also, according to Wilkinson's judgment, were
humane as compared with the Assyrians in their treatment
of capti^c^ (.Anc. Egypt. 1 264).
' T h e cruel custom of flaying alive and the tortures represented on the sculptures of
Xineveh show that the Assyrians were guilty of barbarities at a
period lon^ after the Egyptians had been accustomed to the
refinements of civilisation.'
Just as the followers of David
reckoned up the foreskins of the Philistines whom they had
slain, so the ancient Egyptians reckoned up the severed hands
which were placed in heaps before the king and counted by his
secretary (Wilkinson, ibid. I266).

The attitude of the Hebrew prophets towards the
wars of their people against a foreign foe was at first
Q . . , . , , one of unquestioning sympathy. This
nfP
ll + ^^^^ inevitable in consequence of the
"
• religious aspect of war above indicated.
Elisha advises the allied monarchs of Israel and Judah
to adopt a skilful ruse in their war against Moab (2 K.
415/f, and on his deathbed he is greeted by Joash, king
of Israel, with the same words ' The chariots of Yahw6
and the horsemen thereof.' with which the prophet himself had greeted Elijah in the latter's closing hours
(2 K. 2 12 1214) ; and Elisha's last address to the king
of Israel is one of passionate insistence on the need of
persistent energy in prosecuting the war with Syria.
More than a century later, Isaiah's powerful personality
is Judah's strongest stay in the kingdom's darkest hour
of conflict with Assyria. Towards the close of the eighth
century, however, prophecy scanned more closely the
religious and ethical aspects of national policy, and in
the days of Jeremiah the divorce between nationalism
and religion in its purest sense was complete, and the
prophet saw nothing before the disordered and corrupt
state but irrevocable doom. There gleamed also upon
the distant horizon the vision of a pure, holy, and
righteous rule, when men would ' beat their swords
into coulters and their spears into pruning-knives' (Mic.
168
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T h e most important recent contribution is Schwally's Semitische Kriegsaltertiimer,
of which his first Heft, dealing with
the religious side, has appeared. Especially
12. L i t e r a t u r e , important is his account of the taboos imposed during war, as well as of the apparatus
of religious cultus in war. T h e writer, however, is somewhat
in danger of finding religious motives connected with war where
none such existed. See criticism by Volz (in TLZ, 13th Sept.
1902). Next in importance are the arts. ' Kriegswesen, e t c ' by
Benzinger in/"TTii'S),and § 72 in Nowack's
Heb.-Arch.(\^.,-j2f.)Re.specting war among the Assyrians the materials are found .in
the royal annalistic inscc. in Schrader's K/B i. and ii. For
Egypt consult especially Erman's Life in .Aneicnt Ei^ypt, 20
(52o_^).
o . C. W.

WARD.

See PRISON.

1. "li'TC'^p, miSmar,

The words are :—

Gen. 40 37^, n'ir2y',p, niismiretht^

i).

2. n3!D, siigar, Ezek. 19 gf (§ 22).
3. m p s , p^kidrM,

Jer. S7 i3t (§ 2 10).

4. TTip7?C7lS (§ - 14).
5. ^Cdtca-Kri ( § 3 15).

WARDEOBE, KEEPER OF THE ( D n H n IDb';
2 K. 2^14, TOY IMATIO<1)YA'5IKOC [ B - A L ] , 2 Ch. 3422,
ct5Y^<^ccOYca^N TAC ENTOAAC [BAL]), see D R E S S
§ 6, H U L D A H .
On ' vestry ' (iTnn'^p) in 2 K. 10 22, see DRESS, § 8, VESTRY.

W A R P (^nC'), Lev. 1 8 4 8 ^

See WE.AVING.

W A R S OF T H E LORD [BOOK OF T H E ] ("130
nin'' n i O n ^ P ) , a book cited in Xn. 2 1 1 4 / (E), according to RV, in the following terms. (We remove R \ " s
poetical arrangement, however, and assume provisionally that the text of the formula of citation is correct;
that the text of the passage quoted is not by any means
correct, is maintained under VAHEB. ) ' Wherefore it
is said in the book of the Wars of the LoKD, Vaheb
in Suphah, and the valleys of Arnon, and the slope
of the valleys that inclineth toward the dwelling of
Ar, and leaneth upon the border of Moab.'
Kuenen gives the following brief statement of what is
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WASHINGS, CEREMONIAL
supposed to be known respecting the ' b o o k ' referred
, , . , . -to.
' Evidence of the date of the
1. A nistorical ^^pf^^^ Milhamoth
Yalnoe is supphed
song-Dooic ? ^^. ^j^^ ^.^^g j - ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^j^^ .. ^g^g of Yahwe"
are the wars of Israel against his neighbours in the
period of the Judges, under David ( i i^. I817 115 28), and
later on.
T h e collector of the songs referring to these
wars presumably lived after their close, when Israel's
heroic age was long gone b y ' [Hex. E T , p. 35, n. 5).
According to Stade (GVIX'^o), the fragments of song
in vv. 17b 18 and (probably) vv. 27^^-30 come from the
same source as vv. 14b 15.
Dillmann, too, thinks it
plausible to derive from this source vv. 17 b 18 and
perhaps also Ex. iDi-ig.
T h e ' b o o k ' referred to was
therefore, these scholars think, a collection of songs,
similar to the Book of J A S H E R (q.v.), and its date is
variously placed, in the time of Omri, about 900 B.C.
(Stade), the latter half of the ninth century (E. Meyer,
ZATW,
i 8 3 i , p. 131), and the times of David and
S'llomon (Reuss, Gesch. der heil. Schr. ATi^\
172;
Dillm.).
There is, however, only one express quotation from the ' b o o k /
and it is not certain that it is poetical or even metrical, l Looking
,
a t the contents of the quotation, moreover, one
2. A g e o - would not judge it to come either from a history
g r a p h i c a l or from a collection of historical songs or ballads.
s u r v e y ? ^^^^ the title ofthe ' b o o k ' r e a l l y ' Wars of Yah u c ? '
l5 at any rate did not so understand it, for it
renders thus, 6ta rovro keyeraL ev ^L^kC<a^ [,] Hokepos TOO
KVpiov ry)v ^wo^ ef^jkoytfrev. ' Another ' version in the Hexapla
agrees ; it gives Sia rovro etpTjrai iv Karakoyia raiv nokepo-vi'ruiv
TTini [ = nM'l TTpos p.ev av^ajS. Nor is the title 'Book of the
W a r s o f \ ah vv c ' a probable one. It says either too much or too
little. T h e phrase 'wars of Vahwfe' occurs elst; where (i S. 18 17")
of the wars of Saul, and (i 8.-028) of r>a\ id in his earlier
period. But can a historical work, such as a ' book of w a r s '
must be supposed to be, have excluded the unsuccessful caniaigns of the champions of Israel? 'Book of the W a r s of
srael' is possible, but surely nut the title which now stands in
Nu. 21 r4. What then is a possible title? T h e quotation suggests that it had reference to geography.
Elsewhere (see
\ ' A H E B ) it is maintained that the Jerahmeelite Negeb is the
region spoken of, and we have ri^ason to think that David, after
conquenng a large part of the Xei^cb, took a military census of
its inhabitants (see TAHTI.M-HUUSHI). Both [m]::;n'?0 ^.nd r ^ - '
have sometimes arisen out of "^N;;^n"l"' T h e one word represents
SliS'bn. the other riT- Most probably the book quoted from by
E ill Xu. 2114 was called sepher Yerahme'el—i.c,
' t h e book,
or list, of Jerahmeel.' I t was a geographical survey.

?

WASHINGS, CEREMONIAL.
On the subject
generally see C L E A N (§§ 15 and 17) and S A C R I F I C E ;
cp also BAITIS.M, JOHN T H E B A P T I S T .
The words for ' washing,' whether ceremonial or not, are :
I. I'ni, rdlias. Ass. rahdsu\
koveiv (Ex. Iil'4, etc.), TrAui'eti'
(of the feet. Lev. I 9 etc.), riVreti' (of feet, Gen. 19 2 etc. ; of
hands, Ex. 3O21 e t c . ; of face, Lien. 4831), o.Troi'tJrTei;' (Prov.
80 12). Mainly in P
^. 032, kibbes, irkvveLv (of garments, E x . 19 14 Lev. 13 6 etc.),
aTroTrAui/eii-(of garments, 2 S. 19 24); Ass. kabdsu, to tread. See
FULLER.

3. '~^^ tdbal, ^a-irreiv, ' to dip ' (in bloud, Lev. 9 g 14 51 ; In
water. Nu. 19 iS [hvs-;op], 2 K. 815 [coverlet]; in oil, D t . 33 24
[the feet], etc.). Cp M E A L S , § 5.
4. Tyr\, dilah (in Hiph.), airoKk-u^eLv (of washing in the lavers,
2 Ch. 4 6), irk-uven' (^burnt offering, Ezek. 40 3s).
5. (SaTTTt^d^ei'os, Eccl. 3430 II N u . 1 9 i i y : , v ^ y p-.'c
p-rNS m
• j 'D6. AoyTpdi', Ecclus. 34 30 [25], 'washing.'
7. Aovcii', J n . 13 10 (o AeAou/ne'i'os, R V ' he that is bathed ').
8. vidTecv, Mt. 10 2 .Mk. 7 3 (hands) J n . 185 etc. (feet) J n . 9 7
(in healing).
9. ^a-TcrccTp-os, Ml;. 7 4 (cups).
It is well known that man in a primitive state, but
at tlie stage at which he has become a religious being
1 Oripinal ^ " ' ^ s ° ^ ^ ^^gi'^^ of reason has succeeded
ideas
to what w.is littlemore than instinct, looks
upon rivers, springs, and wells as the
abodes of gods or as being themselves deities (cp
SPRINGS).'
T o drink the water, to bathe in it,
or merely to sprinkle the person with it, was to imbibe
1 T h e arrancement in R V is misleading.
a S o B F ; A L , fii^Kcf.
•* See Vicc/.ciT. (golden Bough, and Pausanias ; Grant Allen,
T::,/. of thc Idea of God, 388 (cp 405) ; Clodd, Primiti-.,:
-Van, 1 8 2 ^ : Cp W R S , Xel. Sem.i-il, 135.
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or to cover oneself with a divine and mysterioi"'^ power,
Batliing was a religious act.
W a t e r there'^°^^
holy.
Further evidence for the idea that a rr'^^^ than
natural power was inherent in water would bi- seen in
the refreshing, and sometimes healing, effect of this
act.
AX'ater was refreshing and healing becau^^e it wiis
holy,
^\'hen a reason was sought for the tact that
water cleansed, the explanation would again be the
same : it cleansed because it was holy.^ Then, water
is looked upon as purifying, as washing away impurities
or cleansing from a taboo ; and finally the frequent use
of water becomes a social and sanitary, as well as a
religious act.
T h e order of ideas can hardly have been
otherwise.
Primitive man fears water, therefore makes
a god of it, worships it (cp religio) ; this fear nmst have
been overcome before he could malce frequent use of
it for other than strictly religious purposes.
Benzinger tells us [Heb. Arch.
108) that in the
ablutions of the Hebrews it is often difficult to distin.
.,
guish between the washings performed
• -J ,
°
purely for the sake of the body, and
such as were purely religious.
That is
no doubt because originally no distinction was made.
T h e Hebrews, however, when \\e make their acquaintance, had already forgotten the true origin of ablutions ;
it is the second idea that now prevails : cleansing or
washing is a holy act, and water is holy because it
ck.mses.In this sense for the most part ablutions
play an important jiart in the religious and social life of
the Hebrews, as in that of their neighbours (Egyptians,
Arabians, etc. ).^
T h e next step is for ceremonial washings to become
symbolical.
' A^'ater and fire,' says Jastrow, ' a r e the
two great sources of symbolical purification that we
meet with in both primitive and advanced rituals of the
p a s t ' [Rel. of Babylo7iia and Assyria,
276).
Thus
amongst the Jewish E S S E N E S (q.v. § 4 ; cp De Quincey,
Works, vol. vii.), as already amongst the Babylonians
{Jastrow, 276 ; see also R I T U A L , § 10) and Persians
(see ZOROASTRIANISM, § j 6 ) , washing as ^ religious
act received quite a special importance.^
T h e ablutions of the Jews may be divided, as far as it is
possible now to distinguish them, as follows :—(i) T h e purely
religious (magical)^ (2 K. 5 10 c p j n . 297).
3. O c c a s i o n s . In these we can still detect the primitive
idea.
(2) T h e purely ritual, which were
suggested by the first. In these the idea is now that of purification. Under tbis heading come (a) washings of initiation and
consecration (Lev. y i ) . With this is connected the washing or
baptism of the Jewish P R O S E L Y T E (q.v. § 5). (li) Washings
with a view to theperformance of a sacred function (Ex. 30 17-21).
The Egyptian priests, too, were required to bathe frequently iri
cold water (cp Herod. 2 37 ; also the Mohammedan IVadn).^ (3)
T h e semi-ritualistic washings for the purpose of cleansing from
uncleanness.
Examples a r e : Lev. 13 6 34 54-58 (leprous garments), 1447 (clothes after contact with leprous house), 1452
(house—with running water), 15 6-8 io_/: 13 i6_/; (clothes and
person), 15 i'2 (earthen vessel; wooden vessel) 15 18 (person), 1.0
22 27 (menstruouscontact ; cp Doughty, Ar. Des. 1 572) ; in I ' ,
D t . 211-9 239-11; in J E , E x . 10 10-15. Besides these, there
arose (4) the purely social usage coi;imon to all eastern peoples.
The hot climate and the wearing of sandals? made the practice
1 T h e writer in Schenkel (BL, s.v. ' W a s c h e n ' ) reverses the
order of ideas. As a preparation for contact with holy things,
the body must be cleansed. Because water was used for the
purpose, streams, etc., were worshipped and men bathed in
them as a religious act.
2 At a much later date, however, to perform ablutions was not
always considered a virtue.
Cp Stanley, Christian
Institutions, 6 f : 'Cleanliness is a duty which some of the
monastic communities of Christendom have despised, and some
have even treated as a crime ; ' also Socrates, HE 4 23.
3 For the Egyptians, cp Wilkinson, Anc. Egyptians,
248.
For the modern Arabians, see Doughty, Ar. Des. 1 2 5 0 ;
where water is lacking or scarce they use'sand (cp D o u g h t y '
1 536 ; Benzinger, HA, 108 note), but the act is here no doubt
symbolical.
•* For the Greek practice see Hesiod, Op. et Dies, 722.
5 See T h . Frede, Wundeiglaube
im Heidentum
und in der
alten Kirche,
<^gf
6 For Mohammedan usage, see, further, Koran Sura, 5 8, and
Hughes, Diet, of Islam, under 'Ablution.'
7 T h e writer in Schenkel adds other reasons for washings of
the clothingj of the whole body, or of paiticular patts of it in
the East—VIZ., on account of the desert sand, and particularly
as a protection against cutaneous diseases.
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of feet-washing important, and the offering of water for the
purpose a common mark of hospitality (Gen. 18 4 19 2 -4^2).
To the same category probably belong the washings buiore
(.Mt. 15 2) and after meals (Berachoth 84), on which see JMI:AI-S,
§5.1

To the first of the social usages (§ 3 [4]) Jesus no
doubt conformed. T h e fourth gospel, which has to be
.
used with the greatest caution, e\en
*• V^^^^^ tells us that he himself washed his
'
disciples' feet (Jn. 182). T o the second
social usage, howe\er. he seems to have attached little
importance (Lk. 11 33). W'e are also told that he submitted to a ritual washing or baptism, and further
showed his approval of such an act by making it a
Christian institution. As, however, such a rite would
be contrary to the general tenor of his teaching, so far
as we can gather it from our imperfect sources (cp
Tolstoy, The Kingdom of God, chap. 3), and cannot
be certainly inferred from the passages in the Gospels
which are generally adduced as evidence (see U.
Holtzmann, Leben Jr.^u, p. 411 ; cp, on the other hand,
B.\PTISM), its adoption by jesus himself must be considered extremely doubtful."' Moreover, Paul, or the
Pauline school, does not mention it as an institution of
Jesus. I Cor. 117 even makes Paul say ' Christ sent
me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel ' (cp Ernst
von Dobschutz, Die Urchrist lie he7i Gemeinden, 22 j ' . ) .
Feine, indeed, thinks that Paul implies it, while not
actually mentioning it because it was not a matter of
controversy in the apostolic church (jesus Christus und
Paulus, 243). And Dreschen (Das Leben Jesu bei
Paulus) takes a very similar view. But almost anything might be implied (or read into) the N T , and the
simplest conclusion is that it had not yet become a,
Christian institution. It has been contended that the
rite was a natural development of the Jewish practice of
baptizing the proselyte (see Stanley, Christian
Institutions, 5 ; cp Tylor, Pritnitive Culture, 2 4 4 0 ^ ) or of
the ceremonial washings of the Essenes (see E. Plauta
Xesbit, Christ, Christians,
and Christianity ; De
Quincey, Works, voh vii.). T h e second suggestion is
unnecessary (see von Dobschiitz, p. 105). As to the
first, it is much more probable that the rite, as in
the case of the Eucharist,^ was taken over from the
Pagans.
This, with other rites, was adopted at a time when
the new sect was trying to win over converts among the
Gentiles, and when the gap between Judaism and
Christianity had widened. With that wonderful power
of adapting itself which it once had, the new religion
admitted the pagan ceremony of initiation.^ Cp ROME.
M. A. c .

WASHPOT, a term of abuse applied to Moab in the
expression ' M o a b is my washpot' CVH"} "^''P 3X1D ;
MCOAB AeBHC T H C e A n i A o c M o y : similarly Vg. ;
l^ni in Tg. = H e b . HO^ * to t r u s t ' ) ; Ps. 608 [10]
' Cp, further, Kohler's art. ' A b l u t i o n ' inthe Jewish
Encyclopiedia.
2 Colenso (Natal Sermons. T866, N o . 10) thought that ' the
command in Mt. 28 ig.
Go ye therefore, and teach all
nations, baptising them in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost," would be conclusive as to the fact
ofhis having directly enjoined the practice, were it not that this
formula, with its full expression of the name of _the_ Trinity,
betrays the later age in which the passage in which it occurs
was most probably written.* Conybeare has recently shown
(ZNTW, 2 275^_ [1901] ; cp Hibb. Journ. 1 1 0 2 . ^ ) very stroiig
reasons for believing that the mention of the three Persons in
the Trinity is not original (cp col. 3270 [topi). T h e passage as
it stands, therefore, seems to have been edited for liturgical
purposes, and it is likely that in the first instance there was no
reference whatever to baptism. Apart from this we have no
evidence, as Colenso again says (ibid. N o . 9), that a n y of Jesus'
disciples were baptised.
2 This again has been looked upon as a development of a
Jewish practice. See, especially, G. H . Box in the Journal of
Theological Studies, 3 357-369, who thinks that the Last Supper
W.-IS not a Passover, as is commonly supposed, but the weekly
Kiddush, a service in the house.
^ Cp Grant Allen, Evol. of the Idea of God, 388 405 ;
Clodd, Primitive
Man, 1 8 2 ^ ; J. M. Robertson, ^,^(7?-^ Hist,
of Christianity (see Index).
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108 9 [10]. T h e commentators refer to the story told
of Amasis (Herod. •J72), or lo the custom of Persian
kings of having a footpan carried in their train when
in the field. T h e latter illustration is preferred by
Delitzsch.
This bnse image, however, is surely due to corruption of the
tLXt. r.ulh "I'D and 'lim are corruptions of '\CSr::, Mij^ur, or of
ninif-N, Aslihur. See Che. r.t.i^l, ad he, and cp WOAD, § 14
(' M o a b ' .^nd ' M i s s u r ' liable to confusion).

WASP (c<t)H5), Wisd. 128 AV, also R V s - , RV
lli>RM':r

{q.v.).

WATCH (IDC'D), Neh. 73.

See G U A R D , 3.

WATCHER (TU, 'ir [Aram.] ; ^ r p e A o c [ 6 " ' J e i p
[ T h e o d . ] ; e r p H f O p o c [Aq. S y m . ] ; viiiil. in the Gk.
Enoch e r p H r o p O C ) ; ^'•^". l " 14 [om. (PJ 20 [13 1723].
The term reminds us of the •nDi:', SomHrim (Is. (Jil6)
whom Yahwii charges to watch over the ruined walls of
Jerusalem, and to remind him of their sad condition.
We find it again in Enoch and in Jubilees. In Enoch
it is used in a double sense. In I 5 IO9 15 122 4 13io
l i t 3 152 I 6 1 2 91 IS it designates the fallen angels ; in
2O1 39i2 13 4O2 6I12 7I7 it belongs to the archangels.
In Jubilees 415 (cp 83 IO5), in the explanation of the
name Jared (which agrees with that given in Enoch 66,
except that Mt. Hermon is not mentioned as the place
on which they descended) it is said, ' in his days the
angels of the Lord descended on the earth, those who
are named the Watchers, that they should instruct the
children of men, and that they should do judgment and
uprightness on the earth.'
A myth of the watchers
which differs somewhat from that in the Ethiopic Enoch
is given in the Slavonic Enoch (I83 cp 63 ; see Charles's
notes in Secrets of Enoch) ; they are there called the
Grigori {iyp-rj-yopoc). In the Book of Adam and Eve
(6th cent. A.D.) the watchers are also represented as
the fallen angels, who, as long as they preserved their
virginity, were called the ' sons of Seth.' See Charles's
very full note on Jubilees 415.
WATCHES OF THE NIGHT.

See DAY, § 4.

WATCHTOWER ( n S y O , mispeh;

Is. 218).

Cp

M I Z P A H , M I Z P E H . For ]n^, bdhan (Is. 3 2 i 4 t ) a n d b^yc::, migddl,
see T O W E R . In Is. 2 16 RVmgr. has ' pleasant watch-towers' for
nlDnn nVDC, scktyyoth haliemddh (AV 'pleasant pictures,'
RV" 'pleasant imagery') ; but see ' Isa.' SBOT (Heb.), note ad
loc, and Crit. Bib-

WATER (D*P). On the ' h o l y ' or ' b i t t e r ' water,
called also the 'water of purifying' (A\') or ' o f expiation ' (RV) of Nu. 8 7 i ^ see JEALOUSY [ T R I A L O F ] ;

on the water of ' separation ' or ' of impurity ' ( R V ^ s )
in Nu. 199, see C L E A N AND U N C L E A N . § 17

WATERCOURSE.

s- ti'dhih,

n^Jjn, see C O N -

DUITS, § 2.
2. peleg, pelaggah, -^Zc, ."IJSD- see R I V E R , 5.
3. nwsa nidyim, Q'D NSID, 2 Ch. 32 30 AV. See SPRINGS, § 2
[6], and 'cp G I H O N .

4. sinner,

1133;, 2 S. 5 8 R V , AV ' g u t t e r ' ; meaning doubtful.

WATERPOT (yApiA), Jn. 27.

Cp POTTERY, §3(1).

WATERS OF MEROM (DilO"*)?), Josh. 11 s 7- See
M E R O M [ W A T E R S OF].

WATERSPOUT.
'cataract').
RVmg.

(1) I'l^V' sinnbr, Ps. 427 {RVcc<e-

Cp WATERCOURSE, 4. ( 2 ) ) ' ? ? , tannin,

Ps. I 4 8 7

See S E R P E N T , | 3 / n. 2 ; 'WHALE.

WAVE LOAVES (n&lin Dn"?), Lev. 23i7.
See
SACRIFICK, § 3 4 ^ . WAVE OFFERING (n&13R), Ex.
2924.
See S A C R I F I C E , § 14, and cp C L E A N AND U N CLEAN, § 3.

WAX (33iT, donag: KHpOc). Ps. 2214 [15] 682 [3]
975 Mic. I 4 ; also Judith 1615 Ecclus. 2420; also Ps.
588 [9] © (see SNAIL. 2), Is. 64i [2] <p"'<^'J; and possibly
Ezek. 2717 (emended text; so Co. ; but see PANNAG),
and PS. 11812 [see 6 ] . Beeswax, which is secreted by
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WEAVING

WAY
all honev-bees and formed into the cell walls of their
comb is intended. It melts at 144*^ F. See B E E .
WAY.
On ' t h e w a y ' (H O A O C ) . Acts 92, etc., see
Hl'.RKSV, § I.

WAYMARK (I'VV). Jer. 3121 [20].

See M A S S E B A H ,

§ I e, col. 2978 ; also Grit. Bib.
WEAPONS. Cp \'\^AR. Hebrew uses the general
term kelim (Gen. 27 3), which means simply instruments or
implements. In i S . 2O40 AV renders by the more ambitious
word 'artillery.'
In the N T ( J n - 1 ^ 3 Rom. 613 2 C o r . l 0 4 )
the common (.Ireck term orrAa is employed.

Naturally at first any implement or instrument would
be used as a weapon, a club or a S T A F F [{^.V.']

; cp

. Darwin, Descent of Man, 81 [1890]).
1. I n general. ^^^ ^^^ natural weapons of the lower
animals (horns, etc. ; see Darwin, 5 0 0 , ^ ) would soon
suggest to man the use of something more effective.
Later, it is possible that one at least of the agricultural
implements, the sickle (see AGRICULTURE,

§ 7, with

figs.), gave rise to the scimitar or SWOKD (q.v.).
This
would add force to the words in Is.'24- In no art,
perhaps, has more ingenuity or more rapid progress
been shown than in that of the manufacture of weapons
(see Herbert Spencer, Principles of Sociology, 1'^' 59).
As the Hebrews had no doubt to wage war continually,
it would be no matter for surprise if they had displayed
some skill in this art at quite an early date. Later,
thc-v would also be quick to note and to copy the equipment of more advanced neighbours (e.g. Canaanites,
Egyptians, Assyrians, etc.), who realised more fully
the value of well-equipped, organised, and disciplined
armies.
See ARMV and cp W A R .
T h e more primitive
weapons of offence, however, such as the C L U B (see
STAFI-) and SLLN'G (q.v.) were perhaps never entirely
displaced by the SWORD and D A G G E R (see SV^^ORD),
JAVELIN (q.v.). Bow (see below, § 2), and S P E A R (q.v.);

and instruments with flint edges or points, as has frequently happened, no doubt continued to be used side
bv side with those of metal. Of defensive weapons, a.
S H I E L D [q.v.) of some kind was probably in use at «

VL-ry early date ; but we also hear in the O T of B R E A S T P L A T E , G R E A V E S , and H E L M E T

[qq.v.).

On Egyptian and Assyrian monuments one of the
wcajions most commonly represented is

2. The bow. the Bow (see C H A R I O T , S I E G E , W A R ) .
The Hebrew term is r\Z'p, kesetli.
With this are of course
connected the ARROW, j"n, hes, and the case for carrying it,
••Sn, tell (Gen. 273), ur n2:;"N. 'aspdh—i.e., the Q U I V E R (q.v.;
cp also C H . \ R I O T ) . This seems to have been one o f t h e earliest
of the more elaborate weapons. The throwing of a small S P E A R
(q.v.) or D A R T , n^r^ s^lah (2 Ch.'6'2,5 A \ ' , R V * w e a p o n s ' ; cp
Joel ^2'.-^,^ with the hand would soon give rise to a mechanical
instrument (cp SI.INLT), to which the dart would be suitably
adapted, feathers being added to increase its flight (cp Tylor,
Anthropology, chap. S}.2 In this way we get the AKROW. T h e
bow u a s commonly made of reed, wood, or horn. T h e Israelites
ustd it both in war (Gen. 4S 22), and in the cha.se (21 zo); and
seem to h a \ e bent it with the foot (for the E g \ p t i a n practice,
see Wilkinson, A7tc. Eg. 1 203). The strings, C'ln'C, lui-thdrim
(Ps. '2\ 12), were probably made of gut or hide. Here we seem
h, have a case in which an implement i.f war suggested an
instrument of music (>fe Music, § 2 ; cp T\li.ir,
Anthropology,
chap. !-)• According to the AV of 2 S. 1 18 David ' b a d e them
teach the children of J u d a h [the use of] the b o w ' apparently an
irrelevant notice where it stands in 2 S. ; hence R V substitutes
'song ' for ' use.' T h e remedy, however, seems inadequate, and
it is upen to methodical te.vtual critics to devise something more
radical and effective. See H. P . Smith, ad toc, and cp Crit.
Bih.
The bowmen of E l a m (Is. 22 6 Jer. 4935, if the text is
correct), of Kedar (K. 21 17), and of an unnamed people frora
the land of ps-^ (Jer. 0 23) are specially mentioned in the O T .
1 Other words rendered D A R T are : \22-V, sehet, 2 S. 18 14 E V ,
RVmg-. 'staves,' see S T A F F ; nnin, tethdh. J o b 41 29 [21] AV,
R V "clubs,' but see JAVEI.TN, - ; I'O^D, 7nassd', J o b 4 l 2 6 [ i 8 ]
F.V : i'n, itics, Pr. 7 23 AV, R V ' arrow ' (see above) ; ra ^e'A>J,
Eph ll 16 ; and ^okis, H e b . 12 20 (but the clause should probably
lie I 'mitted ; see Ti.).
~ In other respects the construction was no doubt similar to
that ofthe SPEAR (q.v.).
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WEASEL [l^n ; ' p^AH ; ffiu^tela), the name of an
unclean animal, Lev. U2gi (EV, 6 , Targ. Jon.; Pesh.,
Vg., and most Rabbins), There is some little doubt,
however, whether the weasel is really referred to, and
various interpreters (Saadia, Bochart, Lag. AB 144)
have preferred on philological grounds ^ the rendering
' m o l e ' (but see below).
T h e we.isel is an animal
hardly ever eaten, and its long body and short legs
might be urged as justifying its position ' among the
creeping things that creep upon the earth.'
Zoologically weasels are placed with the pole-cats, martens,
and others in the family MusteHda of the order Clarnivora.
One species of each of the above-mentioned animals is recorded
by Canon Tristram from the Holy Land. The southern weasel,
Mustela boccameta, is found about Mount Tabor and probably
in other wooded districts ; the pole-cat, M. putoi-ius, Hves under
Hermon and Lebanon, and the white-breasted or beech marten,
M.foi7ia, in the neighbourhood of Beyrout. It is unlikely that
the Hebrews distinguished between these species, though from
its habits and habitat they may have separated off the otter,
Lut7'a vulgaris, which is common on the shores of the sea of
Galilee.
A . E . S . — S . A. C.

WEAVING
R a w products and their preparation (§ i).
Spinning (§ 2).
T h e horizontal loom (§ 3).
Two t>pes of upright loom
(§ 4).
Technique and terminology of
weaving (§§ 5-8).

Warping (§ 5).
Shedding (§ 6).
Passing and beating up of weft
(§ 7).
Direction of web (§ 8).
Final processes (§ 9).
Pattern and figure weaving
(§ 10).

In the present study of the art of weaving as
practised by the Hebrews from the earliest times to
the opening centuries of our era it is proposed (i) to
glance briefly at the raw materials and the manner
of their preparation for the loom, which will include the
process of spinning ; (2) to explain the construction and
modus operandi of the loom itself ; and (3) to close with
brief references to the further processes through which
the web had to pass after leaving the loom, and to the
more obscure subject of pattern and figure weaving.
Throughout the whole period of their national e.xistence, the needs of the Hebrew households in the matter
_ ™.
of textiles were supplied for the most
OTodiwtsand
^
,, .
..
3
^ ^
'

P^"'' ^^ ^ ^ ' ° ° ^ ^""^
frequently mentioned
Hos. 25 Prov. 3113,
addition, for coarser

^'"''' ( W - ^ ) together in O I ,
e t c . — w i t h the
textures, of the

H A I R (q.v.) of goats and camels, and, in the latest
periods of their history, of COTTON and S I L K
(qq.v.).

In an interesting passage of the Mishna treatise Shabbath
(72)^ among the various categories of work forbidden
on the Sabbath—' forty save one ' in number (cp 2 Cor.
1124)—we find an enumeration of the chief processes in
the manufacture of woollen cloth, including ' shearing,
scouring, teazing, dyeing, spinning, warping, attaching
the leashes to the leash-rods (for these technical terms,
see below, § 5 ^ ) , weaving,' etc.
The fleece (nci'n nw, J u d g . H 37), according to the statement
in the Mishna, was first scoured (12^) to remove impurities and
restore the original white colour (hence the term), after which
it was thoroughly teazed (\'Z}) and carded (p^D) with a carding
comb. T h e latter operation i- done at the present day in the
wool bazaars of the Levant (cp J o s . Bj v. 8 i [§ 331] for an
epionuikLOv in Jerusalem, the C'l'Z^li 7Z'pW of Erub.VUg) by
means of a bow and its string. At this stage the wool might
1 For proper names possibly derived from the name of this
animal see H E L E D , H E L D A I , H U L D A H .

2 Cp Ar. huld, Syr. Inltdd, ' mole,' and nn^in, an animal
often mentioned in the Talm. (see r)i. ad loc. A connection w ith
l ^ n which means _'penetrate deeply' [cp -I'Snn in Talm., ' t o
plunge in the sacrificial knife '], is probable); Lewysohn, Zool.
Talm. IOI, and Hommel, Sdu_i;cthierc, 337. It is, however, to
be observed that, now, at any rate, no true mole occurs in
Palestine. See M O L E . On a later H e b . word for weasel, see
col. 1210 n. I.
3 T h e standard work on this subject is still Textrinian
Antiquorum, an .Account of the Art of i!''eavi?ig a7non<r the
Ancic-nts : Part i [all p u b l i s h e d ] : ' O n the raw materials us'ed for
weaving,' by James Vates, 1843.
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be dyed, or this pro :ess might be deferred till after the spinning
or even until it could be dyed ' in the piece ' after leavmg the
loom.

In the case of flax, we can follow the similar processes by the help both of literary references (Mishna,
passim; Pliny, HN iH 3 etc.), and of the graphic representations on Egyptian tombs (see Vates, op. cit. [n. 3,
above], pl. 7 ; Wilkinson, .-inc. Eg. 2173). Here we seu
the stalks being pulled up by the roots, laid in order and
rippled with a rippling-comb, or beaten ovur a stick to
free them from the seed capsules. Afui- being exposed on
the flat roof (see Jush. 26) or elsewhere uiuil thoroughly
dry, they were steeped in a trough to separate the inner
fibres from the woody portions of the stalk, a procuss
technically known as ' retting.'
The stalks thus
macerated were again dried in the sun or in an oven
[Shabb. 16), and then beaten with a wooden mallet
(Pliny's 'stupparius malleus ') to complete tlic separation
of the inner fibres. In the earliest ])Lriod these fibres
were sorted by the hand (Erman, Egypt, 450); later
they were 'heckled' or combed by means of a
comb i;,ij'3 '^i;- pi^p. illustr. Wilkinson, 2174), bywhich
the longer and finer fibres were separated from those of
inferior quality. Women as well as men were engaged
in this process of heckling the flax, as appears from Is.
199, where the ,i^p---'of M f (AV 'fine flax,' RV 'combed
flax' ; cp Symm. Krevi<rrov) should be read nipiib', the
flax-combers (\'g. pecte7ites).^
Linen was preferably
worn in its native whiteness ; but, if required, the flax
might be dyed before being spun, as in the case of the
Tabernacle curtains (Ex. 3o 25), or the dyeing might be
postponed to a later stage as explained above for wool.
To judge from an incidental remark in Bdbd Kamma
IO9. woollen garments were more favoured in Judaea,
whilst Galilee preferred linen.
Goats' hair was employed for textures of the coarser sort,
especially for the garb of mourning (see SACKCLOTH),2 and like
camels' hair was often mi.ved with sheep's wool (Kelaim 9 i).
In later times COTTON and S I L K (qq.v.) (Rev. I812 but not
Ecclus. 4 5 I O [ A V ] , see R V , nor Am. 3 12 [RV]) were introduced ;
^e kindevjin ( ^y^'jr., iV//?^, 3 7) or Indian fabrics worn by the
high priest were undoubtedly of cotton. T o these the Mishna
adds hemp (D*33p, Kawa^Ls—but the ' hempen frock' of Ecclus.
4O4 RV is an incorrect rendering of wpokivov for which see
below, § 9) and the fibres of a species of mussel, for which see
Vates,.'/. cit. 1^2ff.

Whilst among the Hebrews, as among the Egyptians,
both men (Ex. ^3535 i S. 177 [and ||s], i Ch. 421) and

2. Spinning. ^™™<=" <Jf f' ^^ ^^ <^ ' ^; ^Ij^ ^T'

*^
° 31 24 I Esd. -I17 ; cp Jos. BJ \. 24:3 ^IJ-^
Tttis Soi'Xats) phed the loom, the art of spinning was
peculiarly a feminine accomplishment (Ex. 3525/1 Prov.
3119 Tob. 2 ri). The apparatus for spinning (,niQ ; vijBo}
Mt. 628 Lk. 1227) both wool and flax consisted of the
distaff (/&/:,'Tr, ^ - - 3 [see BDB s.v.'\ Prov. 3119 RV ; AV
spindle—in the Mishna n:?x, rjXaKdrx}, eolus) and the
spindle (p^lek, -^3, Prov. l.c. R V ; AV 'distaff,'
&TpaKTos, fusus ; Mishna, :ri3). In 2 S. 829 we should
render 'that holdeth the spmdle' (Vg. tenens fusum)
for 'that leaneth on a staff' (EV) [though here—see
ST.AFF—the suitableness of the reading has been disputed].^
The distaff generally consisted of a piece
of cane round the open head of which the wool or flax
was wound. It is held in the left hand or fixed in the
girdle, while the spinner draws out and twists the yarn
between the finger and thumb of the right hand,'* with
•^ So modern edd. For the technical process disguised under
the following nninii'see below, § 5.
'" For the variety of haircloth named by the Romans cilicium,
and its interesting association with Paul, see CILICIA, § 3.
} From the original significance of the root -^-^^ in Semitic,
viz. ' t o be round, globular,' pelek must originally have signified
the round or spherical whorl with which the spindle was
Weighted, as the cognate fem. form still does in Arabic, then by
metonymy the whole spindle (see Driver, TBS 192 f).
Cp
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which also the spindle is kept rotating. The spindle
consisted of three parts (see Maimon. on Pd7'd\2^ ap.
Surenh. Mishna): a hook by which the thread from
the distaff was fastened, the wooden shank, 9-12 inches
in length, and the circular or spherical whorl of clay,
stone, or other heavy material which served to steady
the rotatory motion of the spindle.^ (For illustration
of early Palestinian spindle-whorls see Bliss, . i Mouna
of Alany Cities, 02, cp 80.)
T h e word ' y a r n , ' in Heb. mLMp (E.v. 3625, lit. that which is
spun ['\^^], cp & vev-qa-peva), occurs in AV only r K, 10 28 2 Ch.
1 16 as a curious rendering of nipDi in which recent editors are
unanimous in finding the name of the district of Kue in Asia
Minor (see MIZRAIM, § 2 a ; and Bt:iiz!nger and Kittel ad loc.
but cp CiiARiui-, g 5, coi. 726, n. I, and Crit. Bih.).
It is
introduced by thu revisers in Prov. 7 16 as the rendering of the
obscure |lt:N (for which see L I N E N , 1), and Ezek. 27 ig where
most scholars would read as in R V ^ g . ' from U Z A L ' (q.v.).
T h e a r t of s p i n n i n g w a s c a r r i e d to perfection in E g y p t

even under the earlier dynasties. Much of the linen
used as wrappings for the royal mummies is composed
of threads of almost incredible fineness. Thus it has
been calculated that the bandages in which the hands
of Thotmes III. were enveloped, and which shows
about 150 threads of warp and 75 of weft to the square
inch, was woven from yarn so fine that 60 miles of it
would only weigh one pound avoirdupois (reduced to
English measures from Braulik, Altdgypt. Gewebe, 6 ; cp
Birch's note, ap. Wilk. op. cit. 2162). Such gossamer
threads, however, cannot be identified with those of the
'fine twined linen' [ses moszdr, iityo ^-c) of Ex. 2G-28
36-39, as a fabric of this sort would be entirely out of
place as curtains for the court of the tabernacle (for the
most probable explanation of the term, see LiNii.N, § 7).
Probably no department of the technology of an_, ,
.
. , tiquity is so beset with difficulties
3. The horizontal J ^^^^ ^^^-^^ ^^^,3 ^..-^^^ ^j^^ ^^^ „f
loom,
weaving.
After all that has been done by Vc\ciTcir,&r (Technol. u. Teiniinol,
der Gewerbe, etc. ,1875) and Marquardt (Privatleben der Romer,
iS79)for the Greek and Roman looms, 'iiy-iiTci.,s\^(-Aitdgyptisclie
Ge-icebe, 1900) for those of Egypt, and by Rieger (I 'ersuch einer
Terminol. u. Technol. der HandToerke in der Mishna: i T h . ,
Spinnen, Weben, etc., 1894) and others, there remains much
that is uncertain, not only as regards the terminolog>' and modus
operandi, but even as regards the details of construction. Were
the ancients, for e.xample, familiar with the mechanism of the
treadles? Was the horizontal or low loom in use among the
Romans of the republic and early empire? To the latter
question BlUmner and Marquardt reply in the affirmative, whilst
Ahrens (Pldlologus, 35), Rich (in his excellent Diet- ofGk- and
Rom- Ant.), Yates and Marindin (in Smith's Diet, cjf Gk. and
Rom- Ant.,^^) s.v. ' tela") present a good case for the exclusive
use of the upright loom. Certainly no monumental representations of the horizontal loom, or for that matter few of the upright loom, have come down to us from classical antiquity.

Treating the question from the point of view of the
history of man's progress in the arts of civilisation, we
find that w eaving is merely a development of the art of
plaiting, and has been correctly defined by Plato as
TcXeKTiKV KpbKTji Kal a-T-fip-ovoi {- a p l a i t i n g of weft a n d

warp,' cited by Alarq. op. cit. 504). More precisely,
the art of weaving, in its simplest form, consists in
intersecting a series of parallel threads, called the -,c,arp,
at right angles by another set of threads called the 'cc/t
or 700of, in such a way that each ^^•eft thread shall pass
alternately over and under each of the warp threads.
In plaiting, this interlacing is done by hand, and even
at the present day in some parts of Arabia and N. .Africa
—no doubt also among many other half-civilised tribes
the art of weaving has not advanced beyond this
stage. The late E H. Palmer thus describes tlie very
primitive work of an old Bedouin \voman in the neighbourhood of Jebel Miisa. ' On one of these occasions
I noticed an old woman weaving at the tent-door.
Her
loom was a primitive one, consisting only of a few
upright sticks upon which the threads were stretched ;

•* Cp Jerome, Ep. 150 15 ' habeto lanam semper in mambus,
vel staminis pollice fila deducito,' etc.

1 For illustration of Egyptian distaffs and spindles see Wilk.
op cit " 172 • Gk. and Roman ap. Blumner, Technologic, etc.
liiejfT.and the Diets, of Class. Antiq. s.7,v. ' c o i n s ' a n d 'fusus.
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the transverse threads were inserted laboriously by the
fingers, without the assistance of a shuttle, and the
whole fabric was 'pressed close together with a piece of
wood. Beside her stood d younger female spinning
goats' hair to supply the old lady with the materials
necessary for her task ' ( The Dese/'t of the Exodus, 1125).
Bftw een this incident and the first representations of the
horizontal loom by Egyjjtian artists, there stretches a
purmd of nearly 5000 years. Even at that early period,
however, and, as the textile remains abundantly prove,
for at least a millennium previously, the inventive genius
of Egypt, which, according to PHny, taught the ancient
world the art of weaving, had furnished the loom with
the apparatus necessary for more expeditious work.
Putting aside the case illustrated by Wilkinson (Anc.
Eg. 2170), which furnishes no indication of any appar-

ground into the warp could be much more easily and
naturally done on a horizontal loom such as that show n
above. ^
Of the upright loom, which consists essentially of two
upright posts joined at the top by a cross-beam, the
rp, ,
jugu7n of the Roman loom (for this view
4. i n e two of the>vw///see Smith's Z)/V/. 0/6"^. i7«./
IP^^.V'.'^^' Ro7n. .-J;z/.(3) 2765), there are two main
right loom. types, regarding which it is difficult to
say which is the older, (i) There is first the type
familiar to classical students from the representation of
Penelope's loom on a Greek vase of the fifth century
B.C. (see ill. EB^^'^2Z2ot; Blumner, op. cit. I357, and
often elsewhere), the distinguishing feature of which is
the absence of a cross-beam below, the warp threads
being kept taut by a series of small stone weights
attached either to the individual threads, as in the case
just cited, or to bundles of threads, as in the comparatively modern Icelandic loom (iU. Smith, op. cit. 2766,
less complete in Rich, s.v. ' tela'). The Roman looms
were also of this type, as were those of the lake dwellers
of Switzerland in the neolithic age (Buschan, ' Die
Anfange u. Entwickelung der W'eberei in der Vorzeit'
in Ve7-handlg. d. Berlin. Ges. f A7ithropologie, etc.,
1889, pp. 22Jff.).
In one of the strata of the mound
of Tel-el-Hesy [circa 500-400 B.C.), Dr. Bliss found a
large number of objects, some round, some pear-shaped,
of unburnt brick, which he considers to have served as
weaver's weights (A Mound of Manv Cities, 113). On
this view we must admit the existence of this type of
loom in Palestine, although it has not yet been found
in Egypt.
(2) The other type of upright loom is characterised
by the presence of a second cross-beam below, ^\'here,
as usually in Egypt according to Herodotus (235), the
web was commenced at the bottom of the loom, such a
beam was indispensable and served as a cloth-beam ;
where, as was presumably the case in Palestine, the
web was 'woven from the t o p ' (Jn. I923), the lower
beam served as the yarn-beam. In either type of
upright loom, however, an additional cross-beam might
be provided—usuaUy constructed so as to revolve, thus
rendering it possible to wira\e a length of web greater

FiG. I.—Women weaving

atus beyond a simple frame, and is therefore, in all
probability, a case of mat-plaiting, we may take the
familiar representation from the tombs at Beni Hasan
of the two women squatting on the ground and engaged
in the process of weaving (\\'ilk. op. czV. 1 317, Erman,
Anc. Eg. 448, after Lepsius ; Moore's 'Judges,' SBOT
Eng., 8 6 ; Braulik, op. cit. Figs. 89-91, pp.
$9ff.).
Till recently, it was assumed that this picture, which
dates from the middle empire, represented an upright
loom. It is evident, however, that this is -1- mistake
due to the absence of perspective in Eg5'ptian drawing.
The loom is horizontal with a yarn-beam a, and a
cloth-beam b, each fixed to the ground by a couple of
wooden pegs. Between the beams the warp is stretched,
and, if we can trust the artist in this detail, the clothbeam is capable of revolving and winding up the finished
web. The remaining parts of this instructive representation will require a more detailed examination in a
subsequent section (§ 6).
Xow, when we consider the antiquity and prevalence
of the horizontal loom in Egypt,^ and its prevalence in
a variety of forms throughout the E., from Africa to
India, at the present dny,"-^ it would be strange if the
Hebrews were unacquainted with it. A\'e have, however, no explicit testimony to the form and construction
of the early Hebrew loom. Still, a study of the wellkniiwn passage which will engage our attention when
we come to deal with the terminology of weaving (§ 7)
—shows that the probabilities of the case are in favour
of Delilah's loom being of the horizontal type. The
operation of weaving the hair of a person asleep on the

F I G . 2.—Upright loom.

From Wilkinson, Aju:. Eg. 2 ] 7 i .

^ The apothegm dating from the twelfth dynasty, quoted by
Braulik (.'/. cit. 89)—'the weaver is more unfortunate than a
woman, he has his knees for ever reaching to his chin'—pro\'ij-,
as he rightly observes (i) that men as well as women exerci^dl
tiie art, and (2) that they worked in a squatting attitude, a u l
tliorel- T';, like the women o f t h e Beni H a s a n picture (Fig. i), at
t!]c hi_.:-i.-)nlal loom.
2 Tills was also the type of loom in use among the Aztecs of
C'-nira] America ; see illustration in Tylor's A7tthropology, 248.
A full hiscription of the modern Syrian looms, with a valuable
list ul the Arabic termini technici will be found in the ZDPV
viii., 1SS5, pp. 737?:, iSoy:

than the height of the loom—as is the case in the
earliest representation of an upright loom that has come
down to us by an Egyptian artist of the new empire
(here reproduced from Wilk.-Birch, op. cit. 2171).
This picture is unfortunately imperfectly preserved,
and the details of the construction are in several points
uncertain. The weaver sits on a bench in front of his
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1 Mc-ore (oj. cit. S7tp.) gives this picture to illustrate Delilah's
oom. but IS m error m regardmg both looms as consisting of ' a
simple upright frame.'
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loom, the frame of which is composed of two upright
posts, kept rigid by two cross-bars, a and b. I'he
roller c serves as a yarn-beam and is suspended from
the upper beam by twisted loops of rope, e. But a
revolving yarn-beam seems to imply a revolving clothbeam as well, which makes it probable that the roller
d, attached to the uprights by the loops_^, serves this
purpose. The functions of the three rods, g, h, i, suspended from the yarn-beam will be discussed in a subsequent section (§ 6).
There is no indication of the date at which the
upright loom, which, to judge from the existing repretations, was a later development in Egypt (Erman,
followed by Braulik), was introduced into Palestine. It
may have been in use from time immemorial alongside of
the horizontal loom. That the ordinary Jewish loom in
NT times \vas of the second type above described is
evident from various indications.

The cognate ?]p3 (Is. 257 301) had originally the same
signification.
In Is. 30, in particular, as is shown
by Aquila's and Theodotion's rendering bii.'iop,a.i,
and Jerome's ' ordireraini telam,' we have a metaphor
derived from the warping of the loom in commencing a
new web for the beginning of political intrigue.
So
too massekah (riDTO Is. U.c.) and massiketh (naop, Judg.
16 13/., Mishna,/aji/m) are both primarily the 'warp,'
then by metonymy the ' web.'
Another technical
terra for warping was rcncy {cp Ar. sadd in this sense),
which is to be restored for the corrupt iVIT in Is. 1910
(sec modern edd. for reading n'nt', to be rendered ' those
that warp it [in the loom]') as already by an early hand
of C Siafiiyuecoi, which has every probability of being
more correct than the non-technical ipya^bixevoi of the
other copyists. Here we find an une.xpected confirmation of the traditional rendering of 'ne (Lev. 1848j/;-]-,
cp Ar. masdt) as ' the warp,' the sense which it regularly
has in the Mishna, but which the majority of commentators have refused to recognise here, a position reflected
in R\''"t?- * woven or-knitted stuff'' for ' warp or woof.'
The obscure word r/vi (Is. 8812 AV 'pining sickness,'
RV ' loom ') seems also, from its etymology (cp Cant. 76
[5] where it denotes the spreading tresses of a woman's
hair), to have originally signified ' warp,' the nDiy.i -nd
of the Mishna, then perhaps, by metonymy, the loom.

Thus the upper and lower beams (reff. below) are referred to
in the idi^hna, where also there is frequent reference to the
'standing w a r p ' ("1C1>''"I "J^^', cp the classical tTrTiptav and
stamen, the warp, from the root s-t-a);
weaving was done
standing as well as sitting (Zab.S::);
the Latin transference
of jugum and stamina to the cross-bar and strings of the
IjTe is paralleled in late Hebrew and Aramaic by the transference, though in the contrary direction, of 733 (also NSD^
and N|^13, S}T. nauld) to signify a loom, a phenomenon which
points to the upright loom. T h e seamless robes ' woven from
the top throughout,' finaUy, could only have been made on the
upright loom, although this does not of necessity require that
the looms for the manufacture of ordinary fabrics were of this
t)-pe.

Is'ow the essential movements in the process of weaving are three in number. These are (i) the ' shedding'

The loom in use at the present day in Palestine, as
6. Shedding.
^ ^ P ' of
' ^ ' uthe
' " ' warp
' " '"•mto
' ™ Ptwo
' ' ' " sets
^°™'.
° °l
the^^?dividmg
of
has been said, is uniformly of the horizontal type, and
the
odd
and
the
even
threads
respectively,
to
allow
of
resembles our own handloom in being furnished with
the passage between them of the weft, the opening
healds or heddles worked by a pair of treadles. The
through which the latter passes being technically known
frame, however, is much lower, the weaver sitting on or
near the ground, and the warp, instead of being wound , as the 'shed,' (2) the passing of the weft through the
' shed' by means of a rod, needle, or other contrivance
round the yarn-beam at the opposite end of the frame,
serving as a shuttle, and (3) the beating up of the weft
as with us, is usually carried upwards and passed over a
to
form with the warp a web of uniform consistence
roller attached to the opposite wall, a few stones fastened
throughout. The first of these movements is the most
to the ends of the warp-threads serving to keep them
complicated and demands a closer study.
In the
taut. (For other forms with slightly different arrangemediaeval and modern horizontal loom, as found from
ment, see ZDPVviii.,
1885, p. 7 3 / )
the Atlantic to the Ganges, the operation of shedding
To weave is, in the O T , generally JIN, ^drag, a weaver 31X)
is effected by a pair of heald- or heddle-frames worked
'."rr;^ (masc. and fem.), the latter supplanted to a large extent in
by treadles underneath the loom. This arrangement,
later Hebrew by the loanword 'T13 1 (ye'pSios, gerdius).
The
the result of a long process of evolution, is believed by
loom is probably J i x , 'ereg ( J u d g . 1614 E V ' b e a m , ' perhaps
some of the best authorities, as we have indicated in
also Job T 6 E V ' shuttle').
an earlier section, to have been adopted with the
In commencing a new web the weaver's first care is to stretch
horizontal type of loom by the classical peoples before
the warp in parallel lines evenly between the upper and the lower
the Christian era. Rieger, in his frequently cited mono_
beam (\y^';^ 1313 and fWiirin "s, Kcl. 21 i
graph on the arts of spinning and weaving in the period
5. w a r p i n g , y ^ ^ ^ . n g ) , if the upright_ loom is adopted.
If we assume that the web is commenced at the
of the Mishna, even goes so far as to provide the upright
top of the loom, these become the cloth-beam and yarn-beam
Jewish loom with an arrangement of pedals (NIU '3"t?/.
respectively. T h e cloth-beam apparently is intended by the
cit. 30). The evidence, however, for the presence of
I'J^i'n, StwcT-jjp (a term used in the later chaptersof E x . to render
the horizontal loom N. of the Mediterranean before the
C'~3> the poles for carrying the tabernacle furniture; in E x .
'^'^ff. the earlier translators of tin used o.va.<l>6pevs) of Kcl. 20 3, middle ages is of the slenderest character, and for the
use of treadles is absolutely non-existent (see Ahrens,
from which we gather that it might either lie across the forked
tnds of the uprights or be passed through the latter.^ Fig. 2
Philologus, B63Ssff. ; Yates and Marindin in Smith's
shows, as we have seen, that a roller (fD3N, a^(t>v, T g . J u d g .
Diet. .Ant.i^) 2 7 6 8 / ) .
1'314 I S. 17 7) might be attached to the upper beam to serve as
The various stages in the evolution of the apparatus
a cloth or yarn-beam, as the case m a y b e . In five passages of
our EV (2 S. 21 19 I Ch. 11 23 20 5 and the two just cited) mention
for rapid shedding may be thus briefly traced. In the
is made of a weaver's ' beam,' but in none of the cases is this
earliest stage of all, when weaving was scarcely as yet
rendering admissible, as will be shown in the following section.
differentiated from plaiting, ' the transverse threads were
inserted laboriously by the fingers,' as in the case thus
The process of arranging the warp is technically
described by Palmer (see above, § 3). It was soon perknown as ' warping,' the late Heb. Tjp'n [Shabb. 12, etc.,
ceived, however, that by inserting a flat lathe or a rod
from -130). the Gk. did^o/xai, Lat. ordiri.
over and under every alternate warp thread, so that, let
This verb occurs in O T only in the metaphorical
us say, all the odd threads were above the lathe and all
sense ofthe beginnings of the human fcetus (Ps. 139 13,
the even threads under it, a shed could be rapidly
cp ~2t' in the same sense, Job lOii and the similar
formed by turning the lathe through an angle of 90°,
metaphorical use ofthe Lat. ordiri, exordiri,
exordium).
. * In the vocalisation of the many terms in the sequel found
in Talmudic literature, the pointing adopted by Dalman in his
•Aramdisch-Neuhebrdisches
Worterbuch
has been generally
followed.
^ Rieger's suggestion that " i may be the shuttle (op. cit. 32)
13 inadmissible.

1 T h e introduction of' knitting' here is a curious anachronism,
this art, according to Beckmann's Histoiy of htventions, having
probably been invented in Scotland not long before the year
1500 A.D. (Yates, op. cit.
6f).
2 For what we believe to be the true explanation of this
technical term, see below, col. S'^^Sf-
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and the weft passed through by means of a pointed
slick with which (or with the lathe) it was then beat up.
This stage is represented by the Arab horizontal loom
described by Burckhardt {Kt.'tcs on the Bedoui7i and
Wahaby, 6y f) : * to keep the upper and under w oof
(read ' w a r p ' ) at a proper distance from each other a
flat stick is placed between them. A piece of wood
serves as the weaver's shuttle, and a short gazelle's horn
is used in beating back the thread of the shuttle.'
W'ith a single dividing rod, however, it must still have
been necessar}' to insert every alternate weft thread by
means of this primitive shuttle over the odd threads (in
t!ie case supposed) and underihe even threads, since the
formation of a second shed requires a second rod. This,
however, was the next stage of the e\olutionary process
now being traced, and is already represented in the
(arlv Egyptian loom reproduced above (fig. i). Here
we note the presence of two rods in close connection
with the warp ; the one, d, a plain rod inserted between
the two halves ofthe warp—let us say, as before, that the
odd threads, x, 3, 5, etc., pass over the rod,^ the even
threads, ^, 4, 6, etc., under it—the other rod, e, which
must lie outside and above the warp, crossed by a series
of threads which are represented in the picture by short
diagonal Unes. The invention of this simple device for
expediting the operation of shedding deserves to rank
with that of the-'flying shuttle,''^ for by this means
almost twice as much work could be done in a ^iven
time. A single rod, such as (/, as we have seen, is
capable of forming but one shed, wdiich allows the weft
to be passed underihe odd and o-cer the even threads of
the warp only. Xow in order that warp and weft shall
be properly interlaced to form the web, it is necessary
that in returning the weft shall pass U7ider the even and
over the odd warp threads. To effect this each of the
even threads passing under the rod -/ is attached b\ a
loop to the rod e. Therefore by simply raising this rod
—in the upright loom by its being drawn toioa7-ds the
operator standing in front of the loom—all the even
threads are pulled upwards (or forwards) so as to be
above (or in front of) the odd threads and thus a second
shed is formed through which tlie weft is passed. Rod
d is again raised, then e, and so on alternately. But
this cannot be done wdth the rods in the relative
positions which they occupy in fig. i, for if the reader
will make the experiment on a. model with twenty or
twenty-four warp threads, he will find that the shed
formed by raising the rod e with its attachment of loops
will not reach to the edge of the web owing to the
obstruction caused by the rod d. Braulik, who alone,
apparently, of previous writers has attempted todescribe
the exact modusoper</ndi of the Egyptian loom, has O\LTlooked this defect m the artist's picture and has even
gone so far as to assume, contrary to his own description of the drawing, that both rods were worked in the
same manner as rod e (see Braulik, op. cit. fig. 92, p. 62).
The true explanation is that the artist—if we assume
the correctness of the reproduction in fig. i—being unskilled in the technique of wea\'ing, has reversed the
true position of the rods, since it will be found by experiment that with two such rods, the one separating the two
leaves of the warp, the other attached to the lower leaf
by a series of looped threads, the latter rod must always
be placed nearer to the edge of the web. This holds
good of both types of loom and of both methods of
wcavmg on the upright loom, namely from above or
from below (see below, § 8).
T h e principle here enunciated for the first time will be immediately recognised as indispensable from the following
diagrams in which the letters correspond to those of fig. i, with
the addition of x to denote the odd, y the even threads of the
warp, and z the web.
1 The prepositions ' o v e r ' and ' u n d e r ' are here used with
special reference to the horizontal loom, fig. i ; but the principle
of the uprii:;ht loom in fig. 2 ; is essentially the same ; only in this
case the prepositions ' before ' and ' belund ' must of course be
substituted for 'over and 'under.'
2 By John Kay of Bury in 1733.
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Fig. 3 shows the formation of the fir.st or natural shed at s
through the raising of the odd warp threads hy the rod d, tig. 4
the formation of the second or artificial shed at s through the
raising of the even threads by the rod e-

The final stage, we are con^•inced, in the e\olution of
the shedding apparatus for plain wca\ing on the looms
of antiquity was reached, when in the case of the upiight

CT

FIG.

4.

loom it was found expedient to attach both sets of the
warp, the odd and the even threads alike, by loops or
leashes to a couple of rods, which ^\e shall henceforth
call leash-rods, both being suspended in front of the
warp from theji4gu77i or upper crossbeam of the loom, or
from the second of the top beams if there were two, as
in the case of the Theban loom in fig. ^. Here, so far
as the imperfect condition of the picture enables us to
infer, we have a r o d ^ near the top of the loom, doubtless dividing the warp into two sets (' stamen secernit
arundo,' Ovid, Alet. 655) to facilitate the attachment of
the leashes to the lea.sh-rods h,i, all three suspended
from the yarn-beam b. By pulling forward h and i
alternately, are formed the alternate sheds through
which the weft-thread k is passed.
W'e come now to the perplexing question of the
Hebrew terminology of the apparatus just described.
The single reed of the more primitive loom was termed
by the Greeks Kavdjv, by the Romans arundo; in the more
elaborate looms, such as fig 2, we find not only Kavdves
and KaXapiOi but also in I? dvriov^ (see below), in Latin
liciatoi'ia, as the names of the leash-rods to which the
warp-strings were attached by means of loops or leashes
of thread (hence called ptiroL, licia), corresponding to
the healds or heddles of the modern loom. Now the
liciatorium or leash-rod of the classical loom was named
by the Jews of N T times not only kdtieh ,ijp [Ohol. 84,
here mentioned along with the spatha [see inf7-a\ Jer,
Shabb. 105), but also as Jastrow [Did., s.v.) and Rieger
(op. eit. 29) have rightly perceived, nir [y: pl. nirfjn
and -in).
Etymologically identical with the Assyrian
niru, a yoke, this term might be applied to any transverse rod or beam, hence to the leash-rods or shafts
of a loom.
This meaning alone suits the (textually
corrupt) description of the \'eil of the temple in Shfkdiim
8 5, of which many wonderful renderings h a \ e been
given by lexicographers and commentators.
This veil, we read, ' w a s a handbreadth thick and was wo\en
upon 72 rods (1"}'3), and over each rod (N"]':! NTJ '?D"'?>'1—.so we
must read for nimiti and niina of the ordinary text) were 24
leashes(r::in Ht. ' t h r e a d s , ' c p Gk. /xiVoO.'^ These two n'lrln
of the ordinary loom might be suspended by cords passing over the
cross beam as in fig. 2, or from a peg (^n) projecting from either
end o f t h e beam in question, ' two rods on one peg, and two pegs
^ The conjecture may be hazarded that the avriov was at first
the rod which lay or hung outside, as if opposite to(ai/TO the warp
(see ff of fig. 1), as distinguished from the Kavti>v, d, which latter
again may be the p.eiTdvrtov of certain MSS. of ip (i S. 17 7—for
the strange variety of readings in iB see IMoore, Proc. of Am. Or.
Soc. i88g, p. clxxvii).
2 The arrangement Is not essentially different ifwe take f'^'n
here of the threads of the warp, in which case each nir would
resemble not e but d of fig. i. For the 7nodus operandi of such
complex looms, but of the horizontal type, with as many as 80
to 90 shafts see ^^51^)24465. Moore's rendering of the above
passage (I.e.), ' a n d on every thread (ni7na of textus
receptus),
namely ofthe warp, were 24 strings (connecting it with as many
different heddles)' is unintelligible to the present writer.
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for one rod ' (Jer. Shabb. 7 2, so Rieger ; cp illustr. op. cit.). This
etc., lit. 'houses for the staves'), and D'n"i3'"B3 (Ex.
identification of the nirin with the liciatoria of the contem2629 etc., lit. 'houses for the bars'), e.\plained in each
porary Roman looms must be maintained against that of
Maimonides and other commentators who identify the nlr'in
case by niy3B, rings. The bate nlrin, therefore, are the
with ' the threads wound round the rods (D'Jp, Kavoves,
loops or rings of thread through which the nlrin or
amndines), by which the warp-threads are rai^t-d, e t c ' (see
leash-rods are passed, 'fhe identification here proposed
ap. Surenh. Mishna,
Kelim 211), in other words with the
leashes (M^tTOL licia) to which w'e come presently. Equally imsuits admirably the passage Shabb. 7 2 where the operapossible i^ .Moore's identification of nir (TAOS, 1889, p. clxxi.x)
tion of ' making two bdlb nirin ' intervenes between the
with the ' gear' of the developed horizontal loom—which certainly
warping (T]p.-) and the weaving ; so also in Shabb. 132
bears this name (nir) in modern Araljic—consisting of two
' he that fastens two le.ashes {bate nirin) to the leashheddte-leaves, connected by spring-sta\es or otherwise with a
pair of treadles. For not only h a \ f we no evidence, as has been i rods {nirin)' before beginning to weave.
Bdtenirln,
already maintained, of the presence of treadles In the anciLin
in short, is the idiomatic equivalent of the loan-word
looms, but It is difficult to see how they could be conveniently
J'i'S licia ( Tos. -\eg. 510).
adjusted in the upright loom of the .Mishna.^

The identification of the nir with the shaft or leashrod (liciatoriutn) ofthe ancient loom, here maintained,
gives us a clue to the mysterious 7)iilndr 'orl'giin, n'ljo
n-;iN of I S. 1 7 / 2 S. 2119 I Ch. I I 2 3 20s to which the
shaft of a giant's spear might be compared,- for I'ljo
cannot be separated etymologically from -\>i (see BDB,
s.v.). Now the shaft of a good-sized loom with a
heavy warp must h a \ e been considerably thicker thun
the ordinary light spear-shaft (see the actual dvriov or
licidtoriuin of a modern Lycian loom, apparently a
branch o f a tree, reproduced from Benndorf in Smith's
Diet. Ant.i^^ 2769), and seems to satisfy all the conditions. In support of this view we have (i) the expression itself, ' Uke the weavers' shaft,' which suggests
something usually in the weaver's hand, rather than a
fixture of the loom such as the cloth or yarn-beam (see
below); (2) the testimony of the oldest versions. @ in
three places has dvriov, a synonym of Kavdiv (see the
authorities in Bliimner, op. cit. I13::); so also Aquila
and Theodotion in i S. I77 where the MSS. of @ have
a set of curious variants (see ref. to Moore above), all,
however, identified by the later Greek lexicographers
with the leash-rod, the liciatoriu7n texentiuTn of Jerome
in all the passages cited.

The shed having been formed as e.xplained in detail
above, the weaver proceeded to pass the weft ( m y ;
7. Pasaing and'''"^'"'• ^"blenmi:
cp Lev. l.'?48 j?:,
beating up ^>'? ^"^ '":":'? \'* ® ^ " ar-qp-ovc f) iv
of weft.
KpbKXj, AV ' in the warp or woof').
This was done by means of a flat stick
or lathe somewhat longer than the width of the web,
carrying sufficient weft by a hook at the end, which
also served, as in many places at the present day, for
a batten to beat up the weft (so, most probably, in fig. i
the curved stick e serves both purposes). Later the
functions of shuttle and batten were differentiated ; the
rod which the Egyptian w eaver holds in his right hand in
fig. 2 serves to all appearance as a shuttle, and suggests
the corresponding radius of the Romans (cp Ovid's ' inseritur medium radiis subtemen acutis'), the KepKis of the
Greeks. Even so early as Homer's time, this shuttlerod appears to have been fitted with a revolving spool
(xxTjviov), on which the weft was wound, and from which
it unwound itself in passing through the shed.

any qualification.
' T h e raising of the shafts,' says
Rieger [op. cit. 30), ' was usually effected by an arrangement of treadles ini-'i »3), the shafts being joined to
pedals by cords,' a statement absolutely unsupported by
the accompanying references. The key to this enigmatical expression will be found in the idiomatic use of
beth in compounds familar to every Semitic scholar. In
the OT we have an exact parallel in D'ln^ 'n3 (Ex. 2627

One interesting reference to the beating up of the
weft has been preserved in the OT, the recovery of
which in modern times is due to G. F. Moore in the
paper to which reference has frequently been made
[Proc. Am. Or. Soc, 1889).
In Judg. 1 6 1 3 / — a
passage which has suffered considerable curtailment in
M T (see Moore's Comm. and his editions [Heb. and
Eng.] of Judges in SBOT, also Bu. and Now. i7i loc.)
—Delilah is told to wtave the seven braids of Samson's
hair with the warp and to beat them up (ypn) with the
pin (in', the batten or spatha).'^ The inadmissible
rendering of KV, ' to fasten with the pin,' is due to the

Rieger (op. cit. 31 34) has attempted, with doubtful success, to
discover the various parts of the classical shuttle, regarding
which there is still much uncertainty, in the Talmudic writings.
It is scarcely safe to go beyond the conjecture that the 13110^ or
weaver's needle, and the pointed "I3"?3 («ep«ts, Shabb. 86) may
be
the native and the imported names of the combined shuttle
The less probable rendering of E V ' a weaver's beam,' has the
and hatten. T h e kerkid was certainly used to beat up iV:2'C'
sanction of the Targum and of Jewish commentators of note.
Kooveiv)
the weft. For this purpose the Greeks used a swordThus Rashi (on i S. 17 7) quotes with evident approval the Tg.
shaped lathe, resembling a modern paper-cutter on a large scale,
rendering D'NIIjri 7DDN (i.e., a^tov yepSiuiv, the weavers' roller)
adding 'in the vernacular [French] it is ensuble.'
The latter at
the a-Trddf), adopted both by the Romans (spatha) and the
once su5j;e5ts the iiisiibuli of the Roman loom, rightly explained
Jews ('nSDN Ohol. 8 4). When the older type of upright loom,
by Vates and Marindin (Smith, Dict.i^i, 2765 b) as the yarn and
in which the warp was stretched by means of weights, was supercloth beams of the upright loom (b and d of fig. 2, above), an
seded by the Egyptian type with the yarn and cloth beams,
ideatification of which Rashi's comments, both here and on
the Egyptian comb (KreCs, pectcn,
Martial's f
iliacum
Jud,j. 10 ijf.,'^ supply a hitherto unnoticed corroboration.
pecten, illust. from Wilkinson in Rich, s.v., with which cp the
1 he leash-rod, as we have seen, was passed through
modern comb from Asia Minor, Smith, Dict.^'S 2768 a) was
introduced, and the weft driven home by inserting the teeth of
a series of loops or leashes of thread, each loop also
the comb between the warp threads. The obscure o n ' ^ (Kolpos)
passing behind every alternate warp-thread.
These
Shabb. 13 2 Kel. 211 is identified by Maimonides (see on latter
leashes, the pLLroL and licia of the classical looms, must of
passage ap. Surenh.) and others with this comb, a very doubtful
be identified with the j-i'J 'na (sing, N"!'] '3 do7nus liciaequation.i To judge from its original sense (for which see
torii) of the Mishna [Shabb. 7 2 182), of which also
Blumner, op. cit. 1126), the herds was rather some arrangement
of loops and cords, stretched across the loom to ensure that the
many curious explanations have been offered, the latest
web
was kept o f a uniform width.
being none the less objectionable that it is given without

^ This is the least satisfactory part of Rieger's attempted reconstruction of the Jewish loom in his monograph, Versueh, etc.
2 Ahrens, in Philologus (vol. 35 400 f), gives an extract from
an old Norse saga, in which also the shafts of the loom are compared with the warrior's spear.
^ Rashi, however, on this passage wrongly defines HDDp,
which he takes as a nomen instrumenti
from Tl^n to ' w a r p '
(see § 5), as ' t h e wooden beam on which the weaver mounts
the warp, In the vernacular ensuble,' which may apply to
either cloth or yarn-beam
Tbis comment has been entirely
misunderstood by Moore (l.c. clxxvii), who strangely supposes
Rashi to refer to the ' heddles ' of the developed horizontal loom,
and takes the IIJD to be the cross-beam—the jugum of Marquardt and Blumner's untenable theory—from which the heddles
are suspended.

1 Still more doubtful is Rieger's identification ofthe keros with
a fully developed modern ' reed,' an apparatus found only with
the horizontal loom (op. cit. 34).
2 With this sense of i n ' as a flat instrument with a thin edge
like a paper-cutter, cp Dt. 23 14 [13I, also Shabb. 17 4, where it
denotes the flat point of the ploughshare (Illust. Vogelstein,
Die Landwirthschaft
in Paldstina, 79). The ungrammatical
form in which it occurs in Judg. 16 14^ (J"}|<^ in>7) shows it to
be an intruder here (Moore), ?o that we may dispense \vith the
inquiry as to what is intended by ' the pin of the beam ' (EV).
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influence of the early translators, who had formed CL
quite erroneous, though intelligible and consistent, conception of the details of the incident.^
In the case of the older classical loom, the tela
2, open b.elow, the operator had no alternative
but to commence his web at the top of the
8. Direction loom ; he had also to weave standing.
of web.
With the looms figured above, on the
contrary, the wub might be begun at either end of the
low loom (fig. i), and at either top or bottom of the
high loom (fig. 2). According to Herodotus (2 35)
' other nations push the weft upwards,' i.e., commence
at the top of the loom, ' the Egyptians, on the other
hand, push it downwards,' i.e., commence at the
bottom.
T h e position of the leash-rods in fig. 2,
relative to the weft at /, shows that Herodotus is right
as regards the usual Egyptian practice, although
absolute uniformity is scarcely probable. The operator,
as we further see, was able to remain in a sitting posture
while the lower half of the web, at least, was being
woven, and if, as we have inferred is the case in Fig, 2,
the loom was provided with a cloth-beam, he might at
the expense of a yard of warp remain seated throughout.
That the Jews in N T times wove from the top downwards is a probable, though by no means conclusive,
inference from the description of the tunic of Jesus
•which was woven 4K rdv dvicBev BL 6XOV (Jn. 1923. for
which see also below), a phrase which strictly means—
as paraphrased by Delitzsch in his Hebrew rendering—
' from collar to selvage.' That the inference is a correct one, however, is attested by Theophylact, archbishop
of Bulgaria, about 1070, who, with reference to the
passage just cited, comments t h u s : 'Others say that
in Palestine they .work their looms not as with us
(among whom) the leashes and the warp are at the top,
the web being woven at the bottom and thence upwards,
but on the contrary, the leashes [pUroi — bdtt' nirin) are
at the bottom and the web is 7oove7ifrom the top' (Ad
Joann. ISS25 ; cp the similar though less explicit testimony for Galilee, quoted from Isidorus Pelusiota by
AhP'Hs ; Phth-'l. 35390).
The web having reached the desired length, it was
severed from the remaining warp threads [';^2. Is. 8812,
iKripLvetv, Tob. 2 i 2 © ) , and rolled round
9. F i n a l the cloth-beam (hence the figure in Is. ibid.:
processes. ,.^^^^^ ^y , j ^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ ^ ^veaver

which is probably what is signified by the obscure term
M-c-j'C' (Lev. 1919 Dt. 2 2 n ) . T h e reason for this taboo
was certainly not that given by Josephus [A7it. iv. 811
[§ 208]), that garments of thissort were priestly wear,
but must probably be sought in connection with illicit
magical practices (see Goldziher, ZATW,
1902, pp.
3 6 / for an Arab parallel, and cp the similar prohibition
against seething a kid in its mother's milk : see COOKING, § 8 end). T h e simplest variation from the plain
web hitherto discussed, was obtained by using alternately
different coloured wefts, say white and black, or by
mounting the warp in alternate bands of white and
black yarn, by which striped fabrics were produced,
similar to those so much in favour among the Syrian
peasantry at the present day. It is very doubtful, however, whether the obscure and textually suspicious
]1DN nuon of Prov. 7x6 (see L I N E N , I ) nieans 'striped
cloth of the yarn of E g y p t ' (so R\'). T h e coloured
representations of Syrians on Egyptian monuments
show that they ' wore narrow close-fitting, plain clothes,
in which dark blue threads alternated with dark red,
and these were generally adorned with embroidery'
(Erman, Eg. 216f, where also illustration of Syrian
ambassador with dress as just described, the embroidery
being in the form of stars, a form of ornamentation
called ocjili by the Romans, Marq. Kd7n. P/Ivatleben,
526 f ). By having the warp all of one colour and the
weft all of another, what is know n as a ' shot' fabric
was the result. Thus we read of garments ' of which
the warp is dyed and the weft white, or the weft dyed
and the warp white' [A\g. I I 4 ) . By alternating different
coloured bands, both in warp and woof, further, a 'check'
or chequered pattern is obtained. Such ' chequer work '
was in great favour in antiquity, as may be seen from
the extant coloured representations, not only for everyday clothes (see e.g., in the procession of Semitic immigrants, part of which is reproduced in colours in Riehm,
HWB(^^, opposite p. 54), but as a pattern for the sails of
vessels (see Wilk. op. cit., frontispiece to vol. ii.),
Among the Jews we find mention of ' a summer garment
of white

and

coloured

checks' (D'OS^M [\^T?0OS];

so

read for c"D2::ii:, A^^^. I I 7 ) . Joseph's 'coat of many
colours' (D'OS rijnr). it need hardly be said, belongs,
according to one line of tradition ((5, Vg., see Comm.
on Gen. 373), to one or other of the categories just
enumerated.

mv life'), for removal from the loom. Linen in this
What precise style of weaving is denoted b y sibbes ( 3C', Ex.
undressed [dyva^os, Mt. 9i6 Mk. 22i RV—AV ' n e w
2839 AV 'embroider,' R V ' w e a v e in chequer w o r k ' ) applied to
cloth') condition was termed (hp.bXLvov (Ecclus.4O4, RV the high priest's tunic—hence its description as TStJ'ri rijhs
wrongly 'hempen frock'), and was exposed to less
(ib. 4 AV ' a broidered coat,' R V ' a coat of chequer work') is
danger from shrinking, if exposed to wet, than cloth
quite uncertain. T h e revisers, as we see, indicate their preference for some kind of check. Braun (devestitu sacerdot. [1680],
made from wool. T h e task of milling or felting the
367-384) argues at great length in favour of Maimonides' view
cloth (to use the modern terms) fell to the P\'LLI;R
that a species of honeycomb pattern is intended, resembling the
(q.v.), by whom it was steeped in water mixed with
lining o f t h e second stomach (reticulu77t) of ruminants,
various alkaline ingredients, stamped and beaten to
From the earliest times in the E. we find evidence of
complete the felting process, then bleached with fumes
of sulphur, carded to raise the nap, and finallv pressed the use of gold, and to a less extent of silver, to-enhance
the richness and value of textile fabrics. Thus, gold
in the fuller's press. T o enter into these processes in
thread, prepared by cutting finely beal plates of gold
detail would extend this article unduly (see for full
into narrow strips (Ex. 393), was directed to be employed
references Rieger, of. cit. 39-45, and cp Blumner, op.
in the manufacture of the robes of the high priest (Ex.
cit. 1157-177).
2 8 5 / 3 9 2 ^ ) . It was chiefly used as weft (cp Vergil's
In the preceding sections regard has been had only
' picturatas auri subtemine vestes,' ^n. S4B3), fabrics
to the most ordinary sort of weaving, where the warp
wholly of gold thread being of late and rare occurrence
i n PnttPTTi ^'^'^ ^^^^^ ^^^ °^ *^^ same material, the
(Marq. op. eit. 519). The ghostly horsemen of 2 Macc.
• , J,
weft passing over and under each alter62 were arrayed in 'cloth of gold' (AV, 5iaxpt>aovi
?
nate thread of the warp. It remains
aroXds), so, too, according to the Greek interpretation,
° ' now to refer briefly to a few of the more
was the ro3'al bride of Ps. 459 [10] (e> ipLariapLip
complex varieties of the textile art. T h e Hebrews were
8Laxpyo-(p = Tp-\ii cn;^). Holofernes' mosquito curtain
forbidden to follow a custom in vogue among all
was of 'purple and gold' (Judith IO21).
Agrippa's
nations of combining a warp of flax with a weft of wool,
royal robe (cp Acts I221), on the other hand, is described
^ The technical terms employed in the divergent renderings
by Josephus (Ant. xix. S2) as w^oven throughout of silver
of ip show that the Greek translators thought of Samson's hair
thread.
as stretched ivith the wa?p of the horizontal loom, the end of
The rectangular plaid-like upper garment or iimidh
which was fastened by a pin Into the opposite wall (see above,
§ 3), while in M T the braids are clearly intended to be used as
ofthe Hebrews ( M A N T L E , § 2 [i]) was, of course, woven
iLuft.
in one piece ; the undergarment, ki^thdnethjTvaic),
on
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the other hand, which had to be more in accordance
I613 2716), because as explained by Pliny (//.V8196)
wilh the stature of the wearer, was apparently made by
he wove ' pliirimis liciis,' that is, with weft threads^
sewing together two lengths of cloth cut more or less to
of various colours (cp Isidorus, 07'ig. xix. 222i : ' polymeasure. This we infer from Josephus' description of
mitus enim textus muUorum colorum est'). In EV
the high priest's tunic (xirwy), which was ' not made of
' t a p e s t r y ' is twice introduced (Prov.7i6 3I22) ; but
two pieces, so as to be sewed together upon the shoulders
the sense and even the text of the original are doubtful
and down the sides, but was wo\en in one long piece,
(see the Comm,).
etc' [.4nt. iii, 74 [§ i6i])- The tunic worn by Jesus at
It only remains to add that the weavers as a class
the close of his ministry was also of this sort ; 9}v d^ 6 enjoyed a bad reputation among their countrymen, many
XI-TIAJV dpa(pos (without seam) €K rdv dvcodev v(l>avrb^ St* curious illustrations of which have been collected by
6\ov (Jn. 1923). For the manufacture of such seamless
Dehtzsch [jiid. Handwerkerleben, 4 5 ^ ) . Like other
fabrics it was necessary to mount a double warp which
craftsmen, however, in N T times, those of Jerusalem
was woven with a continuous weft. The warp threads,
formed a strong guild, the beginning of which may be
that is, were so arranged as to lie on both sides of the
traced back to at least the days of the Chronicler [\ Ch.
Tipper beam, each face of the warp being provided with
421).
its own set of leash-rods. The operator, if there was
The literature of the subject has been referred to with some
but one, had to pass the weft across first one face, and
detail in the course ofthe article.
A. E. S. IV.
then the other in succession by going round and round
WEDGE. 1. \\V-h, Idsdn, Josh. 721 24.
the loom, a procedure which, of course, could be
obviated by having two operators for the same loom.
•£. nns, k,<them, Is. 1312 RV 'pure gold'; see GOLD, § 1 c
In this way a cylindrical web was produced. W'iiether
WEEDS (e]-1D), Jon. 25. See FL.AG,
the sleeves were worked at the same time, as Braun in
WEEK. The subdivision of the month into weeks,
his classical treatment of this st\de of w eaving maintains
as also into decades {dsdr, *niCi^^)—the week represent[op. cit. with illustration of specially constructed loom
1 Orig-in ^"^ approximately a fourth, the decade a
opposite p. 360) is less certain. It may also be noted
third, of 29-30 days—is of great antiquity.
that Braulik [op. cit. with technical diagrams, 2 8 / ,
The old Hebrewfor the week of seven days is l^-nC*, Sdbiia
7 7 / > 8 9 / ) has discovered that the Egyptians from, at
—i.e., a seven,a heptad 2 ( = G k . e^Sopids, Lat. septithe latest, the time of the twenty-second dynasty, were
mana); cp Gen. 2927 (© r a ^j3dop.a). In later times
familiar with a similar style of seamless fabrics, as
n2i^,
sabbath, also was currently employed, although only
indeed might have been inferred from the extremely
four
instances of its use for ' week ' are met with in
tight-fitting garments represented on some of the
OT—viz., Lev, 23i5[cp Dt. I69] Lev, 2."J8 NU. 28 10 and
Egyptian statues.
Is. 6623—and in Aramaic it became the ordinary word
The finest products of the textile art known to the
(xn^-' or tiT^ ; cp also Arab, sanba and sa7ibata=' o.
Hebrews are evidently intended to be represented as
short space of time'). Similarly in N T the week is
the work of the craftsman designated by the authors of
never called e^boixdi, but invariably only a-djS^arov or
the priestly code the hoseb ("y^n, E x . 2 6 i 31, and often),
(xd^lSara (pl.) ; cp Alk. I69 Lk. IS12 Mt. 28r.
literally, the designer, inventor, artist. Three grades
of craftsmanship, it will be remembered, are mentioned
This quadripartite division of the month into weeks
together in the directions for the construction of the
was naturally suggested by the phases of the moon and
tibernacle and the priestly robes : the ordinary weaver
was far from being peculiar to the Hebrews. In par\r.^'). the rdkem (cp'"i, Ex.2636, and often), and the
ticular it has been shown to have been an ancient
hJ'-eb. The nature of the work (.-i.-^pi) produced by the
institution wdth the Babylonians, and even in their case
•second of these has been the subject of much discussion.
it had nothing to do with the number of the seven
German scholars, as a rule, understand merely colourplanets, after which at a later date the days of the week
weaving (Buntweberei), such as we have discussed
came to be named. Whether the Israelites used the
above; but various considerations which cannot be
week as a division of time even in their nomadic stage
detailed here (see EMBROIDERY, and the writer's forthremains obscure. It is not impossible that they may
coming commentary on Exadus in the Intern. Crit.
have derived it from the Babylonians even before
Series) lead to the belief that embroidery, the opus
their settlement in Canaan, as the Canaamtes also had
J)lumarium of the ancients, is intended. There is a
done. However that may be, the development of the
greater consensus of opinion in favour of identifying
seventh day into a day of rest must certainly be
the -::'n ncyo (Ex. 26r, etc. EV 'work of the cunning
referred to the time when the Israelites had already
workman') with tapestry. This differs from ordinary
become an agricultural people (see SAEIS.VTH).
weaving in respect that the weft is not thrown across
The mode of reckoning among the Israelites was
the warp by a shuttle, but the design is traced by
originally doubtless the same as that of the Babylonians
inserting short coloured threads by the fingers, or by
by dividing the first 28 days
2. Mode of
a ' broach' or needle, behind as many warp threads
of each month into four weeks terminatreckoning.
-only as may be required. The high loom in use in the
ing respectively on the 7th, 14th, 21st,
celebrated Gobelins factory is almost an exact reproand 28th day, and by making the first week of the new
duction of the Egyptian loom of fig. 2 above (E.
month always begin with the new moon. This intimate
Muritz, -/ Short History of Tapestty, 5 [where, however,
connection, however, between the week and the month
the reference is to our fig. i ] , and especially 3 5 6 ^
was soon dissolved (cp the expression ' feast of weeks '
with illustrations). Indeed, it is by no means improbin Ex.3422 [J]). Whether the preponderance which
able that the picture in question is that of a tapestry
the Sabbath day, as marking the close of the week,
rather than of an ordinary weaver. The curtains of
acquired over the day of new moon, was a cause or
the tabernacle are clearly intended to be of tapestry
a consequence of the loosening of the connection it is
with cherubim figures ; so too, the veil both of the
impossible to determine ; we are not precluded from
tabernacle (Ex.2631) and of Solomon's temple (2 Ch.
supposing that quite other reasons may have contri314; cp Heb. S;"i with © Kal vipavev K.T.X.).
Jewi.sh
^ Licium ( = piros), has tbis meaning here, not the special and
tapestry was celebrated at a later period, and noted for
technical sense which it had above.
the unnatural figures of animals designed by the Jewish
2 in view of this original meaning of the word it becomes
artists (Claudian in Eutrop. 1 z^off., cited by Marquardt).
possible for V'^tl' in Dan. 9 24-27 to mean a week of years
The tapestry worker was known to the classical world
as polymitarius
(Jerome's rendering of hoseb), and his
(annoruni hebdomas). Cp the corresponding use of 031^
work polymita [ixoXvpLiros, used by Symmachus Ezek. with tbe explanatory addition of D*'J^ (Lev. 25 s: nn^a J/n^
Cy"', ' seven weeks of years ').
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buted to the increased importance attached to the
Sabbath ; what is certain is tliat the week soon followed
a development of its own, and it became the custom,
without paying any regard to the days of the month that
did not fit in ivith the four weelis, to reckon by regular
periods of seven days so that new moon no longer
coincided invariably with the first day of the week.
After this the week of course, ha\ing no fixed point of
attachment, became quite unsuited as a measure by
which the dates of events could be fixed ; on the other
hand, however, it became useful for the measurement
not only of comparatively brief intervals of time but also
of periods exceeding - month ; thus we not only have
the week of marriage festivities (Gen. 2 9 2 ? / ) , and
periods of two weeks (Lev. 125) and of three (Dan.
IO2 /'.), but also of a space of seven weeks (Dt. 1 6 9 / .
[Ex." .34 22], Lev. 2315).
When It was desired to specify the precise day of the
week on which an event had happened or was expected
5j
.„
to happen, the ordinal numbers had to be
3. bpeomca- ^^^^ ^^ j ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^j^^ ^^^^ remained un01 a a y s . p_o^„-ygj ^„jtjj special names.
Friday
and Saturday are the only days that have names of their
own ; in the OT—if we leave the Apocrypha out of
account—Saturday only.

Besides the articles in the ^•arious dictionaries of the Bible,
and sections in the handbooks of Benzinger and Nowack, see
Schr. ' Der Bab. Urspr. d. siebentiigigen \\ oche
4 . L i t e r a - in St. Kr. 1874, p. 343^^ and KA T'' igyA ;^ E .
ture.
Mayer, ' U r s p r u n g der sieben ^\ ocln;Tit;tL;u, in
ZD.MG, 1883, pp. 4 5 3 ^ ; cp W. R. Smith-, note
in same volume, 476 ; Lotz, (Quaest. de historia Sabbciti libri
duo, 1883 ; We. Prot:-' i\6ff. ; Heid.W 173K. M.

Thus for Friday in
hassissi, ' o n the sixth
N T , [ii'Tfj] p.ci TCIV
I Cor. ]iJ2 .Mt. 2'S i) or
Bible.

O T we have merely -c-c-r\ c r ^ , bayyom
d a y ' (Ex. 10522), and, for Sunday in the
cra^fiiTov (Mk.!ii2 L k . 2 4 i Acts207 cp
TrpwTT] (ra)3/3aTou (.Mk. I69).
Bab. Planet
Names.
Samas
Sin
Nergal

D i e s Solis
Lunse
Martis

TxapacTKevx),
xxpoad^^arov
n2w'

,,

French.

Dimanche
Lundi
Mardi

Mercurii

Mercredi

Jovis

Jeudi

Veneris

Vendredi

Saturni

Samedi

SatiiTihiy is, in the OT, called r\2t\ sabbath, or nnL-'H Dr.
yoiii hassahbdth (e j.--., Am. 8 5 E \ . 208); in the N T [TO] (7d^^aT0^'
(t.g., Mk.ti:^), r\ 'r\pepa rov aa^^drov (Lk. 13 ID), [TOL] trd^^ara
(Mt. 2S I Cl '\. - It,) or V) 7]p.epa riov aa^pdriov (Lk. 4 16). Friday,
as precctliii.L;, or as preparing for, Saturday is called either
Trpocra/30aror'(ri-^ early as J o d i t h S e ; cp Mk. 1.''42) or Trapaa-Kcv^
(Mk. l."> 42 ]\It. 27 62 Jn. V.' 31 ; cp also Lk, 23 54 7ip.epa
TTapaaKevfis, and Jos. Ant. xvi. 62).

The naming of the days of the week after those of
the seven planets (of vi'hich no instance occurs in O T
or NT) has its explanation simply in the coincidence of
number. The allocation of particular planets to particular days was, no doubt, determined by astrological
considerations ; the planet that presided over the first
hour, presided over, and so gave name to, the whole
day. Amongst the Sabians of Harran in Mesopotamia
we alreadv find the seven planetary deities recognised
as the deities of the days of the week in the order still
current with ourselves : thesun, the moon, Nergal(Mars),
Nabu (Mercurv), Bel (Jupiter), Bellis (Venus), Kronos
(Saturn).^ It is worth noticing also that Jewish tradition assigned the care of a day of the week to each of
the seven archangels (Raphael, Gabriel, Sammael,
Michael, Izidkiel, Hanael and Kepharel).- The divine
names of the day passed from the East to the various
nations of Europe, native deities in some instances
taking the place of foreign ones, just as among the Jews
the names of archangels were substituted. See the
above table.

See

WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.
In vie« of the
position of Palestine, lying between Egypt, Phoenicia,
and Assyria, it w as to be expected that the systems of
weights and measures there in use would harmonise
with one or other of the systems belonging to the
neighbouring countries. According to C. H. Toy,^
' from Amos 85 we may perhaps infer that, as early as
the eighth century B.C., the Israelites had a legal
standard of weights and measures . . . it is possible,
indeed, that the Babylonians had introduced this system
into Canaan in or before the fifteenth century' [cp
the Amarna correspondence as i proof of Babylonian
predominance in Canaan], The literary evidence from
Palestine itself, however, is often very unsatisfactor)', and
we are accordingly reduced to choosing between mere
probabilities.
The most important measure of length is the CUBIT
{'atnindh, ,T^.s*), which contains 2 spans {zereth, nil) or 6
palms {l.'phoh, nsb), or 24 fingers' breadths {'esbd,

Latin.

Xalni
Marduk
(Bel)
l i t a r (Beltis)
Ninib

WEEKS, FEAST OF (nil?3L'' JH), Ex.3422.
PENTECOST.

German.

Sonntag
Montag
Diens( = 2 i v i s ) tag
Mittwoch
(Wodanstag)
Donners( =
Thors)tag
Frei( = Freias)tag
Samstag

English.

Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
"\\'ednesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday

Above the cubit was the reed or kdneh
(nzfj) of 6 cubits (Ezek. 4O5).
The
1. Measures foot and the fathom, characteristic of
of length. so many other systems, are foreign to
the early Jewish scale.
The old Hebrew literary data are as follows :—
The bedstead of Og was measured ' after the cubit of
it m a n ' (Deut. 3ii)—which gives us no exact indication.
Solomon (2 Ch. 83) laid out his temple in cubits
' after the first (=:ancient) measure.'
Ezekiel (40$
4313) describes the cubit of the temple of which he
foresees the restoration, as being ' a cubit and an handbreadth.' It may be presumed (Hultsch, Metr. 440)
that this longer cubit is identical with the cubit of
Solomon's temple, and that the common cubit of
Ezekiel's time was only ^ of the cubit of Solomon's
time.^ Certain views of Talmudic writers which conflict
with this explanation may be satisfactorily explained ;
for instance, the idea that the short cubit contained only
5 hand's breadths (Zuckermann, Das jiid. Maas-svstem,
17) is due to an inverted conception of Ezekiel's meaning.
The idea of a cubit of one finger's breadth more than
the long cubit is also mistaken. This (to argue on the
basis of the royal Egyptian cubit) would be .547 m.,
which is nearly a ' s i m p l e ' hand's breadth (.0792 m.)
V^^iNj.

1 See KA'n'^^ 21.
~ Weber, Altsynag.pal.
Theol. 164 ; l2) (1897), p. 169.

1 Note on Prov. I611 (Internal. CT^I. Comm.).
2 In E^ypt the short cubit (450 m. or 17.72 in.) was similarly
7 ofthe royal cubit (.525 m. or 20.67 '"•)•
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more than the ' simple cubit according to Julian of
Ascalon (see below). This 25-finger cubit was therefore due to an attempt to interpret Ezekiel as speaking
in terms of the ' simple ' cubit.
It would be futile to discuss in detail the various
attempts which have been made to ascertain the e.\act
length of the Hebrew cubit. Since in Egypt the two
cubits stood in the same relation to each other as thu
Hebrew ( 6 : 7 ) and were similarly divided into 24 fingers'
breadths, it is natural to make an attempt to identify
the two systents. Supposing the length of the Siloam
canal, as stated in the inscription, to be really 1200
cubits, and accepting Conder's measurement (537.6 m.)
we obtain c^ short cubit of .525 to .527 m.^
I'nfortunately, the distance stated in the inscription of Siloam
is doubtful, and there is some reason to suppose that it
is not 1200 but 1000 cubits (see, e.g., PEFQ, 1890, p.
209/.), which yields . 5376 m. for the short and
,6272 m. forthe long cubit. Among other attempts to
deduce the cubit we may mention Petrie's measurements of tombs at Jerusalem [PEEQ, 1892, p. 2 8 / ).

There can be no doubt that the 3000 cubits (4500 ft.) which
make up the mile accordin- to 9 (b) are the royal Egyptian
cubits of .525 m. Wu thus obtain the following values for the
two scales (geometric and simple) according to Julian.

One set of tombs seems to be planned on a cubit which is the
same as the Eg\'ptian ; another cubit which he deduces measures
22.6+.03 in. (about .575 m.) ; while there is one chamber which
sui^l^e^^ts 25.2 in. (about .641 m.). We must remember in dealing
•with iledactlons of this kind that it is not certain that buildings
were always planned so as to contain an exact number of cubits
in their various dimensions.

The method of ascertaining the length of the cubit
from the measurement of grains of barley which, according to a recent attempt [PEEQ, 1897, p. 201), gives a
cubit of 17.77 in. (.451 m.), is liable to objections (see
Hultsch, Metr. pp. 434, 435) ; nevertheless the result
helps to make the balance of the evidence incline in
favour of the Egyptian cubit, although there may well
have been other systems in use in early times. [For
other discussions of the length or the cubit, see e.g,
PEFQ, 1879, p. 181 ; 1880, p. 9 8 ; 1899, p. 2 2 6 / . ]
Assuming the short cubit to be .450 m., and the long
cubit .525 m., as in Egypt, we obtain the following
values for early Jewish long measures.
L r XCEK S Y S T E M .

Metres.

Finger's breadth.
Palm
Span
Cubit

Inches.

SHORTER

?detres.

0 022

.86

0.019

0 087

3-44

0.075

IO-33
20.67

0.225

0 262
0 525

0.450

SYSTEM.

Inches. |

•74 i

2-95
8.86
17.72

The Hebrew measures of length of later times are
explained in the Table of Julian of Ascalon, a Byzantine
writer of uncertain date (^Ewapxi-Kd dxxb rdv rod
'AaKaXwvirov 'lovXiavov rov dpxi-T^KTOvos iK rdv vbpLtov
ijroL iddv rdv 4v UaXaio-rivx}: Hultsch, Aletr. Ser.
\200f.).
It appears that that table, or its original, was
drawn up for the purpose of legally defining the
measures ofthe province, From it we obtain the following measures and equivalents : —
1. The SaKTvkos or finger's breadth.
2. The TraAaicTTfj or p a l m - 4 6a«TuAot.
3. The TrTJ;\us or cubit = i^ f t . = 6 palms,
4. The j3jj/xa or pace = 2 c u b i t s = 3 ft. = 12 palms.
5. The ovpyt'a (opyvLa) ox fathom = 2 paces = 4 cubits = 6ft. =
9 spans 4 fingers' breadths.
6. The ttKati-a or reed = i^ fathoms = 6 cubits = 9 ft. = 3 6 palms.
7. The irke9pov = io reeds = i 5 fathoms = 30 paces = 6o cubits
= 90 ft.
8. The a-rdStov or furlong=6 plethra = 6o r e e d s = i o o fathoms
= 200 paces = 400 cubits = 600 ft.
9. (a) T h e p-ikLov or mile, 'accordincj to Eratosthenes and
Strabo' = 8i stadia = 833 fathoms [more exactly, 033^ fathoms],
(b) The ptkLov, 'according to the present use ' = 7^ stadia=75o
fathoms = 1500 paces = 3000 cubits.
10. T h e present/it'Atoi' of 7^ stadIa = 75o ' geometric fathoms '
= 840 [more e.vactly 8334] ' s i m p l e ' fathoms; for 100 geometric
farhoms = i i 2 simple fathoms, or more exactly, 9 g e o m e t r i c = i o
simple fathoms.
^ Cp the dimensions of the grave in Rez: Arehiol.,
2257:
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1886, p.

lilinMii
iMctrus.

Finger's breadth.
Palm
Span
Cubit
Fathom

0.022
0.088
0.262
"•525
^. IOO

SIMPLE.

Inche!

Metres.

.86
3-44

0.020
0.079
0.236

IO-33

20.67
82.68

0-473
1.890

Inches.
•79

3-11
9-31
18.62
74-49

In this table, the span js taken as half the cubit, as in the earlier
system; the passage in Julian (5) which equates g spans to the
fathom is either corrupt, or an attempt to express the fathom of
one system in spans of another.

Of the measures longer than the cubit, the kaneh
{ScKo-iva.) is equated by Ezek. 4O5 to 6 cubits (3.150 m.
or 10 ft. 4 in.). It will be noticed that in § 6 Julian
gives the B-Kacvoc 9 ft., whereas in § 8 he equates 60
6.Ko.iva.i to 600 feet. In the latter case he must be
thinking of the ordinary Greek foot of .315 m., in the
former ofthe Ptolemaic Egyptian foot of .350 m., the
two standing to each other as 9 : 10.
Julian's plethron and stadion mttst be regarded as
being on the Ptolemaic scale—i.e., 100 x . 3 5 0 m. and
600 X.350 m.—i.e., 38 yds. 10 in. and 228 yds. 5 ft.
respectively. The stadion thus corresponds very nearly
to our furlong, by which it is generally translated. The
mile of 7^ stadia on the same system is 1575 m. or 1722
yds. I ft. 5 in.
The ' pace' of Julian is a fi.\ed measure of 2 cubits ;
but it probably did not belong to the original Hebrewscheme, and the pace (nys) of 2 S. 613 is probably not
intended for a definite expression.
The ' Sabbath day's journey ' (Zuckermann, 2 7 / . ; cp
SABBATH, col. 4175, n. 4) is equated by most Hebrewauthorities to 2000 cubits ; thus, too, Josephus gives us
5 stadia ( = 2000 cubits) as the distance of the Alt. of
Olives from Jerusalem, a distance which in Acts 112 is
cra^^irov oS&s- On the other hand the Talmud (Zuckermann, 27) equates Sabbath day's journey and mil—i.e.,
the pclXiov of 3000 cubits or 7 j furlongs ; and we meet
with measurements (such as the ' threescore furlongs ' of
Lk. 2413) which contain this distance an e.xact number
of times. Hultsch (445) accordingly thinks that this
(1721.475 yds.) w-as the distance originally permitted for
a Sabbath day's journey, and afterwards shortened byone
third. There was probably much vagueness in the term.
' Some w a y ' (pNg-m.^D, Gen. 35 16 4S 7 2 K. 5 19), if the te.xt
is correct [for criticism, see R A C H E L , § 2], is still vaguer than
the preceding; the fact that it was compared by the Syrian and
Arabic translators with the parasang hardly justifies us. even if
we adhere to M T , in regardmg it as a fixed measure (Hultsch,
446). T h e same, or even greater, indefiniteness attaches to the
expression ' a day's journey' (r K. 19 4 Lk. 2 44, etc.).

Of measures of area, the only one which receives a
special name in the OT is the sdmed (ip^, i S. 14i4 Is.
510) or yoke of land, translated 'acre'
2. Measures
-i. e., as much as could be ploughed
of area.
one day with a yoke of oxen (on
Winckler's different view, see ACRE). The Egyptian
apovpa. of 100 royal cubits square was equivalent to
. 2756 hectares, or .6810 acre ; but w-e have no authority
for identifying sdmed with aroitr.i.
i. Si'dh.—In
Is. 5 10 (p translates .is'.v {ephah) by
'three measures' (cp Mt. ]"33, and the Talmud,
Zuckermann, 42/". 44). The 'measure'
3. Measures of
excellence, or Hebrew modius, here
capacity.
mentioned is the sldh {r\^o, pcirpov,
cp Scp-erpov [BA in 2 K . ] , a-drov [Hag. 217(16), cp Mt.
1333]; Gen. 186 i S . 26i8 2 K . 7 i 16). This is described
by Epiphanius (Hultsch, Metrol. Ser. I260) as a /i65iOS
iiripyop-o^—a modius of extra size—and is equated
by him to i J Roman modius—i.e., 20sextarii. Josephus
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on the other hand (.4nt. ix. 45) gives (xdrov—ih
mod. = 24 sextarii. Elsewliere, Epiphanius and other
authorities equate the Hul.ircw modius with 22 sextarii.
This last squares w ith the estimate of the Babjdonian
ephah at about 66 sextarii (Hultsch, 412). The seah
was used both as liquid and dry measure, but more
commonly mentioned as the latter, especially in the
biblical writings.
ii, Ephah.—Like hin (see below, iv.) the word ephah
is said to be of Egyptian origin (on which cp Hommel's
remark, .iHT^g-;^, n. i). The ephah (-£:\s', Lev. I936,
etc., see E P H A H ) , as we have seen, was three times the
s6ah ; the name was confined to dry measure, the corresponding liquid measure being called bath (nz, ^dbos,
^dros, etc., Is. 5io [Kepd^tot'] Ezek. 45 n [xo^^t^] — ' t h e
ephah and the bath shall be of one measure, that the
bath may contain the tenth part of an homer, and the
ephah the tenth part of an homer '). The ephah corresponds to the artabe (cp Is. 510 where, however,
dprdiiai e^ = a homer), or Attic metretes; and it, or
rather the bath, is equated by Josephus (Ant. viii. 29)
to 72 sextarii, in accordance with his estimate of the
adrov.
The bath was divisible into tenths (Ezek.
4014); but the name.for this division is not mentioned.
It corresponded, of course, to the dry measure 'Cuner
(see below). (Jn the other hand, we find the ephah
divided into sixths (Ezek. 45 13 4614), which have no
name, but correspond to the liquid ^/"w (see below, iv.).

There is evidence (from Epiphanius and Eusebius) of
the existence in later times of a sacred hin (dyiov LV)
= 1 of the ordinary hin, and a large hin (;i^7a iV) = f of
the ordinar}- hin.
V. 'O/ner.—The 'diner (^:ri', ybfxop, Ex. 16 16 36, etc.)
was iV ephah and hence is called assaron ('/Gd/vfi,
jiiL't', Ex. "2940 Lev. 1410 23 13 17 Nu. 15 4 9). Epiphanius
puts it at y i sextarii (=^
ephah of 72 sextarii),
Eusebius at 7 sextarii (a mere rough statement). [The
last calls it yb^iop pLiKpbv ; as such it nmst be distinguished from the pLtKpbv ybpLop of 12 modii, itself .so
called in distinction from the ' large gomor' of 15 modii,
as Epiphanius calls the lethek—see above.] Josephus
is apparently wrong once more when he makes it = 7 attic
kotylas (Ant. iii. 66). The name 'omer is confined to
dr}" measure.
vi. Cab.—The cab [^p, Ka^os, 2 K. 625^) was used for
both liquid and dry measure. Josephus (.-^?^/. ix. 44)
equates the fourth part of the cab w ith the ^^a-rtjs or
sextarius ; thus the cab would be ^ of the hin (so in
the Talmud, see Levy and cp Zuckermann, 37, 40).
The cab is divided into halves, quarters, and eighths.
Other values given for the cab are : (a) 6 sextarii—
i.e., the Ptolemaic xovs (Heronian fragm. Trepi pL^rpwv,
Hultsch, Metr. Ser. 1258 ; Eusebian fragm. ibid.
277) ; (b) 5 sextarii : ' great c a b ' of the Talmud given
as i ^ cab, Zuckermann, 37 ; (c) Epiphanius calls
the cab J modius (Hultsch. Metr. Ser. 262), which
may mean 4, 5, 5^- or 6 sextarii according to the sense
in which he uses ' modius '—i.e., the Roman modius, or
any of the three values given to the Hebrew modius
(see above, s^ah).
vii. Log.—The log [y^, Lev. 14 10 12) is mentioned as
a measure of oil, and in the Talmud (Zuckermann, 49)
is made = 3^5 hin or TJ^J s^ah; if this is correct, it is the

iii. Lfd7ner and cor.—The homer (-;,Tn, Ezek. 45 n 14
Hos, 82 etc.) was ten times the ephah or the bath, being
used for both dry and liquid measure. The name cor
(13, Kbpos, Ezek. 1514 [not in <5] Lk. 10?, etc.; see
COK) is an altuniative, though this term is used more
especially for a liquid measure.^ Epiphanius equates
the Kbpos, which he derives from Hebrew xop- with 30
(Hebrew) modii.
Josephus' statement [Ant. xv. 9 2)
that it —10 attic medimni contains a slip for metretas ;
cp iii. 15 3. C. H. ^^^ Johns (Assyr. Deeds and Docu7ne7its, 2 245) suggests a connection between cor and the
Assyrian _:^'urrn.
The half homer (dry measure), according to the
tradition adopted in Vg. and EV, was called lethck
[~n'-'. XeS^K). But the only occurrence is in Hos. 82,
wliore i^ reads differently ;- indeed, the whole passage
labours under the suspicion of corruptness (see below.

J cab.
Finally, we may perhaps mention the vi^ek oii'ou, given by
© in Hos. 3 2 instead ofthe luthek of barley.2 All the authorities
agree in rnaking 11 = 150 se.\tarli; but whether they mean ordinary sextarii, or the larger Sjrian sextarii of which 50 went
to the bath (Hultsch, Metr, Ser. 261, 271, etc.), so that the
ve^ek (733) would = 3 baths, it is difficult to say. On ?3Jj ' wineskin,' 'wine-jar,' see B O T T L E .

W e thus obtain the following systems of dry and
liquid measures :—
L l ;iriD M E A S U R E S .

DRY MEASURES.

Homer (Cor) .
Luthek
. .
Ephah
Seah .
\ ephah . . .
'Omer (Issaron)

—
call —
.

Cab

\
4 c.ib .
! cab .

c\
2
I
10
5
3 0 ; 15
60
30
100
50

Homer (Cor)
3
6
10

—
18
go —
3—
6 0 , I So —
36
180

720
1440

360
720

—

Bath
Seah
Hin .
^a bath
ihin
Cab

I

72
144

I
2

I

i\

H

6

3

12

6

24

12

48

=4

I

1}

I

ihin
3^

2

!,hin
Log .

I

7^'4 2
i4r 8 4

I
2

I

on vei^ek). Epiphanius gives 'large omer' as another
name for the XeB^K, and equates it to 15 modii.
iv. Hin.—Of measures smaller than the ephah-bath,
we have first of all, for liquids, the hl7i (pn, [,e\lv, Lev.
19?6[;^oi}?]—'a just ephah and a just hin"), a name
apparently of Egyptian origin (see above, ii.). It is
equated by Josephus (.4«/. iii. 83 94) and Jerome (on
Ezek. 4 11) to 2 .Attic choes= 12 se.xtarii = J bath = ^ seah
= 12 log (cp Talmud, Zuckermann, 49). The hin was
divided into halves, thirds ( = cab), quarters, and sixths
(Xu. 1 5 9 / 156 Ex.2940 Ezek. 4 n , etc.).
1 [Apart from Hos. 82,
is disputable, the homer
date.—T. K. c ]
2 ' N e i t h e r is the text
know the capacity o f t h e

where, as shown in Crit. Bib., the text
is mentioned only in writings of late
secure, nor, if -ji> is genuine, do we
measure' (Nowack, on Hos. 82).
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—

.

I

— ——
10

I

30
60

3
6

IOO

10

3i

i5

120

12

2

It

I Bo
240
360
720

iS
24

4
6
8

A

1

2'i

2

3?

3
6

2

1
2

I

36

12

3
4
6

72

24

12

I

i«

li

I

4

4

I

Ii
3

I
2

I

— ——

It is obvious that we have here a mixture of two
svstems, the decimal and sexagesimal. The foundation
of the whole seems to have been the sexagesimal portion,
the 'omer (with the corresponding -^j^ bath), and also
the luthek (the occurrence of which, indeed, as we have
seen, is doubtful), being foreign to the original system
(Nowack, H.i
202f.).
To obtain the modern equivalents of these measures,
there are two equations which may be chosen out of
1 [The statement (in 2 K.), however, depends on later notices
and elsewhere (see C A B ) a more probable reading of 2 K. I.e.,
is i n d i c a t e d . — T . K . C ]
2 [Here, as always, we are dependent on later notices and
elsewhere (Crit. Bib.) it is maintained that both c—ipw -ir^ ( ' a
l e t h e k o f barley'?) and ]"_ 733 ( ' a nebhel of wine'?) are corruptions which conceal something very different.—T. K. C ]
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the many set forth by Hultsch (pp. 4 5 3 / ) . These are
(i) the equation of the log with the GrEeco-Roman
se.\tarius, of the bath with the metretes, of the 6-log
cab with the Ptolemaic x°i'sAssuming log and
sextarius to be e.vact equivalents, we should have an
ephah of 72 log-sextarii = 39.39 litres = nearly 8 | gaUons.
(2) On the other hand the connection of Hebrew with
Babylonian and Egyptian measures makes it prob.ible,
in the eyes of many metrologists, that the log is only
roughly equivalent to the se.xtarius, and is really the
same as the Babylonian unit of .505 1. From this we
obtain an ephah of 36.37 1., or very nearly 8 gaUons,
or about 66.5 sextarii. ^ It must be remembered that
it is perhaps more common to confound closely resembling measures in cases of capacity than in cases of
length, and that for most purposes the equation 16g =
sextarius ^^•as near enough.
Assuming, then, the log to be .505 I., we obtain
the following values in logs, sextani, litres, and
gallons.

[Cp Winckler in KA7V} 1337-342, and on the Ass.-Eab
metrology Johns, Assyrian Deeds, 2 134-281.1
As regards the extant weights, it must be admitted
that the evidence is somewhat unsatisfactory. A number
of them have been discussed by Clermont-Ganneau
(Rec. PAixh. Orient. -[24f).
They are : —
[a) 3 stone weights from Tell Zakariya reading apparently niseph:—
A, 10.21 g r a m m e s ^ 157.564 grains troy.
B,
9.5
=146.687
C,
9.0
,,
=138.891
[b) A weight with the same inscription from 'Anata
near Jerusalem :—
1-),
8.6r g r a m m e s = i 3 4 grains troy.
[c) A weight from Samaria {now in the Ashmolean
Museum, Oxford) reading apparently risa yi-\ (\ n^seph)
and ^cyin.
^'^'
2.54 grammes = 39.2 grains troy.
B and C are somewhat broken, D is pierced, and if
this piercing was not an original feature of the weight,
something must be aUowed for the material removed.
The meaning of the inscription on E, and even the
genuineness of part of it, have been hotly canvassed,
Acad., Nov. 18, 1892, pp. 4 4 3 ^ [-PEFQu.St.,
1894,
PP- 2 2 5 ^ ) ; Driver, /?/^r.(*') 449, n.*; (see PEFQu.St.
1894, pp. 220 f 2 8 4 / ! , and especially Konig, Einl.
425, n. I ; Lidzbarski, Ephem. f Semit. Epigr. 1, pp.
13/"., cited in Ann. Br. Sch. Athens, 7, p. 13); but
the fact that the weight represents a. quarter of somedenomination is not disputed. The denomination in
question must be not less than 4 x 3 9 . 2 grains—i.e.,
156.8 grains.
W e need not concern ourselves with
the meaning of the much-disputed word n^j, which has
also been read j:ij and no3 (i.e., silver). The highest
weight represented by these pieces is about 10 grains
below the light Babylonian shekel ; at the same time
they are 'too high for the Egyptian standard {in which
the ket weighed about 140 grains), and we must therefore assume that they are meant to represent either the
Babylonian shekel or a local standard approximating to
it. If the latter, it is a heavy standard corresponding to
that which Petrie (Nebesheh and Defenneh, published
by Eg. Expl. Fund, 1888, p. 92) describes as being
usually ' smothered over ' as a low variety of the Persian
unit; he prefers to recognise in his 8o-grain standard
(which would be the light standard corresponding to
the one we are concerned with) a separate standard,
possibly ' Hittite,' from the fact that the tribute of theHeta in the lists of Thotmes HI. and Ramessu III.
appears to conform to it.

Lugs.
Homer (Cor)
Lahek .
Ephah-bath
Seah
Great Hin .
Hin . .
Sicred HTn
'Omer
ihin
Cab.
J hin

J cab
Log.
icab

720
360
72
24
18
12

Sext.arii.
660
33°
66
22

16.S
II

9
7.2
6

8.25

4
3
2
I

3-66
2-75
1.84
0.92
0.46

6.6
S-5

o-S

Litres.

O.illons,

80.053
363-7
181.85
40.026
8.005
36-37
12.120
2.668
9.090
2.001
6.060
^-334
1.000
4-545
.800
3-637
.667
3-030
2.020
-445
1-515
•333
I.OIO
.222
0.505
.III
0.252
-055

The chief standards of weight in use in the East,
outside of Eg)'pt, are explained elsewhere ( S H E K E L ) .
4 W " hf
^^ ^s there shown that coins struck on
°
• the three starfdards, the gold shekel standard, the Babylonian, and the Phcenician, circulated in
Palestine, and these standards must therefore have
been understood by the Jews. It is curious that the
influence of ^gypt does not seem to have made itself
felt in this sphere.
As already e.xplained, the Phoenician and the Babylonian system both used the same scale of denominations
—i.e., [a) for ordinary purposes, the shekel as unit, the

PHCENICIAN.

BABYLONIAN.

Heavy.

Shekel .
Mina
Talent.

Light.

Heavy.

Light.

Grains.

Grammes.

Grains.

Grammes.

Grains.

Grammes.

Grains.

Grammes.

336.6
20,196
1,211,760

21.81
1,308.68
78,520.77

168,4
10,098
605,880

10.91
654-34
39,260.38

224.4
13.464
807,840

14-54
872-45
52,347.18

112.2
6,732
403,920

7.27
436-23
26,173-59

mina of 60 shekels, and the talent of 60 minas ; [b),
for weighing the precious metals, the shekel as unit, the
mina of 50 shekels, and the talent of 60 minas. The
mina, although it must have been well known, ^vas, so
far as we can judge from literary sources, not employed
by the Jews until post-e.xilic times. The weights of the
shekels of the Babylonian and Phoenician standards
baving been ascertained by the method already e.xplained ( S H E K E L ) , we obtain the following weights (in
grains troy, and in grammes) for the three denominations, reckoning 60 shekels to the mina, and confining
ourselves to the common norm, as this would presumably be used for ordinary transactions.
' Cp Epiphanius' equation of the seah, or J ephah, with 22
sextarii.
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Of other weights found in Palestine, we may mention
those analysed by Petrie {PEFQ, 1892, p. 114) from
Tell el-Hesy (Lachish). His results are as follows :—
STANDARD.

(a)
{b)
{c)
{d)
{e)
(/)

Phcenician
Aeginetan
Attic .
Egyptian
Assyrian .
Hittite

No. of
Specimens.

AveraE^e Value
in Grains Troy.

27
18
6
4
3
3

217
192
65.6
151
128
80.5

In estimating the value of such results, it must b e
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remembered that, in dealing with ancient weights, it is
not so much the average of a number of specimens, as
the highest, which must be taken as representing the
normal. It is just possible that the ' Aeginetan ' weights
{b) are merely low examples of the Phcenician standard
{a): that ((/) and ( / ) are to be classed together as the
unit and the half of the standard of something under
168 grains arrived at above ; that {e) and {c) are the
unit and the half of the gold-shekel standard of nearly
130 grains, or, if of comparatively late date, belong to
the slightly higher Attic-Euboic standard to which
Petrie attributes {c). In any case, he justly calls attention to the weakness of Egyptian influence in the very
5. of Palestine.
Most of the extant weights are of stone, a fact which
illustrates the well-established use of 15X ( ' s t o n e ' ) , for
' weight'—e.g., 2 S. 1426, ' after the king's stone' (EV
weight); Pr. I611, ' a l l the stones (RV weights) of
the bag.' Further, many ancient weights were made
in the form of living creatures, such as lions and
ducks. Probably this is the explanation of the fact
that kSsitah (Gen. 3819 Jos. 2132, etc.) is translated
' lambs' by @. Ridgeway (Origin of .Metallic Cut rency,
271) considers that the name was due to its representing
an old unit of barter.^

Syria, w hich exports its produce tlirough the markets of
Jafta, Beirut, Haifa, etc. In ancient times Galilee was
regarded as the most fertile district; bnt lyre (or possibly
the X. Arabian Musri [Che.]) imported corn from Judah
in the time of Ezekiel (Ezek. 27 17) ; cp also Acts I220,
though here there is express mention of wheat. In the
Sidon inscription Dora and Joppa are termed pn m-w.,
'arsoth ddgdn, ' lands of grain ' {CIS i. 3 19), thus testifying, if we adopt this highly probable rendering (cp col.
984 n. 1, and see DoR, § 3), to the early fertility of the
S. maritime coast.
WHEEL. I . Of the words so rendered in EV,
JQIN, ophan { ^'JSN, ' t u r n ' ?) is of most frequent
occurrence ; it is used of chariot wheels (Ex. 142s, etc.),
and of the wheels of threshing wains (Is. 2827 Prov.
2O26) ; also in the description of Ezekiel's vision ( 1 1 5 ^
IO2 6 12), and in that of the ' b a s e s ' of Solomon's
lavers ( i K. 730 etc.).
T h e component parts are : (ct) "J, gab ; vcarov, i/a>T05 ; -W
' n a v e ' or ' Ijack ' ; R V ' felloe ' ; i K. V 33 Ezek. 1 18 10 12. (b)
pij-n, hissuk ; Trpa-ypareia ; -W ' felloe,' R \ ' ' spoke ' ; i K. 7 33
(c) -\-C'r,, hissftr, avxrji' [A]; AV ' spoke,' R V ' n a v e ' ; i K. 7 33 •
(d) T , ycid; x^cp; EV ' a x l e t r e e ' (.\V in Ezek. 10 12 ' h a n d ' ) ;
1 K-}32f. Ezek. 1012.

2. hl-^i, galgal { s."^''i ' roll'), is applied to the wheel
of a war chariot (Is. 628 Jer. 47 31 and in Ezek. 23=4 2610
may perhaps mean 'wagon.' So R\'. In Ps. S3 13 for
' like a wheel' render rather ' like stubble' (see THISTLE,
end).
3 and 4. For the potter's wheel (D'3nN, obndyim ;
Jer. I S s t ) see POTTERY, § 8, and in Judg. 628 (-pjra)
read ' s t e p s ' (RV^s.)—i.e., 'hoofbeats' (Moore).
Three passages, not j^et mentioned, deserve separate
notice: {a) Eccles. 126, (*) Ecclus. 36(33)5, (f) Jas. 36.
(a) ' The wheel (''JSJ) breaks down at the pit'—i.e., the
' machinery' of the body (likened to a water-wheel)
WELLS ("IN3), Gen. 2615.
See S P R I N G S ; also
comes to a stop, {b) • The heart {crTrXayxva) of a fool is
C O N D U I T S , § I I , and N.\TURE-^\'ol•!^HIP, § 4.
like the wheel {rpox^s) of r cart'—i.e., he never con•WEN (n'?3',,ra/'/v7,-M), Lev. '2-222t. See DISEASES, 5.
tinues long in the same mind, {c) T h e tongue is that
member which ' sets on fire the ^\ heel of nature' rbv
WEST, WEST WIND. See E.VRTH, FOUR Q U A R T E R S
rpox^v Trjs y€v4a-£cjs—i.e., the whole course of the e\ ents
OF, § 3, and NN'INDS.
of life may be disturbed, ruined, by an unbridled
WHALE ([or ••J^JPl). T h e 'whale of AV has
tongue.
become, in RV, (i) * sea-monster ' (Gen. 121 Job 7 12),
In Ps. 77i8 [19] -W ought to have given in marg.
(2) ' d r a g o n ' (Ezek.322) ; cp the 'jackal' of L a m . 4 3 .
' Heb., wheel,' to justify its very peculiar rendering of
SL-C DRAGON, J.VCK.VL.
In Mt. 1240, however, RV
SJSJ. Its text runs ' The voice of thy thunder was in
retains ' w h a l e ' (/c^ros) for the 'great fish' (^n: j-n,
the heaven' {RV ' i n the whirlwind').
This is a
ddggddbl, KriTOS p-iya) in Jon. 117 [22]. though this is as
development of the sense of ' wheel,' the heavens being
inappropriate as the rendering ' a whale' in^.-W'"?- of
regarded as a round arch ; it is an exegetical curiosity
Job 411 for 'leviathan.'
' H o w , ' says Hasselquist,
derived from Kimiii. T h e variet\- of explanations of
' could he (the author of Job) speak of an animal which
hj^i in this passage may well excuse AV ; R \ " s ' whirlnever was seen in the place where he wTote, and at a
wind ' is itself a precarious rendering (see W I N D ) .
time wlien he could have no historv of Greenland and
T h e variations in H a b . 3 10 11 15 suggest the probability of
Spitzbergen?' {V,'y,igcs ,jnd 7'r,i-,els, 1766, p. 440).
corruption. Read probably ~ ' ^ : y " l : Dyn ^ip. God's ' wheels'
The same remark applies to the author of Jonah. It
no one could understand ; but the phrase ' God's tracks (or
m a y b e doubted, however, whether we need trouble ourp a t h s ) ' is plain enough in the desciiption o f a theophany.
selves to make these obvious, but superficial criticisms,
WHIP (OVS: S,-,t. Mao-Tit), Prov. 263 i K . r 2 i i 14
nor is it more to tiie point to remark that the Cetacea
2 Ch. 10 II 14 N a h . 3 2. Figured in art. C H A R I O T , fig. 7. As an
are represented by numerous species in the MediterEgyptian emblem of royalty, see Erman, Anc- Eg- 60, 63. See
ranean, and that Elasmobranchs (including sharks) are
S C O U R G E , S C E P T R E , § 2.
also to be found there. A\'h;it we have to do is to find
WHIRLING DUST {hlhi) Is. 17i3 Ps. 8 3 i 3 [ i 4 ] t
out to what class of narrative the Book of Jonah belongs,
RV.
See W H E E L , ^ , T H I S T L E D O W N , end.
and to interpret the ' great fish' accordingly. See
WHIRLWIND (n-)UD, etc.), 2 K. 2 i etc. See
JONAH (BOOK).

See especially F . Hultsch, Griechische u- rd'm. litetrobcgie |2)
(1882), and the Greek and Roman authorities in his ii/etr,^l,,gicoruni --Scriptorum Rclicjicbe, 2 vols. (1864-66).
6. L i t e r a t u r e . Also, L. Zuckermann, Das Judische -Ma,cssystein (1S67); C. F. Lehmann,
-Alt--b,clylonhches Maas u. C',,\„iclil (Wrhandl.
d. Berliner
Gesellcelc.
f. .tnthr,,/,,do,:ie,
i8Sq): W. Ridijcuay, Origin of -Uetallic
Currency and lVei.,;bt-.St,ind,crds (cic,2): C. F . Lehm.-inn,/'<xs
allb,il,yl,,n. Maas- u. cici,'uhts-system
(Sth Oriental Congress
of 1889), 1893; W. ^.iwcV, Lehrbuch der hebriclsclien -4rchdol,>gie{c°cin) ; C. H . W. Johns, Assyrian Deeds and Documents,
2 ( i ^ o i ) : .\. K. Weigall, 'Some K^^^y^Hian Weights in Prof.
Petrie's Colli.LU<in' (KL:>-!)tlan, .-Vs^ynan, Attic, Phoenician,
Persian, .Auviirnjtan), PSB.-l -337^.395 [1901].
G. F. H.

AViND, § 6.

WHEAT- (ntSn, e t c . ; Dt. S8 etc.) has always
formed one of the staple products of Palestine. In
modern times the districts most suitable for its cultivation are Philistia, Esdraelon, the Mukhneh to the E.
of Nablus, and, above all, Hauran, the granary of
^ [Cp K E S I I A H , where the 'hnmbs' of tp is otherwise accounted
for, and the pa-S.sages where kesitah (p-irhaps a fictitious word)
occurs are examined from the point of \ iew of textual criticism.
—T. K. c l
'- Cp CORN-, also FM,JD, § i (a).
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WHITE.

For | 3 ^ , Idbdn. Gen. 30 35 37, and IIH,

hi-iowcir, D a n . 7 9, see COLOURS, § 9 (a) ; and for nns, sdhdr,
J u d g . S i o , § 7.

For .njnS, WHITENESS, see Co,„uRs', § 9 (a).

WIDOW 1 (XHRd,)- The eariiest mention of widows
in the Christian Church is in connection ivith the daily
meal in Jerusalem (Acts 61), when the Greek-speaking
Jews murmuted against the Hebrews because ' their
\vidows were being neglected in the daily ministration.'
1 For ' widow' in the OT, see INIAKRIAGE § 7
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WIND, W I N D S

Here the widows come before us at the outset as the
pensioners of the Church ; but \\c are told no more
about them. In Acts 939 41 we catch another brief
t^limpse of them in connection with the good deeds of
Uorcas, who had suppUud them \vith clothing.
Peter
is here spoken of as ' ha\ int; called the saints and the
widows,' the word being clearly used in .L technical
sense. In i Cor. 78 this technical sense is not equally
clear ; and we hear no more of wiclo\v.s till we come to
the regulations regarding them in 1 Tim. 0 3-16. [Cp
MINISTRY, § 41.] Here we find that the church of
Ephesus was liable to be burdened with pensioners of
this kind who had no right to claim public support.
Widows who had children or i^randchildren should be
supported by them and not thrown upon the Church.
A Christian woman who had widows—/.(•. c woman of
property with aged dependants-—^should recognise her
individual responsibility to maintain them.
' W'iilows
indeed'—i.e., destitute and worthy of the name—the
Church must support; but for admission to the roll
various qualifications were necessary—destitution, piety,
and praverfulness, the age of sixty }'ears, besides
evidence of purity of life, and ^^ record of good works
such as women might be expected to perform for the
common benefit. Younger \\idows were to have no
recognition : they were a source of calumny to the
Church for their idle and dissolute habits ; they were
to marry and bear children and rule their families.

Job402= Ps. 1372 Is. 157 444t). In each mention of
this tree there is reference to its growing by ri\cr banks ;
and there can be httle doubt that either a willow or a
poplar closely resembling a willow (such as Populus
euphratica, Oliv.) is intended.

Xo definite duty is assigned to widows, unless it be
the service of continual prayer : the}'' were aged
pensioners, whose activity of service was past. At a
later time more seems to have been expected of them in
certain quarters of the Church ; and a confusion consequently arose between widows and deaconesses. In
the earliest period, however, the two orders were wholly
distinct, the one consisting of pensioners, the other of
active servants of the Church.
This distinction is
clearly maintained in the Apostolic Gonstitutio7is as late
as the fourth or fifth century, and indeed never seems
to have been lost in the Greek and Syrian churches.
In Egypt, however, and in the Latin churches there is
no trace of deaconesses, except sporadically, and even
so mainly for Gaul : and the work which deaconesses
did in the East was done to a large extent by widows.
Ultimately both orders were swallowed up by the
monastic system.
For details, and for the clearing u p of t h e common confusions
on this subject, see The Ministry of Deaconesses by Deaconess
Cecilia Robinson (1898).
J. A. R.

WILD BEAST (V\),

Ps. 5 0 i i [12].

See BEAST, 6.

WILD BEAST OF THE REEDS {njj'^ T\^X\), Ps.
6830 [31]. See CROCoryLE ; R E E D , col. 4 0 2 4 /
WILD BEASTS OF THE DESERT (D^^-V), Is. 1821.
See C A T , end ; D E S E R T , § 2 (5),

WILD BEASTS OF THE ISLANDS (D'''!^). Is.
1322 AV.

See J A C K A L {4).

WILD BULL (Nin), Is. 5I20 AV, RV A N T E L O P E
(q.v.).
WILDERNESS (|iQ''tr^, etc.). Dt. 3 2 i o e t c .

See

DESERT.

WILDERNESS OF WANDERING.

See V ^ A N D E R -

iNGs,WILDERNESS O F .
WILD GOURDS.

See G O U R D S ( W I L D ) .

WILD OLIVE ( p E ^ p ) , Ecclus. 5010.

See O L I V E ,

§ 2.
WILD 0 X ( D N " 1 ) , Nu. 2322 RV, AV U N I C O R N

WILD VINE [rnV

I S | ) , 2 K. 439.

[q.v.).

See GOURDS,

WILD.

WILLOW, WILLOWS, occur in EV as the rendering
of two Hebrew words, i. D^nnj;, 'drdbim (Lev. 234°
169
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T h e \aiious renderings of IP pohit in this direction :—ireas
Kal ayi/ou KAafious Lev.'J3 40 ; K.\wcts ayyou [K^ii AJ, ccypov
[BN«], J o b 4 0 2 2 ; ireait Ps. 137 2, and W a Is. 444.I

The word is found in Arabic as garab and in Syriac
a.s'arbcthd (MH n:ny). f h e evidence as to species is
conflicting. Thus both girab and 'arbHtha are ordinary
renderings of irkct., ' willow ' (Low, 3 0 0 / . , cp Cels. 1304
ff.), and the Arabic word is so explained by native
lexicographers. On the other hand travellers hnd that
in modern Palestine the name is that of Populus
euphratica {ZDPC
22og), and branches of gar,cb,
brought to Europe and examined, proved to belong to
this plant (Wetzstein, ap. Del. GOT.1^1568), which is very
common in Palestine, being fotmd on the ' banics of the
Jordan and all other rivers' {FFP 414) — including
those streams E. and SE. of the Dead .Sea, of which
the D'Dij;,-! Sna, ndhal hd,lr,'cbim, of Is. 157 (Brook of
the Willows;

see A R A B A H ii. and cp JEROBOAM, U,

Che. lntr. Is. 84), is believed to be one. Willows are
not very characteristic of the oriental region. Boissier
gives only two as certainly indigenous in Syria proper :
—Sali.x fragilis and S. alba, and the former may not
improbably have been introduced.
On the whole,
therefore, there can be little doubt that the Jordan tree
is Populus euphratica, which often greatly resembles a
willow by the length and narrowness of its leaves.
The D'my, ',-cr,U,im of Ps. 1372 have been in coraparati\ely modern times identified as weeping willows
{Salix babylonica)—a tree which is originally a native
of Japan and could not have existed in S\ ria in
biblical times. If it be true that it is in Palestine now
' frequently found on the coast overhanging wells and
pools' (Tristr. NHB 415), it must have been introduced into Syria, as it has been into the Caucasus, at
1 later time. Here again it is most probable that
Populus euphratica is meant.^
2. nSi'By, saphsdphdh (eTrt/SAeiro^erov 3 Ezek. 17 5), the .Ar.
saplis^ph,^ may denote the willow, or more prohably the Populus
'euphratica (see above).
N. M.—W. T. T.-D.

WIMPLE (obsolete, originaUy a covering for the
neck, chin, and sides of face), AV for D i l S P p , mitpdhath. Is. 322, RV S H A W L .

See M.VNTLE, § a i a ] ; V A I L .

WIND, WINDS (n-ll; A N E M O C ; TTNeyMd. [in ® .
Gen. 81 Is. 72 Job 30x5 Ps. 1044 ^Visd. 13= ; in N T .
,
only in Jn. 38 Heb. 1 ? ] ; ^ nNOH [Acts
1. ilebrew g ^ ] . j , „ / „ c , aura,^ spiritus)The four
conception. , ^.^^^, ^f ,jjg g^^^j,., ;„ jj^g Hebrew mind,
correspond to the four ' ends ' of the heaven (see E.utTH,
§ i) ; and it might equally well be said that the four
winds came from the ends of the earth and from the
ends of heaven, the earth being a disk surrounded by
an ocean, and the heaven a vault overarching that
ocean. Hence ' E n o c h ' tells us {Enoch, 76), '.And at
the ends of the earth I saw twelve portals opened for all
the winds, from which the winds proceed and blow o\er
the earth.
.
Through four of these came w.nds of
blessing and prosperity, and from those eight came
1 In Is. 15 7 it is taken as a proper name—^Apa/3a?.
2 The text, however, is disputed (see Che. Ps.(-\ who reads in
V- I ^-x-an-V nSnr^V and in v. 2, '3D inns niinll D'n-iy, referring
to the N . Arabians). Tristram's identification of the D'any with
oleanders (iVeriicm Oleander) labours under this difficultj—that
garab is not used in this sense. Winckler's view (.4 /-"3 417) that
the 'arbhO ndhal of Lev. 2.S 40 are synonymous with the hddas
of Neh. 8 15 ignores the arguments mentioned above.
3 Implyinfj an erroneous derivation from n3:i.
•t Ace. to Frankel (143) this is a loan word.
5 Heb. 17 = Ps. 104 4; in Jn. 17 ITK. is suggested by symbohsm.
See S P I R I T .

^-,.

<-

.

1/tr i.

6 Gen. 3 8, ' a d auram post meridiem ; E V in the cool (Heb.
wind) ofthe day.' Cp Cant. 2 17 46.
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simple idea that something was occasioned by a N E . or
hurtful winds.' This notion (on which cp D E W , R A I N )
a SE. wind (see Is. 4X25 Ps. 7826).
illustrates a number of biblical passages.
See, f.^., Jer. 10 13=51 16 (cp Ps.1357) 'he causes mists to
In the two following passages, N. = NW., and in the second,
S. = SW.: (a) 'The north wind bringeth forth rain' (Prov. 2523
ascend from the ends of the earth, . . . and brings forth the
RV) ; (b) ' Awake, O north [wind], and come, thou south [wind],'
wind out of his store-chambers'; Jer. 49 36, ' I will bring the
four winds from the four ends of heaven'; Dan. 7 2, * the four ^ Cant. 416. See below, § 5, and, for parallels, g 3.
winds of heaven burst forth upon the sea'; Rev. 7 i, ' I saw four
The north -wind proper is called by Josephus [Ant.
angels standing at the four corners of the earth, holding the
XV. 96, § 3 3 8 ) dvlfitov aWpiciraTov, ' t h e wind which
four winds of the earth, that no wind should blow on the earth,
or on the sea, or on any tree.'
most produces clear weather,' as contrasted with the
impetuous south winds on the coasts of Palestine which
This, then, would seem to be the Hebrew idea—that the
prevent ships from finding commodious anchorage.
winds are stored in chambers at the point where heaven
Still, it could be boisterous without being rainy;
and earth join. For though the circle down to which
mariners passing near Joppa ealled it /ieXa/t/36pcoc ' the
the vault of heaven reaches is ' marked on the surface
black N . wind' (Jos. 5 / i i i . 93, § 422). So ® in
of the ocean' (Prov. 827 ; cp Job2610), yet ocean and
Prov. 2716 gives the emphatic words jiopias (r/cXijpAs
earth are not rigidly separated in the Hebrew mind, as
&vefios,^ and Jerome, describing the wind from many
we see from the (probable) fact that the Bab. apsu,
years' acquaintance, calls it ventus durissimus.'^
' ocean,' has become in Hebrew 'aphse in the phrase
'aphse 'ares} (ends of the earth '), which has arisen by a
Jerome was even misled by his local knowledge into a false
rendering of "^Slnn in Prov. 25 23, dissipat(^\\xv'vz£), AV ' driveth
process of Hebraising adaptation. T h e idea in Rev. 71
away (rain)'. The meaning of 'north' is explained elsewhere
seems to be that the angels placed over the respective
(see EARTH AND WORLD). Cold comes from the north star (Job
store-chambers of the wind keep back the winds which
379 emended text)—i.e., from the rough N. wind, which, as Ben
are impetuously pushing forward, somewhat as Istar is
Sira tells us, covers water with a ' breastplate' of ice (Ecclus.
43 20). He adds that it ' burns u p ' the grass ; cp Milton (PL,
said ( I R 2 9 3 Karppe) to hold together the vault of
2595),
.
heaven and earth (so that the upper waters cannot burst
the parching air
forth in excess).
Bu7ms fierce, and cold performs the effects of fire.
Very different ideas were awakened by the thought of
Ezekiel, in his great vision, speaks ofa 'whirlwind (myp V^\
ruah se'd7-dh) coming out of the north' (Ezek. 14). This
the wind. As ' Enoch ' says, the wind might be either
suggests
a correction of the Hebrew text of Ecclus. 43 17 b, where
a blessing or fi curse. Two of its characteristics were
the Oxford editors render,
specially depressing : ( i ) its immense power, and (2) its
' The hoi winds of the north, the tempest, and the
apparent irregularity, (i) The early disciples of Jesus
whirlwind';
exclaim, ' W^ho then is this, that even the ivind and
but where a reading given in the margin of the MS is surelythe sea obey h i m ' (Mk. 441 cp Ps. 10729), and a poet,
preferable,
' The ivhirlwind^ of the north, the hurricane, and the
unable to find a worthy name for God, asks, ' W h o has
tempest.'
gathered ( = can gather) the wind In his fists'? (Prov.
For though soon after the parching effect of the cold does seem
3O4).
Certainly human power was baffled In presence
to be referred to (v. 20), yet niSy^I> zil'dphoth^ a word used of
of the wind.
(2) And not less powerless here was
the simoom (see below), could hardly be used of the N. or NW.
wind, especially in combination with nS^D, sUphdh, * hurricane,'
human wisdom. Once allow the belief in God's loveand
iin^p, sfdrdh, ' tempest.'
directed wisdom to be obscured, and it becomes a most
depressing thought that the wind is perpetually ' going
The parallel to the line with ' the whirlwind of the
toward the south,' or ' turning about to the north,' in a
north ' Ecclus. 4317 should probably be
series of revolutions devoid of apparent reason (Eccles.
At his will the south wind blows.4
1 6 ; cp 114). But there are more comforting associations of ideas than these.
God ' created the wind '
Just so in Job 379 the whirlwind is said to come from
(.\m. 413), and the cosmogonist who says that all God's
- „ .,
. J the ' chambers of the south' ( E A R T H
works were attested by him to be ' very good ' ascribes
3. South wind. |.j,^^^j^ Q U A R T E R S ] , § 2 ) ; cp I s . 2 1 i
the growth of order and of life to a ' wind of G o d '
Zech. 914. Either the SE. or the S W . (strictly SSW.)
which ' hovered' (the wind is imagined as a mighty
wind may be m e a n t ; both these winds are called sirocco
bird) over the primeval waters (Gen. I 2 ; see CREATION,
by travellers in Palestine, though etymologically the term
§ 10)—an old myth which has become a symbol of the
only belongs to the E. wind.^
In Ps. 7826 the SE.
highest spiritual energy (cp Jn. 38), and which was in
wind is called first a S., and then an E. wind; in ®
the mind of Ezekiel when he wrote, ' Come from the
(see E.X. 1013 I421 Job 3824 Ps. 7826a Ezek. 2726) it
four winds ( = parts of heaven), O breath (nn,n), and
becomes vtrros or the S. wind. . This is because a hot,
breathe upon these slain, that they may live' (Ezek.
parching wind analogous to thj sirocco blows in Egypt
379). See S P I R I T , § 1 /
And if the wind ever does
from the S.; it is there called khamsin, because it blows
harm, it is only at God's command (Is. 296 Am. I i 4
at intervals during a period of fifty days. In Palestine,
Ecclus. 3928); indeed, ' he makes winds his messengers'
however, in the south of which the ' sirocco' is very
(Ps. 1 0 4 4 ; c p l 4 8 8 ) .
troublesome, it does not often blow directly from the S.,
so that when in Job (which was hardly written, as
Such compound expressions as ' north-east' {eipa.Hitzig and Herz have supposed, in Egypt but in
2 Terms • '^"^''"' • ^^^ EUROCLYDON) being impos„ ' ^ ^ „ .„ j sible in Hebrew, the four great terms for
Palestine), we find the sultry heat of the ' south wind'
n o r t n wind. - . - , . . ,
. r ,
described (Job 3717) in terms appropriate to the
winds had to be used freely. It was not
' sirocco,' we must suppose the SE. and the SSW.
always convenient to take two clauses to express the
wind to be m e a n t ' Lk. 1255 ('when ye see the S. wind
blow, ye say, Kabtstav ^crrai), requires a similar ex1 (The phrase does not happen to occur In our oldest records
planation. In Babylonia the SW. wind was represented
[cp GEOGHAPHY, § i], but is evidently archaic.) So Hommel,
and Gunkel, Schopf- 46. HaUvy (Recherches, 228), however, as a ferocious demon, images of which are to be seen in
derives Bab. apstl from a Semitic root DS,X ; cp Jensen, Kosmol.
museums. This does not, however, illustrate Is. 211,
244. The original vocalisation of the above Heb. phrase may
which refers to the S. of Palestine (cp Zech. 914).
have been 'aphsi- dref- In course of time 'aphsi was interpreted
This wind blows from the Syrian and Arabian desert
as meaning'ends (of)' ='DDK, as if syn. with nisp. But even if
'pSN or nisp is used in the sense 'ends (of the earth) ' the old
idea has not entirely gone. ' The creator of the ends (niyp) of
1 ®'s form ofthe text, however, was, like MT's, corrupt.
the earth,' (Is. 4028) means 'the creator, not merely of the most
2 The Targ. (Prov. 25 23 27 16) gives the north wind tlie exdistant countries, but of the confines of earth and heaven, where
pressive title Nnmj, the scouring, or sweeping (wind).
the storehouses of the winds and the rain are,' unless, indeed,
3 Reading T^VyV (see below). © KOI KaraiyU ^opeo^r.
we suppose that the writer does but repeat an old phrase taken
4 Reading as IS. The text is disarranged (see L^vi and
from hymns to Yahwfe, the sense of which he has forgotten. So
Hal6vy).
Karppe, / . -As. 9 92^^ [1897].
5 Sirocco from Ar. sarkiyya 'easterly.'
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{Jer. 4 i i 1324 Hos. 13i5 Is. 2 1 i , cp J o b l i g ) , and, as
4 East wind '^^ rendering Kaixxwv ^ suggests, brings
• extreme heat, at any rate whea it blows
for a length of time in the spring ; in the winter, however, it brings agreeable, bright, and warm da}'s between
the times of rain. For its parching elfeci on vegetation, to
which lJ3's name refers, see Gen. 416 23 27 Ezek. 17 TO 11) 12
Jon. 4 8 (where n'C*"^n, harisilh, RV ' sultry,' is obscure;
see JONAH [Booic], § i [ i ] , u. -2).

It is also commonly

found by critics in msy'^T nn, ri'idh zil'dphdth (AV
'horrible [mg. burning] tempest'; RV 'burning wind')
in Ps. 116; see e.g., Baethgen, but on the tc\t cp /V(-'
In the Lebanon the E. wind is still used as a simile
for anything ver)' disagreeable ; there, as in Arabia, it
is called the safnu7n frorn Sa/n/n""' [' poison ').
Its effects nre thus described by a traveller in the desert.
*\Vhen this wind blows the atmospheve assumes a yellowish
appearance, fadini; into .gray^ and tne sun becomes of a dusky
red. The smell is nauseating and sulphuix-ous, the vapour
thick and heavy, and, when the heat increasi;s, one is almost
suffocated."See Wetzstein's instructi\-e statement in Del.
H7ob,[^) 349, n. I.

This wind, and the X W . wind, ai'e prevalent in
Palestine in summer ; we have already mentioned the
R Wpst wind ^^'^^fi*^^"*^ mists which they bring from
the Mediterranean. These are generaUy known as D E W [q.v.); in Prov. 2623 they are
called C'N'T:, nesi'i7n (so we should read, with Gra.,
for CJ-: ; 6 vi(pri; cp Prov. -Jfi 14 t!5). In Cant. 4i6
the bride calls the N. and the S. winds, by which she
means the X W . and the S^^^ , to spread abroad the
fragrance of her garden.^
Both winds in summer
would be agreeable, and if at times they bring rain
(especially the S\\'., called in Arabic, ' the father of
rain'), yet rain is one of God's best gifts (Ps. IO413
1478); in Arabian style, it is ' t h e father of life.' On
the ' strong west wind' of Ex. 10 rg, see LOCUSTS, R E D

SEA, and on the relative prevalence of winds throughout
the year, see PEFQSt. 1900, pp. 2 9 6 / !
Reference has already been made to the ' whirlwind *
seen by Ezekiel (I4), and to the 'whirlwind of the
fi Whirl wi {\ ^^°^^^'' ^s ^^^ should probably read in
' Ecclus. 4317.
Ezekiel's word is -"!V;D, se'arah;
Sirach's (if we are correct)
"f'L, 'at'ill, an Aramaic word, used in Targ. for rtSID, siiphdh,
and —^'-, se'drah, and read b y Perles [Analekten,
38], in J o b

\Ye will now survey the use of the Heb. words
rendered ' whirlwind.'
I- nii'D, siiphdh, is in AV rendered 'whirlwind,' in
Job 37 9 {•S' o&vvai) Prov, 1 27 10 25 Is. 5 28 17 13 211 66 15 J e r .
413 Am. I i 4 (© irvvTekeLa, and in N a h . 13) N a h . 1 3, but
'storm' in all the other places where it occurs ( J o b S l i B P s .
83 16 © ooyij) Is. 20--. Hos. 8 7 (© KaTaa-rpo'j)-^). R V substitutes
'storm' for ' w h i r l w i n d ' In J o b 3 7 9 Is. 1 7 i 3 , and 'whirlwind'
for 'storm' Is, 29 6.

That the Hebrew word is not always used in the
strictly technical meaning of the English expression
seems evident ( 0 uses Karaiyls ; also XaTXa^, avffaeta-p.6s i?) ; Vg. tenipestas, turbo). The whirlwind suggested itself as an apt figure (a) for the rapid attack of
great conquering powers, like Assyria, Babylonia, and
the Syria of the Seleucidae. Thus, in Am. I 1 4 / . , the
' day of the whirlwind ' is parallel to the ' day of battle,'
and the next verse speaks of captivity.
In Is. 028
Jer, 413, the wheels of war-chariots are ' like the whirlwind, ' and in Dan. 1140 ' the king of the n o r t h ' (Syria)
comes out ' like a whirlwind ' (but cp ©).
(b) The whirlwind also symbolises the suddenness of
the divine judgments ; nor can we forget that Yahwe,
•^ Kava-mv or KavuMv a.vep.os in © corresponds to three Hebrew
words, D'lp, ' e a s t wind,' I'^V (Is. 4910, see M I R A G E ) , a n d
^^n (Gen. 3140 [ A ] ; cp Lk. 12 55).
2 Fundg-ruben des Orients, %y^e, (RosenmuUer, Bibl. Geogr.
of Asia Minor, etc., 126), Dr. Geikie illustrates the effects
of the sirocco by the story of Jonah.
^ So Magnus and Gratz. T h e words are not a summons to
the N . and S. winds properly so-called (Del.), nor yet to all the
four chief winds, represented by N . and S. (Siegfried).
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in imaginative descriptions, has an aflinity to the stormgods of neighbouring countries. It has in fact become
(in no unworthy sense of the term) a commonplace to
say that Yahwe moves in the whirlwind (Ps. 1810 972
Nah. I 3 ;

cp C H E R U B , § 4, T H E O P H A N Y , 2).

This

accounts for passages like Is. 6615 Zech. 914 (see ©),
and also, if we look closely, for Is. 1713 Hos. 87 Prov.
IO25 Ps.SSg, where the 'whirlwind' spoken of certainly
means the divine wrath. Prov. 10 25, however, should be
understood as in RV ; it states that 7ohcn the whirlwind
of judgment has passed through the land (cp Is. 2817
;J03o), the wicked will be swept away, but the righteous
will stand unmoved. And with this we may compare
the fine parallelistic similitude which closes the sermon
on the Aloniit (Mt. 724-27). The winds that ' blew and
fell upon [wpoa^Txeaav v. 25, Txpo(T^Ko\pav <.-. 27) that
house ' are the winds of the Messianic judgment.
^. n^L'D, stdrdh,

is synonymous with suphah (cp, e.g.,

Zech. 9 14 JO'n n'nyo with Is. 21 I, DJJ3 niDID), and when it
stands alone is usually rendered 'whirlwind ' (2 K. 2 i 11 Job38 r
40 6 Is.-10 24 41 16, etc.), in E V , but sometimes ' s t o r m ' (Ps.
10729 Is.296 [RV whirlwind]); as also in the compound expressions m y p T\Ts, ruah se'drdh (Ps. 107 25 14S 8 Ezek. 14)
or n i l ^ p ' l , rfialt se'tirdth (Ezek. 1311 13).
m n ' nn^p in
Jer. 23 19 (a-^Lo-pos) 30 23 (opyr{), is rendered 'whirlwind of the
L o r d ' hy AV and ' tempest of the L o r d ' by R V . © renders
KaraiyCs, av<T(TeLa-p6s, kaika\p [in J o b ? kalka^ Kal ve'j)'ii(os)
3S I ve(pos 406]; Ecclus, 43 17, (rvarpo^irf wve-vp-aros (niyoi IIDID) I
489 kaCkaTTL TTvpos [n~\VD\ j te7npestas, turbo.

3. According to RV we have once an expression for
* whirlwind' in the technical sense—viz., T'/'inrQ IJ/p, Jer. 23 19
( . . . eXs <Jvv(TeL(jp6v, <Tv<Trpe^opevr\ ; te77ipestas erumpens i
R V ' whirling t e m p e s t ' ; AV wrongly ' grievous tempest'). But
the existence of ':)!in, I I - , though recognised by Ges.-Buhl, is not
quite certain. I n all the passages where it occurs, the text is
doubtfid. Here, e.g., it is possible to read TITiiriD ^siveeping
(tempest) ' as iu Jer. 23 19 (RV) hpyr] (rv(rrpe(f)op.ev7}; Yg.procella
rzcens; if 'pVunD 'rolling Itself along' should not be preferred
(so Gra.).
4. ~\'JC', sd'ar, Dan. 1140 (© Theod. om.; quasi te77tpestas) \
cp Ass. sdi-u (Del. Ass. HJVBt^s\
Is- 282 (^ap lyc', 'destroying storm'; ^LcL Kara^epopevy]T).
5. h^h^i, galgal,
Ps. 77x9 [18] R V (AV ' h e a v e n ' ) .
The
rendering has some good authority (Ges., Hitz,, Del., Kau.).
But nowhere else does "pj^j mean * whirlwind'; the Vv. adhere to
the sense 'wheel.' See further W H E E L , and T H I S T L E ,
adfn.
T. K. C.
WINDOW.
T h e words so rendered are :
1-. rt3"!N,'<zr;//'f'Wi,Is. CDs. See LATTICE, § 2, J., and CoAL, § 3.
li. thn, hatlon. Gen. 20 t:. See L A T T I C E , § 2 2.
3. pi3, kawwin (pl,), Dan. 6 10 [11]. See L A T T I C E , | 2, 3. On
these three words, cp H O U S E , § 3.
4. "ini, sohar, Gen. 6 16.

See L A T T I C E , § 2, 7.

On the "iPp', siikeph, and D*pp^, sekHphim, of i K. 64 74^?,
see L A T T I C E , § 2, 6.

On typBJ, sdmes. In Is, 54 12 see P I N N A C L E .

WINE AND STRONG DRINK
Terminology (§§ 1-9).
Varietie.s'(§§ 25-27).
Winepre-i-"; (§§ 11-16).
Mixing (§§ 28-30).
Wine making (%% 17-34). ,
Metaphors (§ 31).
Use of wine (§ 32).

In this article it is proposed to e.xamine the terms
rendered wine or strong drink in E \ ' , ' and to discuss
the methods adopted by the Hebrews in the preparation
of these beverages. For the cultivation of the vine in
Palestine reference must be made to the articles
V I N E , and N E G E B , § 7, and for the various stages in

the growth of the fruit to the article G R A P E .

The first place in our study of the relative terminology
, ,
belongs to >" yoyin, oXvo-s, apparently a
"^'IJ^P"'

loanword in Semitic (see BDB, s-v., with

otvos.
references there, to which add O. Schrader in
Hehn, Kulturpjlanccn 11. Hauslhiere,'.'-'! pp. xiv glj?;, also
1 For a complete list of passages with the renderings of the
principal versions (to be used with caution, however) see Lees
and Burns, -phe Temperance Bible-Commentary,
412-428(1868).
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Muss-Arnolt, 'Semitic words in Greek and L a t i n ' in
Publications op .-Imer. Philolog. Ass. 1892, pp, 14214^1), Occurring over 140 times in the traditional text of
O r, ydyin denotes, like its tjruek and Latin congeners,
olcos and vinnin, the juice of the grape, fermented and
matured in appropriate vessels. It is represented as in
daily use, whether at the ordinary family meal and the
more aniijitious banquet ( M E A L S , § 12), or at the sacrificial feast and in the ritual of the sanctuary ( R I T L A L ,
§ 2 ; SACRIFICE, col. 4193 etc.).
Ydyin is uniformly

rendered by ' w i n e ' in E \ ' , by olvos in (? (except Job
3 i i 9 , where the sense is correctly given by yXevKOS
sweet [fermenting] must), and by vinnin in the Lat.
verss. In O T i',/i7>/ is confined to grape-wine ; but in
later Hebrew it is extended to include both the freshlyexpressed juice or must (see ti7-ds below) and the
fermented juice of various fruits, such as the apple-wine
frequently mentioned in the Mishna (see § 26). The
corresponding oti'os is found over 30 times in X T ,
not reckoning its presence in comijuunds such as
olvoxrbrr}s ' winebibber' (Mt. l l i g Lk. 734)In L''-'n
tiros, we have a word of uncertain etymology,^
2. tTroi, occurring 38 times in OT.
A convenient
summary of the various qualities predicated of tiros is
given in Driver's Joel and .Inios, 79f ; for more
detailed discussion see A. M. Wilson, The Wines oj the
Bible [1877] 301-339. In 11 places tiro? is associated
with corn as a valued product of the soil, and in 19
other passages with corn and fresh oil [yishdr, the
ra^v, unclarified oil as it flows from the oil press, see
O I L ) . Hence by analogy we ought to regard ti>-ds as
primarily the freshly-expressed and still unfermented
grape-juice, technically known as must, the Latin
mustum (Mic. 615 Vg.). It is also applied, however,
proleptically to the juice while still in the grape, as in
Is. tlfiS ( ' t h e new wine is found in the cluster' EV ;
cp the Latin phrase vinum pe7idens), and by another
figure to the grapes in the press-vat (Mic. I.e. ' t h o u
shalt tread tiid's [l-iV the vintage], but shalt not drink
the wine' \_ydyi>G\). On the other hand it is important,
in view of the contro\'ersies to which the term tiros
has given rise, to note that in certain passages it clearly
denotes the product of ferjnentation, or wine properly
so called. Its application in this respect, however, was
apparently limited to 'new wine,' as frequently rendered
in AV and RV,'- either while still in the fermenting
stage or during the next few months, while the process
of maturing was still incomplete. The grounds on
which this conclusion is based are these :—
(T) In one passage where tiros is associated with whoredom
and wine {ydyin) as ' taking away the u n d e r s t a n d i n g ' ( H o s . 4 i r
RV),3 intoxicating properties are unniistakalih- assigned to it.
{2) Tirosis repeatedly mentioned as Miliject to the laws of tithe
and o f t h e lirst fruits ( l » t . r J r 7 I423 184 X c h . l O ^ y ^ and
elsewhere). Xow the later Jewish code sptcitics the precise
moment when the expressed grape-juice Ijeconies subject to the
law of tlllic ; ' Must-^ is tithaijlc from the time that it throws up
s c u m ' (Ma'aser.l
7, residing n ? p ' ; so evidently Surenhusius'
unpointed edition, as shown by the explanations of Maimonides

^ The usual derivation from ydras, ' t o take possession of,'
though supported in Aramaic by the cognate 7nerith from
yeratli, is not convincing. Recently it has been suggested that
t'lroSi'?, a loan-word from Sumerian through Assyrian (see Ball
and Haupt, SBOT, Ge7t., note on 27 28).
2 According to Temp. Bib. Contin. (ut supr. 415) tiros is
translated in AY 26 times by ' w i n e , ' 11 times by ' n e w wine'
. . and once (Mic. 0 15) by 'sweet wine.'
A table of all
the occurrences with their renderings is given in Eadie's
Cychpirdia. s.7: ' \ \ i n e . '
RV adds to these the rendering
' \ i n t a g e ' Nu. 1 S T 2 Mii:- I.e. and in several other passages in
the margin. The American revisers would consistently render
by ' new wine ' throughout.
3 It is possible, however, that ::'in'n is here a clerical error
for ~r::' which the context certainly leads us to expect. (S's
rendering peOvcpa, a frequent equivalent of sekdr, but not
elsewhere of /^'vj', supports this v\c\v.
T h e other ancient
versions follow iF>,
* T h e original has p% ydyin,
tiros having now become
obsolete.
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and Bartenora; c p a l s o Levy, KIIlVB,s.r.
.ynp)—'•''•, from the
moment when it begins to J'ermcnt.
T h c result is the same if,
with later editions, we read the piel HS,?' and r e n d e r : 'from
the time one begins to skim the froth' (Jost, S a m m t e r ; cp
also Jastrow, Did. of the Targumifii,
etc., s.v.).
E \ e n the
inferior wine made by pouring water on the refuse of the press
had to ferment ({"onn) before becoming subject to tithe (Ma'dser
Sh. 1 3 ; cp, for the heave - offering, I'erum. 3 i, where the
reference is to wine that had parsed through the stage of
alcoholic fermentation and had become vinegar (acetous
fermentation)). Hence when it is said that tiros shall be drunk
in the courts of the sanctuary (Is. (i'2 8_/.), the conclusion is unavoidable that til-OS is not here the unfermented must, but true
fermented v ine. T h e wine of the drink-offering (~C)J N u . 15 5,
etc. ; see under SACRIFICE, § 31 a) is never described otherwise
than as yiiyin, except once when it is described as sekdr (see
below, § 8). T h e ti?^!, finally, which in an early passage
( J u d g . 913) is said to 'cheer G o d ' as a libation, and to
exhilarate man in the accompanying sacrificial feast, must be
understood, in the light of what has just been said, as a
fermented wine.
(3) The evidence of the versions in this
question must not be overlooked. \\'ith two exceptions (Is. 05 8,
pw^ ' grape-stone' ; and Hos. 4 11, for which see foot-note above)
tp has uniformly rendered tires by olro^. The Targums and
the Peshitta with almost equal uniformity g i \ c " p " N^Cn
fermented wine (see § 4 below), wiiiKt Jerome, with veiy few
exceptions, renders by 7-iniim, not as we might expect, by
niustuin (except XVvz. 0 15), even where, as in Pr. 3 10 Joel 2 24,
the sense seems to require 7n7istum.

The word *dsis (::'ril is found five times in O T and
is rendered in A \ ' twice by ' new wine,' twice by ' sweet
„ ,- wine and once (Cant. 82) by 'juice.' RV
renders uniformly by ' sweet wme' except
•yXcvKOS.
in the passage cited, where it appears only
in the margin.
Derived from the verb DQ^', to crush by treading, 'dsis is
apparently a poetical s\-nonyin of ti7vs, denoting primarily the
freshly-expressed juice of the grape or other fruit (so Am. 9 13 ;
' sweet wine ' ; imitated Joel 3 [4] iS). In Joel 1 5 and Is. 49 26,
however, the context sho\\'s that, like tiros, 'dsls might be an
intoxicating beverage, as it doubtless is in Cant. 82, where it is
made from pomegranates (§ 26). In this passage lEnxA renders
by vdpa, whence E V ' j u i c e ' ; i n l s . 41) 2'> by olvos ce'05 ; Am. 1' 13
J o e l s [4] 18 by ykvKa(Tp.6s, which recalls the yAeij/cos (EV
' new wine ') of Acts 2 13, Gleiikos is used of the ' sweet' grape
juice through all the stages of its passage into fermented wine.
Thus the lexicographer Hesychius defines ykevKos as ' t h e
juice which drops (TO dTr6a-rayp.a) from the grape, before it is
trodden ' (cp the explanation of Ex, 22 29 [28], § 15 below). Again
the word is used of must in the process of fermentation, as Job
32 19 (©13 aiTKos ykevKOvs ^e'ojc), whilst in the passage before us
(Acts 2 13) the reference is clearly to the strongly intoxicating
qualities of new and immature wine—in this particular case,
wine of the preceding vintage. H e r e may be taken the reference
in Neh. S 10, to eating the fat and drinking the sweet (C'|TnDD
tp ykvKao'p.ara), evidently a variety or varieties of sweet wine
recalling the p^n^ f" of
Mendh.Ss-^

Another poetical designation of wine is lu'mer [-\':2n)
which occurs only in the poem Dt. 3214 ; for in Is. 272
we must read, for the M T ~\rr\ (AV
4. hemer, etc. , ,
. . .
.,, Ti-cm^
'
' r e d wme ), with R\ "'s- i::n ' a
pleasant vineyard.' In Aramaic, however, as frequently
happens, the Hebrew poetical term is the ordinar}- word
for wine ; so six times in the Aramaic portions of Ezra
(69 722) and Daniel (.'112423). The el^'nuilogy from
~\r2n, ferz'ere, to foam, ferment (cp ion p ' I ' i . 753 [g]'the
wine foameth,' R \ ' j shows that hhner and its cognates
in Aramaic and Arabic specially denote wine as the
product of fermentation.
Sdb6 (.xuc) occurs only in Is. 122 (EV ' wine' (3
olvos), Hos. 418 (their drink, RV'"t'- 'their carouse'),
5 zohi ^^'^ ^'^^' ^ ^° (' ^^^^'' ^ ^ ' " ^ ' ) ; ^^^ ^1^^ t^^t of
the last two passages is very uncertain (BDB
s.v. and the Comm.). That sob^ was some strongly
intoxicating beverage the root-word, sdbd, ' to drink to
excess,'abundantly proves (see c.;^ Pr. 23 2o/!). The
cognate sabu, a synonym of kurunnu,
denoted in
Assyrian a drink from sesame (Del. Ass. HWB,
s.v.).
In a. small number of post-exilic passages, we meet
1 For the methods adopted to increase the sweetness of wines
see §§ 15 22 below.
'
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with H. group of allied terms derived from the verbal
root Tjp^, to mix (wine) with spices (Pr. 92 5),
6. fpeseKy ^nd the cognate aiD. which in the Hebrew
mimsak, ^^ ^^^ Mishna period signified ' to mix with
®*°water'—viz. m^sek ivp
(Ps. 7r.3[9] EV
'mixture'),-^ mifnsdk T]DDD (Prov. 2830, E V
'mi.xed
wine,' Is. 6 5 i i AV ' d r i n k offering," RV 'mingled
wine' [Kipa(rp.a] ' u n t o D e s d n y ' ) , and nu'zeg, :ifD (Cant.
72, AV 'liquor,' RV 'mingled wine,' (P Kpdf.La). T h e
nature of the mingling or mixing here implied will be
fully discussed later (§ 29).
In

Is. •J.'io the

word

Dno::' sfmarfm,

properly

the

lees of wine (Ps. 7 5 S [9] Jer, 4 8 11 Zeph. 112), is used for
_ -_.
,,
the sake of the assonance with
7. Miscellaneous , . . ,
.r * *i
-* •
r
, ,.
.iemanun,
lat things, to signify wine
and figurative ^T^,. . .
^f
. ^,. •'.
° .
(E\
' w^nes on the lees ) in a
P
' figurative sense.
For the obscure or
perhaps coiTupt term nr'i:'N which AV, following an
erroneous tradition, has rendered a ' flagon of w i n e '
(2 S. 619; cp I Ch. I67 Hos. 3 i Cant. 25) see the
discussions under F R U I T (§ 5).
In Nu. 63 wine and
strong drink are both distinguished from the unfermented juice (.-nro) (EV ' liquor ') of the grape.'^
Our list of the words rendered wine in EV may
close with a reference to three figurative expressions
which are met with at very different stages of Hebrew
literature.
In the early book of the covenant we have
the unique expression j,'i^n (literally ' t e a r ' Ex.2228),
which includes the first flow of the juice of olives as
well as of grapes (for a new suggestion as to the origin
of this term see § 15).
In the Gospels \ve find wine
designated ' the fruit of the vine' [rb y4v7)pLa r-i^s
dpTteXov Mt. 2629 Mk. I425 Lk. 22i8), a periphrasis
doubtless already current in Jewish speech, since it is
found in the time-honoured benediction over the winecup in Berdkh.
61 (iE::n np—for the words of the
blessing see M E A L S , § 7, end).
In all periods, finally,
we find the poetical designation ' blood of the g r a p e '
from the red colour of the expressed juice (Is. 682)
derived from the stalks and skins of the fruit (Gen.
49ii Dt. .3214 Ecclus. 3926 5O15, cp Rev. 1420 and the
Arabic da7nu-z-zikk, blood of the wineskin).
There still remains for examination the important
term -^--J sekdr (from the root -IDB?, common to all
R JSPJS-"'

Semitic dialects, which supplies the Hebrew
words for 'drunk,' 'drunkard.' and 'drunkenness
In 0 the word has assumed the form
(x'tKepa—but occasionally translated pAdx'-xpa, twice p.^dx}, and once olvos—through the influence
of the Aramaic///^ra, NID^J ; and in Jerome, J?<:<??-(2. T h e
etymology warrants the inference that sekdr is to be
regarded as a. comprehensive designation for every so7-t
of intoxicating beverage from whatever source derived,
or, as Jerome has it, ' omne quod inebriare potest' (Vg.
Lev. IO9 Nu. 63 I S, I15).
In one ofhis letters Jerome expands his definition as follows :—
'Sicera hebraeo sermone omnis potio, qua; inebriare potest,
sive ilia quae frumento conficitur, sive pomorum succo, a u t
quum favi decoquuntur in dulcem et barbaram potlonem, a u t
palmarum fructus exprimitur in liquorem, coctisque frugibus
' strong
j^^, T

aqua pingulor coloratur' ( E p . ad Nepotianum, ed. Vallarsi,
1 266), 1
From this specification, it will be noted, wine is apparently
e.vcluded, and for this exclusion there is a certain amount of
justification.
Thus in the priestly legislation affecting the
Nazirites ( N u . 6 37C) vinegar of ydyin is distinguished from
vinegar of sekdr^ which shows that by the early post-exilic period,
in certain circles at all events, ydyin was no longer included in
the category of .sekdr or 'strong drink,' We are not justified in
inferring from this, however, that the two categories of wine
and strong drink were at all periods mutually exclusive. Thus
when the term sikaru is first met with on the soil of Palestine,
it is used for ' d r i n k ' generally, and is repeatedly associated
with food, oil, honey, etc. (see the Amarna letter.s, KB 5, index
s.T.).
One has but to recall the enormous number of jars of
wine which Thothmes I I I . received from Syria at an eariier
period to see that the sikari or ' d r i n k s ' of the Amarna letters
must have included wine. I n the Assyro-Babylonian contracttablets sikaru denotes intoxicating beverages generally, and in
particular wine made from dates (Del. Ass. HWB, s.v; see
further, % 25). Indeed it is extremely probable that in prehi.sioric times, while the Semitic races were still confined to
their primitive home in Arabia, the principal, If not the sole,
intoxicant was obtained from fermented date-juice.3 T o this
first of all the name sekdr would be given. When at a later
period the Semites spread northward and became acquainted
with the vine and its fruit, it is only natural that the term
should be extended to include the fermented juice of the grape,
for which, however, the loanword ydyin was by and by adopted
to distinguish grape wine from the older date wine or sekdr in
the strict sense, as well as from the fermented juices of other
fruits, such as pomegranates, quinces etc. (see § 26) included
under sekdr in its wider application
T h e distinction which has just been drawn between these
varying applications of the term /M-^r receives ample confirmation from a closer study of the O T data. T h u s In the many
poetical and semi - poetical (prophetical) passages where the
word occurs In the parallelism alongside of ^'^y^^ (Pi"-20 i 31 6
Is. 5 II 22 287 etc.) it i.s unlikely that sekdr Is niore than a
synonym oi ydyin, denoting 'strong,' ' h e a d y ' wine or such
like. Perhaps also ' spiced wine' (for which see § 29), as ^stated
in Suidas' definition, s.v. a-Uepa: ajievao-TOv nopa, Kal wap'
'B^paioLs oiiroi key6p.evov pi9vcpa, oXvos (TU/J.|AtyTjs -^hvcrp-aa-iv.
The Targums and the Peshitta frequently render si'kdr by
'old wine,' whilst the Midrash records the tradition that it
denoted wine in the natural state ('n) as disdnguished from
ydyin
or wine diluted with water (JITD); in both cases,
however, we have probably nothing more than exegetical
guesswork. Of much greater importance for our argument is
the fact that in the unique passage, N u . 287, the material of
' the drink off"ering is expressly designated sekdr (AV ' strong
wine,' R V ' strong drink '). Now it is diflicult to believe that in
the historical period any liquor other than the juice of the grape
was accepted for this purpose,•* and still more diflicult to admit
that any other liquor than wine was intended in this passage of
the Priests' Code. In other legislative passages, such as_ N u .
637^, cited above, and Dt. 14 26, sekdr most be distinguished
(hom ydyin) in the direction suggested by Jerome, as a general
term for all fermented beverages other than ydyin ^^.nd in
particular—though of this we have no positive O T evidence—
for date wine. A land whose produce of dates was beyond
reckoning (Aristeee Epist., ed Wendland, 112) was certainly
not ignorant of the methods of manufacturing wine froni their
juice, although the name date wine is first met with in the
Talmudic period (see further, § 25).
L a s t of all, m e n t i o n m a y b e m a d e of o n e or t w o m o r e c o m p r e h e n s i v e t e r m s . F r o m t h e r o o t n n d , ' t o d r i n k ' we h a v e
.iiqLi'D, 7nisteh, a s a g e n e r a l t e r m for b e v e r a g e s ,
9. S o m e ggpg^ially wine.
T h u s workmen, receiving
g e n e r a l ^^^g^g .^.^^ ' e v e r y t h i n g f o u n d , ' h a v e a n
terms.
a l l o w a n c e of ' m e a t a n d d r i n k (npt:\-p) a n d
o i l ' ( E z r a 3 7 ; c p t h e p a r a l l e l akali, sikari,
samni of
Am.
Tab. 2 0 9 1 2 / a n d e l s e w h e r e ; also D a n . l i o w i t h
vv. 5 8 16, w h e r e t h e misteh is said t o consist of w i n e ) .
F r o m t h e a s s o c i a t e d r o o t r\p'd, w e h a v e b o t h npl^^ sikkuy,
( H o s . 2 5 [7], w h e r e b r e a d , oil, a n d ' d r i n k s ' a r e p a r a l l e l
t o t h e ' c o r n , oil, a n d w i n e ' of z-. 8 [10]; P s . 1 0 2 9 [ i o ] , a n d

1 ® has here the apparent contradiction TroTTj/jtOf olvov
a-Kpdrov irkifpes Kepdap-aros (cp Rev. 1014 TOO K>=-KpatTp.evov
axparov), the explanation being that olvos aKparos is the usual
1 With this definition of sekdr may be compared ' Omar's
designation of wine undiluted with water, whilst Kepacrp-a
definition of hamr as. including wine from grapes, dates, honey,
denotes the addition of aromatic herbs (see § 29).
wheat, and barley ' (Jacob, Altarab. Beduinenleben, 97, quoting
[•- In Cant. 2 13 etc. Sym- renders "iiDD ( R V ' i n blossom';
Buhfiri).
,
,
Ges., following Syr. authorities,^i7i- vitis) by olvavd-q. I t has
2 ' T h e distinction here so clearly drawn between the two
been suggested that the 'impossible' ni^iu? in Is. 168 should
kinds of vinegar Is fatal to our acceptance of the tradition,
be corrected into -TJCD ( G R A P E , 3), and a special reason for the
represented in Onkelos and approved by Rashi (Comm. ?« loc),
mention of the vine-blossoms may be found in the use of these
that the sekdr is old iiiine.
blossoms in flavouring new wine (cp Duval, R EJ 14:277). Such
3 For the importance of the palm among the early Semites
flavoured wine was called otvos oivdvdLvos. Hasselquist thus
see Barton, A Sketch of Semitic Origins, 7s ff. \ cp also P A L M ,
describes the method employed, viz., ' h a n g i n g the powder pro§ I.
.
.
.
.
duced by drying the flowers of the vine in the cask, when the
4 Date juice was of course accepted in the earliest times ; in
new wine begins to ferment' (Voyages and Travels, 1766, p p .
Babylonia indeed in all periods libations of date wine {niki sa
4oiy:).]
Sikari) were common (see R I T U A L , § 2).
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figuratively Pr. 38) and npTOi maSheh. MaSkeh is used
comprehensively, as in Lev. 11 34, for 'every drink that
may be drunk,' and in the later plural form (j'fJB'p) it
becomes, in the Mishna, the general term for all sorts
of beverages—water, wine, milk, etc. (see
T^nlm.Wz).
Hence .nproi ^2Kq is Delitzsch's rendering of the Gk.
PpCbcns nal -irbcjci (Col. 216), whilst their respective
plurals represent the ^pchp-arcj. KOX -rrbpiara, of Heb. 910.
The economic use of grapes in ancient, as in modern
times, was fourfold. T h e grapes might be eaten in
. their natural state (o'nS Nu. 6 3, AV
10. Use of , moist'), or they might be exposed to the
S^3,pe . g^^ ^j^j ^^gj ^^ raisins ( F R U I T , § 4), or
finally they might be trodden in the press and the juice
converted either into grape-syrup or dibs ( H O N E Y , § i
(3)) or into wine. The last of these processes alone
concerns us here.
The ancient winepresses, traces of which are found in
every part of Palestine, from Dan to Beersheba, have
,_ q,
proved the most permanent memorials of
.'
, " the Hebrew occupation, and show that the
°
land of promise was indeed a ' land of wine
^
' and vineyards' (2 K. 1832). Two adjoining vineyards might have one press in common (Dlinai
67).
The typical winepress consisted of two troughs
of varying dimensions, at different levels, hewn out
(nsn, Is. 63 RV) of the solid rock, the upper of the two
having the larger superficial area, the lower the greater
depth. ^ In the upper trough, which we shall call the
pressvat (na, gath, in AV variously rendered press, winepress [sometimes in one word, sometimes in two] and
winefat) men and women trod (TJIT) the grapes, the
expressed juice flowing by a channel (nijs, Mdaser. I7)
through the intervening rock into the lower trough or
winevat (ap', _y^.^^^,- see Schick's diagrams reproduced
below).
This distinction between the gath and the
y^keb is not always observed by the O T writers, yikeb
being occasionally used to denote the pressvat (Is. 1610
J o b 2 4 i i ) whilst either may be used by metonymy for
the whole winepress, as may be seen from the names of
localities now with gath (Gath, Gath-hepher, etc.), now
with yikeb, as Zeeb's winepress (Judg. 7=5) and the
king's wineprfesses (Zech. 1410) in the neighbourhood of
Jerusalem. A third term, rrns, piirdh, which may be
rendered winetrough, is used as a synonym both of
gath (Is. 683) and of yikeb (Hag. 216 reading as in AV
.TJ53D—the RV rendering ' vessels,' following (5 and
Vg., is not an improvement). By N T tjaaes^ikeb as
the name of the winevat had become almost, if not
altogether, obsolete, its place being supplied by ^13, bdr
(Mishna fassim)—gath,
however, remaining for the
pressvat. Occasionally, however, we find gath used in
the Mishna for the winepress as a whole, with the two
troughs or vats designated respectively the ' upper'
vat (.ijvSv.T m) and the 'lower' vat (niwnri.T na, TSrum.
ig -Mddser.l-; etc.). In 6 the uniform rendering of
gath is Xi;j/6s (also Mt. 2I33 Rev. 1 4 1 9 / 1915), which
is also used to represent yikeb in some passages, whilst
in others we find for -yikeb the more exact iiroK-qvcov
(Is. 16 10 Joel 3 [4] 13 Hag. 217 Zech. 1410 ; also
Mk.l2i).
Whilst a press with two vats seems to have been in
general use, several instances are known of an arrange12 T h r e e ""^nt with three and even four. Thus the
1
. late Dr. Schick has given a description
press
(-P-S-^C*' 1899. P- 41 / ) . with plans here re"
* produced, of an elaborate press discovered
by him at 'Ain Karim, to the SW. of Jerusalem.
Here we have a trough a, about 7 ft. square, into which
1 Of the modern Syrian winepresses it is said that * if the
upper trough be 6 ft. long by 5 broad [and a foot and a half deep]
t h e lower one will be about 4 ft. long by 2 ft. broad, but about
3 ft. deep.' G. M. Mackie, Bible Manners and Customs, i8g8.
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the grape-baskets were first emptied.
This trough
at once recalls the -irpdMiviov by which ® renders the
vikeb of Is. 5 2, and is probably the 'abtt, t3'3y, of the
Mishna,(Bab. MUs.h-j [where it occurs alongside of the
mddian, M D . or trough for the olives ; see O I L , § 2]
ToA*-. IO4 [the grape juice here trickles in drops from
the 'abit into the gatli\ Jer. Mo'ed Kat. 2 8 i u [grapes
trodden in the 'abtt\\.
Theprolenion,
a, is connected by a channel in the rock with the
larger trough, b, 10 ft. by 8 ft., the floor of which is lower by 3 ft.
than that of a. From b, again, two channels lead into two vats
at a StiU lower level, connected with each other by a third
c h a n n e l ; the smaller of the two vats, c, is about 3J ft. square
and 4 ft. deep, whereas d measures over 5 ft. square and is
6^ ft. deep. I n the floor of the larger vat, a circular hollow has
been sunk at one side, easily recognisable in the sectional p l ^ ,
to allow the last drops of the must to be .scooped out. "rnis is
evidently the 'little ^ a t ' (papH 113) of the Mishna. A somewhat similar arrangement of three vats, the floors of which were
paved with a mosaic of ' rough white tesserae set in plaster' was
unearthed, with several other presses, in i88g at Tell-es-Safi
(PEFQ
igoo, p. 34 with plans, 32^^; see this volume passim
for numerous vats laid bare b y the explorers).

In vineyards where the nature of the ground or other
considerations did not permit of rock excavation, pits

-Ancient wine-press. (From the Palestine
Exploration Fund, QS, 1899.)
were dug in the ground (Mk. 12 i RV, ' a pit for the
winepress,' Mt. 2133),^ which were then lined with
masonry or cement and coated with pitch (see 'Abodah
Zarah, 611, -fi\\.ei:e-\he-D.2cme. gath set hires. Din '•je na, or
cement-vat, is given to this kind of press). An excellent
specimen, probably of the thirteenth century B.C., was
discovered by Bliss at Tell el-Hesy {A Mound of Many
Cities, (>c)f, with illustr.). The vats, of which there
were three, were circular.
The uppermost had a .
' T h a t the K-i\vii of this parable was not rock-hewn as is
generally assumed, is evident from the context of Mt. 25 i s where
the same expression, ' d u g the ground,' aipvlnv yiiv (so BN) is
S3I2
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diameter of 63 ins., walls of mud, and a floor of
cement sloping gently towards a cup-like hollow, the
' little vat' described above. The second vat of the
series had also n. diameter of over 5 ft. and walls of
brick with a floor of cement consisting of pebbles
imbedded in lime, sloping rapidly towards the outlet
into the lowermost of the \ats, a small pit lined with
rough stones and in the side of which was a stone spout.
A third species of press was used from time immemorial in Egypt, and is attested for Palestine, where
it bore the name gath set 'es, yy '^c' n:, or
13. Wooden
,
,• IL-.J
-7- ' ? \ ' ^'
wooden press ( .-ibod. Zar. I.e.).
As reP • •
presented by \\'ilkinson (op. oil. I385) this
was simply a large wooden trough raised considerably
above the ground and furnished with spouts through
which the must flowed into the receiving-jars. In the
particular specimen reproduced by Wilkinson ropes are
seen hanging from a wooden roof, by means of which
those treading the grapes supported themselves.
.\
modern press of the same type is reproduced in Van
lennep, Bible Lands [1875] ^^S- ^^ 's possible that the
yikeb of Is. 02 is to be understood not as a whole press,
but as a rock-hewn vat (such as vat Xn. 4 at Tell-esSafi, PEFQ, 1900, p. 3 3 / ) , and the inroX-qviov of Mk.
121 as a cemented pit, both intended to receive the
juice expressed from a wooden press such as that now
described. ^
On the approach of the vintage season (i]p.4pat
rpvyxfov, Ecclus. 2427, 6 Kaipbs rdv Kapirdv, Mt. 21 34,
14. Grape n\7:"! ri'i"C\ Oo^/^fzA3 4), which corresponded
fairly with our September, whole families
harvest.
repaired to the vineyards for the more
expeditious gathering of the fruit, sleeping in booths,
and living largely on the ripening grapes. It was the
most joyful time of all the Hebrew's year (Is. Ill 10).
The ripe clusters (ni'-'rc'.s') were either nipped off []"\p,
Pea.74), or, more usually, cut off ("^^'f) with a curved
knife i^:-:. Joel y [4] 13, Ohdl. 1 8 1 ; dpexravov, Rev. 1419 ;
EV 'sickle'). Hence is derived the special name for
the grape harvest, T ^ B , bdsir (cp i-^n, the grapegatherer, Jer. 69 499 ; rpvydv,
Ecclus. 3025 [ 3 3 T 6 ] ) ,
although -'ip, kdsir, strictly the corn-harvest, is sometimes applied to the vintage-(Is. I69 17 n I85 Joel 3 [4]
13, ' put ye in the sickle for the harvest is ripe ').-

has, in the writer's opinion, recently been laid bare at
Telles-Safi(/*j^/-'(?, 1900, p. 3 1 / w i t h plans). It consists
of ' a floor of rock, roughly rectangular, about 42 ft. long
by 16 ft. 8 ins. broad. It has Iieen smoothed level and
sunk to a maximum depth of 5 ins. below the surrounding rock outcrop.' The many cups scattered over the
floor (cp a similar series of cups at Tell-el-Judeideh, ib.
249, with illustrations) were evidently for receiving the
juice expressed from the grapes by their own weight.
This has always been considered to produce a quality
of wine superior to that obtained by treading the grapes,
and was termed xrpbxvp^aby the Greeks, and protropuin
by the Romans (Geopon. G 16, Pliny HN 14 85 ; cp
Hesychius' definition of yXevKOS cited above, § 3).
Tlie many cup-like hollows in the floor of the 7nistdh suirgest
a new explanation of the unique term ^^DT (Ex 22 29 [28] lit.
' thy tear ' [pD^] E V ' thy Uquors/ © dirapxas k-qvov, so Pesh.).
The lioUows in question may very naturally have been termed
the ' eyes' of the mistdh (cp ' the seven eyes upon one stone ' in
the difficult passage Ziich. 3 9), when the liquid collected in them
would as naturally have been called the ' t e a r . ' There are
analogies in other languages for this application of the word
' tear,' as in the Arabic dam'atu-l-karmi
(Konig, Stilistik, etc.,
106) and the Spanish lagrima, the name for wine made from
grape-juice which has exuded without pressure (Redding,
op. cit. 58).

The treading of the grapes was accompanied by
much merry shouting and singing on the part of the
treaders (•'•^i'^—in later Hebrew ^Ti^~^^, women treaders
^\^^2~R,T^ru7n.Z4), a proceeding several times referred to
in OT.
The vintage-shout e\'en received a special
name, the heddd ( n ' n , Is. I610 Jer. 2630 4333).
A
snatch of a vintage song is preserved in Is. 65 8 :
'Destroy it not, for a blessing is in it.' The Greek
translators, as is well known, read the titles of Pss. 8 81
and S4 as nh-in ^^y, which they rendered vxxkp rdv Xxjvdv
(Jerome, pro [or in"] to7rula7'ib7is), evidently regarding
the Psalms in question as vintage hymns, corresponding
to the vp.voL iTTiX-qvLOL of the Greeks, a view adopted in
recent times by Baethgen [HK 16).'^
The grapes having been trodden as thoroughly as
possible with the feet—the juice thus expressed was
n rt"
termed by the Romans mustu7/i lixivum
16. qualities _ ^ further flow was obtained by piling
wme.
^^^ husks and stalks in a heap (nisn, ^Ab.
Zdr. 48 etc.) in the middle of the pressvat. Flat stones,
or planks of wood, were laid upon the top of the tappuah.

The grapes destined for the manufacture of wine
were carried in baskets (^p, '\i\shn3Lpassi7n, n'^::'^c, Jer.
Ifi ^
H"
69 AV, see, however, RV™g^- and art.
* -Dl ^^
^ B A S K E T ) to the press where they were
"
'
immediately trodden out, or, as is still
a common practice in Syria and other wine-producing
countries, spread out for some days ^ on the nv:-S-r::> or
spreading-place (cp F R U I T S , § 4, with footnote), where
the grapes were laid either on the bare ground or on
vine leaves ( Tohdr. 10 4 / . ) . The ^nistah was generally,
if not always, close to the press, so that the juice
exuding from the grapes under their own pressure might
trickle into the vat (HJS naj, ib. 10 5). The object of
this proceeding was to increase the amount of sugar
and diminish the amount of water in the grapes (see
Redding, A History
of Ma Jem IVina^'-'') [1851],
55), with a view to the production of a specially sweet
wine, Uke the p^^^'^N' [x^Xiaarbv) of Mfndhdth^s.
An
ancient mistdh or spreading-place with its adjoining vat
^ Is it possible f\\2Xpurdh (Is. 63 2 ; see above) was the special
designation for a press of this description?
2 The unity of the prophet's figure in this verse has hitherto
been marred by the commentators taking kdsir in its usual sense
of corn harvest, and consequently rendering maggdlhy
'sickle.'
In reality the reference is to the grape harvest and (<& rpvyr)r6s)
the gatherer's knife. This view of the passage preserves the
unity of the figure and is confirmed by © and the author of
Revelation (X^igf),
and by the fact that the only other instance
of ^ ^ 3 , in the sense of ' to be ripe," refers to the ripening of
grapes (Gen. 40 10).
^ At present from five to seven days, near Hebron even for
sixteen days ZDPV 11170.
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F I G . 2.—Modern contrivance for pressing grapes in Palestine.

and the whole was subjected to pressure by means of a
wooden press-beam (n_3n ^IJy, Shabb. \g ;
-Tolwr.\(ii),
one end of which was fixed into a socket in the wall of
the pressvat. as shown in Schick's diagram reproduced
above, whilst the other end was weighted with stones (see
the illustr., fig. 2, of the same procedure at the present
day, Mackie, Bible .Manners and Customs, 45). The
1 Specimens of modern vintage songs in Arabic are given by
D j l m a n in his Palestinischcr
Di-mccn (1901) 2 8 , ^
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wine obtained from this second pressing, which produced the innstu7n tortivum of the Romans, was of
course much inferior to that obtained from the mustum
lixivutn.
Still lower in the scale must be placed the
beverage termed ncn, thned (so pointed by Dalman,
A ram.-Neuhebr.
I\'drte7-b., s.v., who derives the word
from the Latin temetum), which was prepared by
pouring water upon the skins and stalks after thej' had
been pressed [Ma'dser. h4 6), or upon the lees of
generous wine [Shabb. 2O2) and allowing the whole to
ferment (|"Dnn, Mads. Sh. 1 3), precisely as in the
manufacture of the lora of the Romans. Td7ned was
also prepared from grapes that had become atrophied
on the vine ('Or/a 18). Some such wine of poor quahty
may be intended in some cases by the j-i^h, homes, of
the O T (AV ' vinegar'), which like lora was the vinum
opera7'ium or workmen's wine (Ruth 214).
Proceeding now to the preparation of the ordinary
varieties of wine, we are met by the somewhat remarkable fact that of the two hundred or
17. Fermen- [
more biblical references to wine, only
tation.
two or three refer specially to any of the
many processes in its fermentation and maturing. W'e
are accordingly dependent on the more numerous and
more e,xplicit statements to be found in the Mishna,
which apply strictly to the procedure of the second
century A.D. But the methods then in use are of so
primitive a character that they may safely be used to
illustrate the procedure of a much earlier period.
In
the case of small vineyards, it was perhaps possible to
allow the must to ferment in the winevat, fermentation,
in the warm climate of Palestine in September, commencing a few hours after the expression of the juice.
Thus in .iboth 426 the man that learns from a young
and immature teacher is compared to one ' that eats
unripe grapes and drinks wine from his vat' (iriJD f".)-^
After the first and most active stage of the fermentation,
technically known as the ' t u m u l t u o u s ' fermentation
[Redding, op. cit. 62), was completed in the vat, the
new wme was drawn off (nbn, Hagg. 216, in the Mishna,
r'^i) and transferred to skins (Job 3219 Mt. 917 and |'s,
see BOTTLE, § I ) or jars for the so-called 'afterfermentation. ' It is impossible that the must could
ever h a \ e been put into skins to undergo the whole
process of fermentation, as is usually stated, the action
of the gas given off in the earlier stages of the process
being much too violent for any skins to withstand.
Where a large quantity of grapes had to be trodden, it
was necessary to relieve the winevat by transferring the
nmst immediately to earthenware jars, of which the Jews
possessed a large variety (see Krengel, Das Hausgerat in
der MiSnah, pp. 4 8 ^ ) . The most frequently mentioned
is the n'^n, hdbith, corresponding to the Roman dolium,
a large full-bellied jar with a wide mouth, of the type
represented under PoTTERY, Fig. 3, Xo. i, intermediate
in size between the smaller ^Il, kad (/cdSos) and the
larger CD^'S, pztos (xvldos). The jars, which had previously
been lined with pitch, were placed beneath the spout of
the vat if it had one (see the Tell el-Hesy vat above
described), or were filled—but not to the brim [MUndh.
86)—by means of the wii-^flj (j'nOi Tohdr. IO7) or dipper,
a bowl-shaped vessel like those used in Egypt for the
same purpose (illus. Wilkinson, op. trzV. 1 387 ; cp P O T TERY, Tig. 2, Xo. 6). Schick's diagram above shows
at e a special cavity in which the jar was placed to be
filled. The jars were then set aside ^ for the contents to
ferment. The active fermentation of the Roman wines
lasted about nine days, according to Pliny, whilst the
1 Here, and elsewhere in the Mishna, however, j-rf^/w may be
used instead of the now obsolete tiros to denote the unfermented
must, in which case the aphorism throws an interesting sidelight
on the Jewish appreciation of unfermented wine !
2 From Abodah Zarah 4 10 we learn that the jars were left
Open ; see n^;^ in Strack's glossary to this tractate.
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modern red wine of Syria is said to complete its first
fermentation in from four to se\en days, and to become
drinkable after the lapse of from two to four months
(ZDPV\\i7i
; see below, § 21).
The scum which was thrown up during the process
of fermentation was removed from time to time, the
technical term for which was nsp
18. Straining, (j/^/^;.,^-,, ^ ^ 4 ^ ^^^_ ^ The later Jewish
legislation decreed that the new wine
was not admissible for the drink offering until it
had stood for at least forty days in the fermenting-jars
('Eduy.Gi ; Bdb. Bath, gj a ; Targ. Jerus. i [PseudoJonathan] on Xu. 287, where after rendering sekdr by
'old wine' it adds : 'if old wine cannot be had, let
\\ine forty days old be poured out before the Lord').
On the expiry of this period, then, the wine was
assumed to have sufficiently settled to allow of its being
racked off into smaUer jars (ns, pS, ]p':ip> Su, for all
which see Krengel, op. cit.) corresponding to the Roman
amphorce, and into wine-skins (iNj)- The skins were
preferred to the jars where the question of transport
was concerned (Josh. 94 i S. I24 Judith 105 etc.). In
order to purify the new wine from the lees (DncL") or
deposit of husks, stalks, etc., that had settled at the
bottom of the fermenting jars, it was poured through a
strainer (j" hz' T\^it'^. AV/. 263 and often), which might
be of metal, as in the passage cited (see Becker's
Gallus, Eng. ed. 490, for illust. of a fine metal colu7n
vinarium), or of earthenware (A't"/. 38), or more frequently a plain linen cloth (TIID. Shabb. 2fi2-=.<jovbdpiov),
the Roman saccus vi7iarius.
T o strain wine was
termed ppy (Is. 256 'wines on the lees well strained')
and j^p (Mishna, passim), in N T StuXf^w (Mt. 2824 also
C of Am. 66 rbv divXio-pi^vov olvov, which suits the
parallelism better than the MT).^ A striking figure
employed by Jeremiah to denote the even tenor of
Moabite history informs us that it was the custom to
' fine' the new wine by pouring it at intervals from one
jar to another. ' Moab has been at ease from his
youth, and has settled on his lees [cp the similar figure
Zeph. 112] and has not been emptied (pn^i tiS) from
vessel to vessel, neither has he gone into captivity:
therefore his taste remains in him, and his scent [the
modern '' bouquet "] is not changed. Therefore behold
the days come, says Yahwe, when I \sill send
tilters [D'NJ;, from HNX, to tilt over a vessel in order to
pour out its contents ; see RV"^^-] and they shall tilt
him, and they shall empty his vessels and break his jars'
(Jer. 4 8 1 1 / ) . Care had to betaken, on the other hand,
lest this frequent ' tilting ' should set up acetous fermentation and turn wine into vinegar. The frequent
IQ "NT ' 1J , references to this danger in the Mishna
' .
show that the Tewish wines were not
calculated to keep for a long period,
Indeed wine was already ' old ' when a year had passed
fi-om the time when it had left the winepress. ' Old
wine' (j:;-'; cp the similar use of xxaXaibs absolutely in
Lk. 639) we read in the Mishna [Bdb. Bath. 63) ' is wine
ofthe previous year'—i.e., of the vintage last but one
— ' very old wine (fc"D) is wine that is three years old,'
i.e., according to Jewish reckoning, of the vintage last
but two, in other words from two to three years old.
' New wine,' accordingly, would apply only to wine of
the immediately preceding vintage.
Probably the
ordinary custom is reflected in the statement in the
book of Jubilees (7 i / ) that Noah prepared the wine of
his vineyard in the seventh month, and kept it in a j a r
until he offered it on the following new year's day ;
that is to say wine which had begun to ferment, say, on
the first of October was considered ready for use about
the middle of the following March.
1 Ignatius is fond of the metaphor from straining or filtering ;
see ad Rom., salutation, ' filtered (aTroStuAio-MeVoty) from every
s t a i n ' ; ad Philad. 3.
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When the wine had been sufficiently refined and
clai'ified, the mouth of the aiuphura, which had
previouslv been lined (fi'Di) with pitch,
20. Storage. "^
i ',
'.u
i-1 ,
v
i n •
was closed with a hd ("CD). probably m
the shape of a hollow cone (Krengel, op. cit. 50, illustr.
ap. Wilkinson, op, eit. I387), or, if the jar had a.
narrow neck, it was corked (.-pj) with a stopper (nDi:;:^ ;
Mishna oft.). Both lids and stoppers were carefully
luted with gypsum or clay, pitch, wax, etc. (see the list
in A'V. 102).^ Wine:^kms were fastened with a knotted
cord [Shabb. IT'2 ; cp acTKis dede/x^vos. Job 329 €>).
The jars were now ready to be stored in the wine-cellars
(l",T n'niiN. I Ch. 27:^7, \'g. cel/<e vinarico, by which
Jerome also renders the f n n'^ of Cant. 24 [AV
'banqueting house"]). Wine shops (m:n, Bdb. .1/,^.
4ii, \4b. Zdr. 54) were common in Jcrusalein in X T
times. Those of Arabia^often kept by Jews, whence
the name haniit—frequently
had displayed 1 sign or
'bush,' with wiiich some commentators have identified
the obscure ' banner' of the ' house of wine' in the
passage of Canticles just cited (cp ENSIGNS, § i b).
The process of wine-making as above described on the basis
of the data of the INIishna may be illustrated by two brief
accounts of the modern process in Eastern
21. M o d e r n lands.
Writing in 1824 Henderson in his
process.
History of Ancient and Modern I Vines thus
describes the method adopted in Persia (264) :
'When the grapes are gathered, they are brought to the cellar,
and introduced into a \'a.t or cistern, formed of masonry, and
lined with plaster, about S ft. in length and breadth, and 4 in
depth, where they are trodden, and the juice which flows from
them is collected in a trough at the bottom, from which it is
inimediately removed into large earthen jars, to undergo the
requisite fermentation. . . . When the fermentation has fairly
commenced, the murk is stirred by one of the workmen with his
arms bare ; and this operation is repeated for eighteen or twenty
successive days. T h e wine is then strained, through coarse
sieves, into clean vessels, which are filled to the brim, and
covered with light matting. In these it is allowed to remain
for thirty or forty days, and when the secondary fermentation
is diought to be completed, it is racked into smaller jars or
bottles in which it can be conveniently transported.' T h e
following extract applies to the present day. ' I n Damascus
the Christians use principally red grapes in the manufacture of
wine. After the grapes have been trodden, the must is transferred with the husks to large earthenware jars, the mouths of
which are closed with pieces of linen. Fourteen days afterwards when the fermentation is completed the wine is poured
into smaller jars, stirred daily for two months with a rod to
)revent acetous fermentation and then strained through a thick
inen cloth. T h e wine is now drinkable. I t is preserved in
jars which are stoppered and sent to the cellar' (Anderlind in
ZDPV 11171 [18S8]).

f

In what has been said hitherto of the Jewish methods
of manufacture, the ordinary quality of wine has been
_ _ , - , . . , exclusively in view. W e have also seen
» {§ ^5) ^^^^ ^t was usual to expose some
part, at least, of the vintage, to the sun
before pressing in order to increase the sweetness and
strength of the wine ; but with this exception the mode
of manufacture was as above described.
Another
procedure which aims at improving a must that is poor
in sugar is still in vogue in Syria and elsewhere.^ T h e
must is boiled in a caldron for a short time, until it is
reduced four or five per cent in volume (see the directions from the geoponic collection ap. Henderson, op.
cit. 41), after which the liquor is set aside to cool and
in due time to ferment. This is apparently the * boiled
wine' {•^z-20 y\
Teruin. 2 6 ; Mendh. 85) which the
context shows to have been inferior to wine made and
matured in the ordinary way from the best quality of
must. T h e authorities, however, differed in their
* attitude to ' boiled wine.' ' It is not permissible to boil
the must (:•••) of the heave offering, because its bulk is
thus diminished. But Rabbi Yehuda allows it, because
it is thereby improved ' [Terunu'th H i ) . The process
1 There Is a decided flavour of modernity about the precautions against 'broaching the admiral^ or tanipering with the
wine-jars in transitu, as detailed in ' Aboddh Zdrdh 5 if
2 ' I n some parts, e.g. Portugal, must which is too watery is
concentrated by evaporation in a c a l d r o n ; ' Thudicum, A
Treatise on Wines, 50 (1894); cp Wilson, The Wines of the
Bible, 1 1 0 ^
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now described must not be confused with the much
mure ehiborate process of the manufacture of grapesyrup, full details of which have been given under
H O N E Y , § i (3) (cp also PANN.>\G).

The 'doctoring' of wines, as it is now called, was
not unknown to the Jews, since we read of the lees of
23. Doctored ^ "^^'^ generous wine being added to a
' wine
^^'"^ °^ inferior quality to increase its
strength (see Bdb. AKs^n, where also is
mentioned the familiar expedient of combining a strong,
harsh [ntyp] wine with one of a milder [:;•]] quahty).
The method of hastening the maturing of wines by
fumigation (Henderson, op. cit. ^•\ff., Wilson, op. cit.
9 6 / : , Smith's Diet, of Gr. and Rotn. Ant.^^), 2gfi7b)
was also practised ; but such 'smoked wine' [vS'^rj p \
M^ndh. 85) was, like the 'boiled wine,' admitted with
a grudge as the material of the drink offering [Mtfndh.
I.e.).
The poet's comparison of himself to ' a bottle
in the smoke ' (Ps. 11983) is generally supposed to refer
to the fumigation of the wine-skin (so RV"'^^) ; but the
terms are not sufficiently precise for this special application, and the reference is more probably to any skinbottle exposed to the smoke of the hearth.
Of the wines most esteemed in OT times, only two
are known to us by name, viz., the wine of Lebanon
24 Various ^^°^' ^^'^ ^^^' ^^^ ^^^ Nowack, who sus'Vi
rl * pects an error in the text [see further
Dranas.

^^.^

^-^^

^^^

^^ LEBANON, § 8]) and

the wine of H E L B O N (Ezek. 2718), a locality about three
hours distant from Damascus, to the X\V. Its wine
was greatly prized by the Assyrians and is frequently
mentioned in the cuneiform literature (with nine other
varieties in the list R 449-13, Del. Ass. HIVB, s.v.
' karanu').
T h e Persian kings are said by Strabo
(15735) to have drunk only wine from Helbon, and
even at the present day it is held in repute. In the
Mishna treatise MSndhdth (85} five obscure locahties
are mentioned by name as supplying the wine most
esteemed in the Temple service (see for discussion of
these Neubauer, Gt'ogr. du Talmud, 8 4 / . ) .
In discussing the signification of the term sekdr
(§ 8), we found that both etymology and history
^„ _ .
.
pointed to its being originally a
25. Date-Wine. ^
,
•
.
5
• ? • ,•
comprehensive term for intoxicating
beverages of all sorts, including wine, but that, with
the popularisation at an early period of the word ydyin
as the exclusive designation for the fermented juice of
the grape, the two terms came to be regarded as mutually exclusive. It was further pointed out that of all
the intoxicating liquors, other than wine, likely to be
known to the early Hebrews as a branch of the Semitic
family, date-wine was historically the oldest. It is not
till the Talmudic period, however, that we meet with
its Hebrew name, nnniji p;., ' wine of dates ' or ' datewine.' This beverage is said by Herodotus (I194) to
have been the principal article of Assyrian commerce
and is mentioned times without number in the cuneiform
contract-tablets (Del. Ass. HWB, s.v. 'sikaru'). T h e
greater part of the wine of Arabia Felix in Strabo's
time was mnde from the palm (425 ; see, further. Low,
A}-a7n. Pplanzennamen, for the Arabic sakr). T h e
dates were first steeped in water—a modius, or peck,
of ripe dates to three congii (about 17 pints) of water is
Pliny's recipe [HN 1419)—then submitted to the press,
after which the juice was allowed to ferment. T h e
wine which Pliny mentions as being made 'from the
pods of the Syrian c a r o b ' (see H U S K S , F R U I T , § 14)

was no doubt prepared in a similar manner.
Repeatedly in the later Jewish literature reference is
made to a species of cider known as tappiiah-wine
26 ADPle-wine ^°'^^^^ f'-' ^ ' ' ' ' " " - ^ ^ ' ' ^'^'^"'" ^^'
pomegranate-' ^ t c ) . In the uncertainty that attaches
wine
' ° ''^^ identification of the tappuah
(see A P P L E , and cp F R U I T , § 12) we

cannot be sure whether we have to do with true cider5318
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or apple-wine, or with the cydoneum or cydoniies of the
classical writers, which was made from the juice of the
quince. In any case the beverage was intoxicating and
therefore taboo to those who took a vow of abstinence
from wine (see Nlddr. 69). From the kindred pomegranate was prepared the only fermented liquor other *
than wine nientioned by name in the O T (unless we are
prepared to render Sekdr by palm-wine)—viz., the 'dsis
riminom-m, D>:IBT D'DJ; (SO read Cant. 82, AV 'juice,'
RV 'sweet wine of [pomegranates]).' This beverage
is described by Pliny as ' vinum e punicis quod rhoiten
vocant' (//TV 1416), and is the potrr}! olva of Dioscorides (634). Both these wines were prepared, like
the English cider, we may assume, by crushing the
fruit, probably in the oil-mill, as described in detail
under O I L , § 3, and allowing the juice to ferment.
It is not surprising to find, in the later literature,
reference also to various novel beverages either imported
97 Fnrpi^n from abroad, or made at home in imita- '
° tion of the imported article. Thus in
* ^ ' the minute directions for the removal of
every trace of leaven in the Mishna treatise on the
passovers {PUsdhtm 3 i ) , four foreign liquors are proscribed on the implied ground that fermented grain in
some form or othef entered into their composition.
These a r e :
' Babylonian kuttah.
Median Sekdr,
Edomite {i.e-, Roman) vinegar, and Egyptian beer'
(omn, ^060%). The kutlah is said to have had sour
milk for its basis. T h e Median differed from the
Palestinian sekdr, in not being pure fermented fruitjuice, but having an admixture of malt. The Roman
vinegar was also suspected of containing a similar
mi.xture. The last of the four is the beer for which
Egypt had long been famed. Herodotus (277) is the
first Greek writer to refer to the Egyptians' fondness
for ' wine made from barley,' whilst Diodorus styles it
fBSos, declaring that its bouquet was little inferior to
that of wine (I34). This preparation, of which the
native name was hek, is said to be as old as the fourth
dynasty (Birch, ap. Wilk. op. cit. I396) and to have
been at all times the favourite beverage of the common
people. It was made from barley, and flavoured by
an infusion of various plants (for further details see the
references; especially to modern investigations, in the
list of authorities cited by Schurer, G/Vi^), 2s7, and for
the baza of modern Egypt, see J. Death, The Beer of
the Bible, 1887). The Alexandrian translators found
a reference to the manufacture of beer in Egypt in
the already corrupt text of Is. 19ioi5 (oi TCOCOCIVTCS TOV
fOfloK ; see W E A V I N G , § 5).
It is still an open question whether the fiebrews
under the monarchy drank their wine neat or, as was
28. W i t h w a t e r , """^'"""fy
='"'°".R the peoples of
classical antiquity, diluted with
water (see M E A L S , § 12). From the quaint expression
used by Isaiah to symbohse the degeneracy of his contemporaries (I22, ' t h y silver has become dross, thy
wine mixed with water' ["71,10, lit. 'circumcised']), it
has been inferred that in the eighth century, at least,
the addition of water was not the usual practice. That
this is the significance of the unique phrase 'circumcised'—the accompanying bammayim in the original
is probably a gloss—is proved by many analogies both
in the Semitic and in the non-Semitic languages, of
which Pliny's castrare vinum is the most familiar^ (see
Marti's list of parallels in KHC, in loc.). In this connection it should be remembered that the ancient wines
were not, like the modern, ' doctored ' or ' rectified ' by
the addition of b. strong spirit,, and the wines of
Palestine, in particular, may be assumed on the whole
not to have exceeded the strength of an ordinary claret.
It may be taken as a result of HeUenic influence that it

is in the late post-exilic period that we first meet with
a clear reference to the diluting of wine with water.
Thus the author of 2 Macc. remarks that ' it is hurtful
to drink wine or water alone' whilst 'wine mingled
with water (owos CSari (rvvKepatrdels) is pleasant' (1639 ;
cp © rendering of Bel, 33). In N T times it may be
taken that the Greek custom had become firmly
established, since the diluting of wine is assumed to be
the usual custom in the Mishna {Birdkh. 7 s 82 ; 'Abod.
Zdr. 5s, and oft.).
Wine thus diluted was termed
JITD ['_'; undiluted or ' n e a t ' wine, 'n j ' ; (lit. ' living
wine'). In Nidda 2 7 mdzUg wine is defined as consisting of ' two parts of water and one part of the wine
of Sharon.' In the GSmara and in the Midrash, however, Sharon wine is said to have been weaker than the
ordinary sorts, which were usually mixed in the proportion of three parts of water to one of wine (see also
the commentaries on Shabb. 8 i ) . These are the proportions recommended by Hesiod for peasants in the
dog-days {Works and Days, 596).' A refinement of
this custom consisted in mixing the wine with snow
{Negd. 12), a practice which some have found referred
to in Pr. 2513 (see Toy in loc. with reff. there). It is
further attested that it was a common custom to mix
wine with hot water, so perhaps always at the Passover
supper (see Pisdh. 713, where the hot-water apparatus
[Dn'D] is specially named). Even the must in the vat was
drunk mixed with water, either cold ([jis) or hot {ripm,
Mddser. 44). T h e Arabs also, in the period before
Mohammed, mi.xed their wine with cold water (half and
half) or with hot (Jacob, Altarab. Beduinenleben, 102).
A study of the O T passages in which reference is
made, either explicitly or by implication, to the ' mix29. W i t h spices.
''^f,Z
' ™ " S l i n g ' of wine shows
"
that the mixing in question was not
with w^ater but with various aromatic h6rbs and spices,
for the purpose of heightening the flavour and increasing
the strength of the wine. Thus the ' men of might'
denounced by Isaiah (622) did not, we may be sure,
dilute their strong drink with water, but mingled it
with appropriate spices. Indeed, we have seen some
ground for supposing that Sekar itself may have been
sometimes used to denote wine when treated in this way
(see § 8, and especially the definition of Suidas there
quoted). This ' spiced wine' is plainly specified by the
name np>n [V of Cant. 82 and by the DB'3D J " of Baba
Bathra 63 (cp the special term j'"n"nN DBS, to ' s p i c e '
the wine, Ma'dser. Sh. 2 i ) . Maspero thus describes
the Assyrian practice : ' "The wines, even the most
delicate, are not drunk in their natural state ; they are
mixed with aromatics and various drugs, which give
them a delicious flavoiu- and add tenfold to their
strength.
This operation is performed in the hall,
under the eyes of the revellers. An eunuch standing
before a table pounds in a stone mortar the intoxicating
substances, which he moistens from time to time with
some essence. His comrades have poured the contents
of the amphora2 into immense bowls of chased silver
[dp Pr. 92, © iKipaaev ets KpaTTJpa rdv olvov] which
reach to their chests. As soon as the perfumed paste
is ready they put some of it into each bowl and carefuUy dissolve it. The cupbearers bring the cups, draw
out the wine, and serve the guests' {Ancient Egypt
and Assyria, ^joff.,
with illustrs.).
This class of
beverages is styled aromatites by Pliny, who enumerates
the various aromatics used in their composition
myrrh, cassia, calamus, etc. {HN 1419). The same
authority has much to say of the fondness of the
Romans for the special beverage known as myrrhina
or myri:h-wine (.ffiV 1415 ; cp Smith, Dict-K^), s.v.
'Vinum,' 296717), the oTvos icxiJ.vpccrp.ivos of Mk. I523
(AV 'wine mingled with myrrh'—see CROSS, § 5,

^ ^ [Or we may read ^,nio, which in MH means the dark turbid
liquor pressed out from grapes. So Barth, NBldeke, Cheyne
(.S.SOr,'Isaiah,'Heb., III).]

i For other proportions recommended by various classical
writers see Iwan Muller, Handt. d. klass. Altertums-wiss
4443*.
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and cp 11 Mt. 2734). ^rid the pji,*::\x of later Jewish
literature (Shir Rabba 4 14).
Here also may be classed another popular beverage
of the first centuries of our era in Palestine, the foreign
,Tr-j_i 1.
oriirin of which is betrayed by its
30. With honey. „ame p^',p,:-.xi (variously pointed =
o'Lvbc.cc\c, Ep- Ignat- ad Trail. 62), thc f;i\'uurite miclsuin
of the Romans. As the name also indicates, \ \ c h i i \ u
here a mixture of wine and honey (Tfrum. l l i ) , in the
proportion of 'four by measure of wine to one of
honey,' to which pepper was added as llavourijig ('. //).
Z.lr. 30<z).
It is a remarkable fact that the iilain and literal
references in the Bible to wine and strung drink are
. ,
e.xeeeded in number li\- the illustra31. metaphors. ^^^^^^ ^^^^ figmes borrowed from
their preparation and use. Only a few typical cases
can be here adduced. Passing by the famili.ir designation of Israel as a vine and as the vine\-.rrd of Yahw6,
we have in the treading of the winepress a frequent and
expressive figure of the divine judgments (Is. 682/*.
Joel 3[4] 13 L a m . l 13 Rev. 14 19/.). Thc action of tlic
must under fermentation suggests to a Hebrew poet
a novel metaphor to express agony of soul occasioned
by the calamities of his country (Lam. I20 '211). The
folly of attempting to force the ' new w ine ' of the gospel
into the 'old wine-skins' (Mt. 917 and l|s), the wornout forms and formulas of Judaism, is iUustrated by the
familiar figure discussed above (§ 17). W'e have also
seen how the treatment of the wine while maturing in
the wine-jars supplied Jeremiah with an image for the
e.isv-going Moab, who had not been ' emptied from
vessel to vessel' ( i S i i / ! ) , but had settled contentedly
'on his lees,' Uke the callous insouciant contemporaries
of Zephaniah (I13). By the superiority of old wine to
new (cp Lk. 039) ben Sira illustrates his preference for
an old and tried friend over one whose friendship has
StiU to mature {wa\aioop.ai ; Ecclus. 915 [© 10]).
Perhaps the boldest metaphor is that in which the intoxicating properties of wine, as contained in Yahwe's
'cup of reeUng,' is employed by prophet and poet (Is.
olijff- Jer.-Iaiiff- Ezek.'2333 Hab.'2i6 Pss. 6O5 758)
as ' a frequent symbol for confusion, bewilderment, and
distress.
. Drunkenness may typify spiritual blindness or perplexity (Is. 1914 Jer. 2.39). It also supplies
the figure for sailors of a ship in a storm at sea, who
reel about the deck in bewildered witlessness (Ps.
10727); and finaUy it is combined with the image of
the wind-tossed booth to iUustrate the convulsions of
the earth upon the Judgment-day ' (Is. -li^.c).^
This symbolism may be said to reach its highest point
in the institution of the Eucharist.
.- W'ith regard to the attitude of O T and N T to the
general question of the use of fermented beverages, it is
,„ - ,
worthy of note that while tlnis in the OT
flh ^t^^ sometimes denotes the unfermented must,
, ."JJ
there is no trace in Hebrew literature, from
riiiKS. ji^g earliest period to the close of the
Mishna, of any method of preserving it in the unfermented state. lndi;i;d it has been maintained that
' with the total absence of antiseptic precautions
characteristic of Orientals, it would have been impossible
to do s o ' (Prof Macalister in Hastings' DB 234b, in
this agreeing with many modern authorities). Throughout the OT the use of wine as i daily beverage (see
MEALS, § 12) appears as an all but universal custom
(for

the exceptions see

N A Z I R I T E , and

R E C H A B I T E ;'-'

priests also, while on duty, had to abstain from wine

WISDOM LITERATURE
and strong drink: Lev. IO9 ; cp Ezek.-1 J2i).i Even
its use to the extent of exhilaration is implicitly approved
(i;en. 4334 Judg.9i3 Ps. I 0 4 i s Pr. 3I7), w-'hilst the
\'alue of alcohol as a stimulant in sickness and distress
is explicitly recognised (Pr. 316 ; cp i Tim. 623). The
\iews of the biblical WTiters on this subject, in short,
may fairly be summed up in the words of Jesus ben
Sira (about 180 B.C.); ' W'me drunk in measure and
to satisfy is joy of heart and gladness of soul' (Ecclus.
3128 RV ; cp V. 27, and for the converse <'?'. sgf), or
in those ofa somewhat later, or it may be contemporary,
Jewish writer, the Pseudo - .Aristeas: irXTji/ iv -trkac
p-eTpLbr-tjs KoKliv (in all things [according to the context :
eating, drinking, and pleasures] moderation is good ;
ed. Wenrlland, 223). Whilst this is so, the opposition
of biblical writers to immoderate indulgence in wine
and strong drink is too explicit and to(5 well known to
recjuire further elaboration lieie.'- The problems raised ,
by the ^ ery different conditions of the modern world
were of course undreamt of by the biblical writers.
A. R. .s. K.

•VnNNOWING ( n n j ; Ruth 32 Is. 3024)-

See A G R I -

CULTURE, § 9.

WISDOM LITEEATURB
Definition (§ i).
Early philosophy (§ 2f.).
The Sages (§ 4).
Their teaching (§§ 5-8).

Ethics (§ 9 / ) .
World-questions (§§ 11-13).
Decline (§ 14).
Bibliography (§ 15).

' A^^isdom Literature' is the usual designation of those
old-Hebrew writings w-hich deal, not with the Israelitish
_ ^ ...
national law and life, but with universal
• moral and religious principles of all
human life. It is thus sharply distinguished from the
PKOPfiETicAL LITERATUKE {g.v.~\ (whose central theme
is the obligation to serve Yahwe alone and no other
god), from the L A W LITER.-VTURE [?.».] (which is
mainly concerned with ritual), and from the Liturgical
Literature [see PSALMS, etc.] (which is the expression
of religious emotion). .-As its lower limit we may take
the beginning of the Christian era — after this the
Jewish thought occupies itself with other things ; it may
be considered to include all reflective writings before
Philo, who forms a new category, inasmuch as it
seeks to discover what is permanent and universal in
life (which is the aim of philosophy) it may be described as the pre-Philonic Hebrew philosophy. The
books and psalms in which it is contained, arranged in
what is taken in this article to be the general chronological order, are ; Job, certain Psalms (such as 8 19 29
37 49 73 90 92 103 104 107 139 147 148), Proverbs,
Ben-Sira (Ecclesiasticus), Ecclesiastes, AN'isdom of
Solomon, to which may be added the earliest sa^-ings
of the heads of schools (reported in PirkU .4both).
For
details the reader is referred to the articles on the
several books.
The Israelites, like all other peoples, must have reflected more or less, from the moment when they
_ , T • >, attained a settled civilisation, on
2- Early Jewish ^^^^^^^ questions of life. The lowest
philosophy;
^^^^ ^^ ^^^^ reflection appears in
origin.
popular proverbs and fables, which
express, usually in a one-sided and superficial way. the
result of the ordinary common-sense experience and
observation ; such are Jotham's fable (Judg. 'JS-15), and
the proverbs cited in i S. IO12 2 S. 53 20i8 Jer. 3I29
( = Ezek. I82). Nathan's apologue (2 S. 12 1-4) and the
allegories in Is. 5 i / Ezek. 16 17 23 are of a higher

*_This name, however, may have supplanted an earlier native
designation^ since honied wine was known to the Assyrians from
an earlypenod, see Del. Ass. HWB, s-znj. 'daSpu' and 'dusSupn.'
^ Quoted from a most suggestive paper, entitled ' A Tentative
Catalogue of Biblical M e t a p h o r s ' by Claude G. Montefiore in
JQRi(A2.
3 Schurer (GJV>.^), 2 569) combats the generally received view
that the Essenes also were abstainers.

1 It has often been remarked that Ezekiel in his ideal sketch
of the restored temple worship makes no provision for the use of
wine, which h.id from time immemorial a recognised place in
the ritual. [On the daily libation of wine at the morning and
evening sacrifice, see SACKIFICE, § 35, and cp Ecclus. 50 i s y : ]
2 We may note in particular the deutero-canonical writers
(e.^-, I Esd. i^Jp-, and the frequent denunciation of excess in
Ecclesiasticus) : also Philo's treatises ' on the planting of Noah
and ' Drnnkenness.' In the latter occurs the fine saying (sect.
32) regarding aKparov cede TTCLV a<^pocn'i^s c^dppatcov.
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literary and moral character ; but they are moral and
religious discouises (such as form the staple of the
prophetic books) directed against particular cases of sin
rather than reflections on life.^
In the Pentateuch, the Prophets, and the Historical
liuoks there is frequent mention of ' w i s d o m ' (ncjn.
hoknidh) and 'wise men (D-DJII, hdkd77iim). In all
these cases the connection shows that what is meant by
' w i s d o m ' is either the skill of the magician (Ex. 7 i i ) ,
or of the artisan (Ex. 28 3 3510 25 2 Ch. 2 6 [7] Is. 40 20),
or the sagacity of the man of affairs (Gen. 4133 Dt. 113
2 S. 133 l'i2 Is. 33), or, with larger scope, the broad
and high-minded inteUigence of him who is in sympathy
with the divine law of right (Dt. 46 Is. II2). In the
passage Is. 112 the term seems to approach very near
the meaning it has in Job and Proverbs, and this it
might well do if, as is probable, this passage is later
than the sixth century B.C.; but here also the context
shows that the wisdom of the king is manifested in his
equitable administration of affairs, not in his reflection
on life. ' Wise men ' are spoken of as a class by some
of the earlier prophets (Is.29t4 J e r . 8 8 / . 9 i i [i2]22 [23]
1818, cp Ezek. 726) ; '^ but their wisdom lies in practical
acquaintance with the affairs of the state and of life. A
fundamental difference between them and the sages of
Proverbs appears in the fact that the prophets are
hostile to them ; they were probably men of experience
and practical sagacity whose views of public policy were
opposed to those of the prophets, and in this regard they
belong in the same category with the ' false prophets '
(see Jer. 811). The opposition to the great prophets
came from various sources—among others, it would
seem, from men who rejected the prophet's claim of a
di\ine revelation (Jer. 89), and interpreted the existing
tdrdh in their own way (Jer. 88), These may have been
patriotic, conscientious, and able men in spite of the
denunciations hurled at them by Isaiah and Jeremiah ;
but their wisdom concerned itself not with universal
human life, but with the political, legal, and moral
questions of Israehtish policy. Solomon's wisdom, in
the only example of it given in O T (i K. 816-28), is
administrative ; later Jewish legend (see Wiinsche, op.
cit.) represents it as skill in giving and answering
riddles. Of the proverbs and songs and sayings about
plants and animals ascribed to him in i K. 69-14
(429-34), nothing has survived.
His reputation for
wisdom rests, no doubt, on some real fact ; he was,
very likely, a man of sagacity, and may have been the
author of some shrewd observations on men and things ;
afterwards it may have become the custom to ascribe to
him all anonymous songs and apophthegms,^ summed
up by the editor of Kings in large round numbers. In
a later age, when his fame was established, his name
was assumed in certain books (Ps. 72 Pr. Cant. Eccl.
A\'. Sol., Pss. of Sol.) in accordance with a recognised
literary habit of the times.
Outside of Israel the centres of wisdom mentioned in
O T are Egvpt, Edom or the East, Babylon, and perhaps
Tyre ( i K . 5 1 0 / [ 4 3 0 / ] Ob. 8 Jer. 41 49 7 Is. 44 25 Ezek.
2'S 3). Egypt, from a remote time, had its moralising
sages,^ Babylon was the home of astrology (Is. 4710-13),
and Tvre was renowned for artistic and commercial skill
(Ezek. 27) ; of Edom we know only its repute (Ob. 8
Jer. 41)7)—from it, at a later time, come apparently the
Three Friends in Job. Of all Israel's neighbours it was,

so far as we ha\'e exact information, onh- from Egypt
that she could ha\-e learned gnomic lore m the earlier
period, and it is precisely from Eg)'pt (if we may judge
from the religious histor}) that she seems to have
received the least intellectual stimulus. It thus appears
that the history, as detailed in OT, gives no wairant
for supposing that, down to the close of the sixth century
B. c., there was in Israel any universal or philosophic
treatment of moral and religious problems.
Though there were, however, no systematic discussions
of these questions in the pre-exilic and exilic periods,
r wtVi there was the germ of larger thought. The
prophetic declaration that God desires men's
love, not their sacrifices (Hos. 66), the formulation of
the principle of individual moral responsibility (Dt.
2416 Jer. 3I30 Ezek. I84), and the announcement of the
obligation to love one's neighbour as one's self (Le\'.
19i8) contain the substance of what was afterwards
developed into a universal religion. To a man of the
sixth century B.C. who recognised the significance of
these principles it might have seemed that the natural
process of national growth \\ould carry Israelitish
thought beyond the limits of nationalism to a moral and
religious S3'stem which would transcend all that was
local and temporary. There is, in fact, e\ery reason
to believe that the growth of the Israelitish people in
ethical and religious thought was sound and continuous.
After the heroic period of struggle for a unitaiy conception of the divine government of the world, in which
the fresh spontaneous prophetic feeling played a great
part, came a time of quieter reflection, when the nation
was obliged to face the question of orderly organisation
on the basis of definite written law. The attempt to
formulate principles of organisation must have forced
the larger problems of life on the attention of the
thinkers of the time. How far this process would have
gone, and what direction it would have taken, if the
Jews had been all massed in their own land under an
independent national government it is impossible to say.
From the sixth century, however, they were never independent except in a partial way for a century of Maccabasan rule. Moreover, what is of more consequence,
the old national isolation vanished for ever ; Jews were
scattered over the whole area of Western civilisation,
and Judasa was a petty province exposed on all sides to
the inroads of new ideas. Israelitism was a single fact
hemmed in by great peoples, Babylonian, Egyptian,
Persian, Greek—it maintained itself, but not without
modification. The Jews were persistent and sympathetic, gave and took, wove into their own system what
they got from without, and Ijved in an atmosphere of
comparison and adaptation. (From Babylonia they seem
to have received suggestions'of literary work and of a
regular liturgical cultus, from Persia the form of an
elaborate angelology and demonology and the doctrine
of a bodily resurrection, from Egypt and Greece the belief
in the ethical immortality of the soul, and from Greece,
further, a touch of philosophy. Out of all these influences sprang that attitude of reflection which produced'f
the Wisdom Literature. The experience of the Jews
repeated that of many other civilised peoples—they
were educated by contact with their neighbours. The
post-exilian Jewish thought, whose basis and soul was
the native intellectual force of the people, was constantly
stimulated and broadened from without, but received its
direction from the course of the national fortunes.

t T h e riddle, which is a mere exercise of ingenuity, dot-i not
come Into consideration here (see R I D D L E ) .
The same -u'ord
(i^yn) it is true, is used for Samson's riddle Q u d g . 14 12) and the
moralising discourse of Ps. 78 ; but the different application in
the psalm is an indication of the advance of thought.
On
Hebrew riddles see A. Wun.-^che, ' D i e Rathselwelsheit bei den
H e b r a e r n ' ( i n / / ' 7 " , 1883).
'^ Hos. I'i 10 [9] appears to be a late editorial addition.
3 For the Egj^ptian gnomic literature see Records ofthe
Past,
and Griffith, art. ' Egj'ptian L i t e r a t u r e , ' i n the Librar-y of the
lVo7-l<i's Best Literature.
For Babylonian magical texts and
riddles, see RP, and Jaeger, in Beitrdge z. Assyriologie,
1892.

In estimating the literature of the post-exilian Jews two
features of their social position should be borne in mii^d : (i)
Though, so far as records ^o, they were not persecuted by
their concjuerors till the begmning of the second century B.C.,
their poHtical dependence probably exposed them in some
degree to oppression and humiliation on the part of foreigners
and apostate fellow-countrymen ; (2) While not giving up the
agricultural life in Palestine, they came more and more to live
in cities—to no small extent in their own land, but especially in
foreign countries (see J o b 29 7 31 32 and Pr. and Ecclus. passini)
—and thus had occasion to observe and acquire the virtues and
vices of urban life. Hence, in part, the prominence given in the
wisdom books to the insolence o f t h e rich, to sexual immorality
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and to the duties and daiiL^ers of the business life ; and hence,
also, came fuller opportunity of contact with the philosophical
thought of the time.

among them, especially in regard to the nature of the
divine government of the world, and in regard to the
dignity and possible happiness of human life. It is
probable that a sort of academic hfe gradually cstablisheil
itself.

The Jewish sages or philosophersformed a distinct class
sharply differentiated from prophets (see PROPH I^T),
i Thfi ciao-fiq P*"^^^^^ (^"^^ P R I E S T ) , a n d S( RIBES [q.v.).

4. i n e odges. ^^^^ difference between the point of
view of the sage and that of the prophet or the priest is
obvious, and he is no less distinct from the scribe, if
this term is understc)od to mean ' o n e learned in the
scriptures.' A member of any one of these classes
might, it is true, be also a member of anv other class :
a priest might be a prophet or a scribe or a sa,L;c, and
so with the others.
But in becoming a sage, one
assumed a particular attitude toward life, and thought
and spoke in accordance with that attitude.
The
cultivation of learning and thought began with the
priesthood, which was the custodian of the Tdrdh. The
Torah, however, had two sides, the ritual or liturgical,
and the civil and moral, aiul the priesthood soon split
into two divisions which devoted themselves severally to
these two classes of duties. The second class (which
soon came to include others than priests), composite in
nature, in its turn called for division ; one set of men
cultivated the study of the national code of law, becoming necessarily expounders of the national scriptures—
these were the lawyers or scribes ; others w ere attracted
by the study of universal moral truth—these were the
sages.
The aim and function of the sage are clearly described
by Ben Sira (Ecclus. 3yi-ii) : the wise man, whilst he
meditates on the law of God, will search through the
world for knowledge, and will gain honour and renown
among all men for his acute sayings and his practical
understanding. The sages made the pursuit of wdsdom
the chief aim of life.*^ For most of them (for all, so far
as our knowledge goes, except Koheleth and Agur) the
basis of wisdom was religious faith. This conception
was a necessary one for the devout Jew for tw o reasons :
first, since God was held to be universal and absolute
ruler, it followed that he was the bestower of all gifts of
learning, including physical and psychological know^ledge (Wisd. 7i6-2i), and doubtless all the science of
the time ; and second, so far as wisdom was regarded
as the guide to the best hfe, it must be founded on the
divine moral law, which sprang from God's wisdom and
was enforced by his power. This religious conception of
wisdom, however, did not prevent the widest study of
men and things, if we may judge from the examples of
Ben Sira and the author of Wisdom of Solomon ; there
must have been many Jews, certainly from the fourth
century B.C. onwards, w'ho went outside of Israelitish learning. ^ There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of such
men when they declared that the fear of Yahwe was the
beginning of wisdom : they might hold to this central
dogma, and at the same time yield to their thirst for
the knowledge which was to be found only in foreign
lands and books ; they might believe that Yahw6 was
the teacher of foreign sages, or they might follow their
bent without troubling themselves to solve the apparent
contradiction that whilst Yahwe's revelation of wisdom
to his people was complete and all-suflicient, there was
also other wisdom which was good. A similar remark
holds of the maxims of prudence and shrewdness
which abound in Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus ; these,
though they had no immediate connection with the fear
of God, might be considered as a part of the scheme
of life which God had ordained ; more probably the
moralists wrote what they thought desirable, and the
question of logical harmony did not occur to them.
Philosophic schools, in the full Greek sense, the Jewish
sages did not form—they had no speculative philosophy
proper.
There were, however, theoretical differences

Whilst in Job (12 2 15 10 32 7) the wisdom is that of experience
and tradition, there is in Proverbs (1 2-6 1J2 17-21), Ecclesiasticus
(ol's 24—3'J 10), and Ecclesiastes (lli 11) a distinct recognition of
jjrufc-ssiunal study and o f a Ijody of teaching. In the second
century B . C there existed an iiicipicnt University (Antigonus
of Soke and his succcssurs), and hcfuru tills there must have
been some form of the hii^her leaiJiing (cp EDUCATKJN, § 5).
T h e thought of the great scholars no doubt touk a wide range ;
\\e have recorded only so much of it as survived the revisions of
generations.
T h e r e w a s a s t i r r i n g i n t e l l e c t u a l life, of w h i c h w e find
n o t <^. few t r a c e s in t h e e.\tant l i t e r a t u r e . ^ W h e n t h e
J e w s b e g a n to b e iniUienced hy organi-sud b o d i e s of
foreign t h o u g h t it is difficult t o say.
Of early P e r s i a n
h t e r a r y life we u n f o r t u n a t e l y k n o w n o t h i n g , a n d it is n o t
p r o b a b l e t h a t J e w s c a m e into intellectual c o n t a c t w i t h
G r e e k s before t h e t i m e of A l e x a n d e r .
I m m e d i a t e l y after
his d e a t h G r e e k s c h o o l s of p h i l o s o p h y s p r a n g u p a b u n d a n t l y in K g \ p t a n d W e s t e r n Asia, a n d from t h e m , it
seems probable, Jewish sages got ideas which coloured
their thought.
N o d o u b t t h e y l e n r n e d s o m e t h i n g of
al l t h e c u r r e n t science ; b u t t h e y h a v e left no full s t a t e m e n t s of t h e i r n o n - r e l i g i o u s o p i n i o n s ( h i n t s in E c c l u s .
4 3 , W i s d . 7, e t c . ) .
H e r e we shall b e o b h g e d to c o n fine ourselves t o t h e m a i n p o i n t s of t h e m o r a l a n d
religious t h o u g h t , referring, for o t h e r i d e a s , to t h e
commentaries.
P a r t of t h e t h o u g h t of t h e w i s d o m b o o k s t h e y h a v e
in c o m m o n with p r e c e d i n g a n d c o n 5. T e a c h i n g o f t e m p o r a r y l i t e r a t u r e , a n d this m a y b e
t h e S a g e s : t h e d i s m i s s e d with a brief m e n t i o n .
old, m a t e r i a l .
They inherited the belief in monotheism,
and in the practically unlimited character of
the divine attributes pertaining to knowledge and power.2^ For
them, as for the prophets, God is teirlble to those who violate
his commands (Job 15 Prov. 1 20-31 Ecclus. 2729 Wisd. 5), a
compassionate, forgiving saviour to those who fear and obey
him C Job 5 18 Ps. 103 Ecclus. 2 11 17 29 Wisd. 16 7). They take
monogamy for granted,^and recognise a well-ordered family-life
and all the ordinary virtues. They retain the common view_ of
man as a being made up of body and soul, and possessing
conscience and freedom, while, at the same time, he is absolutely
controlled'by God ; with their predecessors (Dt. 24 16 Jer. 31 30
Ezek. 18 4) they reject the old conception of the solidarity of the
family and the nation—or, more exactly, they ignore it. _ They,
however, retain the traditional sharp division of men into the
two classes of good and bad. Here also should probably be put
their silence respecting the miraculous. In the OT, miracles
are described or mentioned only in works written long after the
events described. There are no miracles between Hezekiah and
the Book of Daniel ; Nehemiah says nothing of supernatural
intervention, and the JMaccabgean apparitions and signs are
recorded not in i M a c c , but In 2 IMacc. Miracles play no part
in the writings of the Prophets or in the Psalms, except as
reminiscences (Is. 63 12 Ps. 105 etc.) or vague expectations (Is. 11
Zech. 14 Joel 3). In the Wisdom books they are referred to only
as events of the ancient historv, and only in Ecclesiasticus
(i4 48) and Wisdom (10-19). In a word, neither In the gnomic
literature nor elsewhere in the O T does the miraculous enter
into the texture of the thought.

Proceeding, now^ to examine the characteristic thought
of the \\'isdom books, we ha\e first to note its relatively
non-national character : it lays little
6. Cnaracter- g^^^^^ ^^^ national institutions, laws,
istic t h o u g h t : ^^^ ^^^^^ . ^^^ -^ j^^j^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ g^.
the ritual.
^^^^^ ^^ ^j^^ moral and religious superiority of Israel over all other nations.
The sacrificial ritual is referred to 1 few times as
an existing custom (as in Prov. 158 Ecclus. 3418-20
Eccles. 5 T ) , but rather with the purpose of controlling
it b\' moral considerations, and faithfulness in the payment of tithes (Prov. 3 9) and vows (Eccles. 64) is
enjoined. The sages (like the prophets and the Gospels)
recognise the propriety of observing the custom ; but

^ Cp Plumptre's biography of Koheleth in his Ecclesiastes (in
Camb. Bible, i 8 8 i ) a n d the criticism of it by Bois, in his Origines
d. I. Phil. Jud^O'Alexandrine,
1890.

1 Cp the evidences, in the Talmud, of thought which went
outside of the current orthodoxy.
_
2 On the apparent polytheistic conception of Pss. 5S 82 see the
Commentaries.
. 1
3 Israelitish polygamy had probably disappeared by the beginning ofthe fifth century B.C.
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the writers. At the time when Job and the greater part
they do not put it in the same category with obedience
of Proverbs were composed (that is, in the 4th and 3rd
to moral principle. Such things as circumcision and
cents. B. c.) the nation was tranquil—so far as the
the Sabbath they take for granted, but find no occasion
records go there was no persecution, there was nothing
to mention. It is noteworthy that they do not refer
to the private reading of the sacred books, or to syna- t to call forth an expression of national feeling. In Ben
Sira's time (about igo B. c.), the Jews had begun to be ingogal services. It is certain that they were well acvolved in the conflict between Egypt and Syria ; but his
quainted with the old literature, and that this had, in
Ode to Heroes (Ecclus. 44-50) seems to have been
their time, a semi-sacred character ; but reading was an
suggested partly by his patriotic feeling, partly b)' his
art confined to the few, instruction was largely oral, and
admiration for the high priest Simon, then lately dethe duty of reading was not a thing that could be
ceased. Wisdom was written at a moment (about 50 B. c.)
insisted on for the masses, and for students it was taken
when the memory of scorn, insult, and oppression was
for granted. Synagogues hardly existed before the
fresh. Koheleth stood so far away from his nation that
second century B.C., and attendance on the weekly
no reference to its fortunes could be expected frora him?
gatherings was a custom which did not need to be
What most particularly characterises the Wisdom
enjoined. Forgiveness of sin is not connected with
sacrifice, but with the mercy of God and obedience to
o mv
i
Literature is its conception of virtue
him (see, e.g.. Job 8 Ecclus. 1 7 2 5 / Wisd. II23). This,
8.
The
nature
.,
. • ..however, is not peculiar to the sages ; it is a part of
, . .
or righteousness, and its discussion of
the general Israelitish conception ; in the Torah there is
the moral government of the world.
no sacrificial atonement except for sins of ignorance.^
These points we may now proceed to consider.
The negative attitude of the Wisdom books towards
The sages do not enter into any formal investigation
sacrifices and the Temple ritual in general must be
of the nature of virtue. They assume, in general, that
ascribed to the progress of moral and religious thought.
it is sincere adhesion to the moral law (Job 29-31 Prov.
All the cultivated world of the time was moving away
Ecclus. Wisd., passim.). This definition is not affected
from this external sort of service. This was notably the
by their eudasmonistic theory—one may look to a
• case in Greece and Rome, and the same tendency
reward and yet be sincere; nor is its reality destroyed
(formulated in the Gospels) is visible in the sayings
by the maxims of selfish worldly wisdom which are
ascribed (in Pirke Aboth) to the early Jewish teachers.
occasionally found in their writings (particularly in
The moral side of the relation between man and God
Ecclesiasticus). But in Job and Proverbs and the
w;is of necessity emphasised.
succeeding books we meet a conception of the moral
f I'he silence of the sages respecting Messianic hopes is
life which, while not without a point of connection with
to be explained partly by their philosophic individualisnt,
the prophetic thought, still goes far beyond anything in
7 Thfi n a t i o n P f t l y by the circumstances of the times.
the earlier literature ; virtue is practically idenlified with
There are glowing pictures of the future
knowledge. Knowledge, it is true, is a necessary conof the nation in prophetic writings as late as the fourth
dition of obedience, and is so spoken of in the Prophets
century B.C. (Is. 11 Joel 3 4 Zech. 9-14); but of this
(Is. I 3 69 Jer. 422 64); but the sages treat it as if it
there is in Job and Proverbs not a word, in Ecclesiasticus
were the same thing as obedience. The central fact
only a general wish (Ecclus. 47 22 50 22-26!, ' i Wisdom
in the books just named is wisdom, which is made to
only a look to the life to come (Wisd. 5)^ The sages
include all the duties of life from the lowest to the
held that the one thing necessary for all men was
highest. T h e ideal person, he who stands for the right
individual righteousness ; they might thus have been
against and above the wrong, is the wise man. W h e n
comparatively indifferent to hopes of national independwe recollect that in the Prophets, and to some extent in
ence and glory, they might sympathise with their sufferJob (5IS 3724), human wisdom is looked on as a thing
ing fellow-countrymen (Wisd. 1-6) without cherishing
alien to or opposed to God, it is evident that Jewish
political dreams. They may also (like the Pharisaic
thought, in representing wisdom as the one thing
party at i later time) have convinced themselves that
needful, has taken a new direction. This was the
resistance to the great military powers was useless, and
doctrine of Greek philosophy, and we therefore seem
that the true mission of the Jewish people was to cultiwarranted in supposing that it was from the Greeks that
vate knowledge. Their attitude towards foreign nations
it came, in its full form, to the Jews.' Instead o f t h e
was not hostile, but friendly; they recognised the
simple demands of earlier times, the sole worship of
excellence, in certain regards, of the civilisation ^ these
Yahwfe and obedience to his ritual and moral laws, there
peoples, utilised them by becoming their pupils in
has now arisen a science of living, in which intellectual
philosophy, and thus, while remaining Jews, became in
insight is the central faculty, it being assumed that he,
a measure cosmopolitan, and began the formal fusion
and only he, who sees will do. Wickedness is folly, the
of Semitic and Hellenic thought.
bad man is a fool; ^ the guide tp right living is the sage,
On the other hand, the belief remained that Israel
the duty of the young is to seek his instruction. T h e
stood in tl peculiar relation with God, had a special
moral and religious organisation of the Jews correrevelation of his will, and was entitled to his special
sponded to this conception of life ; there were schoolsprotection (Ecclus. 24 44-50 Wisd. 10-19). On this
like those of Athens and other Greek centres, and the
point there may have been diversity of view ; there is no
synagogue was also doubtless a house of instruction.
reference to it in Job and Proverbs. In these books
This idea—that life is .. moral training—proved to be
the name ' Israel' does not occur, and the national
permanent; the Jews never gave it up—it was, in fact,
Torah is not mentioned. It is hardly probable that
an essential element in the growth of the world. But
the sages (except Agur and Koheleth) were wholly
a pious Israelite, while he accepted wisdom as thewithout national pride; but their national feeling
guide of life, could not fail to identify its moral code
receded before their philosophic and religious devotion
with the law of God, since he looked on this law as
to virtue. It is to be noted that the prominence given
the perfect expression of duty. This identification is
in the wisdom books (omitting Eccles.) to national
accordingly made in Proverbs, Ecclesiasticus, and
topics increases as time goes on : there is nothing of it
Wisdom.
The terms ' instruction' and ' the law of
in Job, next to nothing in Proverbs, somewhat in
Yahwfe' are used interchangeably, and ' wisdom' itself
Ecclesiasticus, more in Wisdom. This fact is probably
is said to be the same with ' the fear of Yahwfe.'
to be attributed partly to a change in the condition of
Freedom of ethical discussion is, however, nrt
the Jemsh people, and partly to the personal feeling of
y A similar influence is vi,sib1e in the stress laid, by Rab-binical Judaism, on knowledge of the Law (Jn. 7 49, Pir^
Ab. 25).
t On this point, cp WRS Rel. Sem.H^, ch. 11; Smend.
.-i Tliche Kel.-Gesch. § 2 1 ; Montefiore, Hibb. Lect. Lect. 9;
2 '?'ix occurs only twice in Job (b2f^, and ^^oa not at all^
also SACRIFICE, §§ ^iff.
the two terms are common in the other books.
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diminished by this quasi-nationalistic definition of
wisdom. The sages do not confine themselves to the
Prophets and the Torah, but seek their maxims e\erywhere, chiefly by observation of actual life, possibl}-,
also, in such Greek and other writings as they had
access to.-"- Ne\'ertheless there is no reason to regard
their acceptance of the law of Vahwc as a pretence.
They were perfectly sincere in treating the divine ^vill as
the final standard of right, only they enlarged the definition ofthe ' law ofthe Lord,' making it comprehend all
the deliverances of their moral consciousness ; for those
who would be faithful at once to their national traditions
and to their own convictions there was no other course.
The sages thus represent the ethical ideas andusn.i;cs of
their time, and are in this regard valuable as making a
contribution to the histor)- of ethical thought. It is also
true that they assume the position of independent moral
teachers, with reason and conscience a.s their guides ; they
do not lay claim to revelation or inspiration from God,
and they appeal only to ths good sense of their readers.
All this is in accordance with their philosophical point
of view ; they wTOte simply as moralists, never citing
tiie Law as authority, )'et by no means setting themselves above revelation—rather they accepted revelation,
and believed in the rightness and authority of their
own teaching, and saw no incongruity in these two
positions.'^ Of their books two (Ecclesiasticus and
Wisdom) were excluded from the canon, two (Job and
Eccl.) were substantially modified by interpolations and
additions, and two (Prov. and Eccl.) reached canonical
dignity only after a struggle.
The human quality of wisdom is sometimes treated
as natural intellectual acumen and breadth, sometimes
_
as the direct gift of God ; but there is no
. ,
discrepancy between these views.
The
latter belongs to the old-Israelitish theocratic faith, according to which all powers of body and
mind come immediately from Yahwe. That the gnomic
writers regard ' wisdom ' (nrrrn, hok77idh) as primarily an
inteUectual faculty appears from its various synonyms,
such as ' understanding ' or 'inteUigence' [nv^, bindh),
'shrewdness
(n:2">', 'dr7}tdh), 'sagacity (n^jQ, 7nizi7n77idh), 'practical ability (,-i*:;'in, tUsiyydh).
The)',
in fact, treat it also as a purely natural power, subject
to ordinary conditions of training and growth, and to a
certain extent under the control of its possessor. They
thus collocate the divine and the human points of view.
This sort of collocation or combination appears also in
the relation, as conceived by the sages, between human
wisdom and divine wisdom. Whilst in the Prophets
and the Law it is God's apartness, sacredness, or
holiness that is put most prominently forward, it is
of wisdom that the sages think as his chief attribute.
By it he is said to direct the whole course of nature
and the whole life of man. As in the beginning the
breath of God gave life to man, so the divine wisdom,
filling and ordering all things, yet able to choose its
own course, enters into the souls of those who fear him,
and brings them into unison with his thought. This
conception, indicated in Prov. 2io Ecclus. 622, is more
distinctly stated in Wisdom (I4), as, in fact, it belongs
to the more definitely philosophical side of the idea,
and is an approach to personification.
Definite personification of Wisdom is found in Job 28
Prov. 822-31 Ecclus. 24 Wisd. 7 8 (and also 10-19). In
the first passage^ she is extolled as a most precious
•^ For example, the resemblances between the Jewish gnomic
books and the VvZip.aL MOCOO-TIXO'- which go under the name of
Menander are many and striking, though the resemblances may
often be accidental, and the date of the IMenander material is
uncertain.
2 It must be recollected that at this time the full conception
of revelation had hardly been formulated.
3 The chapter, as it stands, appears to be an interpolation.
It decidedly interrupts Job's discourse, breaking the conneciion
between 27 6 and 29 2 (27 7-23 does not belong to the speech of
Job), and does not accord with Job's words as elsewhere gi\'en,
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thing, known to God alone, but she has no demiurgic
function ; and, if the last verse of the chapter be
genuine, the personification is half given up.
In
Prov. 8 she is the companion of Yahwe (though his
creature) in the primeval work of creation, in which she
takes part as sympathetic friend (God's foster-child).
Ben Sira represent'^ her as compassing the universe, only
however, to take up her abode m Israel. The completest philosophical personification is found in Wisdom,
in which she is substantially identical with the .Stoic
Logos. The progress in the conception is obvious ;
Wisdom is unspeakably precious (Job), is the companion
ofthe divine creative energy (Proverbs), is an effluence
from the divine glory, the all-powerful maker of all
tilings, material, intellectual, spiritual (Wisdom); only
lien Sira appears to interrupt the hne of development
by practically identifying Wisdom with the Jewish Law.
This interruption will disappear if his description be
earher tlian that in Proverbs ; or if the identification of
Wisdom with the Law be regarded as showing a completer national assimilation of the conception. However
that may be, the general advance in the thougiit remains
unaffected. That its final form is Greek is universally
held, and the same origin is probably to be assigned to^the earlier forms. In the more distinctively Israelitish
parts of the OT (the Prophets and the Torah) there is
no personification of a divine attribute,^ and we here
naturally think of foreign influence, Persian or Greek.
The Jews may conceivably have got it from the Gathas
(or, from the popular ideas therein represented) in ^vhich
such personification plays so prominent a role ; but in
the Gathas wisdom is not personified, and is not the
principal attribute of God, and to none of the AraeshaSpentas are cosmogonie or universal functions assigned. ^
One of the most striking features of the biblical representation is the conception of the world as an orderly
unity, a cosmos—a conception found, however, only in
the Wisdom Literature (in which certain Psalms are to
be included); it is clearly indicated in Job (28 38 39),
and expressed more distinctly in Ecclesiasticus (24 42
43), Proverbs (the 'Righteous Order' of the Gathas
corresponds to the Jewish kingdom of God on earth,
chap. 8), and A\'isdom (chap. 7). This conception is
hardly Jewish or Persian ; it is undoubtedly Greek.
With it we must connect the disposition (showm in the
passages just cited, and in Pss. 104 107 131^) to make
wide surveys of natural phenomena. The movement of
thought to which it belongs was a scientific one, and
rested on a serious contemplation of all the phenomena
of the world, including the life and soul of man. It is
no doubt to Greek influence that we must ascribe the
selection of wisdom (rather than power, kindness, or
holiness) as the attribute distinctively representative
of God.
The philosophy of the sages does not include
psychology or moral and religious inward experience.
, - mi They have no theories of free-will, of the
10. The genesis
^ of sin, of the way of salvation. Their
ethical
interest is in practical questions of life, and in
motive. the pre-eminence of wisdom as the guide of
man. Their theory of the ethical life is simple ; every *
man may do right if he will, and, if he does wrong, he
must bear the consequences ; men are divided into two
classes, the good and the bad—every man must belong
to one of these classes, and is to be treated according
or, indeed, with the tune of the rest of the book. For reasons
stated above it seems to be earlier than Prov. 822-31 ; it is
probably to be put later than the rest of Job. By Bickell,
Budde, and others it is regarded as belonging, in part or in
whole, to Job's address. This point does not affect the general
view taken above.
1 The partial personification of the 'word ' of Yahwfe in Is.
55 10 f Is not a ca,se in p o i n t ; the attribution of objective power
to the spoken word belongs to the old popular belief (Gen. 2733
J u d g . 17 2 2 S . 2 I 3 ) .
2 (See CKEATION', § 9, end.) The date of the Gathas can
hardly be regarded as fixed with certainty. Cp ZOKOASTRI ANISM,
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to his position. This neglect of the shades of men's
characters was doubtless to some extent a feature of the
times (the nice balancing of qualities and impulses is a
comparatively recent mode of thought); but it \vas due
in great part to the judicial nature of the moral teaching
of the sages ; a man, they appear to have held, must be
judged by his deeds—we cannot see his heart, and we
must estimate him by the total outcome of his thought,
that is, by his act. In the same way we may explain
the fact that no account is taken of temptation and
struggle—that is the man's own affair, with which the
judge has nothing to clo. It cannot be denied that this
strict external way of judging man has its advantages ;
weakness is as dangerous as badness, and we must face
the facts of life. On the other hand, the gnomic
writings lose educational power by their failure to take
account (as, for example, Marcus Aurelius does) of
men's inward experiences ; they press the rule home,
but do not come as sympathetic helpers of the inner
life; they warn, but do not persuade, the bad man.
Their appeal is simply to man's inteUigence; if,
they say, he does not see, there is no help for him.
That they say nothing directly of the sense of duty is
characteristic of OT thought in general, and of their
point of view in particular.
The Hebrew language contains no specific terms for
' d u t y ' and 'conscience'^—a. fact which signifies, of
course, not that the Israelites did not have these ideas,^
but only that their ethical point of view did not lead
them so to analyse their experience as to create a.
demand for such terms. These words are lacking also
in Wisdom, though the Greek language contained
certainly one of them. The sages preferred not to rely
on so uncertain a. thing as sense of duty ; to their
exhortations they add a further consideration or motive.
Two motives^ for welldoing are presented in the
Wisdom Literature. One is the individual prosperity
and happiness which it confers (so the Three Friends in
Job, Prov., Ecclus., Eccl., Wisd. 3-5); the other is the
beauty of moral perfectness (Wisd. 7); Job himself says
nothing of motives, contenting himself \\ ith affirming
his integrity. The eudasmonism of the first group of
books is that of the OT generally.^ There is a frank
appeal to what is held, not without good ground, to be
the most powerful motive for the mass of men—the
desire for personal wellbeing.
As in the Prophets
national prosperity, so here individual prosperity, is the
reward of a morally pure life. There is no reference to
the public good, no recognition of the unity of the
world or the solidarity of society, no mention of personal
purity as in itself a desirable object of effort. Doubtless
the writers of these books were in sympathy with the
best practical morality of their time, and had aspirations
after perfection ; but, as practical moralists, they preferred to omit all that seemed theoretical or out of
reach, and to confine themselves to what they thought
would be immediately serviceable.
The praise of
wisdom in Wisd. 7 is Greek rather than Hebrew, and,
from its sublimated form, could act as moral stimulus

to very few men ; and the author, in the practical part
of his work (chaps. 0-6) relies, fur his motive, on the
rewards and punishments dispensed by God.
The mingling of worldly shrewdness and unworldly
elevation in the Wisdom books is a natural result of
Thp
1 '^^ circumstances.
The authors of
^™°
these books were practic.nl teachers,
dealing with all of human life that they
knew, and giving the results of their experience, observation, and reflection ; and they were independent thinkers,
not absolutely bound by any code. Their independence
makes them all the more interestmg and important,
and they must be treated not as a mere mass, but as
individuals. Their observations are coloured by their
characters and surroundings.
Ben .Sira's shrewdness
sometimes degenerates into meanness or hypocrisy
(3817), and Kohdeth's experience made him one-sided
and cynical. But the prominence given to the economic
virtues {especially in Proverbs and Ecclus.) is legitimate
and necessary.
On the other hand, the Wisdom
Literature also represents the highest ethical standard
of the time. Job's confession of ethical faith (Job
31) leaves little to be desired, and the same may be
said of passages in Proverbs (as IO12 2417 252i),
Ecclesiasticus {igf 5iof. 282 292) and \\'isdom (723
87) ; only Kohdleth has nothing to say of the self-denying and self-forgetting virtues. This higher standard
was that which the world had reached. The process of
social and ethical unification, begun by the Babylonian
empire, was carried on by the Persian and Greek
conquests, and the sages of all lands were at one in
inculcating justice and kindness.
But no people of
pre-Christian antiquity, as far as our records go, made
so varied and complete a collection.
The most important and the most interesting questions
of the Wisdom-books are those which relate to the divine
control of the world. First in time came the general
inquiry into the moral government of the world, and then,
somewhat later, the question as to the value of human life.
The idea of a. universal divine control of things
appears as early as the first of the writing prophets
12 Divine ^'^™'"'^^ ^ ' ) ' ^ " ' ' ^°'^ ^ considerable time,
control of " ° '^''^'^"I'y seems to have arisen in coniu.
i j nection therewith ; the accepted prophetical
tue world.,,
,
. .1.
• , , 1 / .u
• u
theory, down to the middle of the si.xth
century B.C., was that all things were ordered in the
interests of Israel (Is. 10 5 Jer. 110 2514 Ezek. 25 sff.).
-\
perplexing character was given to the situation by the
national disaster of the sixth century, but the theory
was not disturbed; and in none of the proposed
solutions of the problem of the day (Is. 402 Zech. 3 Is.
5213-5312) was the divine justice called in question.
In the course of time the progress of thought transferred
the inquiry from the sphere of the nation to that of the
individual ; it was no longer ' why does righteous Israel
suffer?' but 'why does the good man suffer and the
bad man prosper?'
T h e old arguments were discarded, ^ and the philosophers addressed themselves to
a candid examination of the facts of life. Before looking at their arguments we may recall the fact that God
is regarded by them as the sole agent in the control of
the world.
The old notion of his local limitation
lingered (Ecclus.24io, cp Wisd. 314), though it is not
prominent, and the purely spiritual conception of him
seems not to have been reached ; he is never called ' a
spirit.' 2 Nevertheless he is regarded as supreme and

• We may, perhaps, recognise the conception of conscience
in Ecclus. 14 2 ; ' happy is he whose soul (that is, whose self)
does not condemn him.' Cp H E A R T .
2 All ethical theories are eudasmonistic—they must assign a
motive for welldoing, and that motive must be happiness in
some form. T h e important point is whether the eudaemonism
is individualistic or universalistic; in the former case the man
looks to the satisfaction of his own immediate desires, in the
latter case to the happiness of the world, of which be is a part.
Under the second head comes the ethical system in which
desire to do the will of God is the motive; for such a motive is
morally pure only when the will of God is done because it is
morally good, that is, because it seeks the happiness of the
whole.
3 T h e N T system differs from that of the O T and the
Apocrypha (except Wisdom) in that the reward offered is
eternal salvation, and the obligation is more definitely recognised
to bring it within reach of all men, whereby a universalistic
character is given to the desire for happiness. T h e later O T
prophets also look to an impartation of Israel's blessedness to all
nations.

1 T h e ' S a t a n ' of Zechariah appears, in larger form, in the
prose introduction to J o b (which is a recension of an earlier
folk-storv), but is not mentioned in the poem, nor, in this connection, in any other Wisdom book.
2 N o formulation of this conception is found in any Jewish
writing before the end of the first century of our era (Jn. 4 24)
at which time the local idea of God still e.xisted (Jn. 4 20). The
doctrine of the immateriality of God (as foOs) is as earlv as
Aristotle, and its adoption by Jews and Christians was probably
furthered by the influence of the later Platonists and .Stoics (as in
Philo and the Fourth Gospel). On the position of the Talmud
see Weber, /lid- Theol. chap. 11.
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in himself sufficient, and the disposition of the sages is
to ignore intermediaries between him and the world.
The old ' spirit of Vahwe,' which plays so prominent a
part in the early narratives, is here not mentioned.^
Aut^cls appear rarely in Job, Ecclesiasticus, and
\\'isdom, and not at all in Proverbs and Ecclesiastes ;
when they are introduced, it is not as messengers sent
to protect and guide heroes and prophets, but as
attendants on the person of Valiwi^.''^ Of the mass of
demons of the old popular belief only Satan survives in
the Wisdom Literature, and he is there (if we omit the
prologue of Job) mentioned only uncc,^ and in the
latest book of the group (Wisd. 224). Thc rule ascribed
to him in this book is significant. I'he Hebrew heavenly
Satan, the adversary of Israel and the accuser of men,
passed graduallv, probably under the stimulus and
direction of Persian demonolog\-, into the form of an
independent Power, at enmity with God and man."^
Wisdom gives us the earliest e.xtant formulation of the
conception (forced on Jewish thinkers by tlieir sense of
God's absolute justice) of a demonic author of moral
evil. In general, it may be said that the theology of
the sages was free from ethically obstructive anthropomorphism. In their system the older apparatus of
intermediaries was supplanted in' the more refined
conception of Wisdom ; in \\'isd. 106 that is ascribed
to Wisdom which in Gen. 19 is ascribed to angels.^

definite conclusion.
The indictment of the divine
government is put sharply by Job, who appeals to
ordinary observation ant! to his own e.xperience. The
traditional defence, in the mouth of the Three, is
comparati\cly monotonous and wcalt; with the exception
of the suggestion of Eliphaz (JobSi?), that the suffering
of good men is disciplinary, their discourse is little more
than the assertion of a theory, and Job remains unconvinced (JobSl35-37). Elihu, besides repeating the
ortliodox view, expands the suggestion of Ehphaz, and
declares tliat the unsearchableness of God is a sufficient
answer to all objections ; and this last is the point urged
in the Yahw^-speechcs. ^ The Book thus practically
gives up the general cjuestion as insoluble; Job
maintains, against the Friends, his sceptical position,
and only yields to the representation of the Yahwediscourse which declares the phenomena of the divine
government to be incomprehensible for man ; and the
e.xplanatijn of Elihu, since it does not touch on the
prosperity of the wicked, ignores half the problem.

It was doubtless the Jews' e.xalted conception of the
moral purity of the One God that led them to the
_ . , . . discussion of the justness of his
13. Hisnorical ^^..gj-nment of the world. The Greeks
occasion for
. . i_
•..*]•
,.
.
appear not to have gone into this
discussion. .
rr-L
11 ^4. 4. J
inquiry. They were especially attracted
bv such problems as the constitution of man, the nature
of virtue, the organisation of society. Their conception
of God did not force them to hold him responsible for
everything ; when they considered his nature, they
either (like Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics) contented
themselves with assuming his perfect justness, and
referring evil to other sources.^ or (like the Epicureans)
rejected or ignored the supposition of a divine oversight
of the world. For the Jewish philosopher, however, to
whom life was God, it was a necessity to attempt to
harmonise God and the w^orld. The historical occasion
for the Jewish discussion seems to have been given by
the condition of society in the fourth century B. C.,
when Jews, scattered throughout the already decadent
Persian empire, had frequent occasion to note the
apparently irrational inequahties of men's fortunes ; the
question arose : Does a man's lot in this life bear any
relation to his moral character ?
We may distinguish four stages in the progress of
the discussion ; in the first three the future life is
ignored, in the fourth it is considered.
I. In the Book of Job the question is argued from
several different points of view,"^ but without reaching a
t The expression 'spirit of God,' in which the ' s p i r i t ' is part
of God's person, occurs rarely (Wisd. 1 7 9 17 12 i Pr. I 2 3 ,
perhaps in JobSi^x; the genuineness of J o b 3 3 4 is doubtful);
Us anthropomorphic tone may have made it distasteful to the
sages.
2 That they did not vanish from the popular faith is evident
from Daniel, Enoch, and the later literature (see Ar;GELs).
3 Probably not in F^cclus. 21 27.
^ This development appears to have occupied several centuries ;
Satan appears as a great demonic Prince first in the Similitudes
of Enoch (53 3540).
5 The question as to how God created the world is not
discu.ssed ; the picture of the divine creative act in Job 38 7
(cp 267) appears to be to some extent independent of the
account in Gen. 1. God is conceived of always as standing
outside of and above the world, except perhaps in Wisd. 7.
On the use of mythological ideas in the Wisdom books see the
Commentaries on these books, and on Isaiah and Psalms, and
H. Gunkel, Schopfung 71. Chaos. See also CREATION, § 21.
6 As, for example, to matter and to bad men. Neither of
these explanations could be accepted by a pre-Christian Jew
who held with firmness to the national faith.
7 The Book will here be treated simply as a collection of
discussions, without inquiry into its composition. The addresses
of Elihu and Yahwe may be regarded as appendages to the
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The Book of Job is the only serious contribution made by the
earhest generations of Jewish philosophers to the problem of a
theodicy. It shows that the problem existed and was grappled
with. The arguments of the discourses of Elihu and Yahwfe
were no doubt accepted, by some Jewish thinkers, a.s satisfactory;
but those of J o b must have appealed to others. His scepticism
appears to be purely J e w i s h ; there is, so far as we know, no
outside source, Babylonian, Persian, Egyptian, or Greek,
whence it may have come. T h e man Job was the creation of a
Jewish genius, who, not unaffected by the culture of his time,
boldly faced tile problem presented by the monotheistic faith,
but found no adequate solution. For a parallel to his thought in
his own age we have to go to India. (Cp J O B [BOOK], §§ 8 15.)

u. The Book of Job had no immediate successor.
For some reason it did not appeal to the next following
generations.^ It may be surmised that the practical
moralists regarded such speculations as futile, as, indeed,
they were not in keeping with the Jewish genius. The
authors and compilers of Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus,
avoiding discussions of divine justice, assume that the
government ofthe world is righteous, that the compensation, in this hfe, for virtuous and vicious conduct is
moral. It is substantially the pre-exilic view ; but it is
refined and broadened. The earthly fortune of men is
regarded not baldly as the result of an arbitrary dn ine
decree, but as also the product of natural social laws.
These laws, it is true, are thought of as made by God,
so that all compensation goes back to him ; nevertheless
man's freedom and the control of natural law are
recognised. This position, namely, that God works in
and through society, relieves the old theory of much
that is difficult. It was the product of deeper reflection
on life, induced by the wider social connections of the
Jews, under the more or less definite guidance of Greek
habits of thought. Thus, for a considerable period the
body of Jewish moralists appear to have come to the
conclusion that speculations about divine justice were
useless, and that the only practical position was the
assumption that the world is governed morally.
3. It seems to have been during the second and the
first century B.C. that doubt reappeared in Agur and
Kohdleth, under the form of pliilosophic agnosticism.
The Book of Job had adduced the incomprehensibility
of God as a motive for reverence and trust; Agur and
K5h<5Ieth appear to make it a ground of indifference,
f h e isolation and the consequent obscurity of Agur's
words (Prov. 3O1-4) make it difficult to define his
position H ith exactness ; but he seems to be satirising
or protesting against the pretensions of certain theologians who undertook to explain the method of the
dialogue ; it is immateriah for our purposes, whether they were
added by the author of the dialogue, or by other persons, nor
will the bearing of the argument be seriously affected if the man
Job be supposed to represent, in whole or m part, the nation
Israel [cp J O B ii.].
,.
1 The Prologue and the Epilogue appear to have nothing to
do with the real argument.
^ .
s The argument of the man Job is ignored in succeeding
Jewish literature, except by Kohileth and Agur. In the JN 1
J o b is mentioned only (Jas. 6 11) as an example of endurance.
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divine government.
Koheleth similarly sees in the
control of natural law the impossibility of coming in
contact \\ith God.^ Job had affirmed this impossibility
in the form of an agonising cry after God ; these men
set it forth coolly as a philosophic thesis. Neither of
them directly calls God's justice in question; but
Kohdleth, in his sweeping and sardonic survey of the
injustices of life, silently assumes that the world is
conducted neither rationally nor morally. If he had
not been a Jew, he might have passed lightly over the
theocratic difficulty ; being a monotheist, he was bound
to hold the creator responsible for his creation. He
may not employ technical philosophic terms ; but his
whole conception of the world is philosophic.
He
seems to have been an isolated thinker. His book
was too interesting to be ignored ; but it was greatly
modified before it passed into the hands of the general

with the existence of moral evil was thus left untouched.
Here, again, it was doubtless in large measure the
overwhelming sense of divine absolute authority which
made the Jews intellectually unfriendly to such an
inquiry.^
The phase of Jewish thought represented by the
Wisdom books lasted into the first century of our era,
_. ..
- ending with Philo of Alexandria. Itis,
' _.. ,
however, to be observed that his ex_.
,
" positions take the form of commentaries
Literature. ^^ ^j^^ Torah—he thinks it necessary
to rest his conclusions on an inspired authority—and
that, on the other hand, his system is simply Greek
thought in a Jewish dress. The spontaneous philosophical teaching of the Jews reached its culmination in
the A\'isdoni of Solomon (which w^as probably composed
before the beginning of our era). As earh' as the
middle of the second century B.C., the national interest
began to turn in other directions—political and legal ;
the Messianic enthusiasts wrote apocalypses and hymns,
and those who \\ere more concerned with the social
organisation of the nation developed the jurisprudence.
The troublous times which succeeded cramped the
creative power of the people. Few of the gnomic
sayings of the Pirke Aboth can be called philosophical,
and later collections, such as the Alphabet of Ben Sira,
show no originality. The spirit ofthe Wisdom Literature
was not revived till long afterwards, when the Jews
began to devote themselves, under different conditions,
to the study of Greek, Arabian, and modern European
philosophy. The august figure of the creative Wisdom
{almost an hypostasis) is not referred to in the N T , and
plays little part in later Jewish thought." The philosophy of the earlier time remains a unique and inspiring
creation of the Jewish mind.

public [cp E C C L E S I A S T E S , K O H E L E T H ] .

4. It is possible that Koheleth intends to 4eny and
reject definitely the doctrine of ethical immortality which
was probably in his time making its way among the
Jews. Certainly his affirmations of the emptiness of
the future life are many and pointed, and they stand,
by their dispa-ssionateness, in marked contrast with the
passionate hopelessness of Job. However that may be,
Koheleth is the last of the Jews to ignore the life to come.
The new doctrine gained general acceptance, is taken
for granted in Wisdom, and its reception closed the
discussion of God's justice. In declaring that the future
will wipe out the apparent injustice of the present
Wisdom virtually affirms, with Job and Koheleth, that
this injustice evists to human sight, and is inexplicable
when the present alone is considered. It thus virtually
denies the position of Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus.^
The question of the value of human life was closely
connected with that of the divine control, and its discus.. - TT 1
£ sion followed the same lines. W h a t
14. Value of
,
n 1 .1, 1. uu
.
1 •
,
,.may be called the healthy natural view
humaii life.
1 .i * vr
c. i
ui
—namely, that life may be honourable
and happy if it is morally and religiously good—is
taken in Proverbs, Ecclesiasticus, and A\'isdom, and
the gloomier view by Job and Koheleth. Between
these two last there is the difference that is referred
to above; one is tortured by the uncertainties and
pains of life, the latter calmly affirms its emptiness.^
This difference is to be ascribed to the philosophic
training or to the temperament of Koheleth, or to both
of these causes. The cjuestion was substantially sohed,
as before, by appeal to the life to come. No WisdcHii
book finds a source of happiness in nian's love to God
and communion with him. The germ of this'conception is expressed by Hosea {Hos. tj6) ; but it appears
to have been overlaid by the sense of God's majesty.
The nearest approach to it is made in Wisdom (710
82) ; but there it is not God but wisdom that is loved.
In all this discussion it is physical evil alone that is
considered ; the sages are at one w ith other O T writers
in not undertaking to deal with the question of the
origin of moral evil.'* They do not purposely avoid the
question ; rather it did not present itself to them.
Man's liability to sin was accepted as an uUimate fact.
The problem of the reconciliation of God's goodness
1 This is clear when his book is freed from orthodox insertions.
- W h y \yisdoni says nothing of a bodily resurrection is not
clear ; the idea had been accepted by some Jews (Daniel) long
before its time. Perhaps the author thought of it as a relatively
unimportant incident of the future life, and he might the more
easily pass it by if, as is probable, the resurrection was confined
in the current belief to Israelites. Possibly he did not accept it.
T h e future which he had in mind concerned the nobler life of
the soul, and included Gentiles as well a.^ Tt:\^'s.
3 Koheleth (Eccl. 2 24), like Ben Sira (Ecclu.';. 3O23, H e b . of
40 I'^i), advises enjoyment ofthe enjoyable things of Hfe.
*_Gen. 2 f. describes the first human sin, but not the psychological beginning of evil; and its purpose is not so much to
relate the origin of sin as to account for certain great fact'^ of
human experience, namely, birth, toil, and death.
Wisdom
- 24, though it substitutes the devil for the serpent of Genesis,
comes hardly nearer a solution of the question.
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WISDOM OF SOLOMON, or simply Wisdom, one
of the Apocryphal books of the O T (see APOCRYPHA,
§8).
T h e title varies slightly in different M S S of the Septuagint:
© B * (ro(f>Ca "Staktap-i^vos,

t P ^ cr, ^akieipdyv,

©N

o".

Xakopdvros,

©A <T. 5oA.o/x(In/Tos; the Latin has Liber
Sapientia;
the Syriac, ed. Lagarde (Mus.
^r\X.. 14,443), 'ThegreatWisdomofSolomon';.
In Walton, ' T h e book of the great Wisdom
of Solomon, son of D a v i d , ' w i t h the remark, ' concerning which
there is doubt whether some other Hebrew sage, writing in the
spirit of prophecy, did not compose it in the name of Solomon,
and it was so accepted.'
T h e b o o k a p p e a r s to h a v e b e e n w r i t t e n t o c o n s o l e
1. N a m e a n d
plan.

and instruct the Jews, and to warn their enemies, in a
time of severe trial; the author's particular point of
view is indicated by the title. The book divides itself,
by its subject matter, into two main parts, each of which
may be further subdivided. Thus :—I. The part played
1 However, the question stood outside the range of thought
o f t h e ancient world in general, unless it be held to form a part
of the pantheistic systems of India.
2 T h e Sophia of the Kabbala is a different conception from
the Wisdom of Proverbs and of the Book of ^^'i!idom though
Ihe two doubtless spring in part from the same source and
have some things in common.
'
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by Wisdom in h u m a n hfe (1-9) : ( i ) Her moral demands
and her rewards (1-5) ; (2) Her nature and powers
(6-9).
II. Illustrations of her power taken from the
ancient history of Israel (10-10) : (1) T h e patriarchs
and the exodus ( 1 0 / ) ; (2) The Canaanites (12) ; (3)
Digression on idolatry (13-15) ; (4) Contrast between
God's dealings with the Israelites and his treatment of
the Egyptians ( l t i 4 9 ) .
The author makes his first section (and so perhaps the whole
book is to be considered) an address lo kings (1 i 6 i--:i), apparently wishiuL^ to influence the potentates in
2. O u t l i n e , whose hands lay thc outward fortunes of the
Jews ; but his discourse is of a general nature,
applying to all men. H e bes^in^ by aflirmin^; that unrighteousness is alien to Wisdom and is punished with death by God,
thougta. in truth, God does not dej.ire the destruction of any,
but the wicked, against his purpose, call down death on themselves (1); then, passing to the moral qucscion raised by the
absence of just compensation in this workl, he dhscrves that the
wicked (by whom he appears to nit:.in Jewish apostates), because
thev deny future retribution, give thenisel\L-s u p to sensual
enjoyment here, and, because they are reproved by the righteous,
hate and pei-secute them, not knowing that God created man to
be immortal (2); whilst, on the other hand, the sufferings of the
righteous in this world are only a chastening, their hope is full
ofimmortality, hereafter they shall be honoured and happy, and,
in fact, the wicked even in this life are miserable, and their
offspring is cursed (3 1-12); he adds (against a current view)
that happiness does not consist in children and old age, childless
virtue is better than vice with children, and the truly venerable
age is wisdom and probity (J 13-4 g) ; then, resuming the general
argument, he observes that the value of righteousness will be
demonstrated hereafter, when good men, here scorned by the
bad, will be blessed, whilst the bad, crushed by divine wrath,
will be forced to acknowledge the folly of their course (4 io-5 23).
* In view of all this he proceeds to assure kings that they need
wisdom in order that they may govern worthily and attain to
immortality (•> I-21), and king Solomon (with whom the author
here identifies himself) describes his own experience, how he
had loved and sought after wisdom, what great things she had
taught him, with what wonderful power and beauty she is
endowed, she being, indeed, an effluence and image of God,
how, therefore, he had desired to dwell with her always as his
spouse, and he besought God, who alone could give her, to
bestow her on him (6 22-8 21) ; then follows the prayer in which
the young king, acknowledging and pleading human weakness,
begs that Wisdom a n d God's H o l y Spirit may be sent down to
him from the holy heavens (9). T h e prayer concludes with the
reflection that men of former generations were guided by
^^ i-dom, and thus the author passes naturally to his second
division, a review of the old history. Wisdom, he says, preserved and guided the patriarchs, from Adam to Joseph, and,
by Moses, led the Israelites victoriously from E g y p t (10). T h e
remainder of the book (from chap, l l i ) , no longer occupying
itself with wisdom, takes the form of an address to God, detailing his special miraculous care of Israel, particularly in the
treatment of E g y p t , with brief reference to the conquest of
Canaan. T h e author, undertaking to give a religious-philosophical sketch of the history, points out that the Egyptians were
punished by means of their animal gods, yet not wholly destroyed, but given space for repentance (11) ; that the Canaanites
also were punished for their sins, but not blotted out at one
blow, God doing all things In just measure, and training his own
people in righteousness by the spectacle of the castigation of
their enemies (121-22), and (the main argument being now
resumed) that the Egyptians, through the terrible punishment
infiicted on them by means of their own gods, were compelled
to acknowledge the true God, whom they had before declared
that they did not know (12 23-27).
At this point the author pauses In order to explain the nature
and origin of idolatry (/>., polytheism). T h e least blameworthy
(though still a n inexxusable) form of idolatry, he says, is the
worship of the powers of nature, by whose beauty men were
naturally attracted (13 r-g), whilst the worship of beasts and
stones and images made by human hands is ridiculous (13 10-19),
as, for example, the homage paid by seamen to images (14 1-5),
and all idolatry is accursed as having been the source of
moral corruption (146-12); idolatry originated in a desire to
honour dead children a n d kings, and was helped forward by the
skill of artists, who made beautiful images (14 13-21), and so came
all the frightful vices of society, for which men will surely be
punished (14 22-31), from which Idolatry Israel kept free, whilst
Israel's enemies fell into this childish absurdity (15). Returning
now to the history, the author declares that God did indeed
send plagues on his people (in the wilderness), not dealing with
them in destructive fury, but chastising them, and further,
making nature fight for them (in Egypt), and giving them
angels' food, that they might learn to trust in him (10); that the
contrast in God's dealing further appears in his appalling the
Egyptians with a horror of darkness and monstrous apparitions,
while the Israelites had light and guidance and the comfort of a
pillar of fire and a friendly sun (17 1-I8 4), that it is visible in the
remarkable destruction of the Egyptian firstborn (when the
almighty Word, a fierce warrior, leaped down from heaven into
the doomed land), whilst the plague (in the rebellion of Dathan
and Korah), which diSvastated the Israelites, was subdued by

the intervention of Aaron (18 5-25), and finally, that it is to be
seen m tlie overthrow of the Red Sea, when the Egyptians
were punished for their treachery to strangers ("worse than that of
Sudom), whilst the freed Israelites roamed over beautiful pastures,
and thus in all things God magnified and glorified his people (19).
Certain features of the book have given rise to doubts
as to its complete and unitary character.
The abrupt
3 Unitv ^^^°^^ °^ ^^® historical sketch, which ends
^' with the entrance of the Israelites into
Canaan, has suggested the vltw that the work is not
complete (Calmet), that the continuation of the historical sketch was abandoned by the author as too large
an undertaking, or cut short by some accident (Grotius,
Hasse, Eichhorn), or that, having been written by him,
it was lost by the accidents of time (Heydenreich).
This consideration, though not without force, is not
decisive ; the author may have stopped at this point
because he thought the illustrations given from the
earliest history sufficient, or because he wished to single
out the Egyptians (Ewald), or (Grimm) because he
felt that the later history was lacking in picturesque and
dramatic character, and that it chronicled chiefly the
subjection of the Israelites to their enemies.
The
question of completeness may be left undecided ; but it
may be said that the work, in its present form, does
not necessarily make the impression that it is a fragment.
Nor, perhaps, is it possible to decide with certainty
whether the book is the production of one man.
The
two main divisions are not very closely connected ;
the history of the fathers in the second part (which
is at once a glorification of Israel, and an attack on
idolatry in general and Egyptian idolatry in particular)
may appear to be quite distinct from the praise of wisdom
in the first part, which is a philosophical consideration
of the life of the author's own day ; Solomon is not
introduced till chap. 6 ; after 111 the narrative does not
mention wisdom, but is wholly concerned with the
history ; and the style changes, being, in the first part,
relatively simple and direct, with constant regard to the
Hebrew principle of paraUelism, whilst, in the second
part, it is ambitious, grandiloquent, or turgid, complicated and artificial, often without parallelism.
On the
other hand, it may be said that a logical unity is recognisable in the fact that the two points of attack in the
work, apostasy and idolatry, represent the two great
enemies of the later devout Judaism, and that a consciousness of unity is shown in 918, which makes the transition
from the first part to the second, and has not the appearance of an editorial insertion ; that the similarity between
11 and 61 suggests that the same speaker is intended
throughout, that the non-mention of wisdom after l l i
is due to the fact that the author became so immersed
in his historical sketch (which he meant as an indictment
ofhis own contemporaries) thatheforgot the philosophical
thesis with which he set out, that the change of style is
a natural consequence of the change of subject matter,
the moral and philosophical discussions falling more
easily into the form of the Book of Proverbs, the dramatic
scenes of the earlier history readily suggesting legendary
touches and highly-coloured language, and that there
are marked resemblances of tone and style in the two
parts—^.^., the rush of thought of the second part is
paralleled in the description of the wicked (5) and of
wisdom {722-81), and the religiously elevated and dignified tone of the first part appears here and there in the
second (cp 113-15 9i-6with II23-26 I219 I67).
On the
whole it seems easier to account for the differences of
matter and style under the supposition of one single
author than to explain the unity under the supposition
of two or more authors.
In the last century there were several attempts to
ascribe the book to a number of hands.
This analysis was begun, according to Bretschneider, by
Houbigant, who divided the work into two
4. H i s t o r y o f parts, chaps. 1-9 and chaps. 10-19, and w a s
criticism
herein followed by Doederlein ; only, whilst
Houbigant ascribed the first part (written in
Hebrew) to Solomon, and the second (written in Greek) to a later
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writer, Doederlein denied the Solomonic authorship ; from this
anal>sis Eichhorn dissents only In making the division at 11 2
and regarding the whole book as having been originally written
ill Greek, and Bertholdt begins the second part with 13. NachLigal's proposal, to cut the book up into a number of parts and
make it an anthology, met with no favour, and Bretschneider
contented himself with dividing Elchhorn's first section into two,
thus making three sections in thebook, of which thefirst (11-6 8),
a fragment of a larger work written by a Greek-speaking J e w
(who, however, was not imbued with Platonic philosophy), at
the time when Antiochus Epiphanes was meditating his assault
on the Jewish religion, deals with the 'righteous,' that is, the
faithful part of the Jewish people ; the second (0 9-IO), composed
by an Alexandrian Jewish contemporary of Philo, is devoted to
wisdom; the third (12-19), of the same period, is the work of
a Jewish partisan, and chap, 11 is the insertion of an editor.

The arguments used by these scholars (given at length
by Grimm) are substantially those which are mentioned
above. No one since Bretschneider's time has advocated
such a dismemberment of the book, and at present its
unity is generally regarded as certain or probable.
The aim of the work appears from what has been
already said. The author is equally concerned to rebuke
..
apostate Jews and idolatrous Gentiles, to console and encourage his suffering fellow-countrymen, and to extol the greatness of his nation. He calls
on princes to observe that virtue, though here oppressed,
will be rewarded in the next world, that wisdom, which
is the source of virtue and the informing spirit of all
things good, is the gift ofthe God of Israel, that in the
past she has sa^ ed men from great perils, and that God,
in ancient times, glorified his people Israel by delivering
them from the hands of their enemies ; especially that,
for their sake, he formerly inflicted terrible punishment
on the Egyptians. In a word, he comforts his people
(and warns their enemies) by assuring them that God is
on their side.
The work appears to h a \ e been aiwa}-s held in high
estimation.
From its inclusion in the Septuagint we
fi "PmH- Tl
rnay probably infer that the Egyptian Jews
attached great value to it from the time
of its composition, whether or not thev regarded it as
canonical in the full sense of the term.^ .-Vs to the
position assigned to it by early Palestinian Jews, the
only e\idence is that which may perhaps be derived
from its recognition in the N T . There are a number
of coincidences of expression which have been held
by some scholars to indicate 1 use of the book by
some N T writers ; lists of such expressions may be
found in Nitzsch, Kern (in the Tiibingen Zeitseh. f.
Theologie, 1835), Stier (Apok7yphen, 1853), and others.
On the other hand, Tholuck, Grimm, Farrar, and other
writers regard the resemblances as too general to prove
quotation. From the nature ofthe material it i»hardly
possible to speak decidedly on this point; but a comparison of certain passages makes it not improbable that
the book was known to Paul and some of his followers,
and suggested to them certain expressions and lines of
thought.
Yor example, 6 17 f E p h . 1', i3_/; (Tvavoirkiav, OtiypaKa 5t/fatoa-vvTjs), 7 2S f Heb. 1 3 (dtra'vyao-pa), 9 15 2 Cor. 64 (JiapvveL,
fiapovfj-evoL), 916 J n . 312 (comparison of earthly things and
heavenly things as to thediflicultyof understanding them), 11 i^f.
13 1-8 14 24-26 Rom. 1 20-32 (description ofthe blindness and vices
of the Gentile world), 11 23 Acts IT 3o(7rapopa9, v-rrepLSiiiv, God's
overlooking of men's sins), 11^7 i T I m . 4 10 (G'od the Saviour of
all men).

Be this as it may, it is generally agreed that, from the
end of the first century onwards, it was esteemed and
used by Christian writers.
Clement of Rome, in i Cor. JV, has an almost exact verbal
reproduction of 11 22 lii 12, and so Irenseus in Adz'. //i^r. 4 38,
cp 0 19 ;- the later Patristic writers generally regarded the work
1 It is possible that It was through the Christians that the
book received its place in the Greek collection of Jewish Scriptures, but to this view there are serious objections ; it is not likely
that the early Christians would adopt any non-Chi istlan book
which did not have some sort of Jewish authority (see CANOX,
§ 53).
- In the canon of Melito (in E u s . HE224)
the expression -Trapoipiai Kal TJ (To^ia should probably be read v. 17 Kal
ao<t>La. In the et sapientia Salomonis of the Muratorian Fiagment Credner reads ut instead of et, and Grimm doubts whether
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as inspired, though Ori2:.;n, Eusebius, and Augustine denied the
Solomonic authorship (see Clem.Al. Stro7n. ed. Potter, 609;
Hippolytus, ed. Lagarde, 6 6 ; Cyprian, E.xhort. Mart.
12;
Origen, Cont, Get. 872 ; Euseb. Prt^p. I n ; August. De Doctr.
Christ. 2 8), and the title 17 iravdperos <ro4>La was given to it. as to
Ben Sira (see ECCLESIASTICUS); homilies on It appear to have
been composed by the presbyter Bellator (so Rabanus .Maurus,
Prccf. in tibr. Sctp.), and, from Rabanus onwards, there is a continuous line of expositor}' works.

It has, with few exceptions, been regarded by Christian
scholars as a work of high value, in spite of its occasional
turgid rhetoric and narrow nationalism ; so Luther and
most writers up to the present time. Pellican held it to
be inspired ; but in this view he stands almost alone
among Protestants. The opinion as to its canonicity
has varied greatly.
The fathers cited it freely as
' Scripture' or as of divine authority, but apparently
without having in mind the question of canonicity.
Augustine seems to be the first writer who formally
included it in the list of canonical books. It was
recognised as canonical by the Roman Church in
the decree of the council of Trent, and shared the
fortunes of the other Apocryphal books in the controversies between Protestants and Catholics in the seventeenth century, in the movement which banished the
books from the publications of the British and Foreign
Bible Society, in the German discussions of 1851-1S55.
W'e may be content to say that the Palestinian Jews
did not accept it as an inspired Scripture (their standard
being in some regards local and narrow), that it was so
accepted probably by the Egyptian Jews (though it is
not cited by Philo), certainly by many Patristic writers,
that it is now accepted by the Roman and Anglican
churcbes, and rejected by the various Protestant
churches, and that, for the rest, it must stand on its
own merits.
The book assumes the divine oneness, omnipresence
(I7 12i), omniscience {I7 7i6), and omnipotence
7 "P+Vi* 1 (l-l^s). and God's providential care of
'•
1- .
the world (143); it calls him (13i)
a n d religious ,,
.
.^ , f ' ^
^ „ v ^ -T ,
ideas
^^ *^P ^ ' ^^-^^4). The
world, it sa>'s, was created by God
(99), not out of nothing, but out of formless matter
(1117). It ascribes to him wisdom (see below), justice
(1215), and kindness (I13 1123-26 1213-16 151 16 7), and
calls him Father (143), but, like the Pentateuch, the
Prophets, and the Psalms, represents him as the especial
friend and guardian of Israel (I62 I 8 1 8 1922) ; Israel
he chastens (I223), other nations, the enemies of his
people, he punishes (1220), yet with the design of leading them to repentance (122-20). But chaps. 1 1 / . clearly
express the idea that the enemies of Israel are predestined
to be cursed, and this conception is naively put by the
side of the proclamation of God's universal love. The
idea of an all-controlling fate, superior to God, is not
found in the book. The dvdyKX] of 194 is the ' destiny'
determined by God ; the term is Greek, the conception
is Hebrew—it is the O T idea of divine predestination.
The word of God is simply the utterance of his will
{91 1612 26) and never approaches the Philonian Logos,
8 W o r d s p i r i t e^^^ ^n the fine passage (1815) in which
wisdom etc ' ^^^ 'almighty word,' a fierce warrior,
'
• leaps down from the divine throne into
the doomed land of Egypt, or in 9i, in which ' word'
is indeed .. parallel to 'wisdom' (v.2), but wisdom is
here not a personification, but a simple attribute of God,
and the thought of 5 i is that of Ps. 389. The conception of the spirit of the Lord is the same as that in
the later (exilian and post-exilian) OT books, the term
being equivalent to ' being or person of God ' ; it is an
anthropomorphic expression, based on the assumption
that God, like man, has a separate inward principle or
true being. This spirit is said to fill the world, to contain all things, to be in all things (I7 12r), and is
identified with wisdom and with God {14-7). It is the
holy spirit of God (Is. 6310/. Ps. 51 n 14310), which is
the reference is not to the canonical Book of Proverbs rather than
to our Apocryphal Wisdom.
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sent from heaven (as a divine breath or influence) to
console men {'.-) 17), and, as a divine teacher, cannot dwell
with unrighteousness {I5).
This representation does
not reach hypostatisation ; but it is a verv vigorous
personification (cp Rom. 8). A similar remark is to be
made of the conception of wisdom regarded as an
attribute of God, only the description is here more
elaborate, and there is a nearer approach to hv[)(isl,ilisation. Wis lom, it is said, was with God whun he made
the world (cp Prov. 822-11) and knew his will, sits evur
by his throne, and is his intimate associate (949 83),
she is an effluence from his glory, the mirror of his
power, the image of his goodness { 7 2 5 / ) , she is animated by an acute, vigorous, benevolent spirit, is of
perfect beauty, knows, directs, controls all things {'22-29
II 81), transforming the souls of men (727), bestowing
on them all virtues ^84-8), and guiding their outward
fortunes (10), coming to dwell with them as beloved
friend and counsellor (Sjg), but bestowed only by God,
and to be obtained from him by prayer (S^i 9). She
is thus, on the one hand, substantially identical with
Philo's Logos, and, on the other hand, blends insensibly
with the human qualitv u( wisdom.
Other quasi-hypostatical intermediaries between God and the
world are recognised by some modern writers (as Bois) In the
terms ' p o w e r ' (13), ' j u s t i c e ' (18), 'providence' (14 3 17 2),
*mercy' (1610), ' h a n d ' (11 17), ' h y p o s t a s i s ' ( l i i 2 i ) ; but this
seems to be reading too large a meaning Into the terms In
question (see W I S D O M L I T E R A T U R E , § 8); as to the ' hypostasis'
or ' substance ' of 16 21 it appears to be simply manna.

The conceptions of ' wisdom ' and * spirit' stand midway, in the line of advance toward hypostatisation,
between the earlier ideas of the OT and the later ideas
of Philo and of the N T.
Of other supernatural beings there is mention of only
Gentile deities and the devil. The former are declared,
with greater distinctness than is found in the OT, to be
nonentities, invented by the folly of men ( 1 4 1 3 / ). The
existence of the devil is assumed, and he is identified
(224) with the serpent of Gen. 3. The name for him
here used \Oid3oXos) is probably taken from the Septuagint, which so renders the Hebrew Satan in Ps. 109
(108)6 Job 1 6 / , 2 1 ^ , i C h . 2 1 i { B A ; not L) ; the
identification of the serpent with a supreme evil spirit
occurs only here and in Secrets of Enoch (0I3-6) in the
extant Jewish pre-Christian literature,^ and in both
books his seduction of Eve is ascribed to his envy.
This identification probably sprang from a deepening
sense of sin, and from t growing conviction of the
necessit}' of separating God from the moral evil of the
world. The author's silence respecting demons and
angels {in which he accords with the other wisdom
books) is possibly due to the philosophical nature of
his thought, in which wisdom takes the place of all
other good intermediary agents (see W I S D O M L I T E R A TURE, § 1 1 ) , and the one demon, the devil, is held to
be sufificient to account for the evil of the world.
The doctrine of the book concerning man is in part
an expansion of the teaching of the OT.
There is
ft IvraTi ^ ° trichotomy {body, soul, spirit), only the
dichotomy of the inward principle of life (soul,
spirit) and its outer casement (body). The soul or spirit
the author represents (herein following Gen. 27) as
breathed into the body by God (15 n ) , and, at death,
received into the other world never to return (cp the
avowal of ignorance on this point in Ecoles. 321). The
question of human freedom is not formally discussed,
and probably did not present itself to the author's mind
as a problem to be solved. Freewill is assumed in some
passages, as in 116, in which it is said that bad men call
down destruction on themselves, and in 5613, in which
they attribute their wretchedness to their own folly. On
the other hand, man is said (1210 131) to be foohsh by
nature, unable of himself to know God, and yet (223,
which gives an interpretation of Gen. I27) the image of
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God's being. Of a control by God of human thought
and destiny nothing is said directly.
The work passes beyond the 0 1 ' and Semitic thought
in general in its adoption of the Platonic theory of the
pre-exiitcnce of souls (820, and cp 15816), and this
involves 1 sort of predestination ; Solomon says that
being good he came into an undefiled body. .Still, the
author's practical view of moral life does not seem to be
materially affected by his philosophical theories ; beholds
to moral weaknes.s, general divine control of hfe, and
moral responsibility without troubling himself to define
the limits of these facts, and he appears to adopt the
o r division of men into good and bad, going beyond
the later OT books, however, in recognising the possibility of passing from one class to the other. ^ But his
horizon is here limited—he has in mind the flagrant
sinners of his time, the apostates and the idolaters, and
he cannot be said to express a general view of the ethical
capacity of man. He holds, however (915), that the
corruptible body presses down the soul (cp 2 Cor. 04).
Sin, disobedience to God's moral law, is represented
in one passage {224) as having been introduced into the
10 ^'n ^^^^^"^ ^y ^^^ devil (for death is the result of
sin), in another passage (I427) as the result of
idolatry. This apparent discrepancy does not point to
two authors, but comes from «. shifting of the point of
view. Following Gen. 3 the author says that sin, as an
historical fact, made its first appearance in the world in
the disobedience of Eve, and, like the OT, he does not
think of explaining its psychological origin ; but, looking
at the vices of the society of his own time, he traces
them all to idolatry, which is the negation of the knowledge of God ; the vagueness of his thought on this
point is apparent from the fact that he not only gives no
chronological beginning of idolatry, but refers it to an
intellectual weakness {13i 1414) whose origin he does
not explain. He falls back on the teaching of observation that men are by nature morally weak (013), and
must, in order to be saved from error, be instructed and
strengthened by God { I 5 3 / . ) .
This natural moral
weakness he (like the OT) does not bring into hi-storical
connection with the transgression of Eve or of Adam.
The spiritual safeguard against sin, union of heart with
God, is finely expressed in l o a / : 'even if we sin, we
are thine, knowing thy power [that is, submitting ourselves humbly to thy righteous and merciful control] ;
but we will not sin, knowing that we are accounted thine,
for to know thee is perfect righteousness.' Faith (only
814) is used in the general sense of acceptance of God's
will, and trust in him for protection.
For the wicked, it is said (310-1217 43), there is
retribution in this life, and men are punished by means
of their sins (1116), but the real and
11. Future. universal recompense of moral conduct
comes in the future life. Here the author passes quite
beyond the OT thought, in which SheOl has no ethical
character, and the resurrection (Dan. 12) is confined to
Israelites. Hereafter, he declares (3-5), the position of
all men will be determined by their moral character—
the righteous will have peace and glory, the wicked
will be in misery {4iS-2o ] 7 2 i ) ; passages like 5 x 4 /
in which the transitory hope of the wicked is contrasted
with the everlasting hope of the righteous, must be
interpreted, from the general thought of the book, to
mean not the annihilation of the ungodly, but their
endless misery. Possibly the author here has in mind
the denial of future retribution in Ecclesiastes, more
probably he is opposing a general Sadducean opinion
of his time. He makes no reference to purgatorial
future punishment or to a bodily resurrection, unless the
latter be involved in the 'glorious kingdom' (.'n6 620)
and dominion over the nations (38) which the righteous
are to receive, and this is not probable, since, if resurrection had been meant, there seems to be no reason

1 In the Sibylline oracles (149) the tempter of Eve is the
'serpent,' and in the Enoch Similitudes (fii»6) one uf the evil
' angels' (see note of R. H . Charles in his ed. of Enoch).

1 This possibility is assumed in a simple unreflective way in
Ezek. 18.
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why it should not have been distinctly mentioned.
The conditions of the future life are stated in the most
general way—there are no details of happiness and
torment, only vague mention of light and darkness,
with no clear indication of place, no distinct heaven or
hell. T h e author contents himself with emphasising
the fundamental fact of moral retribution ; his reticence
as to details may be due to his philosophical dislike of
the crude pictures in such books as Enoch (see E S C H A TOLOGY, «'«(fe-v, J.OT'. 'Heaven,' ' H e l l ' ) . Man, he holds
(here again following Gen. 3), was created to be immortal (in this world apparently), and would so have
been, but for the entrance of death through the envy of
the devil, and the folly of the first human pair. All
good ethical human qualities, wisdom and righteousness,
are, according to the author, the gift of God, or of
God's minister, Wisdom (7i6 84 8412).
Besides general rightness of conduct he particularises
(87) the four virtues of Greek philosophy—moderation,
„ . . ^ practical sense, justice, and courage or

H o k m a h writers (see W I S D O M L I T E R . ^ T U R E , § 6), lays

fortitude{a-ojcppoa-ijV7j,cpp6vija-is,diKaioa-i^V7],

dvSpeia)—as things than which there is nothing more
profitable in Ufe, and these also he represents as the
gift of Wisdom. His more general catalogue of virtues
( 7 2 2 / ) embraces the gentler quality of 'philanthropy,'
and the Hebrew idea of 'holiness,' and, following the
OT, he represents the combination of justice and
philanthropy (I219) as something which is taught us by
the example of God himself. His ethical code thus
offers a happy union of Jewish and Greek elements ; of
ethical philosophy proper (inquiry into the basis of
moral beliefs and conduct) he has nothing. On the
other hand, in his ethical attitude toward non-IsraeUtish
peoples he is narrow ; like the prophets, he sees nothing
good in other civilisations (as, for example, the Egyptian),
but, from his national religious point of view, involves
them in one sweeping condemnation. H e was a pupil
of the Greeks; but he does not, by a single word,
express sympathy with their thought and life, or betray
any suspicion that they have played an important part
in the divine education of humanity. H e recognises
only one true law of life, and this, he says (I84), is to
be given to the world by Israel; this is the view of the
exilian and post-exilian prophets, but in our author we
expect some modification of the old statement. There
is no trace of asceticism in the book ; the passage (81346) which has been so interpreted is really a protest
against what the author regarded as the undue importance
attached by some to the possession of children, and a
repetition of the O T declaration (Is. 56 4 / . ) that bodily
conditions shall not determine membership*in the
Israelitish community. It was an old complaint of the
pious in Israel that the wicked were often well provided
with children (Ps. T7i4), a gift which was supposed to
be a special mark of divine favour (Ps. 1273-5 I283).
Ben Sira had already (161-4) protested against the
exaggerated form of this view, and our author makes a
special application of the protest to the case of illicit
unions ; it is better, he says, to have no children than
to obtain them by immoral unions ; the virtuous woman,
though barren, shall be blessed in the final divine
visitation, and the eunuch, if he be righteous, shall
have compensating.part in the temple of the Lord (so
Is. 565), that is, shall be deemed worthy of an honourable position in the public worship. Such an opinion
cannot, therefore, be regarded as springing from
Therapeutist hostility to marriage. T h e fine thought
that honourable old age is not measured by number
of years ( 4 8 / ) which is a correction or revision of Prov.
1631 Ecclus. 254-6, though, according to Philo {De Vit.
contempt. 8), it expresses a principle of the Therapeutae,
is of too general a nature to be regarded as borrowed
from them ; it is found in the Stoics (cp Cic. De Fin. 3),
and looks not to contempt of life, but to emphasising
the better side of life.
With all his strong national feeling, he, like the other
S343

, „ •tjrT-_.i,=„ no stress on the national ritual of
i.6. w o r s m p . .jyorship; he mendons, as historical
facts, the offering of sacrifice by the Israelites (I89) and
^of incense by Aaron (I821), puts into Solomon's mouth
(98) the words 'temple, altar, tabernacle,' and quotes
(814) a reference to the temple from the O T (Is. 565),
but otherwise ignores the external cultus. H e regards
prayer and praise as the highest expression of religious
feeling. H e draws largely from the Pentateuch and
somewhat from Isaiah and the Psalms, but, after the
manner of the time, does not name them Or other
sacred books, or make allusion to the existence of a
sacred canon.
,
The book, in spite of some glaring faults, deserves
to be ranked among the masterpieces of reflective verse.
14 T "t 9
"'^ ' ' cannot be called poetry, it is an
•,
^ ^ admirable example of elevated stichometric writing, with not a few really
poetical passages.
T h e number of its stichoi is variously stated (in Swete's ed.
of the Sept.) at 1124 [B], 1121 [jc], and 1092 [ A ] ; the Latin
translation has a few lines not found in the Greek.1 T h e author
employs, not metre, but the Hebrew parallelism, and the
Hebrew system of ictus, a certain succession of accented
syllables, between which come varying numbers of unaccented
syllables ; in the passages (such as IO3921), in which there are
suggestions of Greek iambic, dactylic, and asynartete metres,
the combinations of syllables are probably either accidental
(such as are sometimes found even in modern prose works), or
the occasional imitations which a writer acquainted with Greek
poetry might permit himself.3

• T h e construction of the book is skilful. After showing men's supreme need of righteousness, the author
IB StTiiotiire dramatically introduces the two classes
. strucT^ure. j ^ ^ ^ ^ which mankind is divided, and
describes their contrasted fates. On the basis of this
picture he appeals to kings to embrace wisdom, as
whose exponent and laudator Solomon appears, giving
his own experience, and extolling wisdom as the source
of all knowledge, physical, moral, and religious, as an
effluence from God a n d his companion and co-worker,'
and as the teacher and saviour of men of ancient times.
In illustration of this last point he gives a sketch of the
history of the patriarchs and of the deliverance of the
Israelites from Egyptian bondage and their conquest of
Canaan. This plan of the work was well fitted to
commend it to the author's contemporaries; the
philosophical praise of wisdom is justified by the exhibition of its practical value, and the whole picture
conveys encouragement to the suffering righteous, and
a solemn warning to all the enemies, apostate and
Gentile, of the chosen people, whose special possession
and guardian wisdom is.
The style varies in the different parts. T h e first
part (chaps. 1-9) approaches the evenly balanced aphor16 Stvln '^'''^ form of Proverbs, with the distinctive
^ • characteristics of the Hebrew parallelism ;
but it is made up of connected discourses, each of
which aims at a definite demonstration or exposition,
and the style is far more flowing than that of Proverbs
and Ben Sira, in this respect rather resembling Ecclesiastes. In the second part (chaps. 10-19), whilst the
stichometry is maintained, with a flavour of parallelism,
the nature of the subject matter produces an approach
to simple prose, with an inflation born of the desire to
make the history impressive. In both parts power of
imagination is conspicuous ; the pictures of the final
overthrow of the wicked (617-23) and the terrors of the
Egyptians (17 / ) have the cumulation a n d rush in
which Ezekiel is a master, and many of the epithets
have an .^schylean force and majesty ; it is perhaps
this torrent-like movement that most impresses the
reader in the author's descriptions. N o r is he lacking
in something that resembles humour as, in the descrip^ See Berger, Hist. d. I. Vulgate, etc.
2 On apparent examples of Greek metrical lines see F a r r a r
and Bois.

5344

WISDOM (BOOK)

WISDOM (BOOK)

tion of the manufacture of an idol by the carpenter
(1311-19). which is, however, only a slight expansion of
an OT passage (Is. 4412-17). He is fond of assonance,
alliteration, and paronomasia, as well as of comparison
and metaphor, has many instances of chiasm (as 815
42), and in one case (1)17-20) employs the sorites. This
last use is taken from Greek logic, of the others theie
are many examples both in the O T and in Greek
writers. Throughout he shows fulness, richness, and
vitality of conception, which is constantly in danger of
running into exaggeration and bombast. T h e nature
of his material does not call for direct descriptions of
external nature ; but in a number of passages he shows
a fine feeling for colour, form, and movement (see
59-1221-23 II18 132 17i8-2i). The author's noteworthy
command of Greek suggests that he was well read in
Greek poetical and philosophical literature.

T h e cases cited'(by Boi,) are not properly allegorising ; the
pillar of salt (IO7) is a 'monumciu,' not a symbol, of an unbelieving ..,0111; the pillar of cloud an.l fire (10 17) is not a
' manifestation ' hut a creation uf Wisdom ; the bronze serpent
(li''5-7) is not a symbol, it is an instrument and assur.-uice of
sahation : the l-.gyplian darkness (1721) is an 'image,' a faint
physical suiigesti.jn, of the darkness of future punishment; on
the hi,i;li-pricst's robe (18 24) « a s the whole cosmos, but only as
the glory of the fathers was on the four rows of stones, and the
divine ni.ijesly on the tiara ('holy to the Lord'). Keuss's
remark, thut the I'^gyptians are introduced throughout as a type
ol pagans in general, and that the history i.s regarded as a sort
of theory, is correct ; through the Egyptians the author aimed at
his own contemporaries. This, however, is not allegorising; it
may be called a first step toward the method so fully developed
by Philo, but it has not reached the point of seeing in thiu-s
and persons merely representations uf religious truth.

The author's silence respecting Alcssianic hopes is a
trait which lie lias in coininon with other sapieniial

' His vocabulary is rich ; nd picturesque ; he uses a number of
19. Eschatology. T'J^
(see W I S D O M L.rER.vruRE,
uncommon terms, is fond of conipouni.ls, and has himself
S 5/- )i ^""^ 's not an exact nidicai ion
originated compounds or gi\'(jn pt-culiar signihcadonb to existof date. His picture of the sufferings and future glory
ing forms, as ifttkoyf/vxe {].i2-<), 'lover of souls' (so It.iniasc.
of th(.- righteous (2-5), though it may be based on Is. 53
22S1), and perhaiDs npuiTOjrkacrTos (7 T 10 I ) . H e has t a k t n a
and has been regarded by some expositors as a predicnumber of e\:pressions front the Septua'^int. as irirpas dKpOT6p.ov
tion of the Messiah,^ presents no individual human
(114, >ee Hi. S I 5): roi- ovra (.13 i, sei.' Ex, 3 14) ; i^xaa-Tqpas
deliverer, but, after the manner of the prophets, simply
ovpavov (13:;, MJC t^en. 1 14) ; o-Trofibs T; KapSCa avrov (15 10,
represents pious Israel as destined to be glorified. In
see Is. 4-i 20). (^n the other hand, his frequent Hebraisms
(most of which occur in chapters l-i*) show that he was deeply
part of the late pre-Christian Palestinian literature also
imbued with the style of the O T ; thus words, as o-KoAtot (1 3 ) ;
(as Dan., Sib. Or., i M a c c , Pss. of Sol.) it is the
awfiari- (1 4) ; aytoi' irvevpa (1 5 0 17) ; ei7;)(aTa {'2 16) ; eKCTT^irovraL nation that is the centre of hope ; it is only in the later
(02): ojAoi'("1 17); ^laratoi (13 i ) ; modes of expression, such as
portions of Enoch (as chap. 4fJ) that a personal Messiah
those ia 4 17 lli a 13 (cp i S.l! 6 ) ; and the use of the connectives
plays a real r61e (see M E S S I A H , ^ 7 ; ESCHATOLOGY,
Kai, 5e, ydp and the like.l

§ 6 5 / ) . That Wisdom has a well-developed doctrine
of ethical immortality, and yet says nothing of resurrection, may be due to its Egyptian origin. T h e idea
of resurrection was a Palestinian growth, based on
Jewish convictions, but shaped under the stimulus of
Zoroastrianism, and it may well have lagged behind in
A comparison of 4 i (on childless virtue)
Egypt. On the other hand, Alexandria was the meetingwith Ecclus. 161-4 susg^ests that our author was acquainted
place of old Egyptian and Greek ideas out of which the
with t'le latter work. It is generally admitted that he used the
Septuagint trarislatlon of the Pentateuch and Isaiah; whether
monotheistic Jews could easily fashion an elevated moral
he had the ^cp[l.l.1,^int Psalms is doubtful—in 3 i he has an
conception of the world to come. Each Jewish centre
allusion to Ps •-'IjliJ, i n l 5 i5_/^ h e g l v e s r a t h e r a p a r a p h r a s e than
would thus work out its own favourite idea of the future,
a citation of P>. 11 >4-7 (=13.0 15-17), in Itiao (from Ps. VS 25) he
has dyye\u}v Tpo'l^rjt' where tp bas aprov d., and in 10 17 (from
and the fusion of the two ideas would take time. This
Ps, 10039) he has els a-Ke-rTrjv -rjpepas where our Hebrew has fusion had certainly occurred before the composition of
simply 'covering' and the psalm in i!3 (Ps. 105 [104]39) et? CK.
the earliest N T book, and apparently also before the
avTois, from which, in view of his fondness for paraphrasing, It
time of the Enoch-section chaps. 9l-10-i. a tract which
cannot be shown that he did or did not have the Psalms in
Greek. There is uncertainty also about the relation of 2 24
in some respects resembles our book, the date of \\hich
(' the envy of the devil') to a similar statement in Secrets of
is, however, uncertain, though it may probably be.put
E n o c h 3 l 3 (and cp J o s . . - i « ^ . i . l 4 Sanhedrin,
59). T h e conin the first century B.C. (cp Charles, Book of Enoch).
ception may have been an old one, derived by Wisdom and
Srijrets of Enoch from a common source, though, as it is not
Wisdom appears to have been written before the fusion
found in Enoch, it probably arose not long before the beginning
of the two ideas was accomplished in Egypt ; but, on
of our era. T h e picture of reward and puni.shment In the future
the other hand, the author's Heilenising tendency may
life is similar to that given in the Enoch similitudes. There is
have led him to discard the notion of a kingdom of the
no reason to suppose that our author quotes from Philo.
righteous on earth, though such a notion may have
Legendary additions to the O T narrative, so frequent
been known to him (cp 87 with Dan. I23). It is diffiin Wisdom, do not appear in any other book earlier
18. Legendary. t h a n 2 Macc. (119-36 2i-8).2 It is
cult to say when the Egyptian Jews began to formulate
only necessary to compare our author's
additions.
«. doctrine of ethical immortality ; it may, perhaps, be
sketch of the early history (10-19)
surmised that, since the editor of Ben Sira, writing 132
with that of Ecclus. (44-49) to see the great difference
B.C., says nothing of it, it did not appear before the
between the methods of the two writers ; the latter
first century B.C.
keeps himself strictly to the O T text, the former revels
An indication of date might be obtained if we could
in fanciful embellishments (1115 1 6 1 / . g 1 8 / 2 1 / 1 7 6 9 /
determine with exactness the relative development of
15-19 1>M2/ 17-19 1911/. 1721). This may be accounted
_
. Greek conceptions in our author and in
for in part by the supposition that the Alexandrian
20. Ureek pj^jf^^
j ^ j ^ generally admitted that
Jews were very free in their dealing with the sacred
conception,
-y^jsjoj^ jg deeply imbued with (ircck
books ; but, as 2 Macc. shows that there was a similar
philosophical thought; the conceptions of a beautiful
tendency in Palestine, we are led to refer it rather to
<x natural growth of legend, of which there are many and logically arranged cosnios, and of a \\isdom which
is the divine agent in creation and in the control of the
examples in later Apocryphal books and in the Talmud.*^
world (besides the nnnor points referred to above) betray
The allegorising method of interpretation, if found in
the influence of the Platonists and the Stoics. T h e
Wisdom, would doubtless be Alexandrian, but would
same general ideas are f^und in Philo, as whose connot give great aid in determining its date, since this
temporary, accordingly, our author is regarded by some
method of interpretation was in use long before Philo's
expositors. On the other hand, the differences between
time. But it does not seem to be employed by our
the two writers are obvious ; ^ besides many divergencies
author.
The data for
book are found
,_ «.•
£
17. Signs of
date • ideas

the determination of the origin of the
in its use of other books, the nature
of its ideas, and the historical con,. .
1 •u • • T
^^^^^^^ ^^^^'.^^ ^^ implies.

t For full lexicographical lists see the commentaries of Grimm
and Farrar.
2 T h e treatment of Gen. 6 2 In Enoch is mythological expansion under Persian stimulus.
•' Cp also <_Tal. 3 19 i Cor. 10 4 2 Tim. 3 8.

1 So Tertullian, Cyprian, Hippolytus, Origen, and many
interpreters of the Church of Rome ; see Westcott's note in
Smith, DB, art. ' Wisdom of Solomon.'
2 T h e two are compared by Grimm, Drummond, Menzel,
Farrar, Bois, and others. Siegfried, in Hastings' DB, notes
dilTerences between the two.
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in explanation of particular points (which, however,
would not necessarily prove them not contemporaries),
there is, for example, the great diiference in the employment uf the allegorical method of interpretation, which
probably, though not certainly, points to the precedence
of Wisdom in time.
T h e main point of comparison
is the conception of the divine self-manifestation through
intermediate agencies, and herein Philo and Wisdom
differ in two res[)ccts: first, whilst Philo names as
thief agent the Logos, and has comparatively little to
sayof Wisdom, Wisdom gives the first place to \ \ ' i s d o m
(not g'nng beyond the O T in his conception of the
' w o r d ' ) , and thus appears to range itself along with
those earlier more Hebraistic books (Proverbs and Ben
Sira) in which the divine attribute plays the most important role, Philo, on the other hand, advancing to the
more definitely Stoic idea ; and secondly, Philo treats
the conception in a more scientific way, undertaking to
state with philosophic precision the nature of the relation
between God and his personified energy, whilst in
Wisdom this relation is assumed without e.xplanation.
From this it may probably be inferred that our author
had not grasped the Stoic doctrine of the Logos, which,
seeing his fondness for Greek ideas, he would hardly
have failed to do if he had lived as late as the first half
of the first century of our era.

J . A. Schmid), was rejected by Augusiine and Jerome, and is
no longer seriously considered. \'i.-ry i:ii]y ci'ine-^ thought of
Ben Sira as the author (^ee Aug. Doc't. Gin. 2. S ; Rctra. t. 2, 4),
or of the famous Philo (see J e r . Praf. in Lih. Sal.), and ihe
latter \'iew wa.s adopted by Luther and a number of other theologians ; but the differences between thtise two writers and our
author are so glaring that they absolutely exclude such an identification.
Other Jewish names which have been su^'jicsted are
Zerubbabel (by J . M . Faber), Aristobulus, the friend of Ptolemy
Philometor (by Lutterbeck), an older Philo (hy J'rusius and
others) who is said to have written a poem on Jerusalem (cp
Tos. Cont. Ap. 1 23 where a non-Je«ish 'older Philo,' apparently
an historian, is mentioned), and Apollos, before his cuuversion
(by Plumptre), on the ground that he wrote ihe l'4)istlc to the
Hebrews, and that the similarity between thc epistle and Wisdom
is so great as to suggest a common origin. Ntuie ^if these suggestions except the last h a s a n y show of probability, and it can
hardly be called probable, since the two books, though not
without a certain resemblance in style, still have differences,
both of style and of manner of thought, too great to be explained
even by a writer's change of religion. T h e author has been
held to be a Christian (by C. H . Weisse and others) on such
grounds as his supposed reference (3) to the Alessiah, his designation of God as ' f a t h e r ' (143), his doctrine of future ethical
retribution (3-5), and the supposed mention of his book among
Christian writings in the Muratorian Fragment (but the last
supposition is probably erroneo\is—see above, § 6, n. -i), and the
authorship has heen assigned (by Noack) to Apollos, after his
conversion to Christianity.
But a Christian book without a
single distinctively Christian idea (and none of those adduceil by
Weisse are distlncti\el;- Christian) would be an incomprehensible
anomaly ; the book is intelligible only on the supposition that
it was written by a non-Christian J e w . Finalh-, as has been
pointed out above (§ 12), there is no reason for supposing that the
author belonged to the .sect of the Therapeutce ; he has no trace
of their teaching, and it does not seem probable that a member
of that sect would have imbibed Greek learning as our author
has done.
T h e Greek text is given entire in the uncials A (Lond. 1^791883), B (Rome, 1871), N (St. Petersburg, 1862), in part in C
(Leipsic, 1845), entire in the cursives H . P.
2 3 . G r e e k t e x t . 23, 55, 68, 106 and 155 (not entire), 157, 248,
253, 254, 261 (not entire), 296 ; nine AIS.S collated by Thilo (but not published) are in some passages adduced
hy\ivm(Specimenexercc.
critt. in Sapient. Sal., Halle, 1825)and
by Grimm. Swete gives the various readings of KAC. The text
is well preserved ; A in a number nf cases ullers better readings
than B . T h a t the Greek is the original text is now generally believed. Faber's argument to prove a ' C h a l d e e ' (that is Jewish
Aramaic) original is successfully rebutted by Hasse ; thus in 2 22
the Syr. for Greek yepas is explained by Faber as coming from a
confusion of Arainaic pavD^-nd T'^'Di hut it is rather, says Hasse,
a misreading of the Greek (yi]pas for yepas); in 18 i5 Syriac
' c o m m a n d ' for Greek ' d e a t h comes, according to T'liljer, from
a misunderstanding of 13-) (which, however, is not Aramaic
but Hebrew), but may be naturally regarded as a scribal enoneous repetition of tbe prci_eding 'command.' So also, recently,
I). S. Margoliouth.1 wln.ise examples are not more convincing
than those of Faber. In \\'isi.l. 1 12 14 10 the Greek is satisfactory as it s t a n d s ; and the identity of the expression in 2 12
with tjiat in Is. 3 10 tP (noted by Schleusner) may be understood
as a borrowing on the part of the former, or as a very lale insertion in the latter. Greek is too free and idiomatic to be
taken as a translation ; its Hebrew eulnuring belongs rather to
the thought than to the st^le,-

T h e historical conditions to be accounted for a r e : the
persecution of faithful Israelites by f jcntiles and apostate
«i n +
A Jews, and the author's special grudge
,...
against the Egyptians.
There was a
conditions, f
r
* f r
r
*u ••
P
class of apostate Jews from the time of
Antioelius Epiphanes, 187 B.C. (Jos. Ajit. xii. b) down
to the time of Philo (Philo, Canfus. ling. 2 ; I-\rnit. 2).
T h e account in 3 Macc, of an l^gyptian persecution in
the time of Ptolemy IV. (221-217 B.C.) being generally
admitted to be legendary, the periods of persecution
which may come into consideration (see Jos. Co7it. Ap.
2s) are the reigns of Ptolemy V U . (145-117 E . c ) ,
Cleopatra (47-30 B , C , ) , Caligula (38-40 A . U . ) , and (Jos.
Bj, ii. I 8 7 / ! ) Nero (63 A . D . ) .
There is not much
ground for clioii^e among these periods,^ at most it may
be said that the compiiralively calm tone of our book
(as in 1116-20) does not favour the seasons of bitterer
distress (under (^'.digula and Xero).
But it is not
necessary to suppose that the work was composed in
the midst of one of the violently hostile movements.
T h e author, e\en if he lived in a relatively quiet time,
would know enough of the general fortunes of his people
to paint his pictures of suffering (2-5 14).
Xor is his
reference to the worship o f t h e statues of kings (1416-20)
chronologically decisive, for divine worship was paid to
Ptolemy I,, and probably to Antiochus I I , , as well as
to Caligula and other Roman emperors.
T h e author
is, in fact, as Grimm remarks, giving a learned account
of the origin of idolatr}^ and it is unnecessary to assume
that the deified priuces to whom he refers were his contemporaries.
There appears to be nothing in the
historical situation depicted to prevent our following the
literary indications and assigning the work to some time
before that of Philo, probably to the first pre-Christian
century.
Of the author all that is clear is that he was an
Egyptian Jew,
His strong Jewish feeling appears on
90 A tVi
every page of his book, and his Greek
• training and his hearty dislike of the
Egyptians point to Alexandria as his residence.
The
unsuccessful attempts to identify him with some known
persi>n are detailed at length by Grimm and Farrar.
T h e reference of the work to Solomon,2 found in early versions
(Sept., Syr.), and in a number of Patristic, Rabbinical, Roman
Catholic, and Protestant writers (as late a.s 1858 by the Catholic
1 Grimm's remark that in the time of Nero the spirit of the
Jews was too much broken lo produce so talented a book as
Wisdom is not convincing; we know too littJe of the times to
make su<:h a judgment.
2 [Revived by D . S. Margoliouth who holds that there are
references to this book in Isaiah.]
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The Old Latin \'ersion was adopted by Jerome with slight
c h a n g e s ; the Clementme text of 1592, with corrections from
Vercellone's edition of 1861, is given in the
2 4 . V e r s i o n s , edition of Heyse and Tischendorf (Leipsic,
1873), \\ ith the readings of the Codex Amiatinus in the margin ; the Cod. Amiat. has heen edited by
Lagarde (in Mitteil. i.). It is in general a literal, faithful, and
intelligent translation of the Greek. It occasionally (as in 417)
inserts an explicitum, and has a number of words and clauses
not found in our Greek, as 1 15 (one word, and in some M S S
one line) "Iz (one line) 1217 (one line) 3 i (one word) 414 (one
phrase) 6 1 (one couplet) 6 20 (one word) 811 (one line) 10 i
(two words in the Clem, text, but not in Amiat.) 115 (one
and a half lines) 118 (one clause) 17 i (several words). Some
of these additions (as 3 i 4 i 4 l 7 i ) are explanations of the
translator, and none of them commend themselves as probably
belonging to the original text; thus in 1 15 fine perpetua weakens
the dQdvaros ; in 2 8 the line ' let there be no meadow which our
jollity does not traverse,' though in itself appropriate and good,
mars the couplet-arrangement (three couplets in vv. 7-9); the
aphorism of 6 1 , 'wisdom is better than strength, and a sage
man than a strong,' interrupts the connection of thought and is
obviously a gloss, as are the insertions in 811 101 11 5 (two
glosses) and 11 8. A certain number of words also are omitted in
the Latin, the translator allowing himself some freedom. On the
history ofthe version see Berger, Hist. d. I. Vulgate, 1893, and
on the MSS, Thielmann, Bericht, etc. 1500. Gnothe vocabulary
cp Grimm, Connn. KGH, p p . ^ff.
1 I'a JRAS,
1890, and in ' L i n e s of defence of the biblical
revelation,' 1900,
" C p J , Freudenthal i n / C . / ? , 1891.
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The Syriac is made directly from the Greek, following a M S
resembling Codex Alex. Whilst in general it renders the ideas
and expressions of the original with fidelity, it diverges therefrom far more than the Latin.
It adds expUcita and other
explanatory words, inserts the proper names (Cam, etc.) in
chap, 10, transfers a number of Greek words, gives free translations, mistranslates and omits. On the attempt to refer It to an
Arainaic original see Hasse. For the Arabic version cp Hasse,
for the Armenian cp Welte, and F . H , Reusch, Liber
Sapient,
gnece, etc., 1858 ; these also both come from our Greek.
For general works on the Jewish conception of wisdom see
WisiiUM L I T E R A T U R E , § 15. For lists of cmical and expository
works lip tn T86O see llretsdineider and
25. B i b l i o g r a p h y . Grimm. Among these the lollowing may
be mentl'iiied ; Rabanus Maurus, 1856,
theearliest extant commentator (in Migne); Grotius, ,-Jy/;/,'/',ftiones, 1664 ; Cornelius a Lapide, Comment, in tibr. Sap., 1613 ;
Cappellus, Coininent. . . . in VT, 1689 (scattcied observations); J. M. F.'diex, Prolusiones, 1776-77 and i786-.'^7 ; J. C.
Hasse, .Viz.vw.i','.- Weisheit, 17^^,; J , G, Eichhorn,
Einleitiinir
i. d. Apocr. Schr. d. AT, 1795; C, G. Ilietsclmeider, Lih.
Sapient., 1Z04; C. L . \ \ ' . Grimm (in Kurz-^ef. e.ieget. Handbuck z. d. Apokr. d. AT), i?-^o (very full and judicious,
supersedes his work of 1837). Smce i860 have appeared commentaries by E . C. Bissell, 1880 (in the volume on tbe Apocrypha
ailJed to the Lange series), F . W . F a n a i , 188S (in Wace's
Ap-'crypha^. and Siegfried (in Kautzsch's Apokr.); articles in
Smith's DT (by B. F . Westcott); iM'ClinLock and Strong's
Cycloprdia : Herzog-Hauck, RE (b^• E . Schurer, see also his
GIV, etc.==Hist. of the Je-wish Te'epte, etc.); Hastings' DB
(by Sie^^fried); and annotated editions by W. J . Deane (The
Book of Wisdom, iSSi), W . R. Churton (in his Uncanonical and
Af'ocrylhal Scriptures.
1884), and C. J.Ball (in his Variorum
.•ipoerypha, 1802). On the ethical ideas see Kiibel, ' D i e Ethischen Anschauungen d. Weisheit Salomonis,' in St. Kr. (1865).
C. H. T.

In ancient times tlie heroes of mankind were
commonly represented as being distinguished from
other men by (amongst other characteristics) the
manner in which they entered and departed Hfe. They
were not born in the usual way, or, if so, out of due
course ; they disappeared from life in a mysterious way,
or they showed theiii.sul\es superior to death by dying
cheerfully under painful circumstances. Thus both by
their birth and by their death tlicy witnessed to their
superiority. This w.is specially the case with founders
of religions. But ' the faithful' were also called upon
to bear witness. While, however, the master gave
evidence of the truth of his claims by the wonderful
words and works of his whole life, ' the faithful' could
in most cases only witness to the truth of them by following the master's teaching even unto death. Disciples,
therefore, in some cases, sought and actually found
martyrdom ; in other cases they are represented by tradition as having so suffered, whether they did so or not.
The idea of witness by miracle and martyrdom is confined

WISDOM

OF

JESUS.

See

ECCLESIASTICUS,

SIRACH.

WISE MEN (::**^pni. Oen. -418.
STARS, ^ 5, ZOROASTRIANISM ;
L I T E R A T U R E , g 2.

See M A G I C , § 3,
cp

also

WISDOM

to no single religion.

Cp W O N D E R S .

WIZARD CJVTj, Lev. 2O27.

M. .\. c.

See M A G I C , § 4, iii.

WOLF {nt^st; ^ AyKOC ; lupus). This is the usual
word for ' w o l f though in Is. 1322 RV renders c"N,
'iyylm, and SBOT D'sr\, taiiniin, by ' w o l v e s ' ; see
jAcrv.\L, and, on the variety of terms for wild animals,
C.\T. In Is. 116 a notable reference is made to the
wolf, which as a type of ferocity is brought into contrast
with the lamb.2 The full force of the phrase emplo\cd
is that the wolf will, as it were, become a ger or client
of the Iamb (cp STRANGKR).

The wolf {Canis lupus) has a very wide range, e.xtending practically throughout North America (X. of
Mexico), Europe, and Asia. Many local varieties occur,
I S. 1 5 2 3 .
S e e M A G I C , §§ 2 ^ 3 i /
which have been by various authorities raised to the
WITHES, GEEEN, AV^s- * green [moist] cords,' rank of species. T h e wolf is still found in Palestine
It is there
RVnii,'. ' n e w bowstrings' (Cn'^ U^'\T\'', yethdrim
lahlm), J u d g , (and Arabia, cp Doughty, --lr. Des. I327).
somewhat lighter in colour and has a stronger and
10 7. On the meaning of v^, Iah, see COLOURS, § 17 ; for iri^,
stouter build than in Europe, rarely moves in packs,
yitker, see C O R D . Bowstrings of ' g r e e n ' g u t , not yet dried,
and prowls, sometimes in pairs, round the sheepfolds
are probably meant.
at night.
By day it frequents the rocky valleys.
WITNESS. The part played by witnesses in Jewish
Naturally it plays a large part in the life of the Israelites,
legal procedure has been dealt with in L A W AND and the references to its boldness and ferocity are
JUSTICE, § \off.
frequent (cp Gen. 4927 Jer. 56 Ezek. 2227 Hab. 18
The Hebrew word is -ij;, ^ed, the Aramaic sdhdd
Zeph. .33). However, if the cubs be removed at a very
(X~-D) ; and in two passages in O T these two terms are
early age they are susceptible of training, though they
can rarely be trusted with strangers.
treated as synonymous {Gen. 3147, ij; ]| Nnnnc:'; Job
The word for ' wolf' is frequently used as a personal
1619, -y nriL-j. The Arabic word is ahid or sahid {cp
and clan name (cp Cook, Aram. Gloss, s.v. nMI, and
Palmyr. - - r ; see Cook, Ara7n. Gloss., s.v.).
The root
see ZEEB),^ and it has accordingly been held that it was
sahida (—Aram, sehed; cp i-i:;' with Ar. sarada) seems
a totem-animal among certain communities (at least) of
to have meant originally ' to be present' (cp the use of
the ancient Semites.'' For the wolf in Semitic legend
suhiid in Kora.n, Sur. 7I13), and t h e n ' t o bear (be present
and folklore see W R S , Kinship, 198, ReL Sem P) 88.
as) witness.' Sdhid is both a witness in general, and
WITCH ^^li^?*:)I Dt. I810, WITCHCRAFT (DDj^),

one who witnesses to the truth of his creed by dying
(see Sur. 471 3969).
T h e original meaning of the
Hebrew root was perhaps (as Gen. 3147 Job 1619
suggest) the same as in Arabic.
Gen. 31 44 4"^ 52 describes how a heap of stones was witness
("lj;'; was present to remind) of some transaction ; Dt, 31 19 21
says that the song of Closes was witness to (ly; existed or was
present to remind) the Israelites of a great achievement. For
other instances of the use of nj; in a similar sense see B D B ,
where, however, the idea of the root is taken to be that of
'reiterating, hence emphatically affirming,'

The word used in the X T is /xdprvs [ptdprvp-). It
was employed by Christians, as by Muhammedans, to
describe ( i ) simply one who witnessed to the truth, and
then (2) particularly one who gave evidence of the truth
by dying, and so ' a martyr.'
For (i) see Acts 1 22. T h e word is already used in the second
sense (2) in the N T . So in Acts 22 20 (AV ; R V 'witness'),
(Cat ore e^eyeZro ro alpi.a %re(ftdvov rov p.dprvp6s a-ov ; Rev. 213
(AV, R V witness')) 'AfrtVay 6 p.dprvs p.ov, 6 imrros [p.ov],
'bs dTceKrdvBf] irap' vpXv; Rev. 176 (EV), s a l etSof rriv yvvaiKa
p.e$vcrov(rav eK rov ai'/iaros riav ayitav, KOIL eK rov alp-aros riov
p.apTVpii}V

'Ir)iT0v.
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WOMAN (n^J'X), Gen. 22=.

See FAMILY, especially

§§ 4 - 6 ; M A R R I A G E , esp. §§ 4 - 7 ;
SLAVERY ; and cp ADAM, esp. % ^b.

LAW, §

14a;

WONDERS. T h e EV shows some uncertainty as
to the translation of the Hebrew and Greek synonyms.
(i) npi:D, mophcth, is rendered by ' w o n d e r ' in D t . 131 [2]
2846 EV, but in E x . 7 9 D t . 2:13 E V by ' miracle.' T h e meaning of the root is uncertain, but see B D B and cp below
under (5).
1 According to Hommel (^'rtK^^M/fr^, 3 0 3 ^ ) , DNI is the j a c k a l ;
see on the other hand ZDMG, 1880, p. 373, and cp J A C K A L .
T h e .\ss. cognate z'lbu appears to denote also a bird of prey.
2 Compare the contrast in Mt. IO16, 'sheep in the midst of
wolves,' and Acts 20 29, where Paul at Miletus warns the ' flock'
against the Kvccoc jSapei?.
3 T h e fact that the name ' w o l f is given to a sickly child,
' that their human fraiiilitv may take on as it were a temper of
the kind of those animals' (cp Doughty, Ar. / ) « j . I329) does
not weaken the above argument, since, in some cases, this name
is borne not by individuals but by whole clans (cp Kin.
ic^jf).
•1 See Robeitson Smith, / . Phil-'iliff.
an<i cp Frazer,
Pausanias,
-1 cgsf.
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(2) »^t,pele';
lit. ' w o n d e r , ' s o E V Is. 2 9 1 4 ; c p J u d g . 6 1 3 ,
niphld'oth, AV 'miracles,' R V 'wondrous works.'
(3) nii<( 'oth; lit. 'sign,' so commonly in E V , D t . 131 [2}
2846 etc. I n N u . 14 22 D t . 11 3, R V 'signs,' AV 'miracles.'
(4) 5ufa^i9, lit. 'power.'
I n Mk. 039, AV 'miracle,' R V
' mighty work.' Cp Acts 2 22 ' a man, approved b y God among
you, b y miracles ( R V ' m i g h t y works'), wonders,^ and signs,'
. . . hvvojp-ecTc «ttl Tepcttrt Kal cn\p.tCoccs—a suggestive passage.
In Acts 8 13 19 II 1 Cor. 12 10 2 8 Gal. 3 5, E V ' m i r a c l e s ' ; but
in H e b . 2 4, AV ' miracles,' R V ' powers.'
(5) Te'pas, A c t s 2 2 2 68 15 12 H e b . 2 4 , E V ' w o n d e r s . ' T w o
derivations are noted in Grimm-Thayer (Lexicon, s.v.), neither
of which can be pronounced very satisfactory. T h e y are ; ( i )
' apparently akin to t h e verb njpew ; accordingly something so
strange as to cause it to be " w a t c h e d " or " o b s e r v e d " ' ; (2)
connected ' w i t h cur-rbp a.GTpa.Trf\, etc., hence " a sign in t h e
heavens." ' If t h e H e b . mdpheih ( i , above) be connected with
Ar. 'Ipha ' to suffer e v i l ' (see B D B , s.v. n s n ) , ive might perhaps
compare for repas the root reipto ' to suffer d i s t r e s s ' ; t h e idea
would then be ' a calamity or catastrophe = a portent.'
(6) (n\p-eiov, lit. 'sign,' Uke (3) above. S o m Mk. 8 iiyC L k .
1116 2 9 / Mt. 1 2 3 8 / 16 14 J n . 2 18 630 i C o r . I 2 2 Acts 2 23
Heb.'24.
But A V ' w o n d e r , ' R V "^sign,' R e v . 1 2 1 ; E V
'miracle,' L k . 2 3 s A c t s 4 i 6 2 2 ; A V 'miracle,' R V ' s i g n , ' J n .
4 5 4 1041 2 1 1 2 3 8 2 6 2 2 6 7 3 1 916 1147 1237 A c t s 6 8 86 15 12
Rev. 13 14 1614 19 20.

The original idea in the word ' w o n d e r ' (Lat.
' miraculum,' Angl. ' miracle') seems to have been that
of turning aside through a feeling of fear or awe (see
Skeat, Etymol. Did., s.v.).
T h e savage 'ignorant of
the very rudiments of science, and trying to get at the
meaning of life by what the senses seem to tell' (to
quote Tylor, Anthrop. 343) would often turn aside
when he came face to face with something new, unexpected, or extraordinary.
'The emotion named Wonder is founded on relativity. It is
more than simple novelty. One degree beyond novelty is
surprise, or the shock of what is both novel and unexpected.^. .
"Wonder contains surprise, attended with a new a n d distinct
effect, the effect of contemplating something that rises far above
common experience, which elevates us with a feeling of
superiority' (Alexander Bain, 'Tlie Emotions and the Will,
8 5 ^ [1899]).

' A wonder' then is something which cannot be
explained from the ordinary experience of mankind in
general at a given time, but, as Hobbes pointed out
{Leviathan, chap. 27), ' seeing admiration and wonder
are consequent to the knowledge wherewith men are
endued, some more, some less, it followeth that the
same thing may be a miracle to one and not to another.'
As regards many of the wonders that surrounded them
(the wonder of life, the wonder of creation) primitive
men would be very much on a level and would all be
satisfied with a fanciful explanation ; but with regard
to others (the wonder or effect of certain herbs, for
instance) some men would soon, at first by chance,
attain some measure of knowledge and thereby themselves become relatively wonderful and wonder-workers
(medicine-men, obi-men). In the eyes ofhis admirers,
however, the man who is relatively wonderful, soon
grows to be very much more than this. Obviously,
therefore, there is c very close connection between
wonders or miracles and m y t h s ; the growth and
development of both would go on almost, if not quite,
simultaneously. Obviously, too, the wonder is closely
connected with exorcism and sorcery.
' Exorcism and sorcery pass insensibly into miracle. . . If
t h e marvellous results are ascribed to a supernatural being a t
enmity with the observers, the art is sorcery; but if ascribed t o
a friendly supernatural being, the marvellous results are classed
a s miracles' (Herbert Spencer, Principles of Sociology'?), 1 24b).

T h e very word in English, as we have seen, indicates
the way we nmst take if we wish to understand the
meaning of wonders.
It is clear that a. thorough
examination of the subject would involve an investigation into the evolution of ideas in general, into
psychology, anthropology, comparative religion and
mythology.
If Dr. Bacon in his new definition of
higher criticism is thinking of the comparative method,
such an investigation would indeed come within the
province of that science. ' If a new definition of the
higher criticism may be permitted so late,' he says,
' we should call it the study of the origin and development of ideas ' {Triple Tradition ofth^ Exodus, xxxiii.).
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In any case, in view of the results of the comparative
method of study, ^ it is impossible to treat the subject of
wonders or miracles on the old lines. Here, however,
it need only be pointed out that it is now evident that
no religion can be isolated and treated separately ; that
myths, and wonders, whether natural (cp below) or
supernatural, are not peculiar to any one system ; and
that the ideas of primitive man, or the savage, have
left their mark even on the most advanced religions.
Comparative mythology shows that man has given
explanations of the universe which indicate that the
mind moves everywhere along very similar lines.
Comparative religion teaches that even when men had
attained to no small degree of general culture th&y
still demanded outward and visible signs of the efficaQf
of their faith. T h e sage, or the founder of a religion,
who claimed to enlighten his fellows, was expected to
produce evidence, apart from his teaching, that he was
endowed in a peculiar and extraordinary way. As a
witness to his superiority, he was expected to perform
wonders (or give a sign, cp [3] and [6] above). And
as such a one was in most cases, owing to his superior
knowledge, on a higher level than his contemporaries,
he was, no doubt, often as a matter of fact able t o do
things which to them appeared wonderful; he may often
have been able to cure diseases, perhaps even to restore
to life a body that was to all appearance lifeless ; he
was, no doubt, often able to exercise a remarkable
influence over men's minds, and perhaps to cure
certain mental diseases.
It is difficult to calculate
the effect that such u display of power would have
on those who did not understand its nature. It is
easy, on the other hand, to understand that such
evidence of a. power out of the common having been
furnished, wonders of a different nature would also be
ascribed to the master by his disciples, especially after
his decease. His works and his teaching would seem
to combine to suggest that he did not belong to the
life of the earth ; he must be a favourite of one of the
deities, or of the Deity, or a son of one of the deities,
or of the Deity, or even an actual deity come in the
flesh. The wonders with which he would now be accredited would no longer be relative and natural, but
absolute and supernatural {i.e., miracles). It would
be represented, especially after his decease, that the
manner of his appearance in the world, and of his
disappearance from it when his mission had been
accomplished, were alike remarkable; that if his
mother was human, his father was divine, that if he
seemed to die like other men, it was not so in reality.
He would no longer be described as merely healing
diseases, physical and psychical, by natural, but little
understood, means. H e has become superior to the laws
of nature. H e walks upon the sea and stills its waves,
commands the wind and the storm, cures instantaneously the deaf, the dumb, and the blind, brings to life
those who have actually died.
This process went cn even in the middle ages. ' Principles of
myth-formation, belonging properly to t h e mental state of the
savage, were b y its aid [the doctrine of miracles] continued in
strong action in t h e civilised world. Mythic episodes which
Europeans would have rejected contemptuously if told of savage .
deities or heroes, only required to be adapted to appropriate
local details, and to be set forth a s miracles in the life of^some
superhuman personage to obtain a s of old a place of credit
and honour in history' (Tylor, Primitive
Culture,^) 1 371 fl).
Writings in which miracles figure are not historical in the
modern and scientific sense of the word.
Many of the O T and N T narratives in which ' w o n d e r s '
figure have been treated in special articles, a n d from various
points of view.

See, for instance, C R E A T I O N , D E L U G E , D E M O N S ,

•- Prof. Cheyne was one of t h e first critics to apply this
method in the case of biblical study. See in EB\^) t h e articles
' Cosmogony' (6 4 4 6 ^ ) , ' D e l u g e ' (7 54 i ^ ) , ' J o n a h ' (13 736^':),
also Th. Rev. 211-219 (1877). F o r more recent examples see
CREATION,

DELUGE, JONAH, PURIM,

etc., and cp

DEMONS

T E M P T A T I O N . See also S. A. Cook, 'Israel and Totemism*'
in JQR, April 1902 ; A. S. Peake, art. ' Unclean,' in H a s t i n e s '
DB.
*
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WOOD
D I V I N A T I O N , M A G I C , P L A I : U E S , A c r s , G O S I ' E L S (cp J E S U S ) ,
J O H N , L A / A R U S , RIAKV, NArn-iTV, REshRiiEcrii.N, S I M O N
PETEK, S I ' I R I T U A L GiKit^, T E M P T A T I O N .
See furtlier R. W .

WORMWOOD
or c a t e r p i l l a r of s o m e c l o t h e s - m o t h

is i n t e n d e d .

See

MOTH.

JIackay, The Tiibingen School a7id tts Anteccde7its
(uo,);
— j,';;^in, IdLV (also ny^in a n d np^^i;^, from a r o o t
Hugo Wimkler, Geschichte Israels, '1 (1900); 'i'h. Tict.ic, 1 m e a n i n g ' t o g n a w ' ['Deh Heb. Lang. 66 f ; p7-ol. 1 1 5 ] ;
]Vunderi^/,iui'e in Heidentum
und in der alten Kirche (1901);
Supernatural
Rel. (new ed. 1902). Cp O. Holtzm:inn, Leben I c p nii'^no a n d niynSn a s a p p l i e d t o t h e t e e t h ) , a n d
Jesu. The foUowiiiL; works, amongst otliers, h.L\'e to be taken !
3 . r]'p. rimindh
( c p A r . i-annna ' b e r o t t e n , ' riin7nat^^"
account of: Grant Allen, Ez'ohttionoftheldeaofGed;
Clmld,
'rottenness'), are the words most commonly employed,
Myths and Dreams;
I'^razer, Golden Bt>ut;h ; Huxli.-y, It nme,
a n d — a s in v u l g a r s p e e c h — i n d i c a t e n o t so m u c h e a r t h also Science and Hebrew Tradition and Science and ("hnstian
Tradition ; Lang, Custom au't Myth, and Myth, Ritual, and
w o r m s (which indeed a r e f o u n d in P a l e s t i n e , e p b e l o w ) ,
Religion;
Liibbock (.\\'eluiry). Origin tf Ci-rilisatitin {[••)
as a n y e l o n g a t e d c r a w l i n g a n i m a l .
({S r e n d e r s g e n e r a l l y
1889); J . M. Robertson, Christianity
an.J .Mytholaey (tg..".);
b y o-KtbXt)^, a n d in ]<>], aaxxpla, a n d less often cr^i//ts,
Herbert Spencer, I'he Study of Sociology (tS.S) aiui
TrmcipUs
Vg. vermis, putredo,
luiea.
T h e tola w h i c h w a s b r e d
ff Socioloiiy; Tylor, Early
Hist, of Mankind
i,i:'i, iSyS),
Anthropoli\gy (iSSi). Primitive
Culture, ((•'', tSqi). ('p aKn
in t h e m a r m a ( E x . I 6 2 0 , in v. 24 riinmdh)
means
Darwin, Descent of I^Ian ; (.Juatrefagcs, Ihe Human
Species
o b v i o u s l y t h e l a r v a of t h o s e Hies which b r e e d in o r g a n i c
(ISS); Tolstoy. What is Religion?
M. A. C.
matter.
I n h o t c o u n t r i e s flies b r e e d w i t h e \ t r a o r d i n a r y
WOOD ( | T ) , G e n . 614.
S e c FOREST, a n d t h e s p e c i a l
r a p i d i t y , a n d m a g g o t s n o t u n c o m m o n l y a p p e a r in sores,
articles.
etc. ; w h e n c e several a l l u s i o n s a r e n u i d e in t h e O T a n d
A p o c r y p h a t o their p a r a s i t i c a l t e n d e n c i e s a n d especially
W O O F (2"ll?), L e v . lLi43 RV'i'tr- ' k n i t t e d stuff.* S e e
t o their h a b i t of p r e y i n g u p o n t h e d e a d ( j ' ^ b T s 2126
\ \ ' E . V V I N G , § 7.
2420 b u t c p 6 LS. 1 4 I I , c p also 1 M a c c . 262 E c c l u s .
W O O L p o v , .^t'lner; e p i O N ) T h e s o u r c e s of w o o l
lOii IDj).^
I n this c o n n e c t i o n w e find in p r e - C h r i s t i a n
tivailable in a n c i e n t t i m e s t o t h e i n h a b i t a n t s of P a l e s t i n e
t i m e s t h e first reference t o t h e ' f i r e a n d w o r m ' w h i c h
were t h r e e iu n u n i b e r — t h e s h e e p , t h e c a m e l , a n d t h e
a f t e r w a r d s b e c a m e p o p u l a r l y c o n n e c t e d with t h e n o t i o n s
^ o a t ; ^ b u t , e x c e p t w h e r e a n o t h e r a n i m a l is d i s t i n c t l y
o f a future p u n i s h m e n t ( I s . 6624 ; c p E c c l u s . 7 17 J u d i t h
m e n t i o n e d ( M k . 1 6 M t . 8 4 i iii. I 9 1 3 ) , w e m a y a s s u m e
1617 a n d M k . 9 4 4 ^ ) .
t h a t t h e w o o l of t h e s h e e p is m e a n t .
\n A r a b i c s a y i n g
Death by worms, regarded with special horror by the ancients
{cp B o c h a r t , HITOZ.
2442) d e c l a r e s t h a t t h e best w o o l
(Herod. 4205), is said to have been the fate of Antiochus
is t h a t of t h e nakad ( s e e S H E E P ) ; it w a s this w o o l
Epiphanes (2 Macc.9 5_^), and of Herod Agrippa (Acts 12 23) ;
but it must not be forgotten that such statements about eminent
which M e s h a , k i n g of M o a b , s e n t a s t r i b u t e t o t h e k i n g
but unpopular characters were frequently made by their political
of Israel (2 K . 04 R V ) .
W o o l is p r o b a b l y t h e w o r s t
opponents in order to discredit their memory. Cp DISEASES,
c o n d u c t o r of h e a t of all t h e m a t e r i a l s u s e d for c l o t h i n g ,
adfin., and H E R O D , § 12,
adfn.
a n d for this r e a s o n a m o n g s t o t h e r s h a s f r o m t h e earliest
T h e r e f e r e n c e t o t h e d e s t r u c t i o n of v i n e y a r d s ( D t .
times been u s e d a s a c o v e r i n g .
T h e finest w o o l is t h a t
2839), o r of g o u r d s (Jon. 4 / ) , b y a ' w o r m , ' p r o b a b l y
cut from t h e y o u n g s h e e p of a b o u t e i g h t m o n t h s o l d ,
indicates some beetle—or rather insect-larva—whicli
a n d is k n o w n a s l a m b ' s w o o l ( P r o v . 2 7 2 3 26) ; l a t e r
injures r o o t s o r o t h e r p a r t s of p l a n t s ; b u t it m a y refer
s h e a r i n g s yield t h e w e t h e r w o o l , w h i c h is e i t h e r u n w a s h e d
t o c e r t a i n m e m b e r s of t h e Myriajoda
[Centipedes),
which
or w a s h e d , t h e a n i m a l in t h e l a t t e r c a s e b e i n g w a s h e d
have similar destructive habits a n d a r e veiy n u m e r o u s
before s u b m i t t i n g t o t h e s h e a r s .
A s is still t h e c a s e i n
in P a l e s t i n e .
W i t h the former we m a y compare the
pastoral c o u n t r i e s , t h e a n n u a l s h e e p - s h e a r i n g w a s in
G k . ?i^, It, a n d L a t . convolvulus,
a. k i n d of vine-weevil
a n c i e n t t i m e s a n o c c a s i o n of g r e a t g a t h e r i n g s a n d
(cp Phny,
HN2247).
rejoicings ( i S. 2fj2 2 S, 1 8 2 3 ; s e e F E A S T S , § 2 / ) .
Wood-worms, the larvae of wood-boring beetles, though unT h e wool is u s u a l l y c u t a few d a y s after t h e w a s h i n g ,
mentioned in M T , are referred to in Bar. 6 19 [20], in Prov. 124
iE>, where a bad woman is likened to ev $vkw CTKUJAYJ^ ^ ^ P "
by which t i m e it h a s d r i e d .
A skilful s h e a r e r will
Vn'Dyyn)! also 2020a l®, utrTrep ayjs [ev] Ipariw Kal tTKiuk-i-^^
r e m o v e t h e w h o l e of t h e fleece in a c o n t i n u o u s s h e e t ,
f iJAa> ouTWs kvTvi] dvBpos ^kdirreL KapBCav, and the Vg. of 2 S. 23 8
w h i c h is t h e n s o r t e d a c c o r d i n g t o its q u a l i t y .
The
(ipse est quasi tenerrimus ligni vermiculus, qui octingentos interwool-stapler, whilst d o i n g t h i s , r e m o v e s t h e l a r g e r a n d
fecit impetu uno).
m o r e c o n s p i c u o u s i m p u r i t i e s , b i t s of s t r a w , e t c . T h e
Finally we may note the metaphorical use of ' worm' lo denote
a man of low estate or in a miserable position, Job 25 6 Ps.
wool is t h e n carefully w a s h e d with soft w a t e r a n d s o a p ,
2215[7]
15.4114 [not ©], cp / / . 18654: oio-re O-KWA.7J^ eTrl yair]
a n d dried.
A t this s t a g e it is still i n t h e c o n d i t i o n of
Kelro radeis.
m a t t e d l o c k s a s t h e y c o m e f r o m t h e b o d y of t h e a n i m a l ,
4. riN ^'^ni, zdliali: ai'es, A V ' w o r m s of t h e e a r t h '
a n d before it c a n b e w o v e n it m u s t b e t e a z e d , c o m b e d
(Mi. 717), m i g h t p o s s i b l y refer t o t r u e e a r t h - w o r m s
a n d s p u n i n t o a t h r e a d (see W E A V I N G ) .
According to
( O h g o c h o s t a ) ; b u t t h e literal m e a n i n g is ' c r a w l i n g t h i n g s
E V t h e w o o l of D a m a s c u s w a s e s p e c i a l l y p r i z e d a t T y r e
(cp (5 aupovres yijv) o f t h e e a r t h , ' a n d it is m o r e likely
(Ezek. 2718) ; (5, h o w e v e r , s u b s t i t u t e s ' w o o l f r o m
t h a t s e r p e n t s a r e i n t e n d e d (so R V , c p D t . 3224).
M i l e t u s , ' a n d D a v i d s o n s a y s , ' p o s s i b l y , w o o l of Z a c h a r . '
Of the Oligochaeta a dozen species from Palestine have been
It is a m a t t e r for t h e t e x t u a l critic (see J A V A N , § i ^ ) .
described, all belonging to the genus A llolobophoi-a, to which
O n t h e p r o h i b i t i o n t o w e a r ' a m i n g l e d stuff, w o o l a n d
fourteen out of the nineteen British species belong. Five of the
dozen—viz., A. caliginasa, A. chlorotica, A.fectida, A. veneta,
linen t o g e t h e r ' ( L e v . I Q i g D t . 2 2 i i t ) , s e e L I N ' E N , 7,
and A. rosea—2ire also British. They are not found In the arid
n . ^, a n d Crit. Bib. ad loc.
A. u.. S.
and sandy regiuns. but are by no means uncommon in the more
WORD (o Aoroc)-

O n ' t h e W o r d ' see LOGO.S.

WORLD.
T h e w o r d s a r e : ( i ) J'^M, f/7-,r, Cicn. I 2 4 ;
(2) ^3,-1, tebet, I S. 2 8 ; (3) V.^V, 'dld7n, Ps. 73 12 ; (4) nSn, hcled,
Ps. 17 14 ; (3) "7in, hiidel, ll. 38 11; (6) aitliv, Heb. 1 2 ; (7) yi];
•(8) K6crpos, J n . I 8 3 6 ; (9) olKOvp.evq, Heb. 25. See I'-ARTH.
WORM.
W o r m is t h e r e n d e r i n g of t h e following
Hebrew words ;—
±. DD, sds ((X-qs) in I s . 5 1 8 , t w h e r e o b v i o u s l y t h e l a r v a
1 ' Wool is a modified form of hair, distinguished by Its ^slender,
soft, and wavy or curly structure, and by the highly iinbricated
or serrated surface of Us filaments' . . . ' A t what point indeed
it can be said that an animal fibre ceases to be hair and becomes
wool it is impossible to determine, because in every characteristic
the one class by imperceptible gradations merges into the other,
so that a continuous chain can be formed frnm the finest and
softest merinj to t h e rigid bristles of the wild boar.'—Ency.
Srit.(^), s.v. ' wool.'
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ferdle districfs.

Cp T O L A , COLOURS, § 14.

5. npi, rdkdb, Hos. 5 12 A\'mg. (Kevrpov [BAQ] = 2'Sp ?). T h e
word properly means 'rottenness' (see B D B ) ; in Prov. 124
14 30, however, © gives cxKi/jkr}^, CTTJS, just as in J o b it renders
DD b y o-aiTpCa (see above), rdkdb also occurs in the Hebrew of
Ecclus. 43 20, where Taylor (JQR 10 471 ; Wisdom of Ben Sira,
Ixiiy:) adopts the rendering 'skin-bottle,' and refers to Cei^er's
view of Job 13 28 (aaKos, '^), which he apparently favours. 'J'he
text, however, is most probably corrupt ; for npi:: we should read
T\3'\2, berekoth, rendering ' a n d he congeals ponds by his cold.'
A. E. S.-b. ^1. f^. , i - 4 ; T. K. v.. , 5.
W O R M W O O D [r\yh
D t . 2O18 [17] P r o v . 54 J e r .
9 15 [14] 23 15 Lam. 3 15 19 Am. 67 r , i 2 ; 2 and dipivBos Rev.
1 In the difficult passage J obi'.'26, 'worms destroy this body,'
no mention of worms is made by the M T ; cp RV, and see
J O B , § 6, col. 2474.
2 In this last verse AV has 'hemlock.'
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WRITING-

WORSHIP

8 II t). T h e Hebrew word la'dndh is in iT^ variously rendered
In Gen. 308 the right word is used—viz., SppJ, prop, ' t o be
iTLKpia r ) t . 2 0 i 8 [ i 7 ] Lam. 3 19 Am.'-•12, X"*^*? Prov. 54 L a m .
twisted t o g e t h e r ' ; see X A P H T A L I , § 3. Cp, further, TMANANSDI,
8 15, dvdyKaL Jer. 9 15 [14], ohvvr) Jer. 23 15, and lii^o? Am. 5 7.I
The word d»pLv9os nowhere occurs in 0 ; but Aq. had dxpivBLOv
In the N T TrdX?; ' wrestling' is used as a figure for a
for la'dndh
in Prov. 5 4 Jer.'jy 15 Lam. 3 19 (?), for ros in
spiritual struggle (Eph. 612); we might have expected
Jer. 9 15 [14]. Vg. has atnaritudo in D t . 21t 18, but everj where
else absinthiu7n
- a rendering which is also supported by Pesh.
pudxv (Delitzsch, in his Heb. N T , renders m2n^r2) ; the
and T g .
Christian's struggle not being against flesh and blood

The origin of the word lalindh is obscure, and the
references to it in O T are so purely symbolical, that we
learn nothing but that it was an edible substance of
extreme bitterness ; it is usually coupled with ^N-I, rds,
or CNI ',-2, nie ros (see G A L L ) , and once with c ' i n o
me/Grim (Lam. 815, see BiTTER H E R B S ) . But a consensus of ancient tradition is in favour of the identification with wormwood, and it may well denote the product
of one or more species of Arte7nisia (perhaps Artemisia
judaica) of which as many as seven are enumerated by
Tristram (FEP 331) as found in Palestine.
K. M.—\V. T. T.-D.
WORSHIP.
See T E M P L E , §§ 3 4 ^ ; S A C R I F I C E ;
also SYNAGOGUE, P R A Y E R , and S A L U T A T I O N S .

WORSHIPPER
KEEPER.

(NecoKOpoc).

RV

TEMPLE-

See NEOCOROS.

WREATH.

I. ' ? n | , ^ d V ; 7 , i K . 7 i 7 . t

SeeFRiNGES.

-.£. n''?, loydh, I K . 7 29 30 36, R V ' wreaths of hanging work ' ;
but the meaning is doubtful and even the reading uncertain.
See under LAVER, § r.

WREATHEN WORK,
etc.

/

See CORD.

(i) H U r , 'dboth, Ex. 2814.

(2) T[12t\ sebdkdh,

1 K. 7 17, etc.

See N E T , 5.

WRESTLING. It is reasonable to assume that the
early Hebrews had wrestling-matches. T h e story of
Jacob wrestling with the i'ldhi77i or divinity (Gen. 3224-31)
seems to presuppose this.
If the cycle of Jacobnarratives were as near to the original folk-tales as the
cycle of Samson-narratives, we should perhaps have
found Jacob indulging Hke Samson in sportive exhibitions of his streni^th, for the ancestors of the Hebrews
(not .Sa mson alone) were imagined as endowed with
Herculean strength (cp Gen. 29io 3 1 4 5 / . 3226). It is,
however, no sport—this wrestling of Jacob with the
divine being ; it is the conquest of the god of an already
conquered people which has to be effected. This is the
historical meaning of the story. Penuel was possibly
the citadel of SUCCOTH [IJV. ) , and within the precinct of
the citadel was the sanctuary (see GIDEON, § 2). The
Jacob-tribe had ' contended with men ' and had ' prevailed '—i.e., had conquered Succoth and Penuel
externally (Judg. 816 / ! ) ; but its admission to full
religious privileges had, according to the myth, to be
obtained by force. Sargon carried away the deities of
conquered places ; but the Jacob-tribe meant to remain
at Succoth and Penuel, and consequently had to convert
a hostile divinity into a friend. Cyrus did the like at
Babylon by geniality towards the priesthood (CvRUS,
§ 6) ; the Jacob-tribe chose to describe its victory in the
symbolic language of mythology. The myth grew pale,
and the later writers did not understand it. Hosea
thought that Jacob's conduct was blamew^orthy ; a later
write)- modified the story by the statement that Jacob
'wept and made supplication to him,' and it is this
later writer whom modern preachers justifiably follow,
for he has shown them how to ' turn dross into gold.' ^
The word rendered ' wrestled' in Gen. 32 (p^N""! v. 25 [24];
'ip^NH, 7'. 26 [25]) has been connected by some with p3X,
' d u s t , as if = ' t o dust oneself ; others compare M H
' to entangle.'

'dbdk,

piii.'dbak,

But probably the word is corrupt (see Crit.

Bib.).

1 T h e translator seems in this last case to have read n'^i'C?
and in the two cases in J e r . to have wrongly connected the Word
with root nj^'.
2 H:-<-. ^^J. sf. [•^f] belongs to Hosea, who blames Jacob ; the
contiTuiauiin is in ziz'. 7-9 [8-10]. Vv. 4-6 [5-7I are eulogistic of
Jacob, r h e expression ' t u r n dross into gold' is from Gunkel,
whose treatment of the story shows much insight, though he h a s
missed the probable historical origin ofthe story.
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can hardly be called a ' wrestling.' But the word came
naturally to his lips. T h e paleestra was not, it seems,
forbidden to Christians ; the writer of 2 Macc. 4 1 2 ^ (cp
C A P ) was naturally more sensitive, and denounces the
priests of Jerusalem who, in the Heilenising movement
under Antiochus Epiphanes, ' hastened to take part in
the unlawful provision for the paleestra.'
T h e word is
happily adopted by RV, following the precedent of
' synagogue' ; primarily it means a wrestling school.
Wrestling was a favourite exercise in ancient Egypt
(AVilk. Anc. Eg. 2437 6292). It is said to have been
introduced into the Olympic contests in the eighteenth
Olympiad, from which date it continued to form one of
the five games of the pentathlon.
T. K. C.
WRITING". In the study of writing it is important
to remember that the word has several meanings,
which must be carefully distinguished. In
1. The its widest sense, it includes both ideoalphabet. graphic and phonetic writing. Ideographic
writing consists in the use of symbols to represent
visible objects or the ideas which are associated with
those objects ; by phonetic writing is meant the use of
symbols to represent the sounds or combinations of
sounds, which constitute some particular language.
When each symbol denotes a single sound, the writing
is said to be alphabetic; w^hen each symbol denotes a
syllable, the writing is called syllabic.
It is probable
that writing was at first purely ideographic; but the
oldest s\stems of w-i-iting known to us, namely, the
hieroglyphic writing of Egypt a,nd the cuneiform writing of Babylonia, consist of ideographic and phonetic
symbols combined in \arious ways. Both in Egypt
and in Babylonia the art of writing was practised considerably more than three thousand years before the
Christian era. \Mth these systems, however, we aic
not at present concerned, since there is no reason to
believe that they were at any time in use among the
ancient Hebrews, \\ho, like their neighbours, the Moabites, the Phoenicians, and the Aramasans, employed a
purely alphabetic system, consisting of twenty-two
letters, usually known as the Se7nitic alphabet.
From
the Phoenicians this alphabet was borrowed, with certain
important modifications, by the Greeks ; from the
Greeks it passed on to the other nations of Europe, so
that in popular language the term ' writing' is confined
to alphabetic writing. AN'hen we speak of the writing
of Egypt and Babylonia, we are liable to forget that in
this case ' Writing" means something quite different from
that which we ordinarily understand by it.
The origin of the Semitic alphabet is extremely
obscure.
In the ancient world the invention was
_ -> . .
commonly ascribed to the Phcenicians,^
° ' sometimes to the Aramaeans'- or the
Egyptians; •* but these theories seem to have been
based upon mere conjecture, as was the case with so
many other beliefs current among the ancients respecting the origin of arts, institutions, and the Hke."* In
modern times also the theory of the Phoenician origin
of the alphabet has been frequently maintained, and
many scholars have endeavoured to show that the Phoenicians simply adapted to their own use certain of the
i Plin. Kat. Hist. 5 12 [13] (see also 7 57) ; Lucan,
Pharsal.
3 220.
2 Diod. '>\c. 5 74, Clem.Alex. Stromateis,
1 16,
3 Plato, I'lnrdriis, 58, 274 D ; Cicero, De fiat, deor, 822.
•1 T h a t any ^enulnt. tradition about the origin of the alphabet
should h a \ c s u r \ i \ e d must appear highly improbable when we
consider that the inventors of the vowel-points were completely
forgotten, although they lived in a much later and a far more
civilised age.
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phonetic signs employed in Egyptian writing.^ Others
have supposed that the alphabet was developed out of
the Babylonian cuneiform character.- But, as \\'inckler
has recently ol)served, the arguments for attributing the
invention of the alphabet to the Phoenicians are far
from satisfactory,'' \\"e have, it is true, no right to
maintain, w^ith Winckler, that the hypothesis is improbable in itself, for mere generalisations, such as the
statement that mercantile peoples are deficient in
creative power, prove nothing at all. Nor is nuieh to
be said in favour of the ri\al theory put forward by him,
namely, that the alphabet was invented in Babylonia,
since the Babylonians, so far as we can ascertain at
present, never made use of it for writing tlieir own
language. The inscriptions in the Semitic character
which appear on some Babylonian and Assvrian weights
and contract-tablets prove, indeed, that the alphabet
was known in Babylonia ; but as these inscriptions are
in the .\ramaic language it would seem that the Semitic
character was introduced into Babylonia by Aramaeans.
The arguments which Winckler derives from the shapes
of the letters are likew ise very precarious. From the
fact that 'Ayin is represented by a circle he argues that
this letter was not originally included in the alphabet
and that the Semitic character must therefore h a \ e been
invented by a people to whom the sound of'Ayin
was
unknown. But the circular form of \4yin may be explained by the ob\ious supposition that it is meant to
represent an * eye' (Heb. 'dyin), preciseh' as every
other letter seems to have been originally a rude portrait
of some well-known object, the name of which happened
to b-'gin with the sound intended. In some cases both
the shajie and the name of the letter clearly indicate
the object chosen, and this serves to show that the
inventors of the alphabet spoke a Semitic language.
But whether they were Phcenicians, Aramaeans, or
members of some other Semitic people it is at present
impossible to decide.^
\A'e are not to suppose that the inventors of the
alphabet endeavoured to distinguish the sounds of their
language with scientific precision. It would appear
that when two or more consonantal sounds bore a
certain resemblance to one another they were sometimes
represented by a single letter ; thus the ancient Semitic
alphabet had only one sign for the two sibilants which
were afterwards known as Sin and Shin and distinguished by a diacritical point [f. •^)- In this case the
distinction of sound must have existed from the beginning
(as is proved by comparative philology), and became
e\vn more marked in later times ; we may therefore
assume that it existed likewise in the intermediate
period, when the alphabet was invented. Since the
inventors of the alphabet ignored this distinction, they
may have ignored others also, and accordingly the fact
that the ancient Semitic character does not discriminate
between certain sounds which are expressed by different
letters in Arabic [e.g., '^ and r^ , 9" and ?*) is no proof
that the alphabet origmated among a people who in
pronunciation assimilated these sounds to one another.
Of all known inscriptions in the Semitic character the
oldest which can be dated with certainty, namely the
^ a +• -+
inscription of Mesha king of Moab,
6. antiquity, belongs to the earlier half of the ninth
century B.C. See M E S H A . The inscription of Panammu,
king of Va'di, in the extreme N. of Syria, appears to
have been set up about the beginning of the eighth
century; it is written in a peculiar Aramaic dialect.^
^ De Roug^, Memoire sur torigine ,'gyptienne de Fatphabet
ph-'nicien (Paris, 1874); Ma^pL-ro, Ilitst. ancienne des peuples
derOrienti^') 745 (Paris, ISQ'O2 Deecke in ZDMGZl
[1877] 102-116.
^ Wi. Gesch. Isr. 1 (1895) 1257:
* The reasons which make it necessary to suspend our judq-ment on this question are well pointed out by Lidzbarski in his
Handbuch der nordsem, Epigraphik
[1898], 1 173/^
^ Sfie DH.M Die altsemitischen
Inschriften
von
Sendschirli
(Vienna, 1893), and cp ARAMAIC LANGUAGE, § 2.
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Some Phoenician and Aramaic inscriptions are perliaps
rather older than these tw o ; but there is no clear evidence
to show how long before the ninth century the Semitic
alphabet was invented. Noldeke has observed that the
style of the inscription of Mesha seems to imply the
existence of a historical literature among the Moabites
of the period, and what we know of the Moabites would
lead us to suppose that their cn'ilisation was decidedly
less advanced than tliat of their neighbours to die W .
Thus we may conclude with certainty that at the time
of Mesha' the Semitic alphabet was not a very recent in\'-'ntioii. On the other hand, the fact that in the ninth
century B.C. the shapes of the letters were almost
identical in regions so far apart as Moab and ^'a'di
does not favour the view that the alphabet had been for
many centuries in common use, for in that case local
tj'pes would have tended to diverge more widely, as is
shown by the later history of Semitic writing. Moreoxer, the tablets discovered at Tell-el-Amarna in 1887
prove that about 1400 B.C. the ranamiite princes conducted tlieir official correspondence w ith the Egyptian
court in the Babylonian language and character. It
would be vei^' rash to conclude from this that the
cuneiform character was then commonly employed by
the natives of Canaan, for documents written in a
foreign language and in an extremely difficult character
can have been intelligible only to a small class of professional scribes, most of them, perhaps, sla\cs imported
from other countries.' But it is evident that if the
Canaanite princes employed, in their correspondence
with Egypt, a language which was neither that of
Canaan nor that of Egypt, we may with some plausibility conjecture that the Canaanites at that period had
no writing of their own.
The OT does not supply us w ith the means of discovering how or when the alphabet became known to
the Israelites. In Genesis, as has often been remarked,
there is no allusion to xvriting of any kind, whereas
Moses is represented, even in the older parts of Exodus
(JE), as practising the art (Ex. 24,4). But from this we
cannot safely conclude more than that w riting had been
in use among the Israelites for some time before the
period of the narrator, who probably lived in the ninth
century B.C. Nor does Judg. .'i 14 throw any hght on
the question ; whatever the phrase ipb C3C' may mean,
it cannot be explained as ' the pen of the scribe,' since
tncJ never has this sense either in Hebrew or Aramaic.
It is remarkable that the ordinary Hebrew noun for
'writing,' namely isD, from which nsfa ' a scribe' is
derived, has no etymological connection with any of
the verbs which signify ' t o write' (nnD, ppn. c-'i), and
this fact tends to support the theory that ipQ is a foreign
word ; whether it «as borrowed from the Assj'rian, as
some scholars suppose, is uncertain.
T h e name of the old Canaanite city IDr-.T^p (Josh. 15 1 5 /
J u d g . I l l / ) might suggest that the word ^SC, in the sense of
'writing,' wa^ known already to the Canaanites before the
Israelite invasion; but since the root i j o ' - h.as a variety of
meanings (in Hebrew ' t o count,' ' t o rel.ite,' in Aramaic to
shave the hair'), it is altogether illegitimate to found any argument upon the name in question. Cp KIRJATH-SEI'HI-:K.

In the days of the later kings of Judah, the art of
writing must have been very extensively employed, to
judge by the frequent allusions to it in the
4. Types. p,.ophets, especially Isaiah.
The oldest
extant specimens of Israelite writing, namely the Siloam
inscription 2 and a numlier of engraved seals and gems,
1 Even in Babylonia itself, where the language ofthe Tell-elAmarna tablets was actually spoken, the knowledge of the
cuneiform character was, in all probability, confined to a small
proportion of the inhabitants.
= It is possible that nSD in npp-n'np has no connection with
the Heb. root nao, since Pho:n. D may correspond to Heb. j ,
e.^., Phien. ^ ; o = Heb. -|3I. The existence of a root nai may
be inferred from the name of the place p 3 I ( n r p l , ' to Ziphron,'
N u . 849).
3 See Dr. TBS

pp. xiv-xvii.
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seem to belong to this period. Here the shapes of the
letters closeh- resemble those in the inscription of king
Mesha'.
One of the oldest Phoenician inscriptions,
that which is found on the fragments of a bronze bowl
dedicated to the Baal of Lebanon [CISi. no. 5, see
PHCENICIA, § 18), exhibits much the same type. But the
ordmary Phcenician \vriting has a decidedly more modern
appearance ; the down-strokes become elongated, so as
to present to the eye a series of parallel lines, and the
letters thus acquire an air of uniformity which is lacking
in the older style. Another type is offered by the
Aramaic inscriptions and papyri of the Persian and
Macedonian period. The distinctive feature of these is
that certain letters [2, i, y, 1) have open tops, as
though their upper portion had been cut off. A further
development of this Aramaic writing appears in the
Nabatasan and Palmyrene inscriptions, of the first
century B.C. and onwards, which are specially remarkable for their frequent ligatures or joining of the letters,
a feature common to all the later styles of Aramaic
writing in use among Christians. As the Aramaic
language gradually superseded Hebrew and the kindred
dialects spoken in Palestine, the Aramaic letters became
more and more familiar to the Jews. The coins of the
Hasmonaean dynasty and those struck during the two
Jewish revolts (66-70 and 132-135 A.D.) bear legends
in the old Hebrew character ; but some Jewish inscriptions of about the time of Christ are in the Aramaic
writing, though the language is Hebrew. The particular
variety of the Aramaic character which came into use
at this period was called by the Jews kithdb nGi-ubb^
(v-""^ 3n3), 'square writing,' or kilthdb asliiri [•'-\yciti ^ns),
Assyrian writing,' a name probably due to the fact
that it was employed by the peoples of NE. Syria.
One of the most ancient specimens of the square
writing is the inscription over the sepulchre of the B^ne
Ilezir (Tin -32), - Jewish family, near Jerusalem ;^ the
character bears much resemblance to the Nabatasan,
but the lines are straighter and the ligatures less
frequent. In the full}' developed form of the square
character the ligatures disappear altogether. There is
reason to belie\e that at the time when the text of the
OT was definitel}^ fixed—i.e., about the beginning of the
second century after Christ—the square character was
generally, if not invariably, employed in MSS of the
O T . - Since that period it has continued in use among
the Jews with \'cry little modification.
Strangely
enough, the Samaritans alone remained faithful t o t h e
old Hebrew \\Titing, though in their attempt to adorn
it they gave it a somewhat fantastic appearance.^

were not represented in the older Semitic writing. T h e
so-called Himyaritic inscriptions fall into two classes,
according to dialect—those in Sabcean and those in
Mina-an. Both dialects seem to have been spoken in
S. Arabia at about the same period, and to have been
canied northwards by mercantile colonists.
Among
these inscriptions there are veiy few of which the date
can be ascertained even approximately. The theory of
Glaser, Hommel, Sayce, and others, that the Minasan
inscriptions are of enormous antiquity and that the
latest of them were set up about 1000 B.C., has been
completely overthrown by the discovery of a Minaean
inscription which is dated from ' the t\\'enty-second year
of king Ptolemy,' so that it cannot be older than t h e
third century B.c.^ The dialect of the so-called
ThamudEean ^ inscriptions, recently discovered at AlL'la, about 150 ni. N X W . of Medina, differs greatly
both from the Sabaean and the Minasan ; but the w riting
is nearly the same. A\"hether D. H. Muller be riglit in
considering the Thamudiean character an earlier form
of the Sabfean is uncertain. By the beginning of the
seventh century of our era both the Thamudsean and
the S a b x a n writing had become obsolete in Arabia, for
the alphabet employed by the Arabs at that time—the
parent of the Arabic character now in use—was derived
from the Nabataean. In Eastern Africa, however, the
Sabaean alphabet left •;. descendant, namely the very
peculiar character known as the .Ethiopic.
T h e names by which the letters of the alphabet were
known among the Jews appear for the first time in the

At a period which it is impossible to determine
accurately, but in any case several centuries before the
Christian era, the Semitic alphabet was introduced into
Arabia and employed for writing ^'arious Arabian dialects, as is proved by many inscriptions which have
been discovered in that country. Some of these were,
until lately, known by the incorrect name Himyaritic.
The alphabet in which they are written is evidently
derived from that of the northern Semites ; but it contains several additional consonants, invented for the
purpose of expressing certain Arabic sounds which
^ See Chwolson, Corpus Inscr. Heb. no. 6 <^St. Petersbure.
1882).
^'
2 In the recently di.-icovered fragments of Aquila's Greek
trrinslation of the ( )T (ed. F . C. Burkitt, Cambridge, 1897) the
Divine name y-h-iv-h is written in a corrupt form of the old
Hehrew alphabet, not, as we might have expected, in the square
character. But it does not necessarily follow that the Hehrew
MSS u.sed by Aquila were written in the old alphabet thro7ighout; the Divine Name, which, it must be remembered, was not
pronounced by the reader, may still have been written in the
ancient style after the rest o f t h e text had been modernised.
3 Tables showing the forms of the letters used by the N .
Semitic nations at different periods are found in Stade's Lehrbuch der hebrdischen Grammatik
(1879) and NOldeke's Kurz'
gefasste syrische
Grammatik
(18B0, (-)i8g8), but far fuller
information may be obtained from the magnificent table by
Euting ill Chwolson's Corpus hiscr. Heb. See also P . Berger,
Histoire de i'ecriture dans la^ti^uite
(Paris, 1891).
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5. Names of ^ ^ ^ '•=-"' °^ ^'"^' ^ \ " , r '^''
^^^'"
.v,„ . .. „ IS true, vary to a considerable extent; but
tne letters. ^,
A
j, , . .,
,
there can be no doubt that the names are
substantially identical with those which were used by the
Jews in the Middle Ages.
It would seem, however,
that in very early times certain of these names were
pronounced otherwise, since the names of the Greek
letters, which were borrowed from the Phoenicians,
sometimes diverge notably from the ordinary Jewish
forms ; thus Tdfifia (for Fap-\a) and 'Pu (cp Heb. ax\
' h e a d ' ) appear to have a more primitive vocalisation
than '?p': (@ yipceX or ycp-X) and BJn (<S prixs or p7)s).
Accordingly the fact that e)-\ is not a Hebrew but an
Aramaic form cannot be regarded as proving anything
with respect to the ultimate origin of the names. That
the names were liable to undergo great change in various
times and places is shown, moreover, by the .Ethiopic
alphabet, in which several of the names are quite diftisrent.
We must not therefore be surprised to find that among
the Jewish names of the letters there are some of which
the meaning is altogether obscure, namely, nn, pi, n'n,
n".:, '7>-, i]ip, and in.
The order in which the letters were arranged is shown
by the acrostich poems in the O T (Pss. 25 34 37 1 1 1 / .
6 Order H " 1*5 Prov. 3110-31 Lam. 1). In Lam.
of t h e
^'^ ^^^ order is slightly different, since
alnhabet ° precedes y.^ Among the Phoenicians
^
• the arrangement of the letters seems to
have been the same as among the Jews, for the Greek
alphabet in its primitive form corresponded to the
Hebrew. By what principle the order was originally
fixed it is impossible to discover.
Ancient inscriptions in the Semitic alphabet, like the
7. Direction of. °'<^'='' inscriptions in Greek, are
written from right to left. The sole
the writing,
punctuation, etc. «^<=^Pt>°»^ ^o this rule are found
among the babaaan inscriptions, a
few of which are written ^ovcrTpocpijddv i.e., in
1 See the papers by D H M in the Vienna Oriental Journ. (Die
U'ieoer Zeitschr. fiir die Kunde des --^lorgentandes) 8 i - i o I6ilee (1894).
J Named after the Thamud (Gk. ot %ap.ovh-c\voi), an Arabian
tribe who inhabited those parts about the fourth century after
Christ. T h e authors of these inscriptions, however call themselves not Thamud, but Lihydn (pnS) I see D H M Epig. Denk.
aus Arabien (Vienna, 1889).
3 gee L A M E N T A T I O N S .
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lines running alternately from right to left and from
left to right, a fashion common among the (hecks in the
sixth century B.c.^ In the inscription of King Mesha a
dot is placed after each word and a vertical str'.'ke at the
end of each sentence. Similar dots are found in the
Siloam inscription and in some others ; but whether they
were used liv ordmary Hehrew wi'iters MULV be doubted.
In any case the O T coiU.iins verv m,iny textual corruptions which are due simply lo wrong divisions of words.'^
Such mistakes were greatly facilitated by the absence of
special forms for fmal letters, like tliose used in the writing of the later Jews, Syrians, and .\rabS: In Meiirew,
Phcenician, and Aramaic inscriptions a line fret]iiently
ends in the middle of a word ; but in the later Jewish
style this is not allowed, and in order to fill up a line
tlie scribes are accustomed to ' expand' certain letters,
especially N. rr, '^. n. and DThe letters ^'f the Semitic alphabet were originally
used as consonants only, the \ owels being unexpressed.
Q n Hi Such a system must, of course, give rise
,
to endless ambiguities, for in the Semitic
° ^ " ^' languages some ofthe most important grammatical distinctions [e.g., the difference between an
active and a passive verb) often depend solely on the
vowels. The reason which led the Semites to content
themselve-s with this imperfect method seems to have
been that writing was at first employed only for short
and well-known fonnulre, such as votive inscriptions,
funereal inscriptions, and the like, not for literary works
properly so-called. At length certain ofthe consonants
lx- r:. 1, and ') came to be used also as vowels ; but this
modification was introduced very slowly. In Phcenician
inscriptions the vowels are never expressed save in a few
cases at the end of a word. In the inscription of King
Mesha and the Siloam inscription the vowel-letters are
inserted somewhat more freely, but very much less
freely than in the present text of the OT.^ Among the
Israelites, before the exile, the general rule seems to
have b^en that no vowels were expressed in-writing
except the diphthongs au and ai (which were represented by 1 and
respectively), and most of the long
vowels at the end of words. The use of vowel letters
for 7(, 0, and I in the middle of words—which is frequent
in the MT—a; ii>:\rently came into fasiiion at a very late
period, as a. careful examination of (Q shows.'* The
orthography of the present Jewish O T is probably the
result of a revision (or of several revisions) by the scribes,
for in all parts of the OT the use of the vowel-letters (or,
as they are often called, matres lectionis) is approximately the same, that is to say, the oldest books do not,
in this respect, differ materially from the latest. But
though we hnd a general uniformity of spelling throughout the whole of the OT, there are numberless inconsistencies in matters of detail, and it often happens that
within the space of a few verses the same word is spelt
in two or more different ways. In no case, therefore,
have we any guarantee that the vowel-letters in our text
go back to the time of the author, and to b.isc historical
arguments on the spelling is quite illegitimate.^ Even
1 The .Ethiopic writing, as is well known, always runs from
left to r i g h t ; the oldest extant specimens of this writing, namely,
two inscriptions at Aksum in Abyssinia, probably belong to the
sixth century after Christ.
2 See Dr. TBS xxx-xxxii.
3 Thus the Siloam inscription has K'N (thrice) for V""^, and

ca:^-.! (twice) for D''3>nn.
•* Dr. r ^ . S ' p . xxxiiiyC It must beremembered that many words
whi.jh the later Jews pronounced with o or u originally had the
diphthong au. Thu'^ when we find iij; and Nijip ' " the Siloam
inscription, we zxe not to rtjckon these as cases in which o was
expressed by \.
5 Thus the well-known fact that the form NTH is somttimes
employed in .MT instead of the fem. N'n proves nothing as to
the usage of the ancient Hebrew, since the i in this case was
probablyinsertedbylatescribes(cpDr.Z>^Wi'. I n t r o d . p . Ixxxviii).
In Moabite thc masc. form is written NH, and in Phoenician
inscripdons we find KH for masc. and fem. alike, the pronunciation
of course varying according to the gender.
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in the Middle Ages, long after the text had been fixed,
there was still a considerable amount of divergence
between the MSS as to the insertion of the vuwel-letters
in particular passages.^ In MSS of the Mishnah and
other post-bibUcal Jewish writings, the vowel-letters are
employed much more frequently than in the OT ; thus
1 and ' often stand for the short vowei.s u and i, which
is very rarely the case in copies of the OT.
Though the insertion of vowel-letters doubtless excluded certain ambiguities, the writing was still very far
9 VOWPI
'"'"°"^ being an adequate representation of
points etc *'^^ l^inguage.
Not only many of the
^
'
' vowels but also the doubling of consonants
and other important phonetic distinctions remained
unexpressed.
At length, .st-vernl centuries after the
Christian era, systematic efforts were made by the Jews,
the Syrians, and the Arabs to remove this practical
inconvenience. It cannot be a mere accident that among
all three nations the introduction of the so-called vowelpoints took place about the .same period ; but how and
where the idea originated is quite uncertain. As early
as the fifth century after Christ Syrian scribes had
adopted the practice of distinguishing certain words,
w hich, though spelt alike, were pronounced differently,
by means of a dot placed above or below ; and it has
been conjectured by Ewald and others that this was the
origin both of the Syrian and of the Jewish systems of
vocalisation. In any case, it would seem that at the
beginning of the fifth century the vowel-points were
unknown to the Jews, and that by the end of the eighth
century they had been in use for some time.
The
Jewish scholars who introduced these signs into the text
of the OT are commonly known as the .Massaretes—i.e.,
traditionalists, from the late Heb. word 7nassdreth (niDo).
'tradition.' Respecting their names and dates history
is altogether silent. Though their work was of enormous
importance, it must be remembered that among the Jews,
as among the Syrians and Arabs, the vowel-points have
never been regarded as an essential part of the writing ;
in particular the MSS of the Law and the Prophets,
from which lessons were read in the synagogues, appear
to have been generally, if not always, written without
points, down to the present day. Those MSS of the
Hebrew OT which are ' pointed' fall into two principal
classes, according to the method of vocalisation employed. The great majority exhibit the so-called Palestinian" system, whilst others, of which the best-known
example is the St. Petersburg Codex of the Prophets
written in 916 A.D. (published in facsimile by Strack
in 1876), have the Babylonian (or superlinear) vowelpoints. These two systems possess so much in common
that they must necessarily be derived from the same
original; but the precise relationship between them is
still disputed. Both represent a \'ery late stage in the
pronunciation of the Hebrew language, or rather they
express the language, not as it was actually spoken, but
as it was chanted in the synagogues of the period.^ The
most important difference between the Palestinian and
the Babylonian systems is, that the Palestinian alone has
a special sign for the short vowel e (St-ghol). The Babylonian system underwent considerable change in course
of time, as is shown by the different forms which it
assumes in our MSS ; but it was ignored altogether by
the great Jewish commentators and grammarians of the
Middle Ages, and at length sank into oblivion, until it
1 See, e.g., Co. Das Buch des Propheten Ezechiel. 1886, p. 7.
2 Also called ' Tiberian," from the fact that the city of Tiberias
was one of the principal seats of Jewish learning from the second
century onwards.
,
.
3 The pronunciation of Hebrew words_ given in the iN i and
other Greek sources is often more primitive than the pronunciation expressed by the vowel-points. It should also be noticed
that the consonant text and the vocalisation are frequently at
variance with one another, since the former presuppoaes a more
ancient pronunciation than the latter. Thus m the very first
word of the Hebrew OT, n'C'Nn^; the N must originally have
been pronounced as a consonant, but is treated by the Massoretes
as mute.
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became known to European Hebraists in the nineteenth
century.
Both the Palestinian and the Babylonian systems of
vocalisation are eombined with an extremely elaborate
svbtem of accents, whieh were intended to indicate not
onlv the place of the accent in individual words, but also
the musical intonation adopted in chanting, and hence the
greater or less degree of conneciion between the different

parts of sentences.^ A special method of accentuation is
employed in the poetical books of the OT—i.e.. Psalms,
Proverbs, and Job.^ It is scarcely neee^^sary to observe
that for us the value of the accents consists in the light
which they throw, not upon the real meaning of the text,
but upon the manner in which the text was understood
by the Massoretes.
A . i<. B.

X
XERXES (mic'nx),

XANTHICUS (54,NeiK0C[AV]),2Macc. 11303338.
See

MONTH.

Esth. 1 1 RVng-. EV AH.VSU-

ERUt. (i/.l'. )

Y
YARN.
See L I N E N , ±, W E A V I N G , and on 2 S.
1 7 2 7 / [ R O G E L I M ] see B E D , § 3.
I pUN, 'etiin, Prov. 7 i6 RV. See L I X E N , % la.
2. Ezek.
2 ; 19 RV ('?i^Np). See U Z A L . 3. " i p - , Jnikweh, 1 K. 10 28 AV.
See C H A R I O T , § 5, n. 3, WF.AVING, § 2.

much more complicated than is exhibited either in the
Egyptian or in the Mohammedan ; it has, however,
this advantage over both, that the Hebrews, at least in
their reckoning of the years, though not always in
their delimitation of them, remained in agreement with
the number of the natural years.
With the ancient Israelites, as probably at the outset
with all peoples, the year was a solar one, that is to
.
.
say, CL natural year which was sufficiently
defined for practical purposes by the
^
•
regular recurrence of the seasons.
To
this also the Hebrew word for year seems to have
reference ; for in nic", sdndh, at least, as in iviavrb7%

YEAR ((l^C, Muidli). Day, month, and j'ear are all
indicated by nature itself as means for the measurement of time. These three units are quite independent,
however, and stand in no direct or simple relationship
to each other, and \\here\er an artificial reduction of
the larger unit to terms of either of the two smaller
is attempted In the absence of exact astronomical
knowiedge, inaccuracies and dislocations become
[jkvQ's, 'ivos\, annus\?Lnn'\d\\x'i\, jahr, year (Q'^ G k .
yvpovv),
inevitable. These are not so great when the largest of
it seems permissible to conjecture some sort of reference
the three units—the year—is measured in terms of the
to a return to a starting-point, a repetition of the same
smallest—the day ; but they become serious when the
circular course. The solar character of the Hebrew
middle unit—the month—is taken as the basis for
year, however, is demonstrated beyond all doubt by the
establishing a ratio.
ancient determinations of time according to the seasons
of the year and the agricultural operations dependent
The former course (making the day the unit) was
on these. Thus, for example, the annually recurring
taken by the Egyptians ; they had observed that after
harvest festival or feast of weeks, dated by the harvest
- p
, about 365 da\'s the sun returns to the
(Ex. "J-^ie,/34=2 Dt. lt)g), the feast of tabernacles, dated
&yp • same position in the celestial sphere, and
by the ingathering (Dt. I613).
It is proved also by
accordingly fi.xed their \ear as being 365 days. They
altogether left out of neeount any reference to the i indications which clearlv show that stated religious or
political actions—dependent in fact on the period of
course of the moon, although some reminiscence of it
the year — always occurred at the same time of the
ma\- be preserved in their division of the year into
year.
Thus for example the autumn festival falls at
twelve equal parts of thirty days each, to which were
the end of the year (Ex. 2316/' 3422) ; the going forth
added the five remaining days as supL-rnumerary (the soof the king to battle at the return of the yenr
called epago77ienai). Even thus, li*i\\(-\er, it was an
(2 S i l l 1K.2O2226 i C h . 2O1 2 C h . 36io). Lastly
artificial product that had been manufactured from the
it is shown by the ancient names of months which are
natural year which contains 5 hours 48 minotes and
unmistakably connected with the regular recurrence
48 seconds more than 365 complete days ; and the
of phenomena of the seasons (see AUJNTH, § 2).
Egyptian year, which on e\ery fourth anniversary began
a day too soon, was still a \ague year, although it was
The length of the year was hardly so accurately
only after the lapse of 1461 Egyptian years—a so-called
determined as to render impossible all uncertainty in its
Sothis period (see CKKOXOLOGY, § 19)—that the differ5 Ita IpTiPth "i^^surement. Probably its limits to
ence amounted to a year too main.
° " some extent depended on weatherThe second course {making the month the unit) was
conditions and the labours necessitated by these. At
chosen by Mohammed, whose intention in prohibiting
least, we have no indication from the earlier times
2 In Islam ^^ occasional insertion of an intercalary
which would point to any exact definition of the year by
month was to frame a rational calendar,
any precise number of days. Xot till post-exilic time
but who thereby only succeeded in creating another
does P seem to betray acquaintance with the fact that
artificial product completely differing from the natural
the year consists of 365 days, when he so states the
year, namely the so-called purely lunar year w-hich with
number of the years of Enoch's life (Gen. 623; see
its twelve lunar months (354 to 355 days) annually
ENOCH. § 6) or when he represents the Flood, whieh
begins the new year sonie ten or eleven days too soon.
began on the seventeenth day of the second month, as
The calendar of Israel and the Jews avoided both
coming to an end on the tw(.-nt\--,^c\-ei]th day of the
the extremes just indicated, which are the necessary
second month of the following venr ((ien.7ir 814).
„ J Tarafl "^^^^sequences of a too e.xclusive regard
This last procedure is certainly to be taken as showing
either to the day or to the month in
determining the length of the year. With the Israelites
1 As to the points in which the Babylonian accentuation differs
the method to be followed was decided by practice,
from the Palestinian, see Wicku^' Treatise on the
Accentuation
unhampered by any dominating theory about the
of the Tiventy-one so-called I'rose Books of the OT
Oxford
1887, pp. 142-150. It should be mentioned that Dr. Wickes
natural year. This of course did not exclude modificaregards the term ' Baln'lonian ' as a misnomer.
tions as time advanced, and ultimately the modifications
2 See Wickes, A Treatise on the .A^ccentuation of the Three
led in the case of the Jewish calendar to n product
so-called Poetical Books, U\f<..ni, 1881.
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that, assuming as he did for primitive times an accurate
dating according to lunar months of which twelve made
an ordinary year of 355 days, he wished by adding on
ten days more to bring the year, thus reckoned, up to
the full length of a natural )-ear of 365 days. Whether
also the feast of the New Vear (for which we have
evidence from the exilic period; Ezek. 401, cp Lev.
2.'i9), which was observed, not on the first but on the
tenth day of the seventh month, is based on a similar
reckoning, can hardly be made out. At all events,
whatever may have been the freedom allowed in the
measurement of any particular year, there are certain
facts which show that the real length nf the actual
year was by no means altogether obscuic even in the
pre-exilic period.
According to the reckoning in use then (in the preexilic period) the change of the year took plaee in
6 Bee-innine- ^'-^*^"""' '^^'^""^" ^^* *^^ ^''"''^s of tlie earth
°
^' had been gathered in and the former
rain (.iiirr. •mdi-eh) was preparing the fields for fre.sh
tillage and a renewal of the yearly cycle. The autumn
festival, or feast of the ingathering (••I'oxn jn, hag
hd'dsipk), with which the \early round of feasts was
closed, was observed ' a t the outgoing of the year'
('-;:•- nN":i~. b^seth haSsdndh—Ex. "23 m'l or ' at the year's
revolution' {r}yS-r[ nr'pn, tl'k/'/phath hassd7idh—Ex.3422).
These definitions of the oldest legislation are so clear
and distinct as to make further proof unnecessary.
If any further proof were requisite, it might be urged that the
passover could not have been observed in accordance with the
precept of the newly-found law unless the new year was in
autumn in the eighteenth year of Josiah (2 K. 23 23 ; cp 22 ^),
and that on no other assumption can the fourth year of Jehoiakim
be made to synchronise with the first year of Nebuchadrezzar
(Jer. ^j i ) a n d with the year of the battle of Carchemish (Jer.
462). Such inferential arguments are needless. Besides, the
te.vt of the-ie piissages (cp (5) is not in a satisfactory condition.
It is w h o l l y u n w a r r a n t e d , h o w e v e r , t o r e g a r d t h e
a u t u m n a s m a r k i n g t h e c h a n g e of t h e e c o n o m i c y e a r ,
and to set o v e r a g a i n s t t h i s , a s t h e o r d i n a r y c a l e n d a r
year, a civil y e a r t h a t h a d its c o m m e n c e m e n t in s p r i n g .
T h e r e is a b s o l u t e l y n o e v i d e n c e for a n y s u c h s y s t e m of
double a c c o u n t s before t h e exile.
The e x p r e s s i o n ' a t the return of t h e y e a r ' (nr^'n nillii'n? ; 2 S .
I l l I K. 2022 26), which Is used more than once with reference
to campaigns beginning in spring, does not speak of a beginning
ofthe year, but is couched in such general terms as to contain a
definite date only when one knows that the spring is the time
for campaigns to begin, and in itself means nothing more than
* in the following year.'

There is all the less reason for this postulating of a
beginning of the year in spring—in the interests of the
late P (Ex.122), and in contradiction to the terms of
the oldest legislation (Ex. 2316 3422)—in.asmuch as the
period of the exile itself bears witness to the observance
ofthe Xew- Year festival in autumn, and in the end the
old custom once more triumphed over the later innovation which for a time had held the year to begin in
spring.

See X E W Y E A R , § 1.

The question as to the relation of the months to the
year is more difficult.
I-or the earlier ages it is im7 T?P1 +•
possible to say anything with certainty.
lr „
,
Probably the months and the years
Of year t o
. , -^
„ ,
vi
.
mnnth
siniply ran a parallel course, witlvjut any
attempt being made to fix a point of
coincidence at which the year and the monthly cycle
might take a common beginning. The fact that in the
exile the Xew Year festival was held on the tenth day
ofa month without any sense of strangeness (E/ek. 401,
cp Lev. 259) seems to point to this. When necessity
arose, doubtless no difficulty was felt in making a
thirteenth month follow upon the ordinary twelve within
the same year ; but there was not as yet any definite
rule, and the text of i K. 47-20, which speaks of the
division of Solomon's kingdom into twelve districts,
each of which was called upon to maintain the expenses
of the royal household for a month, has unfortunately
reached us in such an imperfect state of preservation
171

5365

YEAR
that we are unable to see in it clear evidence of a year
of twelve months ; it is possible even that Judah may
have been thought of as the thirteenth district, with this
as its special privilege that it became liable to the tax
only in intercalary months. In substance, then, what
we are able to say is this : In the pre-exilic period it
was natural years that regulated the chronology, the
cliLinge of the year fell in autumn, and the months,
which followed the moon, were allowed to take their
own way, without concerning themselves much about
the >'ear.
As in so many other things, the exile brought
profound changes into the Jewish Calendar.
Away
8 Exilic ^'°"^ *'^^'^ nati\e soil, with which their
'1
worship had stood in such intimate connection^—a connection which Deuteronomy
indeed had already been recently seeking in sever—
they were now all the readier to take over the Babylonian
calendar, \vhich the)' had learned to recognise as the
more scientifically regulated one.
This change
announces itself in c>. new terminology for the months
and in a transference of the beginning of the year.
Down to the exile the months had been designated by
their ancient names (so even in Deuteronomy) ; in the
exile comes in the custom of distinguishing the months
from each other by numbers, and also of placing the
first month in spring (cp, to begin with, the exilic
redactors of Jeremiah and Kings, Ezekiel, Haggai, and
Zechariah, then P and the final redactor of the
Hexateuch [e.g., Dt. 13], and also Chronicles).
In
course of time even the foreign Babylonian names for
the months began to come i n ; but except in Ezra615
(in an Aramaic passage) and in Neh. ( l i 2r 615) their
ordinal numbers are also at the same time given (so in
Esther and in Macc. ).^ The transference of the beginning of the year to the spring is already witnessed to
by the numbering of the months beginning, as in the
Babylonian Calendar, with the spring month ; but we
have, besides, express evidence in the ordinance of P
in Ex.122 'This [the current, Passover] nionth shall
be unto j'ou the beginning of months ; it shall be the
first month of the year to you.' The evidence here
supplied does not lose in weight even if the verse should
prove to be due to a later editor. For in any case the
change of the era is carried back to a divine command,
given of old to Moses and Aaron while still in the land
of Egypt. But this of itself proves that the Israelites
had once made use of another era (that beginning in
autumn), and that its place was taken by the spring era
only at a later date.
In P's account of the deluge a further proof of this author's
knowledge of the earlier employment of an autumn era -is
obtained, only if we hold ourselves shut up to the conclusion
that he considered the flood to have begun in autumn. But in
that case P has not only carried back the later designations of
the months to that patriarchal period, but has also adapted these
in academic fashion to the autumn era by designating, in
accordance with this latter era, as the second month, that which
by the spring era was the eighth (cp Gen. 7 11 ^4f. 13/^).

At what date this change came in cannot be gathered
from the passage before us ; but the whole manner of
P, which is to carry back all the ordinances of the postexilic community to Moses, renders it probable that in
this ordinance also we see the sanctioning of an innovation that had been introduced at the time of the exile,
and the date of which admits of being definitely fi.xed by
means of the new designations the months then received.
The memory of the older custom of beginning the
year in autunm was still vivid during the exile and took
concrete shape in an ecclesiastical New Year's festival
(l-^/ek. 40i Lev. 259 Nu. 2 9 i ; cp Lev. 23^4). In this
way from henceforward there was observed, alongside
of the official civil New Year in spring, an ecclesiastical
New Year in autumn, which was held by the ancient
pre-exilic custom. The beginning of the civil year fell
thus on the first day of the first month (or Nisan, corresponding to what had formerly been known as Abib).
1 In Zech. 1 7 71 the names of the months are a later insertion.
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T h e ecclesiastical New Year on the other hand did not
remain unaltered. At first it was, as already stated,
observed according to Ezek. 401 (cp Lev. 269) on the
tenth of the seventh month (Tishri); but afterwards it
was transferred to the ist of Tishri (Lev. 2824 Nu.
2 9 . [P]).
T h e day, in the passages last cited, indeed is called no longer
TiiVtn BJKH, ros halsdftdh,
as is the day of the new year in
Ezek. 401, but nynin DV, yd7n tertl'dh, ' d a y of blowing of
t r u m p e t s ' ( N u . 2 9 1 ; cp nynPi piDJ, zikron
teruah,
'a
memorial of blowing of t r u m p e t s , ' L e v . 2824); but Lev. 25 8 j ^
leaves no room for doubt that the ' trumpet-blowing * must be
taken as the characteristic feature of the N e w Year's day, and
that the exilic N e w Year festival had to give up its place to the
day of atonement (D'"}53 DV, ydm kippftrtm. Lev. 23 syf.; cp
N E W Y E A R ) now transferred to loth of Tishri.

How the insertion of a thirteenth month which from
time to time was necessary was arranged, we have no
means of knowing, the O T being silent on the subject.
The fact, however, that such insertion was actually made
in order to keep the beginning ofthe year in approximate
coincidence with the vernal equinox, does not admit of
doubt; it was the practice of the Babylonians from
whom the entire new calendar was borrowed.
T h e arrangement thus made was not disturbed till
long afterwards, and even then probably only on account
of the Seleucidan calendar which made
9. Seleucidan ^j^^ beginning of the year in autumn.
calendar.
^^ ^-^^ same time it remains a question
whether any such alteration in the manner of reckoning
time can be proved from i M a c c , for there are two
opposing views as to the interpretation of the dates
there given. Wellhausen (IJG 208) maintains that in
I Macc. also the Seleucidan autumnal era is followed.
On the other side range themselves, amongst others,
Cornill [Die siebzig Jahrwochen Daniels, 20 f., 1889)
and Schurer with convincing reasons for concluding
that I Macc. in its dates follows the Babylonian vernal
era taken over by the Jews during the exile.
T h e y urge : (1) the dates would not fit the events to which they
are assigned, if the Seleucidan era_ be assumed. T o take a
simple example, the events related In i Macc. IO1-21 imperatively demand a longer space than the fourteen days which are
all that can be given them on the view adopted by Wellhausen.
(2) T h e designation o f t h e months by ordinal numbers, of which
the first is given to the month that occurs in spring, would be
very strange if the year were held to begin in autumn, for in
that case the seventh to the twelfth month of a given year
would fall in point of time before the first to the sixth of the
same year (cp i Macc. 4 52 where the ninth month is Chislev,
10 21 where the seventh is the month of the feast of tabernacles
fTishri], and 16 14 where the eleventh month is Shebat).^ (3)
Similar modifications of the Seleucidan era in accordance with
the requirements of local calendars can be shown to have
occurred elsewhere. In fact for the city of DamasCns the use
of exactly the same era can be proved (Schurer).

We may conclude that in the first century B.C. (as is
to be inferred for the second at any rate from Est. 87)
the oflficial era began the year in the spring (on the i s t
of Nisan); for it, accordingly, the spring of 312 B.C.
marked the beginning ofthe first year of the Seleucidan
era. Nor is it necessary to assume any other mode of
reckoning in i Macc., as a, mere discrepancy about a
single date is not reason enough for postulating a special
era for the book.
When we come to the first century of our own era,
however, the case is different. For Josephus confines the
year that has its beginning in spring to religious affairs
only ; for buying and selling and all manner of secular
business, on the other hand, the beginning of the year
is in autumn (Ant. i. 83).^ In full agreement with

this are the regulations of the Mishnah which (Rosh
hashshdnd, l i ) distinguishes four commencements of the
year, of which the ist of Elul, the new year for the
tithing of cattle, and the i s t of Shebat, the new year
for the fruit of fruit-trees, may be left out of account,
as being merely the terms with reference to which
accurate reckoning of sacred dues was fixed. What is
important to notice here is that the ist of Nisan is there
given as the new year for kings and for the sacred feasts
(that is, as in Josephus, for religious affairs), whilst the
ist of Tishri is the new year for the years, for the
Sabbatical years, for the years of Jubilee, for tree-plantings and vegetables (and so for the enumeration of the
years). Hence the rabbinical formula explains itsel|:
' * Nisan is the first of the months of the year, but
Tishri is the beginning of the year." ^ From that day
to the present the ist of Tishri has continued to be
New Year's Day, and thus it is correct to say that the
reckoning of the year according to the vernal era,
which was adopted by the Jews in the exile from the
Babylonians and afterwards received the sanction of P,
was only an episode—a large one it is true, from the
sixth to the last century B.C. — in the history of the
Hebrew and Jewish Calendar.
Throughout all these changes the year had remained
solar. Owing to the very absence of any definite inflexible rule,2—which, had it existed in the early times,
must necessarily have been incomplete and inaccurate
•—for the insertion of the intercalary months, the year
was saved from becoming a vague year. This great
advantage was purchased, it is true, at some cost; it
made the year of variable length, according as a month
had been inserted or not, and according to the number
of months of twenty-nine days and thirty days respectively contained in i t ; ^ and the ist of Nisan, fike New
Year's Day, the ist of Tishri, did not always occur at
precisely the same point of time but varied within «.
hmited period, just as the yearly Christian festivals now
(Easter, Ascension, Whitsunday) are not fixed but
movable feasts.
T h e same pecuUarities are still displayed by the Jewish year
even after the adoption of a special rule for intercalation. Even
at as late a date as the beginning of the Christian era it was
the part of the Sanhedrin in each individual case to decide on
the ground of direct observation whether the insertion of a
thirteenth month was required or not, just as also the visibility
of the crescent moon decided whether or not the month had
ended on the twenty-ninth day. T h e intercalary month was
introduced after Adar and before Nisan, and the decision as t o
the insertion (113^) of a month and the conversion of the year
into an intercalary year ( n i n y p nj^)j4 ^ a s effected in the course
of the year itself, often not till the month Adar, and even then
sometimes not till after the feast of Purim,—in other words
hardly fourteen days before the beginning of the intercalary
month, which also bore the name of Adar ("nN\ ^JB*n TiK, or

nxnna -i^t:).
Hebrews from E g y p t in this month ; he also made the year t o
begin from it as regards all the solemnities of divine worship,
though as to buying and selling and all other affairs h e preserved
the ancient order' (Mwi/aTJs Se rhv Ntcai', os ecm HavdiKos, p-viva.
vpStrov eirl rats eoprals lopLtre Kara, rovrov e^ AlyviTTOV TOUS
'EjSpat'ovs irpoayayiov. OSTOS S' auT^ Kal TTOOS a7ra(ra9 TAS els rh
9elov Tt/jias ^px^v, eirl p.evroL ye irpdcrets K<f.L utvas KOX rTJv ak.ki}v
SLOLKfja-LV TOf TrpWTOV KOCpcOV oL^^vka^e).

^ njj^n rvE'NT Kin nti'ni n^^n "aiinh pt^Ni Min |D'J»

1 If in the present text of Neh. 1 1 2 1 , Chislev precedes
Nisan of the same year (the year that is described as the
twentieth) the case is somewhat different from that referred to
in the text, their respective designations as ' the ninth ' and ' the
first' month being avoided. Eut too much stress ought not to
be laid upon these passages, inasmuch as in Neh. 1 1 the name
of the king is not given where certainly it inight have been
expected, and thus the accuracy of the tradition as a whole
becomes open to question.
2 T h e passage r u n s : ' But Moses appointed Nisan which is
Xanthicus as the first month for their festivals, leading forth the

2 jifo such rule can be found, as Klostermann has supposed,
in the institution of the year of jubilee. As any evidence that
the precepts regarding it were ever observed is wholly wanting,
the best theory—supposing;, what is not very probable, that
ydbet means intercalation—is that the idea was, b y means of an
artificial expedient, introduced as an afterthought, to bring into
conformity with the solar year the old year which was erroneously assumed to haye been lunar. W h a t P has to tell about
the year of jubilee is learned theory merely, that was never
realised in practice.
8 T h e rule, naturally, was that each year oucht to have six
months of twenty-nine days and six months of thirty days (cp
Bk. of Enoch 78 isf)',
it is, however, assumed to be possible,
in the Mishnah ('Arakhin
2z) that a year may have as few as
four months, or on the other hand as many as eight months of
thirty days each. T h e length of the year thus varied from 352
to 356 days, an intercalary year from 382 to 386 days.
* An ordinary year was called nBl[^E3 nii^.
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Jewish tradition hands down a number of criteria
whereby to decide whether a month requires to be
inserted or not ; but in all cases the decisive consideration is this, that the passover, whicli has to be celebrated
at full moon in Xisan {14th Nisan), must not come
before the \ernal equinox, but nmst be celebrated when
the sun is in .\ries {iv Kpccp TOU i]\iou KaBecrruiTos; Jos.
.int. iii. 105). Of course the Jews of that period had
arrived by practice, if they had not ahead)- learned it
from the Greeks who had long been acquainted \vith the
eight-years' cycle {the (i/craerT/pts), at the generalisation
that, broadly speaking, an intercalar)- month became
necessary thrice e\cry eight \'ears. But ultimately, wiren
regulating their calendar in the fourth century, they
adopted from the Greeks the nineteen-ycars' c^cle {evvcaKcuSeKaeTTipb). dating from the .\thenian astronomcr
Meton in the fifth century B.C., m accordance with
which seven out of every nineteen jears (the 3rd, 6th,
Sth, n t h , 14th, 17th, and 19th) require an intercalary
month. When this rule is followed, the difference in
nineteen years amounts only to a little over two hours.
The Jews of the present day still adhere to this Metonic
calendar.
Alongside of the division of the year into months,
immemorial usage sanctioned a division by the seasons

ZAANAIM, THE PLAIN OF, AV, with Z a a n a n n i m
in mg. and R V text—mg. B E Z A A N A N N I M [y.7/.]—(D'3i?^2 i^^^
[Kt.], C"j3j.'^3 N [Kr.], translated -nkeoveKrovvTiav [B], ivairavopevoiv [AL], ^ ^ t ^ J ^ - ^ t [Pesh.], Sennim

[Vg.]).

The nomadic journeys of Heber the Kenite extended
to ' t h e plain of Zaanaim,' or—the only correct rendering so far as j-^x is concerned—'the oak {or, sacred
tree?) of Bezaanannim,' Judg. 4:ii (cp MoREH, T H E
PLAIN OF). It is against AV's interpretation that
according to rule p.'^x (' oak ') would require the article;
on the other hand, such a name as BEZAANANNIM (q.v.)
is against all analogy. See C rit. Bib.
T. K. C.
ZAANAN ipXV), Mi-1 " t ; see Z E N A N .
ZAANANNIM. T H E OAK IN {D''-lJ.i;V3
ptoka KttL ^ea-epLetv [B], piT}kciiv K. ^eo'evavLp. [A], but (okap,
ireevaveLp. [L], Pesh. ve77ten san'ain [ P e s h . ] ; Saananim
[Vg.]),
RV Josh. 19 33 (also in J u d g . 411) ; AV (Josh. I.e.). arbitrarily,
'[from] Allon to Zaanannim,' RVmg. (ll.cc.) ' t h e oak (or
terebinth) of B e z a a n a n n i m ' ; mentioned in the definition of
the W. boundary of Naphtali, Josh. I'J 33 (cp A D A M I - N E K E B ) .
See BEZAANAN'xm.

Z A A V A N d W , in Sam. piT ; zoyKikM [BADEL]),
b. Ezer, b. .«eir the Horite, Gen. 8627 ; i Ch. I42 (AV
Ik^-KS ; AZOYKAN [A], ZAY&N [L])ZABAD (nat, abbrev. for -liTinr ; see N A M E S ,
§ 50, ZEBADIAH ; zd,B*.A [XAL]).
i. A Judaliite,
descended from the Egvptian or Misrite J A R H A {q-v.),
I Ch. 2 3 6 / (fa/3e5 [B-A]).
Under the designation
' Zabad ben .Ahlai' 4ie appears in i Ch. 11 41 as the first
of the sixteen additional names in the Chronicler's list
of David's heroes, as compared with 2 S. "2^3-39 (^a/3er
[BX], fa/3aT [A]). See A H L A I , and note that ''jiix,
like --', occurs as a corruption of SwDm^ (Che.).
Perhaps n n in v. 20 should be -inj. A southern clanname is e.ipected (see S H U T H E L A H ) .
^. Mentioned among the b'ne E P H R A I M (§ 12) i Ch.
721 (fa/3£5[BA], om. L ? ) .
3. One of the assassins who slew Joash (2 Ch. 2426 ;
fa/3eA [B], fa/3e« [A], fa/3a^ [L]) ; see JOZACHAR and
JEHOZABAD.
4-6. In list of those with foreign wives (see E Z R A i. § 5 end),
viz.—4. One of the b'ne Z A T T U (g-v-), Ezra IO27 (fnpoJa/S |B])
= 1 Esd. 9 28 SABATUS, R V S A B A T H U S (cro-^oBo^ [BA]). 5. One
of the b'ne H A S H U M , Ezra 10 33 (f«/3«A [BN], ia^ia-c [L]) =
I Esd. 933 B A N N A I A , R V SABANNEUS (o-a^aci-atous [B], ^ct.v.
[A], fa^Sm [L]). 6. One of the b'ne N E B O (q-v-) Ezra 10 43
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also, and events were dated in accordance with the
characteristic occupations of the successive periods of
the year (thus, barley harvest in 2 ^ . 2 1 9 Ruthl22
Judith 8 2 ; wheat harvest Gen. 3014 Judg. 151 Ruth
2 23 ; the ingathering of green crops, Am. 71 [see W^ellh.
ad loe.]; the ripening of the earliest clusters of grapes,
Nu. 1320).
Usually only two seasons of the year were formally distinguished—' summer and winter' [autumn] (^"ihi yp, Gen.
822 I'.-,. 7417 Zech. 14 8, cp Is. 18 6) or 'winter and harvest
time' (T^/^l fjin, Aiu. 3 15 Prov. 204), or 'cold and h e a t ' (Tp
oni. Gen. 822), or 'sowing and reaping'{"''^'li^.^ ^~}\> Gen. 8 22),
or 'ploughing and reaping' (1>*pl i:}''~}n. Gen. 456 E x . 342i).
Winter also (inD, Cant. 2 11) is specially mentioned.
Cp especially Dillmann's dissertation on the calendar (sec
IMMNTH, § end), We. Prol. 112-114, Reste, gof, IJG, j'assi^n;
Klo. Pentaieucli,
419-4,17 ( ' U e b e r die
10. B i b l i o g r a p h y , kalendarische Bedeutung des Jobeljahres ') ; Schurer, GJV 1 26-33 (^^'32-40),
and 623-634 _((3) 74(5.760); ^^.^7^(31, 325-326, and the chronological treatises, especially that of Ideler, referred to under
CHRONOLOGV, § 85.

YELLOW.

K.

\\.

For ( i ) 2 h y , sdhdb. Lev. 1330 32, see

COLOUKS, § 7 ; and for (2) p"lpT, yUraki-ak,
and cp § 5.

YOKE (V^;), I S. 67.

Ps. 68 13, see § 11

See AGRICULTURE. § 4.

(cTiiep. [BN] om. A)=jEsd. 935, Zabadalas, RV Zabadeas
(fa^a«aias[BA]).

ZABADEANS, RV Zabadseans, an Arabian tribe,
living near Damascus, which was attacked and spoiled
by Jonathan ( i Macc. 1231 ; ZABAA&IOYC [VA], -eoYC
[^?] ; £/^;(/Jj'f' [Pesh.]).
Josephus (yire^. xiii. 510), by
a very natural confusion, calls thera Nabatseans. In the
M^gillath Tddnith, § 33, it is said that ' on the seventeenth clay of Adar the heathen rose up against the
remnant of the scribes, in the city of Chalchis and
'Kill n'3 (in J. Ta'anlth,IIJ,,
p i n t ) ; but there was
deliverance to the house of Israel.' ^ This is referred to
the incident in i Maoc. by Derenbourg {Hisl. Pal. 9 9 / )
and Wellhausen {Phar. u. Sad. 58) ; but not by Schurer
{G/Vl 187). Chalchis (D'pSa, etc.) is the modern'^H/ara,about 7 m. due E. of it is ez-Zebedani, a town and
district 6^ hrs. N W . of Damascus on the way to Ba'albek,
and on the W . slope of the Anti-libanus (cp ABANA).
It is therefore extremely probable that in the niodern
ez-Zebedani we have a trace of the former existence of
an Arabian tribe of Zabadeans in that district. T h e
name occurs not unfrequently in this region, for there is
a Kefr Zebad a short distance N W . of ez-Zebedani, and
forms of the same name are often met with on inscriptions
from Tadmor and its environs.^
s. A. c.
ZABBAI C?!, either miswritten for ZACCAI, or from
Zabdai or ZEBADIAH ; see § 52, and cp perhaps ''3T in
Palm, [de Vogii6, Syr. Centr. 28] ; ZABOY [BNA]).
1. One of the b'ne BEBAI {q.i:), E z r a l 0 2 8 ((.a-^avB [t,]) =
I Esd. 9 29 JOSABAD, R V JOZABDUS (fo;38os [B], uiftt|3aSos [A],
io-^ovB [L]).
2. Father of Baruch, who helped to repair the city wall (Neh.
3 20, ^a^pov [N], pa^^i [L]). T h e reading of the Kr. is ZACCAI
('3t), which is supported by Pesh. and Vg. (ZACHAI).

ZABBXJD (-I3t. Kt.), Ezra8i4. EV.

See ZABUD, •.^.

ZABDEUS ( Z A B A M O C [BA]), i Esd. 92i = Ezra IO20,
Z E B A D I A H , g.

ZABDI C'^nt, either a gentilic, of which there are
two expanded forms Z A B D I E L and ZEBADIAH, or, if

these names have a religious reference, a shortened form,
produced by omitting 7X or IT'; note that Zabdi, 1, is
1 .See Dalman, Aram. Dialekiptroben, 334 (Leipsic, 1896).
2 On a Greek inscription (Waddington, 2597) mention is made
of ot'cLK-yei/oOs ^a^5t^(x)Aewi', a family whose name was a compound of Zabdi and the Palmyrene deity Bol.
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a Zarhite (Che.).
Cp the Syr. Zabdai in N T for Zebedee ; ^a^b[€]L [BAL]).
I. b. Zerah of J u d a h , an ancestor of A C H A N (Josh. 7 i 17 f ,
i^ap^p['.\L I 111F], ^a/3pi [ A ] ) ; in i Ch. 26 his name appears as

ZABULON ( Z A B O Y A W N [Ti. W H ] ) , Mt.41315 AV,
RV ZEBL-LON.

ZACCAI CI)T written ^3T ; abbrev. from Z A C H A R I A H ,
§ 52, cp H A G G A I ) , the name o f a post-e.xilic family; E z r a 2 9
(iaKXOv [B], -xav [Avid.], .;^atov [L]), N e h . 7 14 (^aBov [BN], ^aK•2. o r liicK i.\.M(N (§ 9), assigned to the b'ne S H I M E I (q.v.);
i C h . Si9(c:<f/35i (1,1).
Xovp [A], gaKxaLov [L]). In i Esd. 5 12 it is (AV] CoiiijK, or
[RV] C H O R B E (xop^e [BA], ^aicxai [L]). Zaccai is the Kr. also
3. T h e ^iiii'iniiTE (i Ch. 27 27 ; ';DD:;'n, ^axpei 6 rov a-e^vei
[B], ^a^^l . . . a-e(j>vi [A], ^ai35i . . ' . cra(j>ap.i [L]), who was in N e h . 3 20, where K t b . has ZABOAI (q.v.).
over the vineyard produce in David's time, perhaps a native of
ZACCH-ffiUS
(zAKXAiOC [ A V ;
Ti. W H ] , see
SHEPHAM iq.T-.).
ZACCAI).
4. b. Asrtph, an ancestor of M A T T A N I A H (Xeh. 11 17, om.
1. AV Z a c c h e u s , an officer belonging to J u d a s the Maccabee
D.x'A, ^exp[e]i. [j<c.amg. MI|'.L]) see ZICHRI (no. n ) .
(2 Macc. 10 19), identilied by some with the Zacharias of i Macc.
556.
ZABDIEL (7N'''n2T, either an expansion of the
2. A chief publican (dpxi-TeXibvTjs) who received Jesus
gentilic ZABDI [(7.7'.], or a religious name = 'gift of G o d , ' § § 21,
27 ; the attribution of Jashobeam [see i] to the b'ne Perez—i.e.,
on his entry into Jericho (Lk. 19i-io).
There is much
probably [see P E R E Z ] to the Zarephathites—and the designation
picturesqueness in the narrative ; even if only a reof Zabdiel, 2^ as ' s o n of the [southern] Gileadites ' [see below],
flection of the more historical story in Lk. 627-32, no
and of Zabdiel, 3, as an Arabian, together with many plausible
one would wish to lose the beautiful picture of the care
parallels, favour the former view [ C h e . ] ; ^a^S[€]iTjX [BAL]).
of Jesus for the meanest and most despised.
The
i. Father of JASHOBEAM ( i Ch. 272).
improbabilities can hardl)' be denied.
T h e only com2. 'Overseer' of the priests, temp. Xehemiah (Xeh.
plete parallel to Lk. 195 is in Jn. 147,^ which occurs in
1114).
He is designated (at first sight very strangel}^)
the ill-attested narrative of Nathanael.
Nor is the
C'':'Ti:.^-i2 (RV ' t h e son of H A G G E D O I . I M , ' RV'"^-- ' o n e
crowd of curious followers [v. 2) n a t u r a l ; it was the
of the great m e n ' ; A \ ' ' the son of [one of] the great
object of Jesus on this journey to avoid observation.
men ' ; ^aOLrjX [B], j3a^L7]X [N'^], ^expi-V^ ^''•^^ '^^^ Zacchceus's solemn act of atonement for injustice is
p.eydXoiv [X^-^"i«- L], '^oxpt-iX [.\]|,
also very abruptly introduced, nor can one easily
It can, however, be shown (cp Sn.\i'H.\'r, 3) that there was a
believe that Jesus, in his present circumstances, would
Gilead in the Negeb, and the case of n'SlJ ( ' G e d a l i a h ' ) ,
have openly announced his intention of lodging with a
fn.ifii .Ti'^:—i-'^.-c "I^J, ' t h e Gileadite'—justifies us in reading
publican (sec P U R L K A X ) .
Zacchceus's name, too
C'lV'^Jl":!, ' s o n of the Gileadites' (for parallels in Xeh. 38, see
( = pure, innocent), as Keini [Jesu von A'az.34g) points
P E R F U M E R ) . See Crit. Bib. (Che.).
out, is suspiciously prophetic of his act of repentance.
3. ' T h e Arabian,' who took off the head of Ale.xander
T o identify him either with NATHANAI-:!. (q.v.) or with
Balas and si.nt it to Ptolemy ( i jMa.cc. 1117 : l~a(3diy]X 6 Paul (the little) does not help us at all.
On Lk. 19 4,
apaf [AX\'], ^'^fH'i [ P e s h . ] ; - Jos. Ant. xiii. 4 8 ; ^ajSeisee SYCOMORE.
Xos).
Possiljly the Diodes of IDiod. (Fr. xxxii. lOi), see
IMALCI-E.
A late tradition (Clem. Rec.) makes Zacchaeus a comrade of
Peter.
T. K. C.
ZABUD ("l-nj, a name belonging to the same group
ZACCUR ("1-13T, see N A M E S , §§ 32, 52 ; but, the
as Zabdi, Zaljdiel, Zebadiah, and in its origin therefore most
names with which Zaccur and ZICHRI \q.7:\ are grouped being
l.>rulialjly a clan-name [Che.], but proljably understood in later
tiiiit;-. as inenniiig ' ;;i\i.;n [by G o d ] ' ; cp § 56 ; the fem. form is
originally ethnics, it is plain that Zaccur and Zichri, too, are
Zf-,iit'iiAH. 'r\\c ci-irrect reading, however, both of i and of 2
ethnics which have been converted into personal names ; cp
may bt; ZACCUIV).''
ZACHER, Z E C H A R I A H , and see below ; ^aKxovp [ENAL]).
1. b . X a t h a n . priest ( A V ' p r i n c i p a l officer' ; Cp 2 S.
r. Father of SHAi\iMUA( = Shimei), of R E U B E N (§ i i y ^ ) ; N u .
13 4 [P] (^aKXvp [B], ^ax^pov [A], ^a. xovp [F], ^ayxovp [L]).
818, AV 'chief rulers') and ' f r i e n d ' [i.e.,
'chief
2. AV Z a c c h u r , a Simeonite, brother of Hammuel = Jerahcourtier'), of Idng Solomon, i K 4 5 t (i'a|9oi'^ [B], fa/3j3.
meel, and Shimei = Shimeoni ; i Ch. 4 26 (om, B, C,axovp [L]).
3. A Merarite Levite, brother of SHOHAM=Mose, and •Ibri =
l^]' to-X°^'P [L]—'•''•• 1131 which is the reading of
'Ar^hl—i.e., N . Arabian (i Ch. 24 27).
some MSS ; cp j a ^ f i
© , however (except A, which
4. An Asaphite Levite, brother of Nethaniah = Ethani, and
stdds iepebs), omits 'priest.' Probably 'friend' (nyn ; on
Asharelah = JizreeIi or ' J e z r e e l i t e ' (i Ch. 25 2 10; traKXOvi,
^axxovQ [Bf) ; sec ZICHRI, I I .
the pointing see H U S H . M , ... 1) is a gloss on jns, or, as
5. E z r a 8 i 4 EVmu (^aK^xovp [L]). See ZABUD, 2.
•we should rather read, fpb (see M I N I S T E R [ C H I E F ] ) ; cp
6. b. Imri ( = Amariah = Jerahmeel) in list of wall-builders(see
N
E
H E M I A H , § if ; E Z R A ii., §'§ 16 [i], isd), N e h . 82 (^a^aovp
the paraphrastic substitute for an2
(rather C'}DD) as
[B], iaxxpvp [«])•
applied to sons of David, in i Ch. 1817.
T h e whole
7. Levite signatory to the covenant, grouped with S H E R E B I A H
passage (1 ]<.. isb 6a) is thus read by Klostermann,
and S H E B A N I A H , both ethnics (see E Z R A i., § 7) ; N e h . 10 12 [13]
(i^X<^P [B], ^aKXwp [A], iaxxf^? [x?])' And Zabud, son of Xathan, the king's friend \r,i:~\ ; or
8. b. Mattaniah (/.^., Ethani or Temani), and father of H A N A N
" adjutant " — pn?], his [i.e. .Azariah's) brother, was chief
(q.v.) ; Neh. 13 13 (o-aKxovp [L]).
A writer in PSBA
h a s suggested that Zechariah and the
of the p a l a c e " ; see A H I S H A R , but cp Grit. Bib. for
related names m a y be connected with Zakkara, the name (of
a.nother explanation of -inrTN* (nn^.s*).
T. K. C.
uncertain pronunciation) of allies o f t h e Purusati ( = Peliltim?—
2. A Jew belonging to the b'ne Bigvai, who came
see P H I L I S T I N E S , § 3), But if so, why do we not find any of
these names given to Israelites of central Palestine (see DoR,
with Ezra from Babylon, Ezra 814 f EV ZABBUD, follow§ 2)? I t is more probable that Zacher (Zecher), Zaccur, and
ing the consonants of the K t . -1131 [Ba. Ginsb.] and
Zichri with Zechariah were originally the clan-names Zerah
the vowels of the Kr. T ^ I ; ^a^ov8 [A] ; om. B ;
and Zarhi respectivel)'. Cp Z E R A H .
T . K. C.
i^aKxovp [L] ; cp L in no. i ) = i Esd. 840!, where for
' and Zabud ' we read ' the [son] of ISTALCURUS ' [EV]
and (2) 2 K. IS 2 ; see Zi CHA KIAH, 2, 3.
(laraKaXKOv [B], 6 rod t(XTaXKovpov [A], but Kal ^aKxovp
3. (^axapLas) Mt. L'3 35 I.k 11 51 in UV, AV ZACHARIAS, 9.
[L]), a monstrous name made up of ' Iztal' (a misreadZACHARIAS, in N T RV Zachariah (zd^YARlAC
ing of 1311, ' a n d Z a b u d ' ) and ' ZACCUR ' ("iiDi), the
[ B A L ; Ti. W H ] ) .
reading of the Kr. and EV'"S- in Ezra.
1. A priest (i Esd. Is). See Z E C H A R I A H , 19.
2. T h e name in i Esd. 115 corresponding to H E M A N in the
I! pasi^age 2 Ch. 35 15 ( © L at|ixai'= Heman).
* T h e J3 is to be explained in the same wa^' as in J A M B R I ,
3. R V ZARAIAS (q.v.) in i Esd. 58 (^apatov [E], ^apeov [A],
pecrrfp^pCa, etc., the confusion of 3 and ^is phonetic, of 1 and
1 graphic (cp SBOi;
'Cliron.' ad loc, and see Dr. TBS
p. Ixviii).
1 Plummer, indeed (St. L7ike, 434), thinks that ' t h e r e is no
2 Cp pLfliaps with this the Palm, name ^3-? (Mordt. Beitr. z.
need to suppose that Jesus had supernatural knowledge of thc
Kuihi Ttiliii. u>... 6Q).
name. . . . Jesus might hear the people calling to Zacchseus,
•• Zabud, I, is the ' Ka\r>vp son of N a t h a n 6 <Tvp.^ovkos' men- or might inquire.' So Weiss (Lebeti jesu,-l 4-^n)^ ' J e s u s easily
tinni^il in T K . '1 4" h (I!) where 82, 93, 108 etc. read ^aKXOvp, 52, learned the name and character of the notorious man ' But
this is hardly in accordance with the intention of the evangelist
55, etc., ^d\ovp.
Note that in -^^f ia\ovp is read by 82, 108,
or with the natural impression of readers.
'
and ^aKxovp by 93. See COUNSELLOR.
Z\MKy(q.V.).

ZACHARiAHfn;-i3T) 1. 2 K. 1429 i58-i2 (-innaT).
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crapacov [L]). AV, following the Geneva Bible, gives ZACHARIA,^. be paralleled by the long stay of Simon the Righteous
See SERAIAH, 8.
in the temple on the Day of Atonement, when he
4. I Esd. t51 7 3, see ZECHARIAH, I.
5. lEsJ. S3044. 6. ib. V. 37 (fax«piai (Bl). 7. 1 Esd. 927 ;
prayed that the sanctuary might not be destioyetl
see ZECHARIAH, 20, zi, 22.
(Talm. Jer. i'oma.52).
Cp INCE.N.SE, § 7, ,1. O n t h e
8. Father of JOSEPH (temp. Judas Maccabaeus), i Macc.
legendary death of Zacharias, see above, 9. Cp JOHN
518 56-62.
THE BAI'IIST.
T. K C
9. Son of Barachias ; according to Mt. 'I'-ijs, the last
ZACHEE, or, as RV, ZECHER ("IDt ; zAxoyp [B],
Jewish martyr of the pre-Christian period. All the
W . [A], fevpi [L]), I Ch. 8 3it, called, in i Ch. 9 37 ZECHARIAH
innocent blood shed on the land (^?ri TT)^ yrjs) from
(q-v., 6).
On the possible ethnic character of Zecher see
that of Abel to that of Zacharias, son of Barachias
ZACCUR.
('whom ye slew between the sanctuary and the altar,'
ZADOK ( p h S , once pTV, i K. I26 ; 'just,' § 5 6 / ;
see RV) is to be visited, says Jesus, ' on this generation.'
cp JEHOZADAK, and see SADDUCEES.1 Similar in meaning is the
Lk., however {11 51), is without ' son of Barachias,' and
form Zadduk [pi^S], which is not unfrequent in post-ljiblical
Jerome says tliat ' in the Gospel used by the Nazarenes
times, cp .-Ihctb, 4 56 ; Strack, ad loc. ; Lag. JVcini- 225if: Sad[the Gospel according to the Hebrews], instead of
duk is the form generally presupposed by lPi:.x\L [OCCSSOVK];
son of Barachias we find written son of Joiada ' (in l.ccraScaK, 0,'XA in nos. 2-5 [and BA in 2 S. with exception of 2 S.
Mt. j.
W'e may, therefore, disregard the artificial
8 17 B I Ch.'!'.) 22 A], is somewhat less common. Other variations
are a-aaSovK, Ezra 7 2 [ A ] ; craSSovx, Ezek. JO,jr, [ A ] ; craSioic,
Gnostic and patristic legends, which state (see ProtNeh. H I I [ L ] , and craSScaK, 2 S. 16 24-27 [L] ; craiovK, 2 S.S 17
evang- Jac. 2 3 / I , and cp Keim, Jesus of -Yacini, 2209)
I Ch. 638(53] 16 II [L], Neh. 1 1 I I [NJ, I K . 4 4 [B], -x, 2S. 817
that Herod, who supposed John to be the Messiah,
[Al; lo^oK, 2 S. 1.0 27 [A]. SADDUC, R V SADDUK ( l E s d . .S2;
murdered Zacharias the father of John the Baptist in
csaSSovKov [A]); S.\L)i ,L (4 Esd. 1 i).
the temple by the altar of sacrifice (see 10); and not
i. Zadok the son of Ahitub, a priest who held a
less the hypothesis that Jesus refers prophetically to
prominent place at David's court and played a great
Zacharias the son of Baruch (but Xicse has liapcis),
1 The Zadok P^"^''" ^'^'^"""S the throne for David's
who was killed ' in the middle of the temple' in the
' of David
successor. W e know nothing of his
first Roman war (Jos. j5/iv. 64). It is possible, howreal origin, nor can we say when or
ever, that ' Barachias' means the father of Zechariah
how
he
became
priest
in the royal sanctuary at Jeruthe well-known prophet, and that it is a mere clerical
salem.
W e learn, however, from 2 S . 8 1 7 ^ (cp
error for ' J o i a d a ' ; i possible, too, that the whole
2O23-26, and see Bu. Pi. Sa. 247, 254) that he was
passage has been filled out by a later writer who knew
associated with Abiathar (for the correct reading see
of the horrible murder mentioned by Josephus. This
Driver, TBS ad loc.) and with some of David's own
assumes that Jesus really meant Zechariah b. Jehoiada
sons in the priestly office at Jerusalem. Like Abiathar
(ZECHARIAH, 15). But the reason given for the phrase
he was true to his sovereign during Absalom's revolt ;
' from Abel to Zechariah b. Jehoiada' (that Chronicles
like him he bore the ark of Yahw^ when David was
is the last book in the Jewish Canon) seems very
fleeing eastward from the royal city ; at David's request
inadequate (see GOSPELS, § 150). According to N.
he with Abiathar bore the palladium of Israel back to
Schmidt (/.SZ.1922, n. i), Mt. 2.335 once formed part
the capital, and there with Abiathar did the work of of an 'Apocalypse of Jesus' (cp Mt '24) which cannot
spy and supplied the king with information about the
have been \vritten long before the end of the first
designs of Absalom and the other rebels. So far Zadok
century (cp We. I7Gi^> 3 6 6 ; Siiz::en, 6 [1899] 2 0 / : ) .
had been closely associated with that older and greater
priest who represented the ancient family of the b'ne
If so, the reference to Zechariah b. Baruch was full of
Eli and that sanctuary at Shiloh in which they had
significance to the original readers.
ministered.
In the end he supplanted Abiathar
10. The father of J O H N T H E B A P T I S T {g.v.), menaltogether. For Zadok joined Nathan the prophet,
tioned only in Lk. 15 8-23 39-79 3 2. He was of the
and Benaiah, captain of the foreign guards, in the
course of Abijah (see Schiir., Hist. 11.1216ff.), and his
harem intrigue which set aside Adonijah the legitimate
home was in an unnamed ' city of Judah.' According to
heir,
and placed Solomon the son of Bath-sheba on the
a comparatively early tradition the ' city ' is '.Vin Karim
throne. Abiathar, on the contrary, stood by Joab, the
(see BETH-HACCEREM), and .\/ar Zakaryd is the precise
royal princes, except of course Solomon, and the rest
spot where Zacharias dwelt; even recently Schick has
of the more conservative party. Naturally, therefore,
spoken a word for this tradition ( Z D P I "22 [tSgg] 9 0 / : ) .
when Solomon became king, it was Zadok who anointed
But the fact that no name is given most probably indihim I Aljiatliar, on the other hand, was banished to
cates that the narrative in Lk. 1 had but recently arisen
Anathoth ; the family of Eli forfeited the priesthood,
when it was admitted by Lk. into his Gospel ; the
and the chief care of the royal chapel or temple at
narrator hoped to be able to supply the name later (cp
Jerusalem was entrusted to Zadok and his descendants.
an analogous case in i S. 13 i, if H. P. Smith's view is
In their hands it remained down to the time of the
correct). Though J U T T A H (q.v.)\s philologically and
exile ; but we have in i S, 235 f- interesting evidence
otherwise improbable, 'Ain Karim (Schick) and Hebron
„ , . that the prior claims of the b'ne Eli and their
(Ew., Keim) are also baseless fancies. From Lk. 13o
' ^ -r.-,- eminence long before Zadok had been heard
we should e.xpect some city near the desert to be meant.
and bll. ^j.^ ^^.gj.g j^^j forgotten. The author of the
It was in the temple, however, that Zacharias is said to
have received a divine announcement of the birth of a
passage in question probably belonged to the period of
son ; the announcement is made in terms partly rethe Deuteronomic reform. Like Jeremiah ("12 266) he
sembling those used to Manoah's wife in Judg. 13s/^
regarded the temple at Shiloh as the precursor of the
Zacharias craved a sign, and is punished by dumbness
temple at Jerusalem. He felt, therefore, that some
until the fulfilment of the promise. When the child is
reason must be given for the fact that the family of
born, the father names him John (cp Jos. Ant. xiv. I3).
Eli which had officiated so long in Shiloh did not conThe Protev. Jac. seeks to improve upon this by making
tinue to do so in Jerusalem. Political grounds and the
Zacharias the high priest : he enters the Holy of Holies
authority of the king to regulate the service in his own
in his sacred attire. W e are not told that it was merely
' a voice' {Bath kol; cp Mt. 317) that Zacharias heard ;
1 [There is another view as to the origin of Zadok—viz., that
the parallel of the oracle given to John Hyrcanus, the
it is a modification of a gentilic name. This seems to be favoured
by an examination of the names with which this name is associhigh priest, as he was offering incense alone in the
ated in Chron. and Neh. It will, however, be permissible to
temple (Jos. Ant, xiii-IO3),
is therefore imperfect.
hold that the Zidkites (originally, it would appear, settled in
The long stay of Zacharias in the temple, and the
the Negeb) may have derived their name from pii", a secondary
title of the god worshipped in primitive times by this clan ; also
surprise which it produced (Lk. I21), may, however,
1 Cp the inaccuracy ofthe Tg. on Lam. 2 20 (ZECHARIAH, 15)
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that cultivated Israelites in later times interpreted ' Zadok' as
meaning 'just, righteous ' (cp Z E D E K I A H , § i).—T. K. C ]
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chapel had satisfied the religious ideas of a simpler age,
but did not by any means appear sufiticient to one who
had imbibed the ideas of Deuteronomy and regarded
the priesthood as directly subject to divine regulation.
Accordingly he puts into the mouth of an anonymous,
prophet the prediction that Eli's indulgence of his
depraved sons was to be visited upon his descendants
by the loss of the priesthood. Instead of the b'ne Eli
Yahwe was to raise up a new priestly race, and they
were to perform priestly functions before the anointed
king of Judah. The new family of priests was to share
in the perpetual endurance of the royal house. In
contrast with the Zadokites, the b'ne Eli were to sink
into obscurity and want. They were to petition their
rivals for the most subordinate offices of the priesthood.
Here perhaps the writer is thinking of the priests at the
high places who had been driven by Josiah from their
occupation, and had to depend for the future on the
grace ofthe priests at Jerusalem. True, the Deuteronomical code had given the country Levites right to
sacrifice at Jerusalem (Dt. I 8 7 / ) ; but though some
provision was made for them, the generous rate of D
proved impracticable. See E L I .
It is in any case certain that Ezekiel during the
exile, in a prophecy which was written about 573 B.C.,
vindicated the sole right of the Zadok3. Zadok a n d ites to the priesthood. H e draws the
Ezekiel.
sharpest line of demarcation between
the sons of Zadok and other Ee\ites. In D all Levites
form an ideal unity, all have in theory equal rights.
Ezekiel, on the contrary, passes sentence on the mere
Levites, holding them responsible for that worship on
the high places which was to him no better than
idolatrous. In time to come they are, he says, to be
debarred from ' approaching' Yahw^ in priestly service.
They are to be content with menial work, such as the
slaughter of victims and cooking their flesh, keeping
guard over the temple doors, etc.; only such Levites as
were sons of Zadok might presume to lay the fat and
blood on the altar (Ezek. 4.4:1$ f ) .
Two changes were yet to be made in the position of
the sons of Zadok, one enhancing their prestige, the
other modifying the exclusiveness of
4. Zadok i n P . their claims.
First, whereas Ezekiel
frankly took for granted the novelty of those unique
rights which he claimed for the Zadokites, the ' Priestly
Code' somewhat later put the divine election of the
priestly house back to the very dawn of Israel's histor)',
back to the time when Yahw^ chose Aaron as his priest.
Hence the Chronicler ( i C h . 653)was obliged to trace
the genealogy of Zadok to Eleazar the son bf Aaron.
In the next place the ideal of Ezekiel was not perfectly
realised. N o doubt few Levites of inferior family, in
proportion to the Zadokite priests, returned under
Zerubbabel and later under Ezra and Nehemiah (Neh.
7 ?.of. Ezra 8 2 / . ) .
Thus the Zadokites cannot have
had serious difficulty in securing that pre-eminence which
Ezekiel claimed for them. Nevertheless it seems that a
certain Daniel of the sons of Ithamar (Ezra 8 2 ; see
D A N I E L , 3) accompanied Ezra and, owing perhaps to
the uealth and consideration which his family enjoyed,
contrived to share in those priestly privileges which D
had assigned to all the Levites. Such, at least, is the
ingenious theory of Kautzsch [St. Kr., 1890, p. 7 7 8 / ) ,
and we may in any case be sure that some Levites who
did not claim origin from Zadok were priests in the
second temple. In their favour, then, the theory of
descent was modified. It was said that Aaron had
two sons who left issue : Eleazar, father of that hne
to which legitimate high priests belonged, and Ithamar,
the ancestor of legitimate priests but not of legitimate
high priests (so P in Ex. 623 Lev. 106 Nu. 428, so also
I Ch. 246). T h e Chronicler assigns sixteen classes to
the sons of Eleazar—i.e., the Zadokites—and half that
number to the descendants of Ithamar ( i Ch. 244). In
this way also he is able partially lo reconcile the double
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priesthood of Zadok and Abiathar with the notions of
his own time, since, as descendants of Ithamar, the
b'ne Eli were often lawful priests, though not high
priests.
See E L E A Z A R , E L I , I T H A M A R , and cp, further,
SADDUCEES.
2. Father of J E R U S H A [q.v.] (2 K. 15 33 2 Ch. 2 7 1 , a-aSoip [B]).
3. b . Baana, in list of wall-builders (see N E H E M I A H , § if,
EzKAii.jgg 16 [i] i5<;'), Neh. 34(<ja6ouK [,s*1); he is doubtless the
signatory to the covenant (see E Z R A i.j § 7) mentioned in N e h .
]0 21 [22] (o-aBovK [A], o-aBSovK [BK], eSSojK [L]). I n both cases
the name occurs together with Meshezabeel.
4. b. IM^TER [q.7'.] (Neh. 829, txaSovx [MD5. A scribe, temp. Kzra (Neh. 13 13, (raBSovK [B]).
W. E. A.

ZAHAM (Dm ; pooAAAM [B], ZAAAAA [A], zd.d.M
[L]), a son of Rehoboam (2 Ch. 1119). Perhaps from
Dn-i = Sxcm'; note (p^-^ and cp R A H A M (Che.).
ZAIR (in locative H T r ^ ' ; e i c ceicop [ B ] ; om. A ;
GK ciLOp [L]), a place on the way to Edom, where
Jehoram, king of Judah, 'rose up by night and smote
the Edomites ^\'ho had surrounded him ' (2 K. 821). See
JEHORAM, ^. It is strange to find that he also smote
' t h e captains of the chariots,' and we are in doubt as
to the true reference of the following clause, ' and the
people fled to their tents.' According to Benzinger and
Kittel, after v. 21a, the original narrative must have
stated how Jehoram was surrounded in Zalr (?) by the
Edomites; v. 21b (beginning nV? Dp N*in"'n'"i, EV ' a n d
he rose [up] by night') must relate a defeat of Jehoram
which nearly issued in the death or captivity of the king.
The people who fled can only be the men of Judah.
Stade, in ZATIV
21337-340 (1901), once more examines
the passage, 2 K. 821-24, reaffirming his conclusion in
GVI y537, n. J., so far as regards taking nnN as the
subject of Dp, and .y?,,! as an intentional alteration or
correction.
Instead of 22in ''IC UNI, Benzinger a n d Kittel wonld read
something like (or iriN) iCi' m ""'O. Both, however, hesitate to
identify Zair. Ewald thought of Zoar (li'i;); it is objected that
this place-name in © is trqyoip or trtywp (implying j ; = o ), whereas
Zair is ffetwp, a-Ltiip (i.e., ^=0-);

see'Buhl,

Edo7nite7'y 65. T h e

case, however, becomes entirt;ly altered, if otlllK h^^ been miswritten (as in other passages) for C^N. I t is a plausible theory
that the passages relative to Edom in 2 Samuel and Kings (most,
if not all of them) in their original form referred to ' Aram '—i.e.,
Jerahmeel, rather than to Edom (cp SAUL, § 3 ; J O K T H E E L , 2 ;
R E Z I N ; SALT, VALLEY O F ; ZOBAH).

2 K . 8 2 1 now becomes

plain. Emending the text in accordance with numerous analogies
we get, ' A n d Joram passed over to Misgur, and ah the chariots
with him, and [Aram] the Jerahmeelites smote him and the
captains of the chariots; and the people fled to their tents.'
Missur was presumalily a N . Arabian town, so called from the
region of Missur or Misrim (see M I Z R A I M ) . It may have been
originally intended in the lis't given in Josh. 15 52-54 by ZiOR
iliihlau (Riehm, HWB, 1813) tbinks Conder's identification
of Zair with the pass ez-Zuweret, in the SW. of the Dead Sea,
worth consideration ; Buhl, however (Edo7niter, 65, n. 2), finds
it inconsistent with "!3y'1 (but © has dve^ij, / y i , which may he
right).
T. K. C.

ZALAPH (^h-^ ; ceAe [B], cd.\e<^ [^l
father of Hanun (Neh. 830).

-ceA [AL]),

ZALMON (p^^pV. see § 4). T h e name occurs twice
in the OT, more frequently in the Talmud, but without
topographical data (Neub. Gdog. 275).
I. [ep/xiav [BAL], aepfioiv [©^^ in Moore], aeXp-wv [Eus.
OS 295 73, without indication of site]). The name given
in M T to a mountain near Shechem ^ (Judg. 948t).
In the underlying story, however, the scene of the doings of
Abimelech seems to have been placed in the Negeb, in and near
a place called C u s h a m ; Jerahmeel-Cusham may also (but cp
S H E C H E M , T O W E R O F ) be referred to. It is probably, therefore,
some mountain of a Jerahmeelite range, and © M ' S reading may
^ One might naturally think of Gerizim; the argument offered
for connecting the name with the southern peak of Hermon is
perfectly absurd (see Moore, judges, 265).
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be taken to confirm this. For pf^in (a.eppu)v) ia probably a
popular corruption of ?NDm''i''' ^xid we shall see (see ZALMON, ii.)
that po'?i; i"^ "ot improbably a popular corruption of '^xj.v^^t;" ;
now Jerahmeel' and ' I s h m a e l ' are repeatedly used as synonynis
so that in one form of the original story Mt. Jerahmeel may have
been spoken of, and in another Mt. Ishmael. T h e corruptions
' H e r m o n ' and ' Z a l m o n ' may of course ha\-e been made very
early. The equation, Hermon = jerahmeel, itluslratL-s Enoch (56
where the fallen angels, are saii.! to l\.i\'e dc-^c-iuled on Alt.
Hermon. Probably Mt. Jerahmeel was meant in the original
story; six of the names of the fallen ajigels are clearly cMrriint
forms of Jer.ihrn Jtl, T h e eariy leu'eiuls may all have a Jeralimeehte or X. Aralnan melting, Cp ZALMONAH.
^. AV SAI,M(1N (<T€Xfxo}v [BX] ; OCXILLO [R'"^]), accord-

ing to most, a mountain or mountain-range (Ps. 6S14
[15]!), the dark rocks of which (as if po'^:; meant ' darkcoloured,'from >^'c^i; ; cp nio'^'i) set off the brilliance of
the snow, when, as in the depth of winter, snow-falls
occurred. The psalmist is thought to c<:>mpare the dead
bodies, or perhaps the glistening arms or ornaments, of
slain warriors to snow on Zalmon. Wetzstein [.Ibh.
appended to Del. Hiob, and elsewhere) compares the
atraXuai'os of Ptol. 5 15 (7vzr. leet. aX(raXaf.i,os, aXuaSapLOs)
which is a name for the Hauran mountain range (alluding
to the dark volcanic rocks). This is thought to be confirmed hv reference to the Jeb-'l Haurdn in v. 15 [16],
where AX'etzsiein regdrds the phrase D'2jnJ "in as a
picturesque description of the crater-formation of this
highlv-volcjinic region (so Che. Ps.i^G^ Guthe, ZDPl^,
loSg, p. 231 ; Buhl, cautiously. Pal 118 ; but not
GASm. HG 550).
The whole passage, however, seems to be corrupt, and an
adequate restoration can only be hoped for by a searching reexamination of the whole passage (see Che. Ps.^-'^). Among the
current emendations of |'iO'?j, Krochmal's rilO?^ (derived from
T^.) is the most plausible. Duhm's Jl^p'3 and Lagarde's "in3
j|?.^'~ leave p - ' ^ i in all its unexpected and unlikely prominence.
_ ,
T. K. C.

ZALMON (jlO/V). the Ahohite, one of David's heroes;
2S.2328t (eKK(,iH—i-e.,
]VV [B], ceAAtoAA [A],
eAlMAN [L] ; Pesh. salmun, Vg. selmon) — !. Ch. Il29f
(iLAi, hV;

HAei [BN*], HAI [sup ras A^], nAd. [L] I

P e * . 'all: Hlai).
See N A M E S , § 4.
Inferring from the reading of © B L in 2 S. that the form in y
is original, Kittel (' Chron.' in SBOT) would read f c S y , 'Allman,
and Marquart compares A L E M E T H ( 5 ' . 7 ' . ) = A L M O N (but both
these names are probably corruptions of ' Jerahmeel'). T h e
name Ji:^'^'^, however, is in itself highly probable. T h e three
names p:^^^;' V^^'^ii' ^""^ nJi'^'^li ^H point to the Negeb—all are
N. Arabian, and all are (or spring from) popular corruptions of
'^N;'"::-—a synonym, be it observed, of ^NOm'- C p N u . 14o,
if CIT: \'\-Z'X (Crit. Bib.) is correct which makes ^h'S. ID DH ll-Tn*?
L:~''^>"- 3 " editorial attempt to make sense of tli'j hailh-written
wor']- of a gloss on *the people of the land,' viz., c''^vX,'::m'
c'^.S'till" P'^N'V-^" ('Jerahmeelites, Ishmaelites, Jerahmeelite-'), for whicii numerous parallels can be offered (see Crit.
Bi,!'). ' T h e y are our b r e a d ' and 'their shadow has departed
from t h e m ' are clearly impossible. There is indeed another
theorj-, which would be tempting, if we were to look at these
names by themselves, and not in the light of convergent textcritical arguments—viz., to find in pnSjC a trace of the god nh'^
(SLM) worshipped at Teima (see ZAL.MUNNA). But in similar
cases a better solution is generally forthcoming. Certainly one
of David's heroes might well have a name corrupted from
' I s h m a e l ' or 'Jerahmeel.'
T . K. C .

ZALMONAH fn^b^PV ; ceAA^ooNA [BAL]), a stage
in the wandering in the wilderness (Nu. 3 8 4 1 / ) ,
The preceding station is Mt. Hor—i.e., according to the theory
which best accounts for a multitude of facts, Mt. Jerahmeel (sec
MOSES, §§ 14-18, with n. 2, col. 3217), Another name of some
part of the chief Jerahmeelite mountain-range was probably
Zalmon—i.e., Ishmael (a synonym of Jerahmeel).

It is reasonable to think that the name ' Zalmonah
is only a doublet of ' Hor,' and that in reality the same
mountain district is meant by both nan\es. See, however, W A N D E R I N G S , W I L D E R N E S S OF.

T. K. C.

ZALMUNNA (i;37D^V I C A A M A N A [NAR^TL], CAAM&N [R*], but CGAAAANA [ B ] ) . a Midianite prince always

mentioned withZEBAH [!?.^.](Judg. 8 4 ^ , Ps, 8811). His
name (the pointing of which seems designed to suggest
the iiUerpretation ' protection refused') is very probably
compounded with that of the old deity D'?!!^ {see T E M A ) .

For the second part of the name we may compare the
OT yjfri', yjDn, and perhaps also nyjD on a Nabatcean
inscription from Hegra (cp Moore, Judges, 220), or
the first part of the place-name "^N'^J (Josh. 19 27; cp

nyiin, V. T3, and see Neubauer, Athenaeum, 28th Feb.
1885 ; Baethg. Beitr. 8 0 / } .
s. A. C.
ZAMBRI, 1. (z^MBpei [ B ] , - p i c [ A ] ) i E s d . 9 3 4 R V
(AV Zamtais) = Ezra 1042 AMARIAH, 3.

-.. ['^api.^p[e]L [ANV]) I Macc. 226, RV ZiMRi, q.v,
ZAMOTH (Z(\MO0 [BA]), i Esd. 928 = Ezra IO27,
ZATTU.

ZAMZUMMIM (D'-tDTDr; zoyOMeiN [B], -A^A^GIN

[B'^'^], Z0M20MM€IN [A], ZOMMGIN [FL]), a branch
of the R E P H A I M [tj.v.), so called by the Ammonites (Dt.

22o)t. Some compare Ar, za7ntama, ' a distant rustling
sound,' and zizim, ' t h e hissing, whistling sound made
by the JI7in of the desert in the night' (so Schwally,
ZATW,
1898, p. 13B, and W . R. Smith, aj. Dr.
Deut. 40).
_But these early names are so liable to corruption that the view
given elsewhere of the probable variant ZUZIM (q.v.) is perhaps
more probable.
x. K. C.
ZANOAH (riiJT, probably an expanded Jerahmeelite
clan-name [cp Shelah and Sha'ul], and, if so, presumably to be added to the group" containing Jaazaniah,
Jezaniah, Aznoth-tabor, Uzzen-sheerah; the superficially
obvious meaning 'stench,' though defensible [ N A M E S ,
§ 106], is hardly plausible, and the parallels for such a
name are all textually suspicious—see, e.g., M A D M E N ,
O P H N I , Z I P H R O N ; zd.N60 [BXAL]).

T, The name of a personified clan together with its
chief centre, i Ch. 418 [^apLtov [BA], ^avwe [L]).
The reputed father is Jekuthiel, a name which, like Joktheel
and Eltekeb,ismost probably oneofthe many current corruptions
of Jerahmeel.3 T b e clan referred to was therefore ofthe Negeb
(see closing paragraph).

2. A city in the S H E P H E L A H (>/.V.), Josh. I534 [ravoj

[B]).
Also (Ges.-Bu.) mentioned in Neh. 313 [^avcov
[L]) and 1130 (om. BNA, ^avcoe [Nc.am^. mf.jj_ Robinson (.5./? 2343) identifies with Zdnti, a. ruin 2^ m. S.
from 'Ain Shems (see BETH-SHEMESH).

There is, however, an element of uncertainty in these identifications, owing to the transference of names, and to the geographical mistakes of redactors (see SOCOH). T h e original
Zanoah, like theoriginal Socoh, was most probably in the Negeb.
In N'--l]. I I 3 0 'Adullam,' which follows 'Zanoah,' was very
prul):dil\' a Jerahmeelite city in the Negeb, and ' L a c h i s h ' has
ariscf] oLLt of ' Eshcol' (see N E G E B , § 7).
T. K. C.

ZAPHNATH-PAANEAH, RV Z a p h e n a t h - p a n e a h
1 So Noldeke and Clermont-Ganneau, Neubauer (Athe77eeum,
l.c.) suggests that the same divine name should be read in N u .
1 4 9 ; D7K (not D?:>, ' their shadow' *) has departed from them,
but Yahw^ is with u s . ' ©BAFL'S O /caipos must have arisen out
of 6 KvpiQS which a few MSS and the Arm. actually have (cp
Neub. I.e.).
T h e M T , however, makes a very satisfactory
sense. In folk-lore the shadow is often identified with the object
itself (cp Frazer, Golden Bough,(-) 1 2S7), and the loss of the
shadow is regarded as the loss of life itself
[Note, however,
the solution of the text-critical problem given elsewhere
( Z A L M O N , 2).]

1 N o t e that in the M T of Ps. 42 7 [6] D'^NDn")^ (Jerahmeelim)
has become a'jiD-in- See M I Z A R , T H E H I L L OF.
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In the preced-

ing and following groups of names in Josh. 1034 occur
Zorah and Soco, which apparently suits the proposed
identification. In 0 5 25838 159i2 Zanoah is stated to
be in the district of Eleutheropolis.
3. i\ city in the hill-country of Judah, Josh. 1656
{'{aKavaeipL, taking in ypn from v. 57 [B],'^avov[L]).
Van de Velde and Robinson identify ^\•ith Zrt'««?'«, a ruin
SW. of Yutta (Jutta, mentioned in the preceding group
in Josh.), though, being nearly as far S. as esh-Shuweike
(Socoh), it might seem more plausible to connect the
name with 2.

2 See S H A P H A N , U Z Z E N - S H E E R A H .
3 See N E G E B , § 7, and cp J O K T H E E L .
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( m y s r i J i i ) : ; vfONeoMct)d.NHx [ A E ] , y o M e . [ L ] :
2(\AMi>ANH. ACAM(l5ANH. Cd.4)AM4)<NN H [Aq.], CACt)A0<})ANH [Sym.]), the Egyptian name reported tohave been
given to Joseph by the Pharaoh (Gen. 4145). F o r t h e
older explanations see below.
It has now become
customary to seek explanations of the name from ancient
Egyptian. Lenormant compares the title of Ka-77iose, a
king of the seventeenth dynasty, 'zaf-71-to,' ' nourisher of
the world' (Hist. anc. de I'Or., 1869, I363); this, he
holds, explains Zaphnath. Since the time of Lepsius
(Einl. 171 d. Ch7'o7tologie der Agypten, I382) most scholars
have explained njys by the Egyptian pala7ih [das Lebe7i,
la vie, life).
Brugsch [Gesch. Ag., 1877, p. 248)
formerly interpreted the whole name, ' governor of the
district of the place of Hfe' [i.e., of the Sethroitic nome);
but in 1891 (Die Aegyptologie, 240) he adopted Steindorff s explanation (see ZA 2742), which is also given by
Crum in Hastings' DB\66sb, as the only admissible one,
under the form jephnoutefdneh (se[d]-p-ntite[r']-[e]f-'o7ih),
' God speaks (and) he lives,' Lieblein, however (' Mots
igyptiens dans la B i b l e , ' / ' ^ . S ^ , May 1898, pp. 202^?;),
criticises this, and proposes the form cfnti pa-ank, ' he
who gives the notirishment of life.' Finally, Marquart
(' ChronoL Untersuch.,' Philologus, 7 676 / ! ) thinks
that m ( = fn) indicates that Joseph was a worshipper
of Iten, the solar disk, the god honoured by Amenhotep IV. ; njyCs] is misplaced, and belongs to the
name of Joseph's wife (onjN). T h e present writer held
out as long as he could for an Egyptian explanation,
regarding n:DS as a corruption of nJt'D, and explaining
the latter in Lepsius' way ; he inclined to read Joseph's
Egyptian name as Pa-anh, or rather Pianhi, which is
the name of a famous king of the twenty-fifth dynasty ;
this might mark the date of the Joseph narrative in its
present form ; see E G Y P T , § 6 5 / . , J O S E P H ii., §§ 4, 11.

It is of course possible that the redactor of the beautiful
Joseph-story may have had such a name as Pianhi in
his mind. But it can be made highly probable that
underneath our Joseph-story there was another, the
scene of which was laid in the Negeb and in the land
of Misrim. If we accept this, we may reasonably
suppose that njSa is a corruption or alteration of nsnu,
and riJyD of on^a. T h e marriages of Joseph and of
Eleazar b. Aharon are plainly parallel. Eleazar (Ex.
625) marries u. daughter of P U T I E L ( = Zarephathi),
and has a s o n named P H I N E H A S ( = Jerahmeel) ; Joseph
marries a daughter of Potiphera (=Zarephathi), and
his own name is called Zarephath-jerahmeel. T h e
marriage of Moses will also be remembered ; his wife's
name was Zipporah, which (see MOSES, §§ 2, 4) is most
probably a modification or distortion of the place-name
Zarephath.
T h e plausibility of Egyptological explanations must be admitted, even if we hold that the original narrators had a N .
Arabian, not an Egyptian horizon.
Already Jerome says,
'Interpretatur sermone ..lEgyptio . . . salvator mundi, eo quod
orbem terrce ab imminente famis excidio liberavit.' Onk. gives,
' The man to whom mysteries are revealed ' ; ps.-Jon., ' the man
who reveals mysteries.' Similarly Jos. Ant. ii.6 i, Pesh., Saad.
See also Harkavy, Journ. As. 15 (1870) 17% jf; Wiedemann,
Sammlung
altdg. Wdrter, 2 1 ; Levesque, Rev. Bibl., 1899,
pp. 412^:^
_
T . K. C.

ZAPHON (fl3^, cp Sapuna in the Amarna Tablets
I7.1i6, a S, Pal. city [see KAT^) 479], and B A A L ZEPHON), a Gadite city—cp the Gadite
1. l l i e
names n^;; and jvDi:—lying ' i n the
traditional
' •
valley'—i.e., of the Jordan (Josh. 1827
facts.
CA<j>AN [B], -toN [AL]), and again,
according to RV'"^'-, in the account of the quarrel of
the Ephraimites with Jephthah (Judg. 121 HJ^D^ RV"^^' t o Z A P H O N ' ; Kect>6iNA [A], ce(t>HN^ [ L ] ; "'northwards ' EV and (B^) ; but others question the text (see
J E P H T H A H , § 3, u. i ) . It is mentioned after Bethnimrah and Succoth.
T h e Jer. Talm. (Sheb. 9 2
fol. 38 d) identifies it with mo, the later 'Amatho,
Amathus, and mod. 'Amateh, a little to the N. of the
Zerka (Jabbok) on the E. bank of the Jordan, and at
S37Q

ZAREPHATH
the mouth of the W a d y er-Rugeib ; ^ but Buhl considers
this doubtful [Pat. 2 5 9 ; Ges.-Bu. s.v.).
Josephus
(Ant. xiii. I25) mentions A(sui<po)v (Schlatter,
ZDPV
19224, A-<ja<po)v) ' n o t far from the river J o r d a n ' [ov
TxbppioBev TOV 'lopbdvov

xxorap-ov).

The occurrence of Sapuna as a S. Palestinian placename and of Baal-zephon in the account of the Exodus
- .
may well make us somewhat critical
,
towards the statements of the traditional
* text respecting a trans-Jordanic Zaphon.
There is also strong reason to think that when Jeremiah
gives prophetic warning of an invasion of Jewish
territory/r(7w the no7'th (e.g., Jer. I 1 4 / ! 46 6r) it is not
of the Scythians nor of any modern people that he is
thinking, but of «, people inhabiting a land called
Zaphon or Zaphan (cp Z E P H A N I A H ) . So in Joel220
' the northern [army],' as E V renders, should rather be
' the Zephonite,' and in Ezek. 386 it is from the land of
Zaphon, in N. Arabia, that the terrible hordes of Gog
are to appear. In Jer. 1512 too, ' h o n from the north '
should not improbably be ' iron from Zaphon' ; the
following words ' and brass remind us that T U B A L C A I N — i . e . , the Kenite Tubal according to the general
view—was, * [the father of] every artificer of brass and
iron ' ; and that Rehoboth was ifl David's time richly
supplied with brass (see T E B A H ) .
It would take too much space to show what a bright light this
theory (in connection with the larger historical theory of the
relations between Israel-Judah and Jerahmeel) throws on many
pa.s.sages. But it may be well to point out (referring for details
to Crit. Bib.) that underlying the story of the Gileadite Jephthah there is an earlier story of a J e p h t h a h in the Negeb, and
that the troublesome word njiQi; ( E V northward) in J u d g . 12 i
should probably be rendered ' to Zaphon ' ; the original narrative
meant a locality in the Jerahmeelite Negeb. Also that in Josh.
13 27 the mention of Succoth and Zaphon is followed by ' the
rest ofthe kingdom of Sihon king of Heshbon.' It appears as if
P had access to early lists of names, the geographical reference
of which he did not always understand.
T . K . C.

ZARA (zd.pA [Ti. W H ] ) , Mt. I 3 AV, RV ZERAH, . .
ZARACES, RV Zarakes ( Z A R I O N

[ B ] , Z&PAKHN

[AL]), in I Esd. I38 represents the JEHOAHAZ (q.v.) of
the corresponding passage 2 Ch. 364.
According" to
2 Ch. Jehoahaz was taken by Necho to E g y p t ; but
in the i Esd. passage he is brought by Joakim out of
Egypt. This and other differences seem to be due to
the fact that the author of i Esd. was copying from a
corrupt or illegible Heb7'ew MS.
ZARAH (nnt). Gen. 8830 AV, RV Z E R A H , I.
ZARALAS (zARAlOY M ) -

( i ) i Esd. 58 = Ezra22

S E R A I A H , 7. (z) i Esd. 8 2 (^apaiou [A]) ; see Z E R A H I A H (i),
(3) I Esd. 8 31 (fopatoy [BAL]) ; see Z E R A H I A H (2). (4) i Esd.
8 34 (^apatas [BAD t see Z E B A D I A H (3).

ZARDEUS (zApAdvlAC [A]), i Esd, 928 = Ezra 1027
AZIZA.

ZAREAH

(n^lV),

Neh. 1129

Cnyi-Vn), i Ch. 253 A V .

AV, Zareathites

See ZORAH.

ZAREPHATH ( n s n V ;'' cApenTd. [BAL]), a place
on the high-road between Tyre and Sidon (cp Jer. OS
1544), where, according to the traditional text, Elijah
resided with a widow after leaving the brook Cherith
(i K. 1 7 9 / cec^GA [A in v. 9] ; cp Lk. 426 cd^penTd.
THC ciAcoNiAc; RV 'Zarephath, in the land of
Sidon').
But the difficulty of supposing that this Phoenician woman
was a worshipper of Yahwe is very great, and since ( i ) CHERITM
(q.v.) must certainly be Rehoboth, a n d (2) even the traditional
text elsewhere makes Elijah seek out a refuge in N . Arabia
(i K. 1 0 ; see MIZKAIM), we are compelled to suppose corruption
of the text, and to read in i K. 17 9, ' Arise, get thee to Zarephath,
1 For Amathus, cp Burckh. Syr. 3^6, Buhl, Pal. 259, and
Schiir. GJVl22if.
It is often mentioned by J o s . (cp Ant.
xiii. 3 3 xiv. 5 4 Bji.S 5), and is placed by him on the Jordan.
Eus., on the contrary, makes it 21 R. m. from Pella (OS21976).
2 Lagarde (Ubers. 84, n o t e * ) finds the vocalisation s t r a n g e ;
in Palestine we should expect nsni'.
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ZARETHAN

which belongeth to M u s u r ' ("ili'S^ Iw^S*). Zarephath is also
It is an easy day's journey from Ruheibeh ( R E H O B O T H , ]\IT'S
mentioned as a border-city of Canaan in Obad. 20 ((Tape<ji9itiv
Cherith ') to Sehaila, though Palmer was accidentally delayed.
[Qa]), not, however, on the north, but on the south (see
Possibly the name Zarephath, as applied to a Phcenician town,
NEGEB, § 3 ; S E I ' H A R A D ) . A district of the Negeb, in the far
appears under the di.sguise of .MISKEI*HOTH-MAIM in Josh, l i s
S. of Palestine, was called after the Zarephathites l (i S. 30 16),
and David's bodyguard was partly composed of Zarephathites.
T h e Phoenician Zarephath is the Zarputa of the
It is true, ' Pelethites,'not 'Zarephathites,' is the traditional
reading in 2 S. 8 18 etc. ; but peleth'i and a.\sopeleth in i (^h. '1 33
Egyptian Pap. Anast. 1 (Rpy^)2iio),
and the Sariptu
(Nu. It) i) are corrupt, and ought probably to he read \.F?Vof the Taylor inscription of Sennacherib
(KB2go)
phdthi SLX\d sarephath respectively (see I ' E L E T H , P E L E T H I I E S ,
Muhlau (HlVBi-), 1814) supposes glass-manufacture to
and cp P A L T I , i).
have flourished at Zarephath ; Masius (in Poole's Svn.)
It is also highly probable tbat the Zarephathites are the foes
thought of the smelting of metals.
The modern name
referred to in 2 S. "21 15-22. T h e nature of the war with ilic
of Zarephath is Sa/'afend, which is now about a mile
Philistines here referred to has :>urprised many readers; it
contrasts strongly with the \\\ufaix' described in r S. 31. If,
from the coast, but was on the shore in the time of the
however, Petistini should rather he Sdrephdthlm
(as certainly
Crusaders.
Sec Rob. BR 247$; Thomson, L. a7id B.
in I S. 30 10), we can much more easily understand the narrative.
itioff.
Cp Pii<],MciA, ;<§ 4, 6.
That ' Gath ' and ' Gob ' should rather he ' Rehoboth " is pointed
out elsewhere ( R E H O B O T H ) . It was the warriors of Musri (see
In 2 S. 8 3 12 106 8 we hear of a ' Hadad-ezer, . . . king of
MIZRAIM. § 2 b), famous in later traLhliLm for their unusuLil
Zobah,' whose realm we must suppose tuha\-c been either in Syria
stature, wlio at the time referred to gave 1 ).u'id so much trouble.
or in N . Palestine (sec ZOBAH). It is however, somewhat more
Mu'^ri may originally have included Zarephath and Rehoboth
probable that r\2\^ (ZolKih) is a mutilated and corrupt form of
(see below, on Gew. 10 i \f.).
Not improbably 2 S, 'll 1^ ff. is
n3"li, Sarefath. 'J'he name Hadad-ezer for a N . Arabian king is
properly the sequel of 2 S. "1 17-23. There is considerable reason
perfectly credible.
T h e ' i m a g e s ' of the Zarephathites (not
to suppose that Da\ id conquercLi Rehoboth (miswritten in 2 S.
Philibtines') are spoken of in 2 S. 621 (an old narrative).
21 i&ff. Gob and Gath)—one of ihe chief cities of his foes—and
An
obscure
passage
in Judg. 17 7 becomes more significant if
fetched the ark of Vahwe from the house of OBED-EDOM the
we suppose a reference to Zarephath. The young Levite there
Rehobothite (not ' t h e Gutite')A series of important corspoken
of
is
described
as ' out of Bethlehem-judah, ofthe family
rections also becomes highlyprobable in 2 8 . 517-25. 'Philisof J u d a h . ' As Budde rightly sees, there is something wrong
tines' should probably be ' Zarephathites'(•'03-1*;); ' t h e v a l l e y
here ; he would correct * J u d a h ' into ' IMoses ' (cp 18 30). More
of Rephaim' should be ' the valley of the Jerahmeelites ' ; ' over
plausibly we may read ' from Beth-jerahmeel, from Zarephath of
ag.iinst the mulberry trees' should be ' over against [Perez of] the
Jerahmeelites'; ' i n the tops o f t h e mulberry trees' should be
Judah' (SNDnT for rv^rs'' onS and nsi^io for nnDc;'DO; cp
'in Perez of the Jerahmeehtes.' Perez, be it noted here again,
m£:~irO for n'Dl^i in Josh.). Tradition seems to connect the
is surely a corruption of Sarefath (Zarephath) ; see P E R E Z . ConLevites with Kadesh, which was not far from Zarephath. For
sequently 'Baal-perazim' may well come from ' Baal-sarefath
other supposed disguises of Zephath or Zarephath, see SHAPHAT,
(or -sarefethim).' Lastly, in the descriptive phrase ' from Geba
T I S H B E H ; cp also M I C A K , BOOK OF, § 4 ( / ) ; M E A R A H ;
as far as the approach to Gezer ' (r-. 25) the proper names should
MISREPHOTH-MAIM_ T I R Z A H , ZARETHA.N.
T . K . C.
be ' Rehoboth ' and ' Gadesh ' = ' Kadesh ' respectively. I t also
becomes probable that ' Perez-uzzah ' i n 2 S. 0 8 has arisen out of
ZARETHAN, RV of (a) J o s h . 3 i 6 (b) i K . 4 i 2 (c)
* S.irefath-azzah' (strong-Zarephath). Cp PERAZIM, P E R E Z 746. T h e same name is clearly represented by Z E R E D A H ((V)
UZ2A. This involves parallel corrections in 2 S.'J3 8-23. T h e
2 C h . 4 i 7 and (e) 1 K. II26, probably also by ZERERAH (f)
'Phili.stines' sbould very probably be ' t h e Zarephathites,'just
J u d g . 7 22. I n ( a ) a n d ( < ; ) M T h a s \rcy^; io.(b) n^niy (locative),
as in 7'. 21 ' Egj-ptian' should doubtless be ' M i s r i t e ' (see
MIZKAIM, § 2 b). David a n d his gibborim are fighting in the
AV Z A R T H A N A H ; in (d) n n i l i ; (locative) ; in (e) ^T}"^^- <S in
region which adjoins their own homes (cp H A R A R I T E , J E K A B (d) gives KaQLaLpeLv [B], KapLaQLap^ehp [AFL], which Hollenberg!
ZEEL. ZIKLAG), to maintain their hold on the ' cities of the Jerahtakes to be a development of crapdav ; (b) aeaadav [Bj, eakLavdav
meelites' (see I S. 3O29), T h e 'Valley of R e p h a i m ' should
[A], a-ap6av [ L ] ; in (c) cretpa [B], aLapap. [A], (rapQav [ L ] ; in
;;;ai[i be the 'Valley of the Jerahmeelites,' and ' B e t h l e h e m '
(d) (TLpSadaL [B], (raSaBa [A], aapiSaOa [ L ] ; in (e) 17 aapeipa
(tv. 14-16) is an early corruption (like Ir hammelah) of Beth[BL], 17 aapiSa [A], and in the long additional passage © B L twice
jerahmeel. It m a y b e added that it is probably the 'Zarephathhas o-apELpa.
ites,^ not the ' Philistines,'who fight against Keilah in tbe true
te.vt of I S. -3 1-5. T h u s in the story of David, not less than in
Let us assume provisionally the correctness of the
that of Jacob, there are traces of a more ancient and in some
textual readings, and consider the geographical bearings
re.=pe<:[> ver\- different underlying narrative. Cp also SAUL.
h i> moreover in a high degree probable that the ' En-mishpat'
1 Josh 316 etc ^^ ^'^^ ^^^ ^ " ' ^ •^-^^' ^^^"^ ^'^^' ^^'^^^^^
of Gen. 147, which is loosely identified in an inserted gloss
corresponds with (c), it is plain that
with ' Kadesh,'sbould be corrected into ' E n - (or rather Ir-)
the Chronicler, or the compiler from whom he drew,
Zarephath'—i.e. 'fountain (rather, city) of Zarephath.'
Ceridentified Zarethan and Zeredah.
From ( / ) we may at
tainly this helps to produce a consistent s t o r y ; Kadesh and
least infer that Zererah (?) lay to the S. of Abel-meholah.
Zarephath will be found (see SHDOM) to be both mentioned in the
more ancient narrative which underlies our Gen. 14, as, according
A more definite result is gained from (c), where (if the
to the view proposed above, both names occur in the story which
text is in the main correct) it is stated that Zarethan
underlies 2 8 . 0 1 7 - 2 5 . And the only plausible explanation of
was situated near Succoth in the Jordan valley.
From
' Hassophereth ' or ' Sophereth' in Ezra 2 55 Neh. 7 57 is that it
is a corruption of the same ancient place-name Zarephath.
[b) no inference is possible in the present state ofthe text.
This latter correction points the way to another of much
A still more important passage is Josh. 3i6 (a).
We
greater importance—viz. CTlD^i; (Sarefathim) for D'DinS in Gen,
learn from it that Zarethan lay beside the city called
10 14 (see PATHRUSI.M). T h a t Mi-^rim, not Mizraim, was the son
Adam or Adan^ah (see A D A M , i.).
Between Adam or
of Ham (Jerahmeel), is a view which sheds a bright light on a
series of obscure names (cp Crit. Bib.).
And no one can fail to
Adamah and Succoth this passage (see JERICHO, § 4),
see at once how easily Zarephath might be miswritten as P U T
together with i K. 746, suggests that there was a ford by
(Gen 106) and as Z E P H A T H (qq.v.).
T h e difficulties of the
which the main road crossed the Jordan, and such a ford
narrative in Judi;. 117 are considered elsewhere ( H O R M A H ) . It
may, however, be pointed out again that the starting-point of the
there is near the Jisr ed-Damieh, at the confluence of the
Judahites was K a d e s h - ' b a r n e a ' (see J E R I C H O , § 2). There is
Jabbok and the JORDAN [q.v., § 7).
We must therea place on the way to Hormah, or rather Rahamah (see
fore at any rate reject all forms of the theory that
HOKMAH), which they would naturally attack in passing ; it
Zarethan, which lay ' b e s i d e ' that city, was in the
is Sebaita'- (24 m. N N E . of 'Ain Kadis). T h e ruins ( o f t h e
Byzantine period) are imposing; doubtless they stand on the
vicinity of Beth-shean. ^ More acceptable geographically
site of much older cities. At the entrance of the only p^ss by
is the view of Van de \'elde, who connects Zarethan
which Sebaita can be approached is a ruined fort on the top of
with the lofty Karn Sartabeh (the Nn^nD of the Mishna),*
a hill; this was probably an appendage of the ancient Zephath,
the great landmark of the Jordan valley, W. of Jisr edwhich in spite of the imperfect phonetic ci.>rres[ionrience uf the
names must be the Zephath or Zarephath nf the O T , " We can
Damieh.
T o this we shall return presently.
now fully understand the journey of" Elijah related in i K. I79.
W e pass on to the difficult passage marked above as
^ See N E G E B , § 2. i. T h e commentators treat the difficulty
of ' the land of the Philistines' too lightly. T h e view here
adopted is that by an error of the scribe sny has become [^^3.
^ \\'e might also think of Mesraifeh, N . of Sebaita, but this Is
geographically less plausible. Least probable of all sites is the
Nakb es-Safa, S E . of Kurnub, though this commended itself to
Robinson"(5j^(-) 2 181). See Trumbull,
Kadesh-Bamea.
'^ See Palmer, Desert ofthe Exodus, 3717?;; Rowlands, the
discoverer of the site, took the .same view (G. Williams, Hoty
City, 1 464) ; also Furrer (Riehm, HWBm
654/).

1 Der Char, der Alex. Uebers. des B. Jos., 17.
2 In PEPQ, 1874, p. 182, Conder finds a trace of the name in,
the 'Ain Zahrah and the Tulul Zahrah, 3 m. W. of BeisOn. At
this point the opposite cliffs approach so closely that a blockage
of the ri\-er (such as a shock of earthquake might occasion) would
leave its bed temporarily dry. Tyrwhitt Drake (/'^j^C?, 1875, p .
31) thought of Tell Sarem, 3 m. S. of Beisan ; but he relied on
©'V's corrupt reading criapap in i K. 7 46.
3 Rosh ha-Shdnah, 2 3 ; cp Neubauer, Geog. du Talm. p. 42
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ZARETH-SHAHAR
(<?).
2.

ZEBOIM

It is plausible to infer from the fact that (3^ places
Tr ^^ .: *. Jcroboam's residence at the time of
I K. I I 2 6 e t c . ; •

,

-,1

.

. -1

1 ,'T^

his son s illness at aapeipa, whilst M T
gives the name as Tirzah (i K. I417), that the true name
of Jeroboam's city was Tirzah. It is very possible,
however, that both Zererah and T I R Z A H (q.v.) conceal
some other name, and if our view of Solomon's reign
and of the extraction of Jeroboam is correct (see
SOLOMON), the name underlying them is Z A R E P H A T H

(q.v.).
This would not, however, justify us in substituting at once Zarephath for Zarethan in (a), (b), [c),
(d), and (/.). The text of these passages urgently needs
to be examined with a more searching criticism. T h e
claims of the Karn Sartabeh deserve at least a hearing
(cp JMRICHO, § 2), and if this site be adopted Abel-

meholah will probably be the oasis of Karawa, N. of
Sartabeh.

See JERICHO, § 2.

It is not necessar}'- to

assume that Sartabeh and Sarethan are connected as
names. T h e question is purely geographical.
Karn Sartabeh is thus described,
' T h e top of the mountain is a cone, artificially shaped, and
some 270 ft. high. On all sides but the west this is practically
unapproachable; on the west a trench has been
3. E.a.ril cut, and the .saddle thus made lower.'
* The
S a x t s i b e l l . ruins on the summit consist of a central structure with a surrounding wall, and of an aqueduct with cisterns. An old road leads up from the south, with
rock-cut steps in one place.' ' T h e general appearance of the
place is that of a fortress.' (PERM'6 sge f)
We must not, however, treat this as more than a provisional
and (in spirit) conservative conjecture, and it may be permissible
to refer in advance to the treatment of passages containing
Zererah in Crit. Bib. See also SUCCOTH, and cp Buhl, Pat. i8r.
T. K. C.

ZARETH-SHAHAR ( i n C ' n m V ) . J o s h . l S i g AV.
RV Z E R E T H - S H A H A R

(q.v.).

ZARHITES (^rri-rri), NU.2613AV,
ZARTANAH (Hjrn.V),
THAN

SeeZERAH, I.

. K . 4 i 2 AV, RV Z A R E -

ZEBAH ( n n t , zeBee [BKARTL] ; 'victima, sive
hostia,' Jer, OS 49g) a. Midianite king or chieftain,
mentioned with Zalmunna in the story of Gideon
(Judg. 85-21 ; cp Ps. 83II [12]). Just as Zalmunna corresponds to Oreb (the vowels in both names are unoriginal) in the parallel narrative, so Zebah corresponds
to Zeeb.
T h e originals of the two former names are probably Ishmael
and 'Arab ; the common original of the two latter may be Zebib
' the long-haired.'

See G I D E O N , O R E B , Z A L M O N , 2, Z A L M U N N A .

T. K. C.

ZEBAIM (D';3>'n),for ' P o c h ^ e t h of Zebaim,' Ezra
257 A V .

R V h a s POCHERETH-HAZZEEAIM

[q.V.).

ZEBEDEE (zeBeAAioc [Ti. W H ] , § 52 ;^i.e.

niT,

see Z E B A D I A H ) , of Galilee, the father of James and

John (Mt. 421 etc.).
ZEBIDAH [riy2\,
ZEBUDAH

K t . ) , 2 K. 2836

RV, AV

(q.v.).

ZEBINA (XJ'^nr, as if ' bought,' from Aram, p t , § 83,

(q.v.).

ZARTHAN (innV), I K.746 AV, RV Z A R E T H A N

(q.v.).
ZATHOE, RV Zathoes (zAeoHC [BA]), i Esd.
832 = E z r a 8 5 .
ZATTU.

I, 2. Assigned to the Benjamite (see B E N J A M I N , § 9) clan
B E R I A H (i Ch. 8 15, a^afiapia [B], . . . 5ta [A]), but in v. 17 to
E L P A A L . T h e context probably refers to the Negeb. T h e
names are very nearly all unmistakably J e r a h m e e l i t e ; ' G a t h , '
as often, m a y have grown out of a mutilation of ' Rehoboth '
(CheA
3. b. Jeroham of Gedor, one of David's warriors (i Ch. 1:^ 7,
^a^LSLa [B]). See D A V I D , § n (a) iii.
4. b. Asahel, one of David's captains (i Ch. 27 7, a)S5«ias [B],
^apSLas [A], 'SaLas [L]). See D A V I D , § 11 (c) i.
5. b. Ishmael, ruler of house of J u d a h (2 Ch. 19 n , ^a)3S[e]ta9
[BA], ^a^a&ias [L]). Possibly originally the same as
6. T h e Levite who with others was sent to the cities of J u d a h
with the book of the m n ' m i n ( 2 C h . l 7 8 , ^a|86[€]i.as[BAL]).
T h e neighbouring names suggest connection with the Negeb
(Che.).
7. b. Meshelemiah, « Korhite (i Ch. 26 2, ^a^afita? [AL],
^axapLas [B]).
8. b. ISiichael, one of the b'ne Shephatiah, a post-exilic famify,
E z r a 8 8 (^a^fieia [B], -fitas [A], -5tou [ L ] ) ; in i Esd. 8 34
Z A R A I A S (^apaias [B] om. A, ^ap&Las [L]),
g. b. I M M E R [^.V.] (Ezra 10 20, ^a)35[e]t(t [BNA], -Sias [L], in
I Esd. 9 21 ZABDEUS (^ajSSatos [BA], a^aa-Las [L]).

See J A H A Z I E L , 5 ; S H E C H A N I A H ,

3;

ZATTU (N-inT; zAOeoYd. [AL], zAeoYi*^ [BN])The b'ne Zattu, a family in great post-exilic list (see E Z R A ii.
§ 9, § 8 c), E z r a 2 8 (reckoned at 9 4 5 ; ^aOova [ B ] ) - N e h . 7 i 3
(reckoned at 845 [840 B ] ; ^a6doveia [ « ] ) = ! Esd. 5 12, Zatliui
(^arov [B], ^a06ovL [A]); represented among the signatories to
the covenant (see EzR.A.i. § 7), Neh. 1014 [15], AV Z a t t h u
(^aOdovLa [A], -BQatas [L]), and in the list of those with foreign
wives (see E Z R A i. § 5 end), Ezra 10 27 (^a$ova [Al)= i Esd. 9 28,
ZA.MOTH (^a.|U.o0 [BA]). T h e name is to be restored in the list
of families in Ezra's caravan ; see J A H A ; ; I E L , 5.

cp Palm. x^nJD,^ hut perhaps really a popular corruption of
'?KyD[r' [the '7 in which name is often corrupted in the mouth
of the people into j ( C h e , ) ] ; cp also Ass.-Aram. x331; Hilprecht
gives the Jewish name Zablna from Nippur, fifth centnry;
^av^tva [B], ^ap.peiva [j(], om. A, ^e^evcL [L]), one of the b'ne
Nebo (i.e. N a d a b u ?—see N E B O iii. 2) who joined in the league
against ahen m a r r i a g e s ; E z r a l 0 4 3 . t

ZEBOHM or Zeboim ( C S S , D " 3 ^ , D'Kai', K t . ;
D'UV Kr. ah-ays) Gen. 10 14 Dt. 29 Hos. 1 1 . t See
A D M A H AND ZEBOIM.

ZEBOIM.

I. The valley of Zeboim (D'^b-Vn 'il ; fM

THN c&MeiN [B] ; om. A ; P & I A N T H N CABAIN [ L ] ) ,

a locality, apparently E . of Michmash, mentioned in
the description of-the path taken by one of the plundering bands of the Phihstines (i S. 13i8). T h e passage
should perhaps read thus, ' another band took the
ZAVAN []\V]), I Ch. 1 42 AV = Gen. 3627, ZAAVAN.
direction of the Gilgal ^ which looks down upon the
ZAZA (NTT. § 5 8 ; abbrev., cp ZIZA ; Q Z A M [ B ] ,
valley of Zeboim toward the wilderness.' T h e ' wildero^a^a, ? 6 ^a^a [A], (^IJG''-<- [L1)> b. Jonathan, a Jerahmeelite (i Ch. ness' is thought to consist of the summits and precipitous
" 33t). See JERAH MEI-L, g 2 (c).
sides of the mountains between the central district of
ZEALOT (o ZHACOTHC). the Greek equivalent o f t h e
Benjamin and the Jordan valley. There Grove, in 1858,
Sr-mitic o KANANAioc (see CAKAX.^KAN). Apart from
found a wild gorge bearing the name of Shakk-ed-Habd'
the use of the word in a theological sense (cp e.g. i Cor.
—i.e., ' ravine of hyasnas,' which exactly corresponds to
1412, ^rjXtoral xrvevpLdTwv [ = 7xv€vp.aTiKu}v'], zealous, or the Hebrew name. U p this gorge, which is N. of the
emulous, of spirits [ = spiritual gifts]; and the O T u s e of
point at which the Wddy el-Kelt entei-s the Jordan
K'jp, kannd, of God's zeal for the keeping of the law, valley, runs the path by which Grove was conducted
etc., Ex. 2O5 3414), it is applied distinctively to a sect
from Jericho to Afukhmds (Smith's DBW iii. 1819).
whose tenets are virtually identical with those of the
Marti however {ZDPV 7-L2sff.), thinks of the Ud,ty
ASSASSINS (q.v.\ of whom they are indeed the foreAbu DabS, a lateral valley which joins the JVddy el-Kelt
runners. As such it occurs only twice in the N T (Lk.

N . Arabian clan-name [Che., see ZABDI, and cp Z A B D I E L ] , though
susceptible ofthe religious explanation, ' Yahwfe h a s bestowed,'
cp Jehozabad, § 27 ; ^a^aSia [BNAL])

i See Cook, --\rain. Gloss. 71, who also quotes the Gk. form
Ht^a^paras. T h e initial n .may remind us of the initial 0 in
i^ctl-::: and ,-i\o^m (see M E S H U L L A M , M E S H E L E . M I A H ) .
2 M T h a s ^ n : n ' t h e border,' but this does not suit the
following participle. Hence some ( W e . , Dr., K i . Bu.) read
>'n jri, rendering ' the hill,' and with doubtful justice claiming to
follow(E5. But can yn J lie so rendered ? H . P . Sm reads-itini-i
(yage. [B], Tj^ yagoa [L]), but r^^pr, is masc. L,13:n probably
comes from SjSjn ( i b. 18415), v.-hich is itself most probably a
corruption of 7NDrn'- See R A C H E L ' S SEPULCHRE.
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615 A c t s l 13, AV ZELOTES) with reference to

SIMON

[q.v. no. 5]). For \^avavalo^ see Mt. 104 Mk. 318.
Of this sect J U D A S of Galilee was at one time a leader.
A'j;ain5t the view that the author o f t h e Assumptio Mosis was a
zealot (Schur. GVI 2035), see APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE, § 65.

ZEBADIAH ( n n i T , - i n n i T , properly an expanded

ZEBUDAH
from the S., and makes the plausible suggestion that in
ancient times the present U'J,iy el-Kelt bore the
appellation ' \'alle\- of hyaiinas,' wliich now sur\ives only
in smaller gorges. C p G. -\. Smith, HG, 291 ; Buhl,
Pal. 98.
z. A Benjamite town or village, N e h . 11 34t (D'yns ; om, T!iS*,V ;
o-fffoeifi [,\-ca,mg. inf.]; o-ejSmeii- [L]), mentioned bctwctn H a d i d
and Neballat.
•\- ^_ c_

ZEBUDAH (nn-llj, Kr. ; ' given [by God],' § 56), as
AV, or ZEBIDAH (n"1^3T, Kt. which \ ' g . and Pesh.
follow), as RV, mother of Jehoiakim, 2 K. 2:.! te|-(15;^;^^
[B]; 6l£AA&(t)[\]—/.c, JiDLAPiiEi^.i'.]; AMITAA ['-]
—i-e., H.\MUT.\i. [?.!'. 1 ; i n 2 C h . otls, however, (p'"*gives the name as iT1-13t = Zaeeurah Z6[K]XOOP4, ;
b-NcVTcK [L]).
Hilprecht quotes .1 Jewish name Zabuda on a tablet
from Nippur (5tli cent. r.e'.). It is tempting to explain
the name ' one given [by God].'
Some, ho\vc\ei-, ofthe names of this form (§ qe) clearly have a
gentilic meaning, and Jehoiakim's meiher (like several other
queen-mothers) came from the Ne.^eb ^see R^|^L\M). 'i\ K. C

ZEBUL ("r^nr, zeBoyA [I''-^!-]). a Sliechemite, the
'ruler' (X"i of the city in the time of ,\bimeleeh,
represented in the artful speech of Gaal as a mere officer

nv

) of t h e k i n g , J u d g . 9 2l,ff. S e e . V U I M E L E C H , G A A L ,

a n d e p V e . IJG, 2 7 .
See also SHECHE.M, § 2
'Ishmael.'

Z e b u l ' is a possible corruption of

ZEBULUN, but Z,\BULON in AV of Mt. 413 15 and
Rev. "8 iJ-l'TIl'. ZebalLui, eighteen times, especially in
Ch. Is. Ps. ; t S u t , Zebtllun, twenty-six
a p p S i ' o n . "-"^^ • I-l'-^^^' 2«'^^'^"' J u d g . l 3 o t ;
ZABOYACON [ B A L ] ; Josephus also T H C
ZABOYAHC [^«^- V. 7i4. § 2 7 2 ] / Z A B O Y A O Y [gen., ix.

132. § 267]; gentilic ^J^UT, zd.B0YA60N[e]iTHC [BAL
Jos.], Zebulunite, Xu. 2627, but Zebulonite, Judg.
1211/.). A late writer adds the name of Zebulun in
his reference (Is. 823 ^) to the deportation of Tiglathpileser described in 2 K. 1029 (see N A P H T A L I , § 3).
The Mand of Zebulun,' he says, had shared the dark
fate of the ' land of Naphtali.' Only in one other place,
however, do we hear of " land of Zebulun (see § 7).
The real territorial name may have been Naphtali (see
X A P H T A L I , ii§ 2, end, 4). O n e o f t h e sources of Josh.,
indeed, seems to have known of twelve towns {Tosh.
1915 b)^ which were regarded as Zebulunite. \M^ether,
purposely, however, or accidentally, only five of the
names have been preserved (see § 9 1 . ) .
Even the form of the name is rather uncertain. Tn
the Hebrew consonantal text it is spelled in three ways
rt p
(traditionally vocalised Zobullin, ZSblilun
• and 2^bulCin : see above, § x, begin.), the
first of which would suggest a form Ziblon like Shim'6n,
SiMi-:oN (q.v. § 8). MT, however, vocalises them alike,
with a full vowel between the last two radicals : zSbul.
i. T h e word zebul fB-3.. NB 129) without the nominal termination, is always written 7pl, zebul (without 1), Uke CX3 "ID*,
wherea.s /%2^ a.s constantly h a s the 1. T h e scriptio
defeetn^a
may, however, be simply because zebul was an archaic word.
Evidii if the old pronunciation was zebul (not zebul), which would
accordin.:^ to traditional pronunciation have given zeljul (like ~ijp
etc.), the addition of the termination to zebol would give zebul-,
just as manos becomes menusah. On the other hand, Jf the
second vowel was o, the name might be from zubiil ; cp Zubala,
a place in Irit. 29.^, 18 mils frome]-(^a' in the J a u f (D. H . Muller,
Hamddnfs Geog. Siidarabiens, 183 24 f).
ii. N a m e s e n d i n g in -on a r e c o m m o n ( s e e SlMEON,

ZEBULUN
Unless the -5n ofthe Greek Zaboulun is due tu a^^mlllation to
the Gieek termination uf that form, which isunlikt^l^, since the
o IS pieserved i n t h e G r e e k form uf the gentilics (sc, i^ 1, be—in.),
the name must in the second century u.c. have been jd-nnnimrrd
ZabulOn. It should be noted, however, that [useiihu.-. nvice
gives the name without the termination-o« (see nliovL-. Jj 1,
beuni.). Moreover, would not an original on have hecuuie cri
(cp K E U B K N , § 9 i.)?

_ If thc name was pronounced at nil like Zi^'iinlon it is
diflicult not to connect it with the divine name Baal3. Meaning '^^"^ ('^*= Skipwith, 7 ^ ^ 1 1 2 4 2 [1899],
^ and cp iiAALZEBUB, § 3) ; cp the Punic
name (fem.) ^2\^Sv2 [GIS i. 1 5 8 1 / . , from Tharrus),
and SDI^DC (inscription from Citium, 1, 4 : Xold. Z.A
9400-405), and see below, ^ 6. If the noun ZBL
designates a lofty mansion, especially for a god (see
§ 4), it is difficult not to think of the mountain referred
to in Dt. 33i9 (see § 6), especially as the mountain
names Lebanon, Sirion, I-Ii.Tm<Mi all end in -on (cp
Jebel Hauran and Zion). Zebulun would then be, in a
modified sr-nse, a gcograpliical name, likf l-:phraim and,
perhaps, Xa[)htali.i Of cr^ursc there is no suggestion
of that kind in Gen. Tlicn- we seem to have, as often,
4. OT explana- ! " ° ' « P ' " ' f ' i ° " = ' °f 'he name ((ien
tions
'^"=9)Ynhwe had presented Leah
(29 (; a) with a noble gift (zibed, as if
the name were Zfebudon [E?]) ; or her husband (bd'al),
in consideration of Leah's having presented him with a
sixth son, would act (29 a /3) in a certain w a y : M T
'•j'^aP (transliterated by Jerome iezbuleni), the meaning
of which is uncertain, as the verb occurs nowhere else.
© gives atpertet (which usually renders in^i 'choose,' but
sometimes "^on, ' s p a r e , ' vtjn, 'delight in"), of which Jerome
s a y s : L X X interpretati sunt diliget me; cp FAh.
ydfakerani,
' will love me ' ; Josephus, ' one born as a pledge of benevolence
to me' (yivexvpaa-pevov eucoia TJJ Trpbs auT^i' : Ant. i. IO7, § 308).
Aquila, however, has o-urotKijuet /xot, which is followed by
Jerome himself, 'habltabit m e c u m ' ; cp Pesh. Tuthnakkeph ll.
' will adhere to me.'

EV, following Vg., renders 'will dwell with m e ' ;
and this rendering is retained silently by Gunkel (Gen.'-'
[1902] ad loc), also by Ball [SBOT ad loc. [1896]).
Other recent writers,^ however, have adopted the
suggestion of Guyard (/. As. 1878, b, pp. 220-5), ^^^^
''j'?^!''is to be explained by Ass. zabiiln, which usually
means 'carry,' ' b r i n g ' (cp Ar. zabala, Syr. stbal), but
sometimes apparently lift up.^
If zabal meant 'lift u p ' in Hebrew, ';^::i- in Gen.
3020 would mean 'will honour me.' T h e person
indeed, writer or copyist, to whom we owe the present
text of Gen. 4913 seems to have given ZBL its now
traditional meaning of ' d w e l l ' (cppi:''') ; on the other
hand '-'3D':' in v. 15 (Issachar) suggests the Assyr. zabalu
(see next §, mid.).
The history of the district inhabited by Zebulun u as
eventful enough (cp N A P H T A L I , § 3, ISSACHAR, g§ 4-6,
5 References G A L H ^ E E , § 2, J I P H T A H - E L ) .
It felt

o. jteierences. ^^^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^ Thothmes HI. {see
the list of places, above, col. 3546), and became a part
ofthe Egyptian empire. Burna-Bur3'as, the Babylonian
king (about 1400), regarded the district as in the
Pharaoh's (Amenhotep IV.) land, and complained to
him that his agents had been maltreated at Hi-in-na-tuni (see HANNATHON) ; and letter 196 tells that its
governor had rescued Lapaya and sent him home (31/.).

1 So M T and © t - ; © B A avoids the resulting discrepancy b y
omitting the clause.
2 Hommel finds names in -un, apart from such names as
Haldun, in S. A r a b i a : Kaidun, Saywun (Glaser: Hommel,
Auf. u. Abha7idl. 99), but only from I'y roots.

1 For Land's explanation of a confessedly difficult name see
below.
2 For example Chevne {Isa. 2ir,3f. \i9.?.^]), Delitzsch (Ilcb.
Lane;. 38^: 11883]^/V,V. O 2 / | iSSoJ),'^zXw^i.diix(KATK^) ad toc.
['B8r|).
^
. . . . .
•' ] )elitzscb cites 5 R 42 a-b 43 Z7ibbulu sa GAB ( = irtu). the
lifting up of the breast.' Moreover the ' lofty temple ' ^'i Marduk
at EAI'.VI I>N (q.v., % 5) was called E-vm-ila, of which SAG-IL is
equaieii on the one hand to the Assvnan plnases ri-i;ei-t\n e-laturn ('-1 k ; i 0 i 4 ^ / i [ c p Br. 6146]), ' h i g h p o i n t s ' ; ««-,"/-// sa rie-si(-?- R 2(i59<: [cp Br. 6148]), 'lifting np the head," sa-ku-usa
ri-si (2 R 30 3 a [cp Br. 3614.]), and on the other hrmd to zabal
in the phrase i-na za-bal ?a-ma-ni-su (2 R 1.''45 « [Briin. 3415]).
Muss-Arnolt compares 2 R 47 a-b 13 where ma-hir^ da-'-tu,
'receiver of a bribe,'is equated with sa7'ru za-ab-bi-tu : see
Beitr. z. Ass. 1280. Guyard's suggestion was contested by
'H:i\(i\'Y{REI, 1885, a, p . 299, 1887, a, p. 14B); cpalsoNuldeke,
ZD.MG 40 729.
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§ 8, and cp ZION). Not so names in -un. Jeshurun
and jeduthun are no doubt exactly parallel ; but till
the literary history of those words is more firmly
established they afford no sure basis for comparison.-

ZEBULUN

ZEBULUN

\\''hat elements were united in the population of the
district in the times referred to in the earliest notices in
the O T we cannot say. On a famous occasion they are
said to have manifested a noble valour (Judg. 620) led
bv their leaders [v. 14b).^ C p also 46 10, and see

mountain ^ where sacrifices were offered. If there was
A Ciilf ^ religious fair, not at all an unhkely thing,^
' it would explain the inflow of wealth. What
the mountain referred to is it is impossible to guess (cp

X A P H T A L I , § 3.

as the Targum imagined, Zion. It must have been
some mountain not far from Esdraelon. W'as it perhaps the mountain where in the Elijah story the
sacrifices were offered ? W a s the Baal whose defeat
was witnessed by Ahab known as Baal-zebul ? Ahab's
wife is said to have been called Jezebel. His son, too,
when ill sent to inquire of Baal-zebul. Xo doubt, as
the story now reads, Baal-zebul \^as the god (^^-\Txpoff6x&i-crpLa = y'pd) of Ekron.
That, however, may
be a gloss (or does Ekron come from Jokneam, on the
edge of Carmel ?) : we have no knowledge anywhere
else of such a god at Ekron. T h e embellished tale of
Elijah calling down fire on the messengers may be <a.
very late accretion (Be. K i ) ; but the mountain on
which the prophet (originally Elisha ?) was said to
have been found sitting by the messengers of the oracleseeking king must surely have been some well-known
sacred eminence. May it not have been the height of
Baal-zebul? And may that not have been the mountain
of Zebulun of Dt. 3819^2?

According to J (Judg. I30) Zebulun

was not able to expel the Canaanites from Kitron and
Xahnlol (§ 9 i.) ; but they had to join the labour gangs.^
It should be noted, however, that whilst a similar statement is made about the Naphtalite Canaanites in v. 33,
in Gen. 49 15 the subject of the sentence is an Israelite
tribe (cp below, LI. 3) : it is the Issacharites themselves that join the gangs. Or should the last couplet
of V. 15 (Issachar) belong to v. 14 (Zebulun)? ^^o^ ' to
bear (or should we read ^2)^) would then be a play on
t h e n a m e Zebulun, if ^21 in Hebrew really meant ' t o
carry' (cp above, § 4, end). Moreover it is not at all
certain that the subjects to the various verbs in Judg.
127-36 are original; they may in some cases be incorrectly supplied.^ W e cannot tell how the newcomers
came to terms with those who were already in possession.
According to the ' Blessing of J a c o b ' indeed Zebulun
plants himself on the sea coast (Gen. 4913). At a much
later time, too, ' t h e way of the s e a ' (CM •;-i"') ^^ a.
synonym for Zebulun or Naphtali. In Judg. 517 the
saying is transferred to Asher (cp Gunkel, Gen.i^^ 425).
The ideas which underlay these statements are lost to
us."* T h e transit traffic was no doubt important. On
the via 7naris from Damascus across the upper Jordan
at Jisr el-banat and down through Galilee to the coast
see Schumacher, Ja7ilan, 55, and PBPQ, Ap. 1889, p.
78 f, GA.Sm. HG 425-30. This same overland traffic
may be what is referred to in the grandiloquent terms
of the saying in the ' Blessing of Moses ' (Dt. 33 1 8 / ) :
* The abundance of the seas do they suck
And the hidden things of the sand. . . . ' '
N o doubt the Testament of Zebulun has much to tell about
successful fishing, and Targ. Onk, speaks even of subduing
provinces with ships,^ whilst Talm. Shabb. 26, refers to the
wealth derived from traffic in purple dyes (cp the Issacharite
T U L A and P U A H : see ISSACHAR § 7), to which Targ. pseudo-Jon.
adds the making of glass. T h e view suggested above, however,
is perhaps more historical. Stucken, accepting the references
to maritime life, connects Zebulun with t h e sign Capricornus
i.Ml'G, 1902, p. 189).

Dt. ZZiga, on the other hand, contains a couplet (see
next i;i which suggests that the population was mixed.
The Araniifan element must have become strong.
There would no doubt, however, be a strong Israelite
party. It seems to have been able to make its voice
heard (see J O N A H , G A T H - H E P H E R ) .

On the possibilitv

that * a greater than Jonah ' also came from a Zebulunite town see N A K A R E T P L T h e connection of Galilee
with Judaea in later times (see G A L I L E E , §3, X A P H T A L I ,

§ 3) seenis to be reflected in Ps. GS 27 [28] (chiefs of
Zebulun, chiefs of Naphtali)." On Zebulunite ' j u d g e s '
see below, § 7.
H(^w Dt.-ToiQr? was meant to be read is uncertain;
but it appears to tell of comings of many to some
1 Credit is given them for a share in another struggle (GideonJenibhaa!) in the present text of J u d g . li 351^, but not in 723.
2 p ^ is the gang o f t h e corvee, not the labour. Cp conversely
the -Vssyr. idiom '^"'' za-bi-il ku-dn-ri used o f t h e corvee, not
the gang.
3 Cp for example how Targ. J e r . has inverted the saying in
Go'n. 4',i 15/' referred to above.
•* Cien. 40 13 has been emended and will be emended again and
again. It seems to contain doublets. KTn is hardly possible.
•• Bertholet sug;,'ests that '3£:-'5 represents a verb, preserved in
i5 s KaroLKo-vvr<iiv= 'IZ"\ viz., the verb L*j^= ^'..2. ' gather.' EaU
had suggested ID-:-JM C pour o u t ' ) o r lijo'i ( ' d r a i n ' ) . W h a t t?'s
c/i.n-opia (for'J'IT'L;) represents is not clear; Cheyne
(Exp.T
10 2 3 s / ) suggested n;^:;! (wrongly for "^ri, whence :\IT Sin). H e
restored ; ' And the treasures of merchants shall they suck.'
6 Pesh. finds ships mentioned in Gen. 4',*, and Ball there (/'^^.-J
17 1 6 7 / [1895]) and in D t . 33 (PSBA 18 1 2 9 / [1896]).
7 T h e flattering account o f t h e tribal eponym in Test, 12 P a t r .
(Zebulun) is remarkable.
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ISSACHAR, § 2 ) : ^ we may only be sure that it was not,

Baal-zebul would then naturally suggest the BaaMebanon of
CIS Is, which Jensen identifies with the god Amurru, 'lord of
the mountain ' (hei Sadi: ZA 11 305)—the Aramaeans expressly
say that Ahab's god is a ' god of the mountains ' ( • ' i n 'n^x)—a
west-Semitic form ^of the storm-god Ramman. Ramni.'ni, in
faet, shares with SamaS the title of bel-blri (5 R 63 2, 35/'),
'oracle-god,' and as ' g o d of the storm-flood' (bSl alntbi) he
wields both the lightning (i K . IS 3*:) and the a x e ( c p 2 K. 64-7'')
(Zimmern, K.A Tf^) 433 4 4 7 ^ ) . \ \ hen Elisha is hard pressed by
the Aramaeans it is ' the mountain ' ^ that is seen to be full of
chariots of fire (2 K. li 17). W a s it, in t h e original form of the
story, earth from that sacred mountain that the Rimmonworshipper wanted (2 K. '• 17) tr. insure his success (2 K. 5 i a)3)?
T h a t the holy mountain was identified locally need not prevent
the prevalence of a less concrete, more mythological, idea
(SiN'AT, CONGREGATION [MuLM-<i[-], BAAL-ZEDUB).

Of the place-names connected with Zebulun Rimmon
is not the only one to suggest ct. religious cult. On a
possible connection of Bethlehem ^ with Lahamu, see
E L H A N A N (§ A, end). On suggested traces of 'Athe
and Ka.sin see E T H - K A Z L \ .
Cp von Gall,
Attisrael.

Kultstdtten, 124-126.
How much significance, if any, is to be attached to
the fact that Zebulun is classed with Issachar as a Leah
7. A L e a h - t r i b e , '"^"i "J^'p' ' T ^ ? ' ' ' ^ ' ' g o " with Dmi as
;i Bilhah-Rachel tribe, is disputed (see
R A C H E L , § i, Z I L P A H , § 2 / , and cp T R I B E S , §§ iij)^).

The Bilhites, Xaplitah and Dan, maj' have been regarded
as farther from the centre ; lliey were not in historical
times of any importance. Zebulun, indeed, is not much
more prominent.
None of the great actors in the
Palestinian drama is assigned to the tribe (see, however,
§ 5 end). Its brother tribe, however, may haie played
some part in the history of Israel (see ISSACHAR, § 4) ;

it is mentioned before Zebulun not only in the story of
Jacob's family but also in most of the lists of the tribes.
It is rather remark.able, therefore, that the order is
reversed in five more important passages : the three
poetical pieces (Judg. 5 Gen. 49 Dt. 33), and the two
places dealing with the partition of Canaan (Nu. 3119-29
1 For n,T © reads k^oKodpevcTovcrci'—i.e., either p.-jn (Josh.
235+) or m n n (often), or (Ball) E"n,i—bui the Greek te.xt is not
to be preferred.
2 Cp C. H . Graf, Der .Segen Moses, 46 ; on religious fairs cp
Sprenger, Alte Geog. .-Irab. 222fUnfortunately we have
little direct information about the visitations of sanctuaries at a
distance. There was probably a good deal of it. Cp • Dan to
Beersheba,' P-xpositor, 5th ser., 8411-421 (1898).
3 It may be noted, however, that the boundaries of ZeluiUin
Naphtali, and Issachar are represented as having met at '\'-,\i,jr
(cp TABOR, § 2). Cp Hos. 5 i, and see v. Gall,
Altisraclit'cclie
Kultstdtten,
C2£,f•* T h e scene seems in the present text to be laid at Dothan.
'-> Dodo the Bethlehemite can hardly be supposed to belong to
N . Palestine; otherwise the Zebulunite liethlehem might b e
referred to in connection with the suggestion in ISSACHAR § 2
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ZEBULUN
Tosh. 19).^

Cp

ISSACHAR,

§

ZECHARIAH
i,

end;

TRIBES,

§ IO, iii.
On the assumption of the early arrival of Issachar
and Zebulun, their being nevertheless ' y o u n g e r ' than
the more southern tribes has been explained by Steuernagel as due to their arriving later at their final ^uat
[Eiinoandeniiiii, 33, c).In fact he thinks he has
found evidence that the Zebulunites settled in midPalestine for a time before moving northwards. T h e
'judge' Elon (Judg. 1 2 n / ! ) is obviously the eponym of
a city or clan (or both) Elon. In any case he is said
to have been buried in a eity the name of which is
vocalised in M T as Aij ALUX [q.v., 2), but should
perhaps be ELOX [q.v., 2). Xo such town being
assigned to Zebulun in Josh. I'J 10-16, Steuemagel
supposes that the Elon nieant is the Elon a^ibij^ned
in 1943 to Han, and that the words ' i n the land of
Zebulun' were added to ' E l o n ' in Judg. 1 2 u by a
copyist who wished to exclude this very idenlilieation,
which seemed to him obvioubh' incorrect.
Steuernagel, on the contrary, thinks that the excluded
interpretation is correct, and therefore holds that
Zebulun, like N A P H T A L I [q.v., ^ i), halted in central
Palestine for a time.
He admits, however, that the
identification he assumes is precarious. It is ; moreover,
the assertion that no town Elon is assigned to Zebulun
in Tosh, must be qualified b\' reference to the incompleteness of the list of towns (see below, § 9 i).
It has been customary to assign to Zebulun the
' judge' Ibzan on the ground of his being called a
Bethlehemite.
Winckler, however, holds that the
Bethlehem intended is the southern town, which at that
time would be a part of ' Benjamin' (see above, col.
25S3 n. i). On the other hand it is difficult to dissociate Ibzan (ji-nx) from Ebez [yzK : Josh. 192o), a
town assigned to Issachar (cp ABEZ),^ between which
and Zebulun there was probably no clear demarcation.
P's genealogy of Zebulun is slight :'^ it contains three
names ^—Sered (or Seded?) and Jahleel, which we can
. . hardly venture to distinguish from
8. Uenealogical. ^^^ ^^^^^^ ^.^^.j^ ^ ^^^ Nahalal of Josh.
19 10 Ij, in spite of the differences in the spelling,*^ and
Elon, on which see above (preceding §). Gaddiel, too,
the Zebulunite 'spy,' was perhaps assigned to one of
these three (Sodi, "nj —-i(')no: N u . l S i o ) .
Is Pamach, -]-£;. the * father' of Elizur the Zebulunite delegate
to survey ^\'. Pakstine ( N u 34 25), a corruption of the same
name?
Helen (j'^n) the ' f a t h e r ' of the Zebulunite censusdelegate ( N u . 1 9 :2 7 7 24 29 10 16) may come from. Elon.

i. Towns.—Of the five towns remaining out of the
list of twelve originally given as we have seen (§ i) in
a. ueograpmcai. ^^.^ ^^ identified with certainty is
B E T H L E H E M (^. I/. . Bet-Lahm, -j ra. N'W of Xazareth).
On the other four, of which Nahalal has been referred
to (§ 8), and .Shimron is of interest in connection with
the .Sa-me-na of Esarhaddon (see .SIMEON, § 6 iii.),
see K.iTTATH, N.A.HALAL, SHIMRON, and I D A L A H .
^\s often, two of the five (Kattath and Nahalal, called
Nahalol) are probably the towns which J tells us
Zebulun did not secure (Judg. I30). P adds the information that of forty-eight cities assigned to the Levites
four were Zebulunite (Josh. 21 35) : the Nahalal just
1 T h e accidental omi.ssion of Z'jijulun in i Ch. 2-!' and of
Issachar in J u d g . 1 27-36 may be'cc,some way connected with
this change of order.
2 Land, on the other hand, speaking of the name Zebulun,
* the most diflicult to explain,' says (assuming that zcibal means
'dwell '), ' Can the tribe at some time or other have been so
named by its neighbours or kindred because it had a fixed abode
earlier than t h e y ? ' (De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. 21, n. i).
3 Similarly Kartan is assigned in Josh. 21 32 to Naphtali,
Kartah in v- 34 to Zebulun.
4 On its omission in i Ch. 2-9 see above, n. i.
5 I n Jubilees 34 20 Zebulun's wife is Ni'iman [Eth.l, -Adni
[Syr.] ; the Bk. c^i lashar gives Manisa (cp Charles,/;^^. 206).
6 For Nahalal = Jahleel cp Jemuel = Nemuel in R E U B E N
(§ 12)-
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mentioned, two of the towns to be referred to immediately (Jokneam, which, according to Josh. 1911, did
not belong to Zebulun, and Dimnah = Rimmonah) and
K A R T A H (Kartan in Josh. 21 32 is Naphtalite).
li. Boundaij.—According
to Josephus {.-int. v.l22,
§ 84) the Zebulunites were settled as far as Gennesaret
(M^XP' Yivi)cxapl5os) and about Carmel and the sea.
The delimitation of territory in Josh. 1910-14 cannot be
really made out. The line is given first westwards {v.
lof),
and then eastwards {12f), of a. place already
referred to (§ 8) called Sarid in M T , which may be
Tell Shadud (see SARID).
Westward the line is
drawn p a s t ' Uabbesheth' (see M A R A L A H , D A B B E S H E T H )

to the wady th.it is before Jol-tneam (Tell
Kaimun).
E,tstward it is drawn to CHISLOTH-TABOR {Iksal) and
on to D.ABER.MTi {Debiiriyeb), which belonged, according to 21 2S, to Issachar, thence, if the te.xt is sound and
we do not suppose 1 fusion of two accounts, turning
sharp W. to J.MTii.A ( Vclfd), only to recover a position
X. of Iksal but W . of Deburiyeh at G A T H - H E P H E R
{el-Meshhed), and continue a course due N . (see E T H KAZiN)to RIMMON [RV ; (gi-om,] (Rummaneh) on the
S. margin of the plain of Buttauf, across which it continues (see

NEAH,

HANNATHON)

to

the

'valley

of

J I P H T A H - E L ' {q-v.), somewhere near Tell Jafat, due E.
of Haifa.
The intention appears to be to give the
southern and eastern boundary.^ Real definite frontiers
there cannot have been, as the discrepant data show
(cp also ISSACHAR, XAPHT.ALI, A S H E R ) .

Generally,

Zebulun must have lain X W . of Issachar, W. of the
southern part of Naphtali, and S(E). of Asher. On the
e.xuberant fertility and busy life of the country, see
GASm. //'/• chap. 20, and cp G A L I L E E , § 4.
H. W. H.

ZECHARIAH (-innat, more often n n ? ? , as if
' Yahwe remembers ' [§§ 32, 52] ; but the original form
of Zechariah was probably Zichri, which (see ZICHRI)
is a clan-name. A study of the names \\ith which
' Zechariah' is grouped {e.g., Meshelemiah, from
Ishme'eli) strongly confirms this [Che.]; zAX<^Pl'^[c]
[BXAQL] whence the Grtecised form ZACHARIAS
Vi-v--\).
1. b. Berechiah, b. Iddo (also loosely, b. Iddo), a
prophet who, together with Haggai, is our best
authority for the rehgious state of the early post-exilic
community at Jerusalem, and is the author of Zech.
1-8. T o these prophets the rebuilding of the temple
is largely due (Ezra 5 i 614).
It is probably this
Zechariah who is mentioned as a. pi-iest in Neh. 12 16
(cp no. 11).
2. Son of Jeroboam I I . , king of Israel, and the fifth
and last king of the house of J E H U (2 K. I429 158-i2 ;
AV ZACHARIAH, a'^apias [B in 1429, A]). He reigned
but six months, and was then slain by ShaUum b.
Jabesh in IBLEAM (q.v.).
On the date of his accession,
see CHRONOLOGY, § 34.
3. T h e father of Abi or Abijah, the mother of Hezekiah (2 K.
18 2, AV ZACHARIAH, ^axxo-i-ov [A]; 2 Ch. 291).
4. A chief of R E U B E N (§ 13), i Ch. 67.
5. b. Meshelemiah a Korhite Levite, praised for his 'discreet
counsL-1' (1 Ch. 0 21 26 2 14).
6. b. J E H I E L , of BENJAMIN (§ 9 ii./3), i Ch. 9 37, (^axx^^p [A],
^expei [L]), who in i Ch. 831 is called ZACHEK, RV Zecher
(IDT in pause, ^axovp [B], ^aKxovp [A], fe^pi [L]).
7. A Levite, a temple musician (i Ch. 15 18 20 IG 5), perhaps
the same as (5).
8. A priest (i Ch. 15 24).
g. b. Isshiah, a Levite (i Ch.2'l25).
10. b. Hosah, a Merarite Levite (i Ch. 26 11).
11. Father of Iddo, a Manassite (i Ch. 27 21, fa/35[ekou [RA]).
12. One of Jehoshaphat's commissioners for teaching the Law
(2 Ch. 177).

See B E N - H A I L .

13. An Asaphite Levite (2 Ch. 2O14).
NIAH.]
14. A son of Jehoshaphat (2 Ch. 21 2).

[ = 26, see IVIATTHA-

15. b. Jehoiada, a reforming chief priest in the reign
1 IS the omission of a western boundary to be connected in
some way with the references to the sea in Gen. 4914 Dt.
33 i&f ?
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of Joash, who was stoned to death in the temple court,
at the king's command (2 Ch. 2 4 2 o ^ , a^apiat [BA]
Jos. Ant. ix. 86 ; cp references in Jer. Talm. Taanith,
691 2, Bab. Talm. Sanhedrin, 962, Lightfoot, TempleService, 36). It was a Jewish saying that the bloodstains were never washed away until the temple was
burnt at the captivity. The Targ, on Lam. 22o (' Shall
the priest and the prophet be slain in the sanctuary of
Yahwfe ?') refers this especially to Zechariah, but through
a confusion calls him the son of Iddo. On the possible
reference to Zechariah's death in Mt.'23 3S L k . l l s i , see

not be limited, and it needs none, for Yahwfe is its protection.
T h e catastrophe of Babel (the land of the north) is near to come ;
then the exiles of Zion shall stream back from all quarters, the
converted heathen shall join them, Yahwfe himself will dwell in
the midst of t h e m ; even now he stirs himself from his holy
habitation.
• 3 I-IO. T h e high priest J o s h u a is accused before Yahwfe b y
Satan, but is acquitted and given rule in Yahwe's house and
courts, with the right of access to Yahwe in priestly intercession.
T h e restoration of the temple and its service is a pledge of still
higher things. T h e promised ' b r a n c h ' (or 'shoot,' nos)i the
Messiah, will c o m e ; the national kingdom is to be r e s t o r e d ;
and a time of general felicity dawns, when every man shall sit
happy under his vine and under his fig tree. As by r i ^ h t s t h e
Messianic kingdom should follow immediately on the exile, it is
probable that the prophet designs to hint in a guarded way that
Zerubbabel, who in all other places is mentioned along with
Joshua, is on the point of ascending the throne of his ancestor
David. T h e jewel with seven facets is already there, only the
inscription has still to be engraved on it (89). T h e charges
brought against the high priest consist simply in the obstacles
that have hitherto hindered the restoration of tbe temple and its
service ; and in like manner the guilt of the land (3 9) is simply
the still continuing domination of foreigners.
41-14. Beside a lighted golden candlestick of seven branches
stand two olive trees—Zerubbabel and Joshua, the two anointed
ones—specially watched over by him whose seven eyes r u a
through the whole earth.
This explanation of the vision i&
separated from the description by an animated dialogue, not
quite clear in its expression, in which it is said that the mountain
of obstacles shall disappear before Zerubbabel, and that, h a v i n g
begun the building o f t h e temple, he shall also bring it to an end
in spite of those who now mock at the day of small beginnings.
5 1-4. A written roll flies over the H o l y Land ; this^is a concrete representation o f t h e curse which in future will fall of itself
on all crime, so that, e.g.f no man who has suffered theft will
have occasion himself to pronounce a curse against the thief (cp
J u d g . 17 2).
65-11. Guilt, personified as a woman, is cast into an ephahmeasure with a heavy lid and carried from J u d a h to Chaldaea,
where it is to have its home for the future.
61-8. T h e divine teams, four in number, again traverse the
world toward the four winds, to execute Yahwe's commands.
T h a t which goes northward is charged to wreak his anger on
the N . country. T h e series of visions has now reached its close,
returning to its starting-point in Ijff.
[On the 'mountains of
brass'" see BRASS ; and on the colour of the horses see COLOURS.]
An appendix follows (6 9-15). J e w s from Babylon have
brought gold and silver to J e r u s a l e m ; of these the prophet
must make a crown designed for the ' b r a n c h ' who is to build
Yahwfe's house and sit king on the throne, but retain a good
understanding with the high priest. Zerubbabel is certainly
meant here, and, if the received text names Joshua instead of
him'(6 11), this is only a correction, made for reasons easy to
understand, which breaks the context and destroys the sense and
the reference of ' them b o t h ' in v. 13.
T h e third section (7f), dated from the fourth year of Darius,
contains an inc^uiry whether the fast days that arose in the
captivity are still to be observed, with a comforting and encouraging reply of the prophet,

ZACHAHIAS (9).

16. A prophet who, according to the Chronicler, was
as influential with Uzziah as the priest Jehoiada had
been with Joash (2 Ch. 265). Probably ' i n the vision
of G o d ' {I.e.) should rather be ' i n the fear of G o d '
(see RV'i.'-)—i.e. for n'lxna we should read nxTji (®,
Tg., Pesh., Ar., and some MSS).
According to
Hitzig the author of Zech. 9-11.
17. An Asaphite Levite (2 Ch. 29 13, at^apca^ [B]).
18. A Kohathite Levite (2 Ch. 3412).
19. A ' ruler of the temple' in the time of Josiah (2 Ch. 35 8);
according to Bertheau, 'priest o f t h e second order,' cp 2 K. 25i8
Jer. 52 24.

In i Esd. 18, ZACHARIAS.

Among the lists of the exiles who returned in Ezra-Neh. we
find seven men of this name ;
20. One of the b'ne Parosh (Ezra 8316 N e h . 84, cp i Esd.
8 30 44).
21. One of the b'ne Bebai (Ezra 8 11, o^apia; [B], cp 1 Esd.
837. (o-xapcac [B]).
22. One of the b'ne Elam (Ezra 10 26, cp i Esd. 9 27).
23. A Judahite, ancestor of Athaiah (Neh. 114).
24. A Shilonite (Neh. 11 s, Sijftia [B], ffijSem [«]).
25. One of the b'ne Pashhur (Neh. 1112, ^axaptta [B]).
26. An Asaphite (Neh. 12 35 41 [om. BN'A) [ = 13].

27. b. Jeberechiah, a. contemporary of Isaiah (82),
who served w'ith Uriah the priest, as a. ' trustworthy
witness' in connection with the sign Maher-shalalhashbaz. Some identify him with the father of Abijah,
3 ; others, with the Levite, 17. Hitzig makes him the
author of the anonymous chaps. 12-14 of Zechariah,
Bertholdt, the author of chaps. 9-11. Observe that
the name of his father is essentially the same as that
of the father of the well-known prophet [ i ] .
ZECHARIAH, BOOK OF. Zechariah, son of Berechiah, son of Iddo, or by contraction son of Iddo (see
1 Cha.nR 1 8 • ZECHARIAH, I ) , appeared as a prophet
• contents
in Jerusalem alongwith H A G G A I (^.i-.),

in the second year of Darius Hystaspis
(520 B.C.), to warn and encourage the Jews to address
themselves at length to the restoration of the temple,
which then still lay in ruins. Supported by the prof^ets,
Zerubbabel, the governor of Judah, and Joshua, the high
priest, set about the work, and the elders of Judah built
and the work went forward ( E z r a 5 i / . 614). The first
eight chapters of the book of Zechariah exactly fit into
this historical setting. They are divided by precise
chronological headings into three sections—{a) I1-6,
in the eighth month of the second year of Darius ; {b)
1 7-615, on the twenty-fourth day of the eleventh month
of the same year ; (.:) 7-8, on the fourth day of the
ninth month of the fourth year of Darius. The first
section is a preface containing exhortation in general
terms.
The main section is the second {b), containing a series
of night visions, the significant features of which are
pointed out by an angel who stands by the prophet and
answers his questions :
1 7-17. T h e divine chariots and horses that make the round of
the world hy Yahwfe's orders return to the heavenly palace and
report that there is still no movement among the nations, no sign
of the Messianic crisis. Seventy years have passed, and Zion
and the cities of J u d a h still mourn. Sad news ! but Yahwe
gives a comfortable assurance of his gracious return to Jerusalem
and the rebuilding of his temple.
118-21 [21-4]. Four horns, representing the hostile worldpower that oppresses Israel and Jerusalem, are routed by four
smiths.
21-13 [5-17].
T h e new Jerusalem is laid out with the
measuring line. It is to have no walls, that its population may
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Kosters [He7'stel van Israel, 1894) laid stress upon
the fact that neither in Haggai nor in Zechariah do we
- Thpir
^ " ^ ^^^ Jews in Jerusalem represented
historipfll
^^ consisting of returned exiles. T h e
- ,
J. fact is as stated ; but it does not pre°^
' elude us from supposing that the return
of a band of exiles may have marked the starting-point
of a new era of Jewish history. Few in number they
indeed were, and they did not asstime an exclusive
attitude towards the vastly more numerous class of Jews
who had remained behind in J u d ^ a , whom, rather, on
the contrary, they sought to win over to their own view,
and urged to congregate in and around Jerusalem, so
as to make the desolate ruins once more the focus of a
new theocracy. Stade thinks that the buoyancy and
joyous hopefulness which we perceive in Haggai and
Zechariah may have been due to the revolt of Smerdis.^
But such a shaking of the Persian empire after the death
of Cambyses could not possibly have been predicted as
still future {Hag. 26) two years after its occurrence, and
at a time when it had already been almost recovered
from, and, moreover, the Jews could hardly have
rejoiced so heartily over it, their feelings towards the
Persians being friendly. It seems more likely that the
Jews heard with gladness of the conquest of Babylon •
that is to say, the second—under Darius Hystaspis.
The vengeance on Babylon, which Cyrus had not fully
1 {GVI2 T13. T h e revolt of N i d i n t u - B e l in 521 has also been
suggested (Che. Jew. Rei. Life, 14).]
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carried out, now at last seemed to be accomplished and the
wrath of Vahwe against the land of ilie Xorth to fulfil
itself (Zeeh. G 8 26[i<-']f.).
Thereby also was quickenetl
the more general Messianic expectation that all nations
would at last acknowledge the supremacy of Yahwx'.
Throughout the first eight chapters the S'.cne is
Jerusalem in the early part of the reign of E^.vrius.
Zerubbabel and Joshua, the prince and the ptiesl, are
the leaders of the eummunity. Thi- great concern of
the time and the chief practical theme of these chapters
is the building of the temple ; but its restoration is only
the earnest of greater things to follow—viz.. the glorious
restoration of Da\ id's kingdom. The horizon of the.st>
prophecies is everywhere limited l)y the nnrnnv conditions ofthe time, and their aim is clearly seen. The
visions hardly veil the thought, and the mode of c.xpressii^n is usually simple, except in the Messianic passages,
where the tortuousness and obscurity are perhaps intentional. Noteworthy is the affinitv between some
notions evidently not framed by the prophet himself and
the prologue to Job,—the heavenly hosts that wander
through the earth and bring back their report to ^'ahw'e's
throne, the figure of Satan, the idea that suffering and
calamity are evidences of guilt and of accusations presented liofore God.
Passing from chaps. 1-3 to chaps. 9 ^ , we at once
feel ourselves transported into a different world.
Yahwe's word is accomplished on S>Tia-Phoenicia and Philistia
(H.A.DRACH [^.I'.j and Damascus are first mentioinj.l); and then
the Messianic kingdom begins in Zion,
3. C h a p s . 9 - 1 4 : and the Israelites detained among the
contents,
heathen, J u d a h and Ephraim combined,
receive a part in it. T h e might of the sons
of Javan i^ broken in battle again'st this kingdom (chap. i>).
After an intermezzo of three verses (10 r - 3 ; ' Ask rain of
Yahwe, not of the diviners') a second and quite analogous
Mes.sianic prophecy follows.
The foreign tyrants fall; the
lordship of Assyria and Egj'pt has an e n d ; the autonomy
and martial power of the nation are restored. The scattered
exiles return as citizens of tbe new theocracy, all obstacles
in their way parting asunder as when the waves of the
Red Sea :;:ive passage to Israel at the founding of the old
theocracy (IIJ3-12). Again there is an interlude of three verses
(111-3): fire seizes the cedars of Lebanon and the oaks of
Bashan. This is followed by the difficult passaiije about the
shepherds. The shepherds (rulers) of the nation make their
flock an article of trade and treat the sheep as sheep for the
shamble-;. Therefore, the inhabited world shall fall a sacrifice
to the tyranny of its kings, whilst Israel is delivered to a shepherd
who feeds the sheep for those who make a trade of the flock
(]i<'i' "">;2, 11 711 = * they that sell them,' v.5) and enters on
his office with two staves, ' Fa^ o u r ' and ' Union,' H e destroj^s
' the three shepherds' in one month, but is soon weary of his
flock and the flock of him. H e breaks the staff ' Favour'—i.e.,
the covenant of peace with the nations—and asks the traders for
his hire. Receiving thirty pieces of silver, he casts it into the
temple treasury and breaks the staff ' Union '—i.e., the brotherhood between J u d a h and Israel. H e is succeeded by a foolish
shepherd, who neglects his flock and lets it go to ruin. At
length Vahwe intervenes; tbe foolish shepherd falls by the
sword ; two-thirds of tbe people perish with him in the Messianic
crisis, but the remnant of one-third forms the seed of the new
theocracy (11 4-17 taken with 13 7-g, according to the necessary
transposition proposed by Ewald). Al! this must be an allegory
of past event-., the time present to the author and his hopes for
the future beginning only at 1117 13 7-9.
Chap. 12 presents a third variation on the Messianic promise.
All heathendom is gathered together against J'-rusalem and
perishes there. Yahwe first gives victory to the countryfolk of
Judah and then they rescue the capital. After this triumph the
noblest houses of Jerusalem hold, each by itself, a great lamentation over a martyr ' w h o m they have pierced' (or 'whom men
have pierced '). It is taken for granted that the readers will
know who the martyr is, and the exegesis of the church applies
the passage to Christ f'lp H A D A D - R I M M O N ] .
Chap. 13 1-6 is
a continuation of chap, ]2 ; the dawn of the day of salvation is
accompanied by a general purging away of idoL-itry and the
enthusiasm of false prophets. Yet a fourth variation of the
picture ofthe incoming of the Messianic deliverance is given in
chap. 14. The heathen gather a^ain-^t Jerusalem and take the
city, but do not utterly destroy the inhabitants. Then Yahwfe,
at a time known only to himself, shall appear with all his saints
on Mount CHivet and destroy the heathen in battle, while the
men of Jerusalem take refuge in their terror in the great cleft
that opens where Yahwfe sets his foot. N o w the new era begins,
and even the heathen do homage to Yahw& by brlntiinii due
tribute to the annual feast of tabernacles. All in Jerusalem is
holy down to the bells on the horses and the cooking-pots [cp
Crit. Bib.].
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There is a striking contrast between chaps, 1-8 ana
chaps. 0-14. The prophecy 1-8 is closely tied to the
4. Character, ^'tuation and the wants of the community of Jerusalem in the second year
of Darius I., and all that it aims at is the restoration
of the temple and perliaps the elevation of Zerubbabel
to the throne of David. Chapters 9 ff. contain no
trace of this historical situation and deal with quite
other matters.
They nre more obseure and more
fantastic, 'i'lini.' are corresponding differences in style
and speeeh ; and it is particularly to be noted that,
whilst the supei'seriptions in chaps. 1-8 name the
author and give the d.ite of each oracle with precision,
those in the seeond part {9i ] 2 i ) are without name or
date. That both parts do not belong to the same
author must be admitted.
Most recent critics make the second part the older. Chaps.
;i-ll are ascribed to a contemporary of Amos and Husca, about
the middle ofthe eighth century rt.c, because I'^plirLuni is inL-ntioned as well as J u d a h , and Assyria along with I'^ii^ypt (10 10),
whilst the neighbours of Israel appear in 9 if in tlie --anie way
as in Amos 1-2. That chaps. 12-14 are also pre-exilic is held \<>
appear especially in the ut lack on idolatry and lying prophecy
(13 1-6)" but, as this prophecy speaks only of J u d a h and Jerusalem, It is dated after thc fall of Samaria, and is assigned to the
last days ofthe Juda;an kingdom on the strength of lii 11, where
ail allusion is seen to the mourning for King Josiah, slain in
battle at Megiddo.

It is more likely that chaps. 9-14 all together are of
much later date. These predictions have no affinity
R P h hi ^'^her with the prophecies of Amos,
* , ,
-^ Hosea, and Isaiah, or with that of Jeremiah, The kind of eschatology which we
find in Zech. 9-14 was introduced by Ezekiel, who in
particular is the author of the conception that the time
of deliverance is to be preceded by a joint attack of all
nations on Jerusalem, in which they come to final overthrow. The importance attached to the temple service,
even in Messianic times {Zech. 14), implies an author
who lived in the ideas of the religious commonwealth of
post-exilic times. So also the use of ' Zion ' as a name
for the theocracy. The diaspora and the cessation of
prophecy {13i~6) are presupposed. A future king is
hoped for ; but in the present there is no Davidic king.
only a Davidic family standing on the same level with
other noble families in Jerusalem (12 712).
The
' b a s t a r d ' (mixed race) of Ashdod reminds us of Neh.
1 8 2 3 ^ ; and the words of 9i2 {'to-day, also, do I
declare that I will render double unto thee') have no
sense unless they refer back to the deliverance from
Babvlonian exile.
Whilst chaps. 9-14, are thus all later than chaps. 1-8,
they are not themselves homogeneous ; they fall into
two well-marked divisions—9-11 and 12-14.
The latter division [12-14] contains two prophecies
which are little more than a standing dogmatic formula
. . o f eschatology filled up with concrete
6, Composite, ^^^ails, and can be understood well
enough (if need be) without our knowing the historical setting. The actual situation at the time of
composition discloses itself only in one or two features,
as, for example, when the country of Judah is contrasted
with the city of Jerusalem, and the deliverance of the
city comes from the country—a feature which seems to
indicate the Maccaba-an period.
The former division (9-11), on the other hand—which
again fills into t v o sections, 9 1 - I I 3 and II4-17-I-I37-9
—is much more concrete and cannot be understood at
all if the date of its composition is not known. In
Vti-ll3 we find that it is the Greeks (913: cp J A V A N )

who are the heathen power, the enemy of God. which
must be overthrowm before the Messiah's kingdom
can come. Assyria and Egypt, which take the place of
Javan in chap. 10, are the kingdom of the Seleucids
and the Ptolemies.

The region of H A D R A C H

(q.v.),

Damascus, and Hamath, against which the wrath of
Yahwe is, in the first instance, directed { 9 i / ) , is the
seat, not of the old Assyrians, but of the Seleucidae.
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And inasmuch as Assyria here takes precedence of Egypt
we are able to fix the date of the present
7. Date. section more precisely as falling somewhere
within the first third of the second century B.C., for it
was not lill the beginning of that century that the t^eleucidasbecamemastersof Judaea(.SELEUCID.-?-:,§ 7/.). T h e
second section {114-17-1-137-9) will also be of this date ;
for a right understanding of it a correct apprehension
of the historical situation is still more indispensable,
though, indeed, rendered very difficult not only by the
had state of the text, but also by our defecti\e knowledge of this period of Jewish history. By the owners
of the sheep who traffic in them we are to understand
the Seleucid sovereigns who carried on a remunerative
business in farming out their flocks to the shepherds.
The shepherds are the high priests and ethnarchs of
tlie Jews ; by the rapid and violent changes of the
shepherds the events which preceded and led up to the
Maccabaean revolt are denoted. They were all of them
worthless whether they traced their descent from Zadok
or from Tobias, At last the measure of iniquity w as
filled up by Menelaus, who may very well be meant by
the last cruel shepherd who is to bring on the catastrophe and the judgment ( 1 1 1 5 ^ ) . T h e prominent
man, who is an exception to the rest, and does not
come into the series, who takes upon him the office of
shepherd in the interests of the flock, but gives it up
when he sees that the flock is unworthy of his care,
might be Hyrcanus the son of Tobias. According to
the (legendary) accounts we have of him he was a man
of proud disposition and lofty plans w ho lived in undisguised enmity with his brethren the Tobiadas, overcame
them and put two of them to death, and yet was unable
to hold his own in Jerusalem (Jos. Ant. xii. 4Q [§ 222], ed.
Niese). In any case he was a person of quite a different
sort from the ordinary Jewish aristocrat. It is natural
to ask how we are to suppose that at his departure he
obtained his reward for having been shepherd. For, as
a rule, the order was reversed and shepherds paid for
the right of feeding the sheep. But this trait in the
picture is more easily understood in the case of Hyrcanus,
\\hose position was quite exceptional, than in that of
the other shepherds. Perhaps his adherents may in the
end have given him money to leave Jerusalem when the
good understanding between them had come to an end
and various external dangers were threatening. It is
worth noticing that the reward received by the shepherd
is cast by him into the temple-treasury (1113) ; according to 2 Macc. 3II, Hyrcanus, the son of Tobias, had a
deposit there.

\ ' a n Kasteren [Rev. bibl., 1895, p. 30) adopts the reading Zerad, and plausibly identifies with Khi/'bet Serada,
between Merj 'Ayun (where he places ' t h e entrance of
Hamath") and Hermon, to the S. of Kh. Sanbariyeh

Literature.—The
literature of the book is cited by C. H . H ,
Wright, Zechariah
and his Prophecies,(^) 1879.
See also
Stade, ' Deuterozacharia' (ZATW,
1881-2); and Wellhausen
and Nowack's editions of the Minor Prophets.
[Cp also
G. A. Smith, Twelve Prophets, vol. ii., a n d PROPHECV, § 47.]
J. Vf.

ZECHER {"13T), I Ch. 831, RV. See Z E C H A R I A H ,
i. 6.
ZECHRIAS (zexpiOY [B] e z e p i o y [A]), i Esd.
8 1 . R V = = E z r a 7 i , A Z A R I A H , 3.

ZEDAD ("!";>'; only in ace. H'in V ; HH"!^ [ S a m . ] ;
CdvRtNA^^K [BL], c^A<^A<^K [A], C<NAA(\K [ F ] , Aradath
[It.]), one of the points in the ideal northern frontier
of Canaan according to P or the later redactor (Nu.
34 8), and also mentioned in the || passage of Ezekiel
(4715; for l& see later).
Robinson (BR Z461 i,.),
\\'etzstein (Reisebericht, 88), Furrer (ZDPV 827),
Muhlau, and Socin, identify it with the the large village
Salad, between Riblah and Palmyra (long. 37° E.) ;
but this is too far E. if it is considered that both
Hamath and Damascus are meant to be excluded. It
is also an objection, that the implied view of the
northern frontier assumes a large part of the Lebanon
district to be included within the Israelitish border.
Many besides Buhl (Pal 66) will think that this carries
idealisation beyond what is probable {cp HoR, M O U N T ) .
S39S

(see S I B R A I M ) .
With regard to tbe second passage : Cornill thinks that the
original reading {see Ip) must have been simply ' to the entrance
of H a m a t h ' and that ' Z e d a d a h ' (i.t., ' t o Z e d a d ' ) was interpolated after ' H a m a t h ' from N u . 34s. ' ( T o ) H a m a t h ' before
' Z e d a d a h ' was thus rendered ustlcss, and so the two names
changed places (see M T ) . T h e original ip of Ezek. did not, it
is assumed, contain the interpolation. T h e scribe who altered
it simply made an insertion ; hence the e.\isting M S S of ©
represent ' H a m a t h ' not only after but also before ' Z e d a d a h '
(ripaaekSappa [B], ripaO'ek. [A], TjpauaLkaap.'pa [(JI, a&akaaLpaB'
l^"'^-]).
.
.
.
.
.
According to the view of the geographical definitions in N u .
34 and Ezek. 4713 ^
advocated elsewhere (see R I E L A H ,
SIBRAIM) the region referred to in t h e o r i g i n a l t e \ t may have
been, not the land of Canaan, but the Negeb. In that case,
Mt. H o r = M t . Jerahmeel, H a m a t h = Maacath, Zedad or Zerad
probably = Missur, and Ziphron or Sibraim (to be identified)=
Zarephath. Cp ZEROR.
T . K. C

ZEDECHIAS,
I Esd, 1 46.

RV Sedekias

(ceAeKiAc [BA])

See ZEDEKI.AH i.

ZEDEKIAH ("in^PlV. also H^p^V. see i, •^, 5,
ceA6KlA,[c] ; cp Sidk^, the name of a king of Ashkelon,
temp. Sennacherib [AVi T"*-' 165]).
I. The last kmg of Judah (597-586), a son of JOSIAH
(2 K. 24 / 2 C h , 3 6 i o ^ ; in i Ch. 3i5^ Jer. 2/12
^
281 293 4934 n'pni;). According to 2 K.
24 17, his original name was Mattaniah ; the
king of ' Babel' {'-•22} ' changed his n a m e ' to Zedekiah
(Sidkivah) when he raised this uncle of the deposed
king to the throne of Judah. This act of sovereignty is
in itself probable ; cp the new name imposed by .A.surbani-pal on Xecho I." {Limir-isakku-Asur, ' let Asur's
viceroy see.')
The special appropriateness ofthe name selected is not obvious.
Parallel names suggest that ' Z e d e k i a h ' (Sidkiyah) means
properly *Zidkite,' and even if we suppose (rationally enough)
that, when borne by the king, it acquired the new meaning
'righteousness of Yah w6,'3 that isbj-no means a clear expression
of Zedekiah's relation to his .suzerain. N o fully satisfactory
explanation of this has been offered ; and yet Hebrew onomatology cannot afford to confess itself baffled. T h e theory that in
many piis^ages ' B a b e l ' ('733)='I'NDni'' suggests an explanation.
Since r\)n'' i? in some O T passages probably miswritten for 'm*i
it follows thiLt this great race-name may possibly be represented
hy ^n'^'^ N o w Sidkiydhu,
'righteousness of Jerahmeel,' is a
name that might conceivably be given to a royal vassal of
Jerahmeel, after he h a d sworn fidelity (Ezek. 1713) to his
suzerain.

Zedekiah was only twenty-one at his accession and it
is probable that the queen-mother Hamutal made up by
- j^
her own energy for the weakness of her
°
' son. This certainly seems to be implied
by what Ezekiel says of her in one of his striking
similitudes^ (Ezek. 195). Whether it was so or not,
there was on the part of the rulers no just political
insight. Fidelity to the suzerain, and a strict maintenance of the old moral traditions of Israel, would have
insured a peaceful though inglorious existence for king
and people (cp Ezek. 176 14). But the deportation of
tL large part of the upper class brought wealth and
poUtical power to those who had had none of the
necessary training. These ' new men ' soon displayed
in an intensified degree the vices of the worst of their
predecessors (Ezek. 2225 27 24 6), and, with an obstinacy
which it is difficult for us moderns to understand,
cherished the hope of quickly throwing off the foreign
yoke. Meantime those who had gone into exile with
^ On the strange insertion of Zedekiah in v. 16 among the
sons of Jehoiakim, see Benzinger, who thinks that the author of
the text may really have supposed Zedekiah to h a \ e been the
son of Jehoiakim, but does not mention the possibility tbat the
scribe may have misread the text before him. ri'li? (Zechariah)
would be a xtr%' possible name,
2 Tiele. BAG 356.
3 C p N A M K S , § 36, and note also Sidki-ilu, the name of an
A-^s. eponym (Del. Ass. HWB 564a).
•^ Cp TEBALTAH. T h e same explanation applies to all the
names ending in or beginning with in'^ See Kraetzschmar, ad loc.
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Jehoiachin looked on at a distance with mingled contempt
and indignation (Ezek. 1115 I 4 2 2 / ), and Jeremiah, not
less than Ezekiel, recognised the moral incapacity of
the new lords of Jerusalem.
W'hether, or how far, Nebuchadrezzar, king of
Babylon, interfered in the affairs of Judah, remains
obscure. The retlaet'jrs of the narrative and prophetical
writhigs certainly believed that the power which broke
up the national existence was the Babylonian.

Marduk and Nabil was introduced into the temple, or
that Zedekiah's accession to the throne was without the
sanctions of Yahwism. H e thinks that it was only the
' orthodox, monotheistic Yahwe-cultus' which was
abolished ; the ' ordinary Canaanitish forms of cultus'
( ' n o doubt partly identical with those of Zedekiah')
were either allowed to remain, or, as the case might be,
set up anew.
And when Jeremiah (2717) urges the
people to ' serve the king of ^22 ' that they might 'live,'
he means, ' give up the hope of the restoration of the
cultus in the sense of Josiah and of orthodoxy, and be
content with what is left.' ' T h i s , ' Winckler adds, 'is
the precise opposite of the demands of the Yahwe-party,
to which Jeremiah, as \ pro-liahylonian, is absolutely
opposed.' This scholar's view of Jeremiah's attitude is
altogether original, and the hypothesis of the abolition
of Vahw6-W'orship is difficult fo work out. For instance,
why should Zedeldah have given his support (as
Winckler's interpretation of Jer. 293 implies th,u he did)
to a request for milder treatment by the Babylonians,
when one of the chief objects of the party in favour of
this requestwastherestorationof Jeconiah or Jehoiachin?
And is there any trace in Jeremiah or in E/ekiel of the
supposed fact that the Yahwe-cult in the temple had
been violently closed, or in the records of the life of
Jeremiah that this enthusiast for Yahwe was ' content
with what was left' after this catastrophe had occurred?

When we look beneath the surfiice. hiiwe\-cr, we suspect that
there has been a great misundershuKiiiiy;, aud that, ;ii.ci.>i-(_liny to
the extant fragments of the old IKbrew records, when rcsluicd
to something not unlike their original ]nirit\, it was the king uf
Jerahmeel in N. Ar.iiiia who inwided Jev\ish territory, who besieged and took Jerusalem, and once and again carried away its
inhabitants. We do not know enough of the political condition
of N. Arabia to say what nation is represented by the archaising
name Jerahnieel, but assume that there must have been some
power capable of enforcing his will on S. Palestine.
It is
possible, of course, that the role of the X. Ai-abiaus was subordinate to that of the Hahylonians (cp OUADIAH [BDUKJ, § 7 ) ;
but this is only a hypoihe>is.
All that we know is that N.
Arabia was for a lom; time re^aiJed as the great oppressor of
Israel. There is to some extent a similar problem with regard
to the captivity of the northern I-raehtes and the subsequent
invasion (or invasions) of J u d a h in the tinie of Hezekiah. We
are, however, in a worse position with regard to the captivities
of Judah, for we have as yet no cuneiform records of Babylonian
interference with J u d a h at the reported times of those captivities.
.\nother troublesome N . Arabian potentate was the king of
Misrim ; here again the name is an archaism.1 According to our
revised text of 2 K . 2 4 2 ' b a n d s ' of Misrites had
3. T h e
already brought j u d a h very low in the reign of
MisritBS. Jehoiakim ; it is to such incursions, we believe,
that the so-called Scythian prophecies of Jeremiah
really refer (see P R O P H E T , § 26, end). But, according to Jer.
211 ff. (substituting for the introductory verse the passage
which now appears as 2S i),2 the king of Aram (i.e., not
the great king of Jerahmeel, but some inferior king on the
border of Jewish territory) and the king of Missur ^ sent
ambassadors to Zedekiah, to concert a revolt.
Evidently a
change of circumstances had occurred, and the Misrites were
now no longer anxious for the destruction or weakening of
Judah. This king of Missur is no doubt the personage miscalled
Pharaoh Hophra in the common text of Jer. 44 30.^ For a time
the siege of Jerusalem by the Jerahmeelites (which we refer to
by anticipation) was interrupted by a friendly diversion on the
part o f a Misrite army.

It appears to be a trustworthy tradition that the
prophet Jeremiah exhorted the rulers and people of
_
. , Judah to abstain from any act of
r? J 1 • i_
J rebellion, and that in doing so he was
Zedekiah, and ,.
. • ,,
. „ J •„ „„ u„.„ ^r
diametrically opposed to prophets of
the war-party.
an inferior order (see J E R E M I A H , § 2 ;

PROPHET, §§ 24-26). W'e have also records of embassies
of Zedekiah to the great king of '733.^
WTiat messages were carried by these embassies, we
cannot of course say ; the embassies had for their
primary object the conveyance of the annual tribute of
Judah,^ until the fatal year when Zedekiah rebelled.
According to Winckler [K.-1T^^\ 2 7 8 ^ ) , who holds
that Zedekiah's suzerain was the king of Babylon,"^ the
embassies had another most important object, viz., the
bringing about of the restoration of the cultus of Yahw6
in the temple, which, he thinks, was in abeyance
throughout the reign of Zedekiah owing to the destruction, or at any rate the removal, of the sacred vessels.
He does not, however, say that the official worship of
1 Cp Winckler, KA T^l 141.
2 See Duhm's commentary.
3 Only two kings are meant. * Edom ' and ' Moab ' should be
'Ar:Lm' (Jerahmeel) and Missur,
' B ' n e Ammon,' ' T y r e , '
' Zidijn' are also wrong ; read ' Ij'ne J e r a h m e e l ' and ' M i s s u r '
(see Crit. Bib.).
,•* j,-£:n is a dittographed nyn£:. and this springs out of iNia
5 I.e., Jerahmeel (Jer. 20 3 51 59, where, following © , we read
nxo instead of nN^^'-^-j 'from' instead of * w i t h ' Zedekiah).
Guthe, however (GVI, 223), thinks that Zedekiah went in person
on the occasion referred to. Certainly Ahmasseh, when summoned by Esar-haddon to his durbar, was careful to obey. But
the theory adopted in the text is .safer.
6 In 51 59 read nnJD ~ib (© dpx<ov Biaptov ; see S E R A I A H ) .
•^ Winckler's theory, however, could of course be accommodated to the view that therf-eal suzerain of J u d a h at this time
was the king of Jerahmeel.

172
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It is true, the popular cults, chief among which w^as
the imported Jerahmeelite cult of Baal [i.e., the sun6 Relieion and ^°'^^' ^"'^ '^^^ great 'Cushite' or
moralitv
' Ishmaehtish' goddess [i.e., either the
^'
moon, or less probably the planet
Venus),^ attracted the majority more than that of
Yahw6 (as exhibited in Deuteronomy).
Not only
Jeremiah but also Ezekiel ^ expresses the utmost horror
at this apostasy, as they regard it. Both prophets are
fully conscious of the connection betw^een a low type of
religion and immorality. It also appears that even
those who professed fidelity to Yahwism had extremely
callous consciences. Of this we have a striking evidence
in Jer. 34 8-22.
Certain rich citizens of Jerusalem, we
are told, emancipated their Hebrew slaves at the
beginning of the siege (according to the prescriptions
of Ex. 211-4 Dt. 1512), but after the temporary raising
of the siege resumed possession of them. The motive
which induced the masters temporarily to liberate their
slaves was probably, not humanity, but the desire to
increase the number of the available defenders of the
walls of Jerusalem.
It was in the ninth year of his reign that Zedekiah finally
gave way to the war-party and rebelled against his suzerain,
first, however, taking the precaution of
6. R e b e l l i o n . ' sending his ambassaijors to D'l^iD G-^.j
Misrim, not Misraim), that they might give
him horses and many warriors'-^ (Ezek. 17 15). A striking
picture is drawn by Ezekiel (21 21 ['2',]f.) of the king of '^22
0 e r a h m e e l ) standing where the ways (.li\'ide, and shuffling the
arrows before the teraphim, and then inspecting the liver of a
sacrificed animal—two forms of divination, the first of which is
specially characteristic of Arabia, not of Babylonia.* There
was a chance that he might have led his army against Rabbathbne-ammon, or, as we should most probably read, Rehobothbne-jerahmeel, by which is meant the capital of IVIisrim. But
the oracle decided him on going to Jerusalem. So the Jerahmeelite army encamped against that strongly fortified city. On
his side, the king of Misrim was not idle. In the spring of 587
a Misrite army advanced towards Judah, or perhaps towards
Riblah—7.£'., not the northern Riblah, on the E . bank of tbe
Orontes, but a southern Riblah, or rather Jerahmeel, in the
1 Read riti*3iT for the improliable nc':],i in Jer. 824 ; ri^'^NJ'Cty*
for rnS ID in 2 K. 23 5 ; and Sxi'^TL:" n^S;:) ('Ishmael's Queen')
for •>,ncM ri^So •" J^^"- 7 18 44 1 7 / ; : (but cp QuEEN OF H E A V E N ) ,
So too DnnN D'n'pX in Jer, 1 IN 7 I3 I 9 4 443 8 probably comes
from ':'NDm' M'?NJ ' t h e gods of Jerahmeel.' Cpalso Crit. Bib.
on Zeph. 1 5,
2 Ezek. 8 seems to have been much misunderstood by commentators. See CTdt. Bib., and cp TAMMUZ.
3 Winckler, it is true, supposes this to refer to Sheshbazzar.
* See D I V I N A T I O N , § 2, and cp Lyall, Ancient
Arabic
Poetry, 106.
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southern H a m a t h or Maacath (see RIBI.AU)- I t was a futile
a t t e m p t ; flushed by victory the Cushite invaders returned, and
on the ninth day of the fourth month of Zedekiah's eleventh
year, the city was taken.
Zedekiah and his most faithful
warriors took to flight. H e was caught, however, and brought
to Riblah, There his sons u e r e put to death before his eyes ;
he himself was blinded (cp Ezek. 12 13), and carried in chains to
the city ofhis foes.l H o w Ezekiel regarded his fate, we know
frum a fiery denunciation (Ezek. 2\ 25 [3o]f.).
Cp I S R A E L ,

•:i"i' (.Vmmonite) is probably here, as in some other passages
(e.g., 1 S. 11 2 S. 10 f , see R E H O B O T H , S A U L , § lyC), a corruption
of '^N::n-,' (Jerahmeelite)—/.c, ' Z e l e k ' came from the Jerahmeelite Negeb. There are two place-names with which p'-%;
may be compared : ( i ) n2^D ( S A L E C A H ) , the name of one of t h e
' cities of the kingdom of O g in C u s h a n ' Q"^'3, not, as M T a n d
0, 1^3; see O c , and (2) 'Gp:^ ( Z I K L A G ) , for a time David's
city, a name which may be a corruption of ni; n (Halusah).
It is safest to choose the latter, p^-^ may be miswritten for y^n
(Hillez) which we know to be a Paltitel—i.e., Zarephathite—
(2 S, l.'3 2 6 y j and Jerahmeelite (i Ch. 12 39) name, and may
indicate a connection with the city of Halusah. Marquart
(Eund. 22), it is true, connects p^^i; (cp ^^ and ipL) with
y^i=, but we do not expect David to have a connection with
the centre of Saul's clan (see Z E L A ) .
T . K . C.

§§ 4 1 / . J E K E . M I A H , § 2.

2. b. L'henaanah, a leading prophet among those
consulted by Ahab as to the success of his proposed
expedition against Ramoth-gilead.
By means of iron
horns the prophet symbolically announced that Yahwe
would grant Ahab successive victories over Aram.
The
dispute with M I C A I A H (q.v.) is told in i K. L ' 2 i i ^
(-•piii), 2 Ch. 1 8 1 0 ^
T h e passage not only throws
light on the differences among the prophets, but also is
important for the question of the origin of the prophethood.
Ni;c Piini'HET, § 7, where it is maintained that the original
nehi'im came from N . Arabia, and that the Aramseans with whom
Israel contended were, mainly at any rate, those of the southern
Arani—/.t'., the Jerahmeelite border-land. For ' Ben Chenaanah'
we should probably read
Ben Kenizzi*; cp ' E l i s h a , ben
Shaphat'—i.e., ' Elisha, ben SephathT.' Elisha was k n o w n a s a
Zarephathite, Zedekiah as a R.enizzite (or Kenite?).
3. b. Maaseiah, one who 'prophesied a l i e ' in the
time of Jeremiah, Jer, 2 9 2 i ^
See S E D E C I A S , ±.
The passage has been much misunderstood. For roasted in
the fire' (cai oSp) we should read mci'Nn D^Dp 'killed in
Asshur,' Asshur is a synonym for Jerahmeel—the name of the
N . Arabian land whither (see Z E D E K I A H , 1) the Jews were
carried into exile. Wliat follows ^t;^ r^" is a n interpolation
(down to cn"y~l). on which see .\.HAI., 2.
4. h. Hananiah, a high officer, temp. Jehoiakim, Jer. 36 12.
5. AV Z I D K I J A H . Signatory to the covenant (see EZKA i.,
§ 7) ; Neh. 10 I [2] (rfpy.i ; (xeBeKLas [ B N A ] , VLOS (rapata). H e is
placed tw.,'ether with Nehemiah, the Tirshatha, before the list of
priestly families. W'as he Nehemiah's secretary (Ryssel)? or
resident of the council of the elders ( E . iMeyer, Entst. 136)?

P 1,'s reading is n^22^ i'xex^vtas),
ee T I R S H A T H A .

n'J3C') Shebaniah.
ZEEB (INT), Judg, 725.

Shecheniah; in v. 4 we find
T. K. C.

See O R E B .

ZELAH {1??V Sela'), a city of Benjamin, grouped by
P (see T A R A L A H , KIRJATH-JE.VRIM) with ' the Jebusite,
the same is Jerusalem," and Gibeah or Kirjath (Josh.
1828 ; om. B, C H A A [ A ] , CCAA [ L ] ) , also referred to as
containing the sepulchre of Kish {2 S. 2114 ; eN TH
nAeypd. [BAL], RV here Zela).
We cannot avoid utilising the results of our criticism of the
text. In the list of cities of Benjamin (as welt as in some o f t h e
accompanying tribal lists) there seems to have been serious
geographical confusion. T h e Gibeonite cities, for instance—
(gibeon, Beeroth (from Rehoboth), Chephirah (a doublet to
Beeroth), and Kirjath-jearim (as later inquiry suggests, Kirjathjerahmeel)—were originally represented as in the Negeb. So
too the Zela of Josh. IS28 was probably in the Negeb. It is,
however, hardly possible to transfer the family of Saul from the
territory usually known as Benjamite to the Negeb ; the relations
lietween Saul and D a \ i d forbid this. Some of the names ofthe
Net;cb, huwever, appear to have been carried northward by the
clans when they left the Negeb. This may well have been the
case vvith Zela, or rather—the name, like .so many other names
in Josh. 18 and in tbe story of Saul's personal history, being
evi<lently corrupt—Shalisha.
See L A I S H A H , and SAUL, § 4,
where it is pointed out that, according to what is supposed to
be the true text o f i S. 31 11-13, the bones of Saul and Jonathan
were brought by the men of Beth-gilgal (in Benjamin) to the
sacred tree at Beth-gilgal, and there buried. From i S. 2544 it
appears t h a t Laish, or rather Shalishah, was either identical
with, or near, Beth-gilgal (see GALLTM, L A I S H A H , P A L T I ) . T h e
same name seems to underlie ' [Bar-]rillai' in 2 S. IT27 (see
Mi' PHiiiosHETH, § 2), '21 s (see M E R A B ) , and should be restored
in Josh, i s 28, 2 S. 2114. Cp Z E L E K .
Some (e.^'-., Petrie) identify the Zelah (Sela') of Josh, with the
Zilu of the .Amarna Tablets (ISl 41 45), a place which, like
Lachish, threw off" the Egj'ptian authority.
T . K. C.
ZELEK (i v V ) . an Ammonite, one of David's heroes
(2 S. 2337 [36J, ekeie [B], o-^Aeyi [A], 6 a[p]p.av[e]Lrri [BA],
craAaafi 6 avapi [L] ; i Ch. 11 39, creAij [EN], (rekkrjK [AL],
o aiLiju,cui^[e]t [BA], . . . -etju, [N], 6 ap.p.avi [L]).
1 Josephus cleverly works out the narrative (Ant. x. 8 2).
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ZELOPHEHAD ("inp^V; c^AnAd^A [BAL, but
CAACJ). A , in Josh., CAHcJ). B, in C h . ] , which suggests
"in27V. Salpahad — i.e.,
perhaps * protection [?V,
" s h a d o w " ] from terror,' § 4 3 , or [Paterson, SBOT,
on N u . ' J 7 ] , ' t h e Dread One is shadowed' ;^ see, however, bi-Ji.nv).
Zelophehad (Zalpahad?) is variously
represented as the second son of Manasseh ( i Ch. Tis ;
see A S R I E L ) , and as b. Hepher, b. Gilead, b. Machir,
b. Manasseh (Josh. 173)-^ H e is said to have had no
sons, but five daughters—viz., iMahlah, Noah, Hoglah,
Milcah, Tirzah (Nu. 2633 271 3 6 i i Josh.173).
These
daughters are said {Nu.271-4) to have approached
Moses, Eleazar, the princes, and all the congregation
with a petition to b^ allowed to receive an inheritance
as representing their father,"* who died in the wilderness,
and had no sons,
A favourable answer was given
{i'Z'. 7-11); but the decision was supplemented later
(Xu. 36) by an order that heiresses should marry within
their own tribe.
Accordingly Zelophehad's daughters
are said to have married their father's brothers' sons.
That P had access to old lists, is undeniable ; but he
not unfrequently represents corrupt forms of the same
name as independent members of genealogies.
It is
therefore not impossible that in the list of six, formed
by Zelophehad and his daughters, the same name in
different forms may occur several times.
There is.
plausibility in the view that the name which underlies.
Zelophehad, Mahlah, and Milcah is Salhad, which, as
has been shown elsewhere ( G A L E E D , § i ) , may underlie
Sahadutha in Gen. 31 47, and appears in Dt. 3io and
elsewhere as S A L E C A H (q.v.).
It is indeed probable
that in one form of the patriarchal story Hauran was
much referred to {cp H.VRANJ. T h e objection that
Salhad was on the E. side of the Jordan, whereas it
appears that P did not recognise Manasseh as having
inheritances in Gilead,'* is not as important as it sccnis,
for the tradition that Zelophehad was ' son of Hepher,
son of Gilead,' cannot be annulled by bracketing ' s o n
of Gilead,' etc., in Josh. 173In determining the sense
of Zelophehad and the other names, we cannot ignore
the asserted connection of Zelophehad with Gilead.^
But further inquiry seems to be bringing out these
results—that the school of writers represented by P
had access to lists in which several tribes, including
Manasseh, were located in the Negeb, that Og's
traditional kingdom was, not in Bashan, but in Cushan,
and hence that Salecah is not the original name in
Dt. 3 10, etc., but some Negeb name such as Halusah.
This being the case, the name of Machir's sister n^SDH
( H A M M O L F C H E T H ) will be miswritten, not for Salecah, but for
Jerahmeel[ith], and those of her sons Ishhod (cp H O D E S H ) , and
IMahlah will stand for Ashhur and Jerahmeel respectively. So,
too, of the five daughters of Zelophehad, the first, the fourth,
1 P E L E T H (q.v.) in i Ch. 2 33 is a ' s o n ' of Jerahmeel—^.^,,
Zarephath was the centre of a subdivision of the Jerahmeelites. •
2 For another suggestion see M A N A S S E H i., § 9 [i.].
3 On the analysis of Josh. 17 1-6 see Oaf. Hex. 2 17 ; Steuernagel, HA'Josh.
217 ; Kuenen, Th.T 11 4R7
•i This passage is inconsistent with Josh. 176, which implies,
that each of Zelophehad's daughters received a ' part.'
5 This is Steuernagel's view (HK Josh. 215, foot).
6 Cp M A N A S S E H i., §§ 5, 9 .
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and possibly the third will represent Jerahmeel, the fifth (Tirzah)
will come from Zarephath, the second (Noah) from some form of
Manahath (b. Shobal), and Zelophehad will presumably be a
compound of twi> ethnic or tribal names, and since these names
have to be Negelj names, the most probable explanation o f t h e
name is Ishmael-hadad (cp ^^^; with .-iS^. [ S H E L E P H ] , and ritih]
[ZILPAH], which almost certainly come from '^xyoc")- H a d a d
appears in G e n . - . ^ i j as the eighth son of Islmiael, Hepher
and C'ilead, with which Zelophehad is also genealogically
connected, are Ne^^eb names.^
The meaning of the statement that Zelophehad had five
daughters, of course is that there were fi\e minor clans dependent on the great central clan called Zalp-had, or Ishmaelhadad.
T. K. C.

^ap. [.-V], ^ap.apLa [ L]), b. Becher in a genealogy of B E N J A M I N
(q.v., § 9, ii. .0, I Ch. Ttl, cp ZIMRI (836).

G E O G R A P H Y , § i 6 , 4.

ascribed to Zephaniah do not seem to be open to reason„ ^
.
able doubt.
Stade (G/I644) sus2. Genuineness ^^^^^
, „ „ ^^^„^„j \,f the ideas

ZENAN (tJV). a place (as the text stands) in the
S H E P H E L A H , mentioned with Hadashah and Migdalgad {ceNNA[B], -M [A], C€N<\M [L]), Josh. 15377;
presumably identical with the ZAA.NAN {pNV) of Mic,
1 " (c<\lN(\N [Aid. and some MSS], cCNNd^N [some
I^ISS, Syro-Hex,], ceNNd^Ap [B^-^A(J^J,—^^.N [Q^])The probability is, liowever, that there is a mistake, and that
neither the Zen;ui i.>f J^j^-lma nor the Zaanan of Micah was in
the Sheplielah. As in the c:ise of other lists of tribal placenames, I' seems tu have been indebted in Josh. 1 6 3 3 ^ to li^ts
of place-uaines belonL;ihg to dilTerent parts of tlie Negeb (see
Z E L O T E S ( z H A t o T H c ) . L k . G15 A V , R V Z E A L O T
W A R S riF T H E Lui.;u [BOOK OI']). Among the names which,
(q.v.).
critically considered, are specially favourable to this view, are
Eshtaul, Zorah, En-gannim, Tappuah, Jarmuth, Adullam,
ZELZAH
(nv'rV),
i S . IO2.
See
RACHEL'S
Socoh, iMizpeh, Joktheel, Lachish, and we may now add Zenan,
SI:PL'LCHRE.
Il;Kla.--hah, and Migilabgad, which are grouped together in
7'. 37, That Zenan may be presumed to be identical with tbe
Z E M A R A I M p ' T ^ V ; see Kittel, SBOT, H e b . , on
Zaanan of Micah, is obvious. Now, if Mic. 1 be criticised in
2 C h . I04, and on termination see NAMKS, § 107).
combination with other prophecies relative to an invasion of
J u d a h , it will appear that the invaders are more probably
I. The nanie of a city of Benjamin, grouped with
Jerahmeelites
from the S, than Assyrians from the N . , and, if
Beth-arabah and Bethel (Josh. I S 2 2 ; aapa [B], ae^upipt.
we grant this, it will at once appear doubly probable that the
[A], (xa/xapeip. [L]).
place which has a melancholy precedence in Mic. 1 among
those which suffer from the invasion is, not fllDb' (Samaria),
2. The name of 1 mountain * in the hilbcountry of
but p i - ' j ' (SHIMKON) in the Negeb.
See P R O P H E T , g 38.
Ephraim,' from the top of which A B I J A H delivered an
pt\'y will therefore presumably be = jyi; (Zoan), and -i^ (Zin),
address to Jeroboan\ and the Israelitish army (2 Ch.
both of which forms appear to have been connected geo184; <ro,aopo}v [BAL], aapLapwv [Niese], or (xepiapujv graphically with the famous Kadesh (cp PARADISE, § 6 ;
[Naber], Jos. --f///. viii. I I 2 = § 274).
See Bertheau.
St)DOw). T h e original form, therefore, of the names in Josh.
1537 was not improbably 'Zoan, Kadesh, Jerahmeel-gad [or
Both I and 2 suggest most interesting problems.
simply Jerahmeel],'and in Mic. 111, besides Shaphir (Shamir?),
Conder [PEF, 1877. p. 26), following Van de Velde
and Beth-ezel—the latter of which is clearly a Negeb name—we
and Robinson, identifies J.. with the ruin es-Samra,
may recognise Jerahmeel (nS nt:'n-n'li;='?NDm* n^:;") and
2-3 m. \V. from the Jordan and 15-16 m. in a direct line
Zoan. I t is probable, however, that Zoan or Zaanan (Zenan),
like Z I N (q.v.), comes from the widely-spread race-name Ishmael
E. from Bethel, and points out that there are two ruins
through the intermediate form ZilDeon (pj;^:;). See ZIBEON,
close together bearing the same name (Samra).
Buhl
and cp Crit. Bib.
T. K. C.
[Pal. 180) inclines to accept this combination.
Those,
however, who take this line must, at any rate, separate
ZENAS (zHNAC [Ti. W H ] , abbrev. from Zenodorus ;
the city from the mountain called Zemaraim, for a
cp A R T E M A S , OLYMPAS, and NAMICS, § 86, end), a
situation overlooking the Jordan valley will hardly suit
lawyer (vofiiKos), is thus alluded to in Tit. 8 1 3 :
'Be
the Chronicler's narrative ; v. 19 suggests that the spot
zealous in helping Zenas the lawyer and Apollos on
was not far from Bethel.
T h e matter needs retheir way, that they want for nothing.'
Whether he
consideration.
was a Jewish lawyer or a Roman jurisconsult is un\Ve have now t o indicate the new position of the questions
certain ; but the n o n - H e b r e w name and the short
resulting from our criticism ofthe text, and first of that relating
criticism of vop-iKoi in Tit. 89 (cp Zahn, Binl. I435)
to 2. W e have seen GEROISOAM, I ; REHOCOAM ; SHECHEIM ;
make for the latter, and the association with Apollos
SHILOH) that the scene of the narratives respecting Jeroboam
suggests that he was possibly of Alexandrian origin.
and Reboboam (and of course Abijah) was placed by the original
writers in the Nc^^eb, the possession of which was coveted both
In the lists of the ' seventy' compiled by the Pseudo-Dorotheus
by Jeroboam and by Rehoboam, as well as by the Jerahmeelites,
and Pseudo-Hippolytus he is made bishop of Diospolis, and
because it was the ' H o l y L a n d ' of Israel and of Jerahmeel,
he is mentioned in Jleiuea of the Greek church as author of
containing the most ancient sacred spots of both sections of
the (no longer extant) Acts of Titus.
Israel and of the closely related people of Jerahmeel. ' Ephraim '
is as much a southern as a northern name, and, whatever be its
ZEPHANIAH (n^^SV- ' w h o m Yahwfe hides,
or
origin (cp R E P H A I M ) , is a synonym of ' J e r a h m e e l . ' At the
* defends,' § 30, to which add the references CISi. I207,
present time, Bethel (perhaps = Dan—i.e., Halusah, see L u z ;
P R O P H E T , g l o ; S H E C H E M ) , Jeshanah (perhaps misread for
-J
e t c . ; Lidzbarski, j^izwfl'^. 359 [cp also below,
^y,'^, the southern Shunem, cp S H E N , S H U N E M ) , and Ephron
a n d d S e 2-4]; C O ^ O N I A C ) I- Son of Cushi, the
(probably near the place miscalled Shechem, but really named
' ninth, according to the order of his book,
Cusham-jerahmeel, see SHECEIEM, 2 ; M A C H P E L A H ) , were in the
hands of Jeroboam. According to the Chronicler (2 Ch. 13 19),
among the twelve minor prophets, fiourished in the reign
Rehoboam took these cities from Jen^boam.
of Josiah of Judah, and apparently before the great
reformation in the eighteenth year of that king (621
Turning now to i, we have seen that P, as a geographer,
often works on lists which properly belong to an ancient
B.C.).
For various forms of idolatry put down in that
geographical survey of the Negeb. This is the case, not only
year {2 K. 2 8 4 / . 12) are spoken of by Zephaniah as still
with the name-lists of J u d a h , Issaehar, Asher, and N a p h t a h .
prevalent in Judah ( I 4 / . ) i S-id are specified in such a
but also with that of Benjamin (cp Z E L A ) . T h e names Jericho,
connection as to imply that they were not the secret sins
Beth-hoglah, and Emek-keziz in Josh. l.S 21 probably come from
Jerahmeel, Beth-meholah ( = Beth-jerahmeel), and iNIaacathof individuals, but held the first place among the nadonal
cush, places in the Negeb ; whilst the Beth-arabah and Zemaraim
backslidings that could, as the prophet teaches, be rein V. 22 probably come from Beth-'arab and Simrim or Simrum.
moved only by a sweeping judgment on the state.
Of
To say where these places stood, except that one of tli',-m is
the person of Zephaniah nothing is known ; but inaspresumably R E H O B O T H (q.v.), is beyond our power.
It is
possible (though Gen. 10 ve, confirms S7n) that har-simrim is the
much as his genealoi^y, contrary to the usual practice in
same as har-simron in Am,39(?J 4 i t5 i (see P R O P H E T , § 3 5 ;
the case of the prophets (see Is. 11 Jer. 11 Ezek. I3 Hos.
SHIMRON),
Perhaps Simron was in the hands of Abijah
11 Joel 1 r) is carried back four generations, it has been
(according to the Chronicler's authority), and Jeroboam had
conjectured that his great-great-grandfather Hezekiah
come with the object of besieging it. There is, at any rate, no
reason why i. and 2. should not be identified, Cp ZF,MARITE,
( l i ) is the king of that name, and if so he will have
belonged to the highest class of Judsean society.
T. K. C.
ZEMARITE (nDV), Gen, 10x8 i Ch. I i 6 ,
See
T h e genuineness and integrity of the short prophecy
ZEMIRA,

RV

Zemirah

(H^D?,

AMARIAC [ B ] ,

1 For the southern Gilead cp R A M O T H - G I L E A D , and
Bib. on Jer; 8 22.
S40I
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and integrity,

gxpressed in them) 21-311 and

3;

and it is true, if 3 were a distinct oracle, there would b e
S402

ZEPHANIAH

ZEPHANIAH

no cogent reason to ascribe it to the author of the two
chapters that precede; for the book of the minor
prophets is made up of short pieces, some bearing a
name and some anonymous, and it is only old usage
that ascribes the anonymous pieces to the last preceding
prophet whose name is prefixed to his prophecy. But,
though the sequence of thought in the book of Zephaniah
is not so smooth as ci western reader may desire, ^i,
single leading motive runs through the whole, and the
first two chapters would be incomplete without the
third, which, moreover, is certainly pre-exilic [vv. 1-4)
and presents specific points of contact with what precedes as well as a general agreement in style and idea
[see further § 6].
The prophecy may be divided into three p a r t s : (i.)
t n ^.^• «* the menace {1); (ii.) the admonition
3. Outline Of ,„ ^ , /••• \ / i ^
• loa
\
contents
(^^-S?); ("i-) the promise (38-2o)._

drama, who is thus strangely forgotten at the last, w^as
not as real and prominent a figure in Zephaniah's
political horizon as Assyria was in the horizon of Isaiah.
At the same time, it is reasonable to think that so complete a reproduction of Isaiah's ideas in the picture o f a
new world-judgment was not formed without some
stimulus from without; and this stimulus has been found,
with much plausibility, in the Scythian invasion of
western Asia, to which some of Jeremiah's earlier
prophecies (as 515-1761-622-25) also appear to refer

The dominating motive of the whole is the
approach of a sweeping and world-wide judgment, which the
)rophet announces as near at hand, and interprets, on the lines
aid down by Isaiah in his prophecies about Israel and Assyria,
as designed to destroy the wicked and prepare the way for the
visible sovereignty of the righteous God of Israel (1 2f. 7 14-18).
As regards Judah, which forms the subject of the first and third
chapters, theeffectofthejudgment willbe tosift out the idolaters,
the men of violence and wrong, the false prophets and profane
priests, the hardened men of the world to whom all religion is
alike (' the men that are thickened on their lees,' 112), and who
deem that Yahwe will do neither good nor evil (1 4 (> sf. 12 3 sf).
The men who seek meekness and righteousness will be left, a
puur and lowly people, trusting in Yahwe's name and eschewing
faKehood ( 2 3 3 12). T o them a future of gladness is reserved,
a peaceful life under Yahwe's immediate kingship and loving
protection (3 13-17). Such an ideal necessarily implies that they
shall no longer be threatened by hostility from without, and this
condition is satisfied by the prophet's view of the effect of the
impending judgment on the ancient enemies of his nation.
The
destruction of the Philisliries on the W. and of Moab and
Ammon on the E . (24-10) will enable the Hebrews ti:) extend
their settlements from the iNIediterranean to the Syrian d e s e r t ;
and their remoter oppressors, the Ethiopians and the Assyrians,
shall also perish (2 12-15). T h a t Ethiopia appears instead of
Egypt is in accordance with the conditions of the time. It was
with Ethiopic dynasts holding sway in Egypt that Assyria had
to contend during the seventh century B . C , when the petty
kingdoms of Palestine were sooften crushed between the collision
of the two great powers, and even Psammetichus, the contemporary of Josiah, and the restorer o f a truly Egyptian kingdom,
was nominally the heir of the great Ethiopian sovereigns.

f

Zephaniah's conceptions are closely modelled on the
scheme of Yahwe's righteous purpose worked out by
4. WnrlH Isaiah a century before, when Judah first
- 'j
, felt the weight of the Assyrian rod ; and
^ °
' they afford the most conclusive evidence
of the depth and permanence of that great prophet's
influence. But in one point there is an important
divergence.
In Isaiah's view, Assyria is the rod of
God's anger ; and, when the work of judgment is
complete, and Yahw^ returns to the remnant of his
people, the theodicea is completed by the fall of the
unconscious instrument of the divine decrees before
the inviolable walls of the holy mountain. Zephaniah,
in like manner, looks to an all-conquering nation as
the instrument of divine judgment on Judah and the
rest of the known world.
He represents the day
of Yahw^, according to the old meaning of that phrase
(WRS, P7-oph.i'^) 397f)'
^^ •T- day of battle (not an
assize day); he speaks of the guests invited to Yahwe's
sacrifice [i.e., to a great slaughter), of alarm against
fenced cities, of blood poured out as dust, of pillage
and desolation at the hand of an enemy {I7 13 16-18).
Beyond this, however, all is vague ; we hear neither
who the sword of Yahwe (212) is, nor what is to
become of him when his work is completed, Isaiah's
construction has in all its parts 1 definite reference
to present political facts, and is worked out to a
complete conclusion ; Zephaniah borrows the ideas of
his predecessor without attaining to his clearness of
political conception, and so his picture is incomplete.
The foreign conqueror, by whom Judah is to be chastised and Nineveh and Ethiopia destroyed, is brought
on to the stage, but never taken off it. It is safe to
conclude that the principal actor in the prophetic
5403

(see I S R A E L , § 39, col.

2246).

Be that as it may, the comparison between Isaiah
and Zephaniah affords an instructive example of the
_ .
. difference between original and repro5, C o n t r a s t -, ^,
AHI.
V
w i t h Uaiah ^^c^^ve prophecy.
All the prophets
have certam fundamental ideas m common, and each has learned something from his predecessors. If Zephaniah draws from Isaiah, Isaiah
himself drew from .Amos and Hosea. Isaiah, however,
goes to his predecessors for general principles, and
shapes the application of these principles to the conditions of his own time in a manner altogether fresh
and independent. Zephaniah, on the other hand, goes
to his predecessor for details ; he does not clearly
distinguish between the form and the substance of the
prophetic ideas, and looks for a final consummation of
the divine purpose, not only in accordance with the
principles of Isaiah, but on the very lines which that
prophet had laid down. These lines, however, were
drawn on the assumption that the .Assyrian judgment
was final and would be directly followed by the reign of
righteousness. The assumption was not justified by
the event ; the deliverance and reformation were incomplete, and the inbringing of the reign of righteousness
was again deferred. Zephaniah sees this, but fails to
draw the true inference. H e postulates a new crisis in
history similar to the Assyrian crisis of which Isaiah
wrote, and assumes that it will run such a course as to
fulfil Isaiah's unfulfilled predictions. But the movements of history do not repeat themselves ; and the
workings of God's righteous providence take fresh shape
in each new scene of the world's life, so that a prediction
not fulfilled under the conditions for which it was given
can ne\cr again be fulfilled in detail.
As it is an
essential feature of prophecy that all ideas are not only
presented but thought out in concrete form, and with
reference to present historical conditions, the distinction
between the temporary form and the permanent religious
truth embodied in that form is also essential. The
tendency to confound the two—to ascribe absolute truth
to what is mere embodiment, and therefore to regard
unfulfilled predictions as simply deferred, even where
the form of the prediction is ob\'iously dependent on
mere temporary conditions of the prophet's own time—
gained ground from the time of Zephaniah onwards,
and culminated in the Apocalyptic literature.
As it
grew, the eternal ideas of the great prophets fell into
the background, and were at length entirely lost in the
crass Jewish conception of a Messianic age, which is
little more than an apotheosis of national particularism
and self-righteousness.
Zephaniah's eschatology is not open to this charge :
with him, as with Isaiah, the doctrine of the salvation of
the remnant of Israel is inspired by spiritual convictions
and instinct with ethical force. The emphasis still lies
(311-13) on the moral idea of the remnant, not on the
physical conception Israel. He does not jield to Amos
or Isaiah in the courage with which he denounces sin
in high places, and he is akin to Hosea in his firm hold
of the principle that the divine governance is rooted not
only in righteousness but in love, and that the triumph
of love is the end of Yahwe's working (3 ly). \ > t even
here we see the difference between the first and the second
generation of prophec>'.
The persuasion to which
Hosea attains only through an intense inward struggle,
which lends a peculiar pathos to his book, appears iii
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Zephaniah, as it were, ready made. There is no mental
conflict before he can pass through the anticipation of
devastating judgment to the assurance of the victory of
divine love ; and tiie sharp transitions that characterise
the book are not, as with Hosea, due to sudden revulsion
of feeling, but only mark the passage to some new topic
in the circle of received prophetic trutli.
The finest thing in the book—in spite of certain
obscurities, ^\"l•lich may be partly due to corruptions of
the text—is the closing passaL;c ; but the description of
the day of Yahwe, the dies i/rr dies ilia of 115, whieh
furnishes the text of the mc^st striking of media'val
hynms, has perhaps taken firmer hold of the religious
imai^ination. Least satisfactory is the treatment of the
judcjment on heathen nations, and of their subsequent
conversion to Yahwfe (3 8-10). In the scheme of Isaiah
it is made clear that the fall of the power that shatters
the nations cannot fail to be recognised as Yahwe's
work, for Assytia falls bejore Jerusaleni as soon as it
seeks to go beyond the limits of the divine commission,
and thus the doctrine * With us is God" is openly
vindicated before the nations. Zephaniah, on the other
hand, assumes that the convulsions of histurv are
Yahwe's work, and specially designed forthe instruction
and amendment of Israel ( 3 6 / . ) , and neglects to show
how this conviction, which he himself derives from
Isaiah, is to be brought home by the coming judgment
to the heart of heathen nations. Their own gods,
indeed, will prove helpless (2 n ) ; but that is not
enough to turn their eyes toward Yahwe. Here, therefore, there is in his eschatology a sensible lacuna, from
which Isaiah's construction is free, and a. commencement of the tendency to look at things from ? merely
Israelite standpoint, which is so notable a. feature of
the later Apocalyptic.
w. iv. o.
It has seemed best to the present writer to leave the
preceding interesting and suggestive article substantially
as it stood in 1888 ; and to append in a supplement
such additions as seem to be now required.
The integrity of the prophecy has been much more
seriously questioned than it was in 1888.
Kuenen (§ 78, 5-8) in 1889, whilst defending
2i-3 n against Stade, allowed—on account,
chiefly, of the great contrast between the denunciation of 1 2 i 3 1-7 and the promises of
814-20 — that 314-20 was a supplement, dating probably
from shordv after the restoration in B.C. 536.
Schwally
(ZATW,
IIOO, 2 1 8 ^ , 238240) ascribes to Zephaniah only
i - i 3 - i 5 j ^nd possibly 21-4 (doubting this passage on account of u y and rn:y 2 3 ) ; 25-12 he treats as exilic (chiefly on
account of the ' r e m n a n t ' 279), and 3 as post-exilic : the ' single
leading motive' appealed to above by Robertson Smith, he
considers to be evidence only of unity of redaction, not of
unity of autltor.
Wellhausen (1S92, (3)1898) is suspicious of
23, and rejects l7a,c, 8-11 ; he treats 3 as an appendix, added
subsequently in two stages, first 3 1-7 (cp Mic. 7 1-6), and then
3i-2o (cp Mic. 77-20)—3 8-20 being separated from 3 1-7 on
account ofthe sudden change of tone and subject, consolations
and promises following immediately upon censure and rebuke,
and the heathen, not the Jews, being threatened with punishment.
Budde (.S'Z. Kr., 1893, pp. 3 9 3 ^ ) would admit 2 1-3 3 1-57 86
[in this order] 11-13 as in harmony with the pre-exilic period,
and a suitable sequel to 1 ; 2 4-15 he rejects, as inconsistent with
6. R e c e n t
criticism,

1 (Israel no longer, as in 1, the perpetrator of wrong, but the
victim of wrong, which is now [v. 9 end] to be avenged) ; 3 gf.
is fc\i:ludf;d as breaking the connection betwen 38 and 3 IT ;
and 'i 14-20 i.^ a later lyrical epilogue to 3 11-13. Cornill (£•/«/., 1^)
Vic/j, § 5^, -) agrees with Budde. Davidson (1896) defends(99 j ^ )
2 as a whole, admitting only that 2 4-15 may in parts haye been
expanded (the kind-rhythm
seems intended to predominate in
these verses; but in some places, especially 25 7, it can be
restored only by considerable textual alterations, and '?8-ii do
not conform to it at all) ; in 3 he feels doubtful only about 3 10
(which is textually obscure and uncertain) and about the ' e x tremely beautiful passaL,'e ' 3 14-20, which seems to him to spring
from a time when the judgments have already fallen upon
Israel (p. 15), and by its jubilant tone contrasts strangely
with the dark picture of guilt 3 1-3 7, and even with the more
sombre hopes of 311-13. Nowack (1897) In 2 agrees closely with
Wellhausen, only rejecting'2 15 as well as 27 a,c 2.-11 ; in 3, however, he rejects only (like Budde) Zgf in addition to 3 14-20.
G . A . Smith (I8Q8) accepts (2 42-45) thfi whole of 2 except 2 8-ii ;
in 3 he regards 3 gf. as ' obviously a later insertion," and 3 14-20
as clearly an epilogue of peace and hope added at the close of
the exile or after the return (44 f).
Baudissin (Einl. 1901,
P- 553 j ^ ) denies to Zephaniah only 2 7^, c, 8-11 and 314-20;
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he thinks 3 1-13 also to be an addition to the original prophecy
(which will have ended with 212-15), Init not necessarily by
another hand than that of Zephaniah himself.

Of the passages which have been thus questioned,
21-3 may be accepted as Zephaniah's without any
scruple : it forms for a prophet the almost necessar)counterpart to 1. In l:!4-7 the only suspicious part is the
clause 2 7 c {cp the remarks below on 318-20), which may
be a gloss (WeUhausen, Nowack); and 2 13-15 is far
more likely to have been written before the destruction
of Nineveh in 607 than after it {cp also § 3). Against
3 1-8 11-13 no reasonable objection can be urged : as
Budde (396) says, wu are here in the pre-exilic
Jerusalem, without any trace of the exile and its e\periences.
Davidson remarks in particular that 3 1-7 is
characterised generally by the same moral earnesini_-ss
as 1^-23, and that the terms of 31-4 are such as are not
likely to have been applied to Jerusalem, except in the
pre-exilic period : 3ii-i3 describes the Jeru.salenp of the
future, purified by judgment, and naturally therefore
differs in tone from 3 r-7. Schwally's main argument
( 2 3 1 ^ ) for rejecting 38 cannot be sustained: there
is no sufficient reason for supposing that the nations are
there gathered together against Israel (as in Ez. 3 8 / and
post-exilic passages) ; they are assembled for punishment, and Israel is included among them. There is,
however, a greater consensus against Zephaniah's
authorship of 28-ii Zgf and 814-20. It is objected to
28-IO (the oracle of Moab and Ammon) that there is
no sufficient motive for the mention of these countries
about 625 B.C. {the Philistines, 25-7, would beon the line
of march of the Scythians towards Egypt ; indeed,
Herodotus expressly says that they passed by Ashkelon,
I105), that the reproaches of 2810 presuppose the
destruction of Jerusalem, which gave occasion for them
(Ezek. 25368), that (see Budde above) the attitude of
the prophet towards Judah is here the exact opposite of
that taken by him in 1, and that the elegiac measure,
which at least predominates in 24-712-15, does not
appear in 2 8-10. It may, however, be doubted whether
the terms of 28 10 necessarily refer to the events of B.C.
586, and also whether our knowledge of the times is
sufficient to justify us in declaring that no adequate
motive then existed for the unfavourable mention of
these arrogant and encroaching {Is. 166 Am. 113)
nations (Davidson compares Dt. 2 8 3 6 ) ; if Ezekiel, in
spite of his uncompromising sense of Judah's sin (1-2-1),
nevertheless resents strongly {25i-ii) the unfriendly
attitude of IVloab and Ammon, why may not Zephaniah
have done the same? The argument derived from the
change of rhythm possesses weight ; but it implies that
we are right in emending the context (257 12) so as to
restore the kind'rhyihn\,
and also that we have valid
grounds for supposing that Zephaniah would desire to
preserve rhythmical uniformity throughout the entire
passage {28 ' I have heard ' is an evident reminiscence
of Is. 166). 2 II, however, connects imperfectly both
with 210 and with 212 (observe ' y e also') ; and may
therefore be the addition of a reader, who desiderated
here the two thoughts which the verse contains ; and
2>gf. (the eanversion of the nations) ^ connects extremely
badly (notice v. 9 ' for then ') with 38 (the judgment on
the nations—if not, indeed, their destruction, I 2 / ! ) .
As regards 314-20, it is, no doubt, possible that it is, in
G. A. Smith's words {73), a 'new song from God,'
which came to some prophet, shortly after the return,
and expressed for the remnant that survived, the
•afflicted and poor' people of 2'. 12, the brighter hopes
which the restoration fostered.
The picture which
the verses delineate is, however, upon any view of
their origin, an ideal one ; and the question remains
whether it is more than i lyrical development of
the thought of vv. 11-13, such as Zephaniah, realising
vividly in spirit the blissful future, might have con1 There is manifestly some corruption in 3 10 ; but the homage
of the nations is more consonant with the context than tbe
homage of the exiled Jews.
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Structed himself. Undoubtedly the terms of vv. 18-20
presuppose exile, whilst vv. 11-13 suggest nothing more
than the purification of Judah in its own home ; but
both c\Ile, and restoration from exile, are contemplated
by Jeremiah, and Zephaniah might have added the
closing verses of his book many years after 3ii-i3 was
written, at a time when exile was seen more clearly to be
looming in the future. It is, however, true that 818-20
is more open to suspicion than 814-17. A final decision
on the entire question will hardly be arrived at on the
basis of Zephaniah alone : it will depend on the conclusion formed by the critic on passages of similar import found in many of the other prophets (cp Int7'od.f'^
229/! 273 306 f 318 330 334 ; and Cheyne, Pref. to
WRS,
Proph.i'^^ XVff.).
The text of Zephaniah, while on the whole well preserved, is in several passages open to grave suspicion,
_•*,, and in some unquestionably corrupt. Many
' of these have, however, been corrected,
especially by Wellhausen, chiefly on the basis of ©.
A full discussion of the text belongs to a commentary (see esp.
Wc, N o w . , and G A S m . ) ; but a few of the more notable
passages may be briefly noticed here : 1 3, ' and the stumbling
blocks with the wicked,' is incongruous with t h e context, and
prob. (We. Now.) a late gloss ; 1 sb omit prob. C'i,'3C'jn and the
1 after m n ' ^ (reading then, ' a n d t h e worshippers of Yahwe,
who swear b y their king ' p Molech']); 2IVL;'31 Vti'^'izrin (Che.
Bu.) * get you shame, and be ye ashamed, O nation unabashed,'
is on t h e whole most prob. (C'Li'ip means ' to gather .stubble ' ) ;
2 2 for the first two clauses (to chaffs read with Wellhausen
(nearly as tS) ' before ^^ beco77te as chaff that jasseth a-U-'ay'
(iDy i'.TI) Vr;n-J<; Olp-) ; '^(>a read probably (© We.) * and
Chereth shall be an habitation for shepherds' (HU T\-\2 nriMT
• ' y h : ' w i t h cottages'—or even ' w i t h c a v e s ' — ' f o r ' is an impossible rendering of the existing Heb.) ; 2 7 read (© We.) ' and
the coast ofthe sea ( c n i'2T\), and (We.) ' by the s e a ' for ' thereupon ' (D'H 7j; for •n''7i^); 2 i i at least n i l , ' m a k e l e a n ' (cp
Is 10 16 174, though the word is here strange) for ^^^ ; 214
^'lJl"in'n"73 cannot be right ('all the beasts of the nations ' is no
translationof it) ; t h e n ^ r ^ i p '(their) voice* read probably (We.)
Din, ' t h e o w l ' ( P s . 1027), and for n"in, 'desolation,' 3ni', ' t h e
raven ' (IP Ew. W e . : cp Is. 34 11) ; 3 3 ^DlJ ('leave,' lit. cut off,
hence i-eserr-eC!) ; or ' g n a w the bones,'denom. from D"lii) is very
suspicious ; 3 7 read with (P We., for ' so . . . concerning her,'
' a n d all that I have commanded her shall never be cut otf from
her e y e s ' (only n^rj-P for rr^iyr); 3 8 for 1].'^, ' t o t h e p r e y '
read prob., with (P> Pesh., Hitz., Bu., W e . , Now., GASm.,
"ly^, 'for a w i t n e s s ' ; 3 10 ''liiB nS '"]n> ( ' m y suppliants, t h e
daughter of my dispersed ' ?) is extremely suspicious ; 3 15 read,
with lES Pesh. and nearly all moderns, "Nin, ' see,'for ''NTn, 'fear';
317 Buhl (ZATW,
1885, p. 183) for trnn_' proposes plausibly
Cin;*, * will 7-eneiu (Ew. § 282 d) his l o v e ' ; 3 ie<2 * for ' (RV) is
less probable than ' a w a y from ' ; 318^ is suspicious, though the
clause might be rendered (better than in RV), ' upon whom
[referring to ' t h e e ' ] reproach is a b u r d e n ' ; 820 ' a n d at that
time I will gather t h e e ' yields an excellent sense, but it cannot
be extracted from the existing text.

ZEPHANIAH
found in Isaiah in other connections (e.g. 526-30). T h e
great and abiding religious value of the book consists in
the profoundly earnest moral tone which pervades it,
and in the prophet's deep sense of the sin of his people,
and of the stern need which impels Yahw e, who would
only too gladly rejoice over his people, if it would
permit him to do so (817), to visit it with a discipline
such as will purge away its unworthy members.
Zephaniah's gospel has been described as ' simple and
austere.' It is true, he goes back to and insists ^\ith
pathetic eloquence on the most primary and rudimentary of religious duties, earnestness and sincerity of
life, justice and integrity, humility and a simple trust in
God. ' A thorough purgation, the removal of the
wicked, the sparing of the honest and the meek ; insistence only upon the rudiments of morality and
religion; faith in its simplest form of trust in a
righteous God, and character in its basal elements
of meekness and truth—these alone survive the judgm e n t ' (GASm., 71). H e does not, as other prophets
commonly do, call the wicked to repent, or dwell upon
the divine grace which is ever ready to forgive the
penitent : it may be that the doom seemed to him to be
too imminent ; the time for pleading was past; there
remained only the separation of the evil from the good.
But he recognises and teaches clearly the moral qualities
which have a value in Yahwe's eyes, and will not be
swept away when the judgment comes (cp Is. 3314-16).
Another point which is worthy of notice is Zephaniah's
comprehensive view of histor}. Yahwe's hand guides
the movement of the nations ; and by them he accomplishes his purposes of disciphne, purgation, and salvation (cp Is. 105_^).
His ultimate purpose is that
not only Israel {811-13), but also the nations
IjliibZgf,
—whether these verses be Zephaniah's or not), shall
become the loyal and faithful servants of God.
Ewald, Prophets, 3 1 4 ^ ; the Commentaries on the Minor
Prophets in general (Hitz., Keil, Pusey, Wellh., Nowack,
GASm.) ; A. B. Davidson in the Ca7nb. Bible
9. L i t e r a t u r e . (1896); Duhm, Theol. der Proph. (1875),
pp. 222-5 '•< Kirkpatrick, Doctr.
of the
Prophets, 253_(^ ; J . A. Selbie's art. in Hastings' DB; and t h e
discussions of Kuenen, Schwally, etc., which have been already
mentioned. An apocryphal prophecy ascribed to Zephaniah
( ' A n d the spirit took me, and carried me u p into the fifth
heaven, and I saw angels called lords,' etc.) is quoted by Clem.
Ale,x. Strom. 5 11, § 77 ; some other fragments, preserved in a
Coptic version, have also been discovered and published lately :
see APOCRVPHA, § 21, Schurer, TLZ, 1899, ^o'- ^ (who agrees
that SteindorfTs ' u n k n o w n ' Apoc. is probably that of Zeph.),
GjVi^)
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[See also P R O P H E T I C L I T E R A T U R E , § 40, and

SCYTHIANS, § 6, on Zephaniah and Jeremiah, with reference to
the prophecies on ' the Scythians.']

w. R. s., §§ 1-5, 9 (partly) ;
s. R. D., §§ 6-8, 9 (partly).
2. A Kohathite (i Ch. 621 [36], o-a^ayta [BL], -tou (A]).
3. b. MAAbEiAH (i), a priest temp. Zedekiah ; Jer. 211 29 25
29 37 3 52 24 (BNA om.) 2 K. 25 18 ((raifiovLav [L]).
4. Father of J O S I A H (2) ; Zech. 61014.
[All these ' Zephanlabs ' have directly or indirectly a historical
interest, and even if it be contended that the prophet Zephaniah
must have given his name a religious interpretation (cp the
statement in Is. 8 18), and have considered himself a guardian of
the truth (cp 23, though to be sure Schwally and Wellhausen
question Zephaniah's authorship of this passage) that the faithful
will be protected in t h e day of Yahwe's anger, yet it is at any
rate conceivable, and, if we consider the mass of evidence
arising from parallel namesj even probable, that the ' Zephaniahs'
in general belonged to families of near or remote Jerahmeelite—
i.e., N . Arabian—affinities,! and tbe view is capable of being
defended that all the names with which ' Zephaniah is combined
in the O T (passing over Zeph. 1 1 , in spite of the suggestion
' Cushi') are most easily and naturally e.xp]alned as names ofthe
Negeb. From this point of view, ' Z e p h a n i a h ' (cp Elizaphan
and SHAPHAN ; also Crit. Bib. on Jer. 20 i) is an expansion of
Saphan or Saphon, the name of a N . Arabian district — cp
ZAPHON ; and a parallel t o t h e confusion which may seem to
have arisen can be found in the name Eliahba (xnn'''?^). if this

As has been remarked already {§§ 3-5), Zephaniah, in
his prophetic ideals, follows largely in the steps of
8 Religious •^^^^^^* W'ith Zephaniah as with Isaiah,
1
. ^
the central idea is that of o. judgment,
° ' to be executed by Yahwe upon Judah,
which will sweep away from it the proud, the religiously
indifferent, the scoffers, the men who abuse their
privileges and their position ( 3 3 / . ) , and the impenitent, who will not fisten to 'correction (827), but
which will leave behind a meek and pious 'remnant,'
who trust simply in their God {23 8 1 2 / ; cp Is. 14 32, and
contrast Is. 2 u 12 17 ; Zephaniah, it is to be noted,
emphasises more strongly than Isaiah does the particular
virtues of 'meekness' and 'humility'). With Zephaniah,
however, the judgment, more distinctly than in Isaiah
{313)' is a world-'yrxd^ment: it embraces all nations
{ I 2 / . 38), not only Israel ( I 4 / : ) .
T h e figure of
Yahwe's ' D a y ' is doubdess suggested by Is. 212 _^;
but the imagery of war and invasion, under which its
approach is pictured (114-18), is Zephaniah's own, though

1 It Is worth noticing that there is a well-known Israelite gem
(Brit. Mus., N o . 1032), with this legend, i n ' j a a p "imnt^'?, where,
even i f n n i n r he rendered 'blackish ' or ' browni-sh'(so ClermontGanneau, PEFQ, 1902, p . 267), we must at a n y rate suppose
tbat it is a fantastic variation of -ni:' = -nnB'K, so that both
father and son have names which originally belonged to districts
of N . Arabia.
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is really a modification of '?xDn[-i]', as maintained in Crit. Bib.
on 2 S. 13 32. This has a distinct bearing on tbe history of
Israelite religion. T h e third Zephaniah held a high otlhA; in tlie
temple. In Jer. 'J',t JI. he appears as the successor of * the priest
Jehoiada,' and as ba\ ing the right of granting or refusin.L; access
to the temple. It was held to be his duty to expel prophetic
enthusiasts ; nevertheless he abstained from hindering Jeremiah.
In 2 K. 2o 18 (and Jer. U'l 24 ?) he is represented as second pnest
(see P R I E S T , § 5, end). T h e fourth Zephaniah was father u f a
certain Josiah, into whose house the bearers of rich offerings
from '^13 entered (temp. Zerubbabel). See ZEKuiuiAiuiL, and
cp Ht:N.
T. K. C ]

ZERAH
3. b . Reuel [from Jerahmeel?], an Edomite clan (pointing n*>N
for FJ^'TN, E V ' s ' d u k e ' ) , Gen. 30 13 17 [P], (^ape [ A D E L ] , ^epe
[D V. 17]), I Ch. 1 37 (C,apes [B], C,ape [Bii.h AL]), represented as
the father of JMUAB [^.7'.] (Gen. 30 33 [om. EJ i Ch. 1 44).
4. b . SiMKoN (§9), N u . •:iii3 [ P ] ; I Ch. 424 (^apt? [B],
^apae [A]), also called ZOHAR (nrii ; o-aap ; Gen. 4i'i 10 \a-aak D],
K\'. I"' 15). From him is derived the patronymic Z A K H I T E , R V
Zi:;KAHrrE ; cp 1 supra.

5. Zerah the Cushite, ( ^ i s n ; ^ape b AWLOXJ/;]os.
Ant.
8i:r . ^apaios), defeated by Asa, king of Judah (2 Ch.
149-15 [^^-14])T h e overwhelming defeat which Asa is
ZEPHATH ( n ; : V ; § 2 0 ; c64>eK' [BL], C64)ep
said U) have inflicted upon Zerah, in spite ofhis relatively
[A]), a. Cannanite city taken by ilir men of S I M I ' O N
small force, is a detail peculiar to liie Chronicler. To take
(§ 4) and Judah (Judg. 117).
Probably a corruption of
the story as it stands is impossible (see C H R O N I C L E S ,
ZAREPHATH [q.v.) [Che.].
For a northern Zephath
t; 8 / ) .
W h a t Asa's power really amounted lo we
see r.VLESriNK, § 15, col. 3546, no. 116.
know from i K. 1 .''H6-22 ; of Zerah the Cushite nothing
ZEPHATHAH ( n n j V - Jos. Ant. v i i i . l 2 i , C^J^BAGA).
is reported elsewhere,
It is true, many O T critics (incl.
a valley ' b y MAKESI-IAU ' (q.v.), whore As;i defeatrd
ICwald and Graf) have adopted ChampoUion's view that
Zerah the Cushite, 2 Ch. 1410. If the Mareshah i-efcn ed
Osorkon I. {22nd dyn.) is intended ; others (incl, Sayce,
to is the Mer'as S. of IVt-jibrIn, it is simplest to read
Grit. Mon. 363 ff.) have preferred Osorkon II.
Butrrrri;. Saphonah, with Hitzig, Gratz, Kohler, Buhl,
wliy either king should be called a Cushite has not been
Benzinger, foUowing ([^''-^^^ ^^^^ ^oppdv (Pesh. omits).
ex[)lained^ (see the suggestions described in Kohler,
It is possible, however, that there was a Mareshah In the
Bibl. Gesch. 3321 ff.), and without this it is useless
NcL:eb, near Zephath or Zarephath, and that Asa's fight with
to show that Osorkon II. made a campaign against
Zerah was to defend J u d a h i t e possessions in the Negeb. T h e
Syria and Palestine (NaviUe, Bubastis \^EEP\
1891,
mention of t^^-erar (v. 14) somewhat favours this view (see
p. 51).
Other scholars (incl. Kuenen, Stade, Wellh.)
GERAR). This affects the question as to the birthplace o"
ilicah, and the geography of Mic. 1 1 0 ^
T . K. C.
have therefore
rejected
the narrative
altogether.
Winckler, however, has pointed out that, as probably
ZEPHO ('li:V: ccoct)Ap [ADEL]), b. Eliphaz, an
in the case of the captivity of M A N A S S E H [q.v.], there
Edomite chieftain or rather, reading -"^N. clan (Gen. 3G 1115).
In T C h . l 36 his name appears as Zephi ("i!i:i a-w(f,ap [BA], may be ci historical element in the statements of the
Chronicler, and suggested that '[-ns should perhaps be
cre-^ovij [L], a secondary form from a-eir^ovp]). After <B (except
»[f'3 Kassite ( = C h a l d e a n ) , and that the invasion came
L in I Ch.) we may read iDVj. See ZOPHAR.
from Babylonia [A T U7iters. i6o_^). More satisfactory
ZEPHON ijiSV), b. Gad, whence the family of the
is his later view (KAT^) 144) that Zerah was a 'Cushite,'
in the sense that he was a ruler of S. Arabia (Ma'in).
ZEPHONITES ( ' j i D ^ n ) : Xu. 2615 {©, 2^.24, CACJJOON
Hommel, on the other hand, points out that several of
[BL], om. A ; c<5.0OON[e]l [BAL]).
In Gen. 4616
the oldest princes of Saba bore the title n i l ( = mr ; see
the name appears as Z I P H I O N (fVDV' ffo.(pcov [ADL]).
ad init.),
and thinks that a Sabaean invasion is inCp ZAPHOX, which may with much plausibility be
tended. ^
T h e evidence of the Hebrew texts, howtaken as the name of a district in X. Arabia (see O'zV.
ever, points rather to N. than to S. Arabia as indicated
Bib. on Is. 1413 Jer. I i 3 # 61 Ezek. 3230 386 etc.).
by Cush, and in the Ass. texts ' Kusi and Meluhha' is
The Gadite clans had Jerahmeelite names (e.g., Shuni, Areli),
the ordinary designation of N. Arabia.
perhaps recording a sojourn in the Negeb. But cp G A D , § 1 1 .
ZER l i v ; TYPOC [BAL]) an unknown ' fenced c i t y '
of Naphtali mentioned between Z I D D I M and HA^tMATH (Josh.
1935)- It Is probable that the text has become confused and
amplified through the recurrence of 1^(3") a-^d (oOia, und that
n:; should be omitted.
ZERAH I HIT, if primarily a personal name [cp § 11]
may be e([iiivalent lo niTt< [§ 50], or to the Sab.
n. pr. n~n fn"11 'magnificent' ; cp ZERAHIAH, also
JACOB, col. 2311 ; ZARA [ B A D E F L ] ) .
I. Twin-brother of Perez (Gen. 3830 [J], 4612 [P]
AV in both Z A R A H , X U . 2620 [P], Mt. I 3 , AV Z A K A ) ;
see JL'DAH, §, 2f., P E R E Z .
In the only other passage
prior to P, he appears as the ancestor of A C H A N (Josh.
71824 [JE], cp 7 I 2220 [P]).
According to i Ch. 26
his sons were Zimri, Ethan, Heman, Calcol, and Dara
(see E T H A N ) .
T h e B'ne Zerah were a family ^ hving in
Jerusalem in post-exilic times ( i Ch. 96 ^xjpa [L]), a
member of which was the royal commissary for Jewish
affairs, Pethahiah (Xeh. I I 2 4 ; om. BX*A, fape [^i^^-^]).
The patronymic, Z A R H I T E , R V Zerahite (Nu. 2i;2o ' H i i n ;
6 ^apa[e]t [RAFL]) is used of Achan (Josh. 717 [6] ^apa\e]L
[BAFL]), Sibl>.:ui! fi Ch. 2 7 i i T(L ^apta [B], r^ ^apaLrrf [L],
om. A), and of .Maharai (ib.v. 13 ria ^apeL [B], TW -pat [AL]);
and occurs also in E V under the form I Z R A H I T E (T\'y\'_'r\, rather
'rnjrt) applied to Shamhuth, i C h . 278. Here Marquart, Eund.
19, would read TT)? (*? n n n X l C, see S H A M M A H , § 5.
2. A Gershonite Levite (i Ch. 621 [6] 41 [26], Laapa, ^aapai
[B], a^apLov [A in 7'. 41]), whose firm Is named Ethni (T. 41)—a
combination which resembles E t h a n b . Zerah (v. sup.); see
ETHA."^, 3.

1 For the final K, cp ca^eK, 1 S. 30 29 ( B ) ; crapafiaK N u . 34 8.
In each case K (of /cat) follows.
^ See Bertheau'fi commentary, but note the (less probable)
alternative view offered in Ryle, Ezra-Neh.
283.
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That Zerah is a 'Jerahmeelite' name is beyond question, and
' C u s h i t e ' and ' M i s r i t e ' a r e so nearly equivalent that 'Zerah
the Cushite' may have meant much the same as Zerah tbe
Misrite. Cp ' Cushi, king of Misrim,' ifwe may so read in 2 Ch.
12 2.3 This view seems to be confirmed h y t h e description of
Asa's success in 2 Cb. 14 13-15.
T h e ' cities about Gerar ' are
surely the cities of the Cushites. Now the ' G e r a r ' referred to
is not U m m el-Jeriir, 5 m. S. of Gaza, but in the W a d y Jerur,
SW of 'Ain GadTs (see G E R A R ) . In v. 15 moreover, underlying the present corrupt text, is the statement that Asa and
his men smote and carried captive the Jerahmeelites.* Clearly
'Jerahmeelites' and ' Cushites' are synonymous terms. Add to
this that in 168 the allies of the Cushites are called the Lubim.
' L u b i m ' is miswritten for 'Ludim'—i.e., not tbe Lydian
mercenaries of Egypt, but ' t h e Gil'adim'—/.f., the men of the
southern Gilead (in the Negeb), the same people who are
mentioned in 2 Ch. 12 3 as the allies of ' Cushi, king of Misrim.'
It may be objected (cp GASm. Tix'che Prophets, 2 153, n. 6)
that the mention of Mareshah (2 Ch. l^gf)
favours the theory
of an Egyptian invasion, and at any rate is adverse to the view
that the sotithern Gerar is referred to. But the mention of
the valley of Zephathah (xi. 10) suggests that a Mareshah in the
Negeb is intended, and this suggestion accords with the otber
phenomena pointing to a Cushite—/.t'., N . Arabian, invader. See
Z E P H A T H A H . It is probable that the feud between the Israelites and the Jerahmeelites, Cushites, and Misrites \\'as long
anterior to the fall of the kingdom of.Judah.
T. K. c.

1 Sayce, 364, frankly calls it a mistake of the Chronicler. I n
fact, the kings of the twenty-second dynasty bear for the most
part Libyan names (see EGYPT, § 64).
2 Exp. T 8 378, cp 431 f ; AHT 315, note 1.
3 We assume that pw
is miswritten for '^'ID- See S H I S H A K ,
§2.
4 Read D^'^NDni'l U'^^V^'C'^ ^=1^;] ^^^ D-^NTm* nil.
Hommel, it is true, emends differently (Exp. T, as above). 0
has a-Ky}vds Kr-ria-etMV [Krfiviov], rovs dpa^ov[i]els (cp 22 i ak[e\ipaNovels [BA], ap-aiovieip. [L], where M T has n^nS^) e$eKOipav;
Pesh. ' tents of the Arabs.' But 'SHN and r[ip:2 are both corrupt
fragments of'^xv.^n'^'5410

ZERUBBABEL

ZERAHIAH

plained as = ^ n 3 V"}] [cp Kon.24Si, /. 2], 'begotten
IZRAHiAH, unless both these names are modifications of ethnics,
_ .
in Babylon.' The name may plausibl)- be
Fee Z E R A H , and note that the whole body of names in the
1. Data. ]-)j.Qught into connection with a name found
genealogical scheme connecting Eleazar b. Aaron with Ezra,
on two Babylonian contract tablets (marked \'. A. Th.
etc., and the names of Izrahiah's five sons in i Ch. 7 3 , and that
81 and V. A. Th. 143 respectively, in Reiser's Bab.
of Zerahiah's son in Ezra 8 4, admit of being regarded as modified
ethnics [so C h e . ] ; ^apaia [BAL]).
I'ertrdge [iSgo]), Z E R - T I N - T I R - K I , which is usually read
1. b. Uzzi, father of Meraioth (i Ch. 66 [632] [^apaid, papias
Zer- or Zir-Babili, though as a matter of fact the phonetic
A] 51 [36], E z r a ? 4 = 4 Esd. 1 2 A R N A ) .
In i Esd. 8 2 he is
reading Zarubabil is found. The meaning of this name,
called ZARAIAS (^apaiov [AL], om. B).
in its full form, according to C H. W . Johns, is
2. Father of E L I E H O E N A I ( = Ishmael?), of the b'ne Pahathprobably ' Marduk preserves the rightful seed [heir] to
moab—f.i?., (most probably) Nephtoah-missur—a district in the
Negeb, Ezra S 4 (^apeLo. [ B ] ) = i Esd. 831 ZARAIAS (^apatou
Babylon.' This assumes that the name is a contraction
[BAL]). See Crit. Bib.
from Marduk-z§ru-Babih-lisir ; see, however, below).
ZERED, THE VALLEY OF, or BROOK OF {7n3
The facts of the history of Zerubbabel are much dist^T; Nu. <t)ApArr'^ zAper [B], zd.pe [A], zApeO
puted, and the O T references still appear to await some
[ L ] ; Dt. c|). ZAper [BAL, but zApe A^* once], zApeO
fresh illumination.
These references (excluding the
[F] ; torrentem Zared), named in E's itinerary in Nu.
manifest interpolations^ in i Esd. 413 56) a r e : Hag,
2112, also in Dt. 2 i 3 / . t The prevaihng tendency is
1112 14 22421 23 Zech. 46 I Ch. 819 E z r a 2 2 8 2 6 2 Neh.
to identify it with the Wady Kerak (Dillmann, Driver,
77 I Esd. 5 8 56 70 62 18 27 29-}'.
Authorities agree in
Steuemagel, A. T. Chapman), a deep and narrow gorge
stating that he was son of Shealtiel (or, as thrice in
running past Kerak in a X W . direction to the Dead
Haggai, Shaltiel), except Zechariah, who is silent as to
Sea. In the upper part of its course it is called the
his parentage, and the Chronicler, who makes him
Wady 'Ain el-Franji.
the son of Pedaiah, and the nephew of Shealtiel. The
There is, however, reason to think that the document in
Chronicler represents him as a descendant of David.
N u . 21 has come down to us, especially so far as relates to
In the other passages this is not stated.
Haggai
geography, in a very distorted form. See N A H A L I E L , W A R S
four times appends to his name the title ' pehah (see
OF THE LORD, Booiv O F . Upon this theory, which demands
GOVERNOR, i ) of Judah,' and Zechariah implies that
close examination, ' Z e r e d ' should be some place-name in the E.
of the Negeb, and the name ' Zered ' Is most easily accounted for
he occupies the highest position among the Jews at
as a corruption of Jizreel ( J E Z R E E L , 2).
T. K. C.
home. In Ezra 22 = Neh. 77 he is represented as the
ZEREDA, RV Zeredah (nniV), i K i . 1 1 2 6 and
leader of a band of captives who returned to Judah.
Haggai, by the title ' m y ( = V a h u e ' s ) servant' {Hag.
Zeredathah ( n n i l V ) AV, •? Ch. 417. See Z A R E 223 ; cp Zech. 38), indicates that Zerubbabel has received
THA\.
a special mission from God, and both Haggai and
ZERERATH, RV Zererah (Hnny ; r<\pAr<^9A [B],
Zechariah (cp also Ezra 5 1 / ! ) represent Zerubbabel and
Kal \f]v'\ <7vvx]ypAvr] [AL]), a place towards which Jeshua or Joshua, the high priest, as having been instithe Midianites fled, in the story of Gideon (Judg. 722).
gated by them to rebuild the temple. The most remarkSee G I D E O N , Z A K E T H A N .
able reference of all remains. It is in the same passage
of Haggai which contains the address to Zerubbabel as
ZERESH (il^nT ; ZCOCARA [BNLafl, c- [A]), wife of
' m y servant,' and consists of an emphatic statement
Haman the .\gagite, Esth. rnoi4 6 i 3 . t
that when the great overthrow of the powers (or power?)
The importance attached by Haman to her counsel favours the
hostile to Israel occurs, Zerubbabel will receive the
view that she was originally a representative of some place or
clan. Comparing Z E T H A R (q.v.), and assuming that the scene
highest proofs ofthe divine favour and protection. These
o f t h e story of i'lsther was originally laid in the Negeb, we may
are the few dry, bare facts which find expression in the
perhaps see in Zeresh (Zereth?) a mutilated form of Zarephath.
iSir. The earlier tradition, however, was certainly not
Eai Her critics explained it as 'golden ' (Pers. ser, ' g o l d ' ) .
For
so meagre, and traces of the fuller record can, in all
another view see Jensen, WZKM, 1892, p. 64. Cp also P U R I M ,
§ 7, E S T H E R , § 3.
T. K. C.
probability, yet be discerned.
It is only because the
points to be examined are so new that there is still conZERETH (niV). b. Helah, a Judahite name,
1 Ch. 4 7 (ape9 [B], a-apeO [A], fxapr^O [L]). Perhaps a corrupt siderable divergence of opinion.
form of nD~l^(Che.).
A provisional view, which probably contains some
historical truth, is as follows. T h e family of David was
ZERETH - SHAHAR, or {AV), Zareth - shahar
„ -,
. .
, not altogether ruined by the catastrophe
( i r i L J ' n T i l V ; cep(\A<\ KAI c[e]i60N eN TCO opei
2. Provisional r *u
i
T-U
•
* J-*X. *
€ N A B [B], CApO Kdvl CICOp e.T. O. 6N&K [A], CAp0
of the exile. There is a tradition that
€. T. o. et^tKK [E]), a Reubenite city of doubtful name
even Jehoiachin benefited by a change
(see below), situated ' o n a mountain of the valley'
of feeling towards him on the part of Nebuchadrezzar's
(Josh. 1319)—i.e., on one of the mountains E. of the
son and successor, EVIL-MERODACH [q.v.).
It is also
Jordan valley (cp v. 27), and not impossibly on that
stated that SHESHBAZZAR [q.v.), the ' p r i n c e ' {N^B-^) or
described at length in Jos. BJvii. G 1-3 (see JMACH/ERUS).
'
governor'
{nns),
received
the
sacred
vessels
from
NebuT o the XW*. of this mountain is the JJ'ddv es-iSai-a,
chadrezzar, and went with a roj-^al commission to rebuild
with a hot spring called 'Ain es-Sara (ZDPV2221 244 ;
the temple, that he did actually lay the foundation-stone,
cp Tristram, Land of Aloab, 257 ff.), in which name
but that the building was soon afterwards interrupted.
Buhl [Pal. 268) finds an echo of nia, Sereth.
This Sheshbazzar has been identified with the Shenazzar
The name Zereth-bassahar, however, seems to become clearer
of 1 Ch. 318, who is represented as a son of Jeconiah.
fioni the point of view adopted in the article SIHON.
"inCTI
should represent mn^'x ' A s h h u r ' (cp i Ch. -1 5), and n'^-^ should
It is supposed that Zerubbabel had succeeded his uncle
come from n£3~'i, 'Zarephath.' Josh. 13 16-20, as it now stands,
in the governorship by the year 520 B.C., when Haggai
may not correctly represent the original document.
and Zechariah stirred up the people to resume the
T. K. C.
building of the temple, and that the breaking out of
Z E R I ( n V i , i C h . 253. In i Ch. 2 5 i i IZRI.
revolts in different parts of the Persian empire may
have stimulated hopes of the revival of an independent
ZEROR ( ' . r v ; ARGA [BA], cAp<\ [L]), a Benjamite,
ZERAHIAH (n^innr -Vahw^ has dawned,' § 35, cp

ancestor of Kish ( i S . 9 i t ) ; in i Ch. 830 Z U R . Marquart
(Eund. 15) prefers T I ^ . -nyc might be possible (cp Z E D A D ) .

ZERUAH{nr-1"iy; cAROyA [A-], on BL see col. 2404,
n. 2), mother of Jeroboam I. (i K. 11 20). T h e name is probably a corruption of n n ^ ^ , ' a Misrite ( N . Arabian) woman.'
See J E R O B O A M , 1, and

cp Z K R U I A H .

T . K . C.

ZERUBBABEL (7n2"lT, zOpoB^BeA. commonly ex5411

^ On these see E Z R A ( T H E G R E E K ) , § 6, and cp Guthe's notes
in Kau. Apokr. (1898). T h a t the vedvL(TKos of i Esd. 458 was
originally Zerubbabel (cp Jos. A7it. xi. 3 i) is plainly impossible,
even if Zerubbabel was not the same person as Sheshbazzar or
Sanabassar, and was not the leader of the first migration of the
Jews to Palestine, According to Howoith, however, the theory
respecting Zerubbabel here referred to was ' a sufficient re3-^r)n
and the only one, for the eiasion of this particularly edif\ingpassage from tbe canonical Ezra, and in consequence its exclusion
from the canon' (' Some Unconventional Views on the Text of
the BihXe; PSBA 28316).
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kijigdom under the Davidic prince Zerubbabel. It is
also held by some that there is evidence of this in the
OT itself. Zechariah {6io) mentions the arrival at
Jerusalem of foiu: Jews from Babylon, who brought gifts
of silver and gold. A\'ellhausen thinks that in Zech.
6II the text has been deliberately tampered with. T h e
crown referred to must surely have been for Zerubbabel.
This must either have been expressly stated or implied.
W'ellhausen himself is content with omitting the words
relative to the high priest, Joshua, as inserted at a time
when the high priest was virtually a crow ned king ; but
it may also be held that the name Joshua has displaced
the name Zerubbabel.^
lIowe\er this may be, the
sudden disappearance of Zerubbabel from the theatre of
political history is remarkable.- It has been suggested
tiiat he may have been recaUed or e\en put to death by
the Persians, and that the attempt of Tattenai (see
T A T X A I ) the satrap of Syria to stop the building of the

temple may have some connection with this, or may at
any rate imply a suspicion of the distoy.dty of the Jews.
Later, we find Sanballat professing that there is a report
that Xehemiah aims a t ' t h e crown {Xeh. 67).
This
report vvas doubtless erroneous ; but it may plausibly be
supposed to be based on the fact that a Jewish pretender
had really come forward in the past.-^
For the further development of similar ideas see Sellin,
Serubbabel (1898), where it is supposed that Zerubbabel
is the mart)T referred to (many think) in Is. 53, and the
same writer's Studien zur Entstehungsgesch. der jud.
Gemeinde nach de77i bab. E.xil, 2 (1901), where some
retractations are made, and the theory is placed on what
appears to the writer a more secure basis. Sellin still
holds that Zerubbabel came to a violent end, but no
longer rests this on Is. 53 or on any other passage of
the OT. \\'inckler, however, is bolder. He thinks
that both Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel were set aside
by acts of the Persian authorities, and that, whilst Sheshbazzar was treated gently, Zerubbabel suffered the
punishment of impalement; the eulogium of Zerubbabel
is to be found in Is. 53-^
Stade (Gl 'I'l 127 [i 8381) speaks more vaguely. ' If the supreme
Persian power heard of the hopes attaching to the Persian
go^••erno^ Zerubbabel, we cannot wonder that It did not accommodate itself to the role of a tree undergoing the embrace of ivy.'

It is possible, however, that these theories need to
be revised in the light of a more thorough criticism
_ .
of the text of the O T narratives. The story
3 A new
, underlying Ezra, Nehemiah, and tlie early
BUgges e a ^^^^ ^^ Daniel refers, it may be held, to a
^'
X. Arabian captivity of the Jews and to a
subsequent change in their relations to their captors.
It is unsafe to place any reliance on the proper names
in their present form. Sa^ll {for the common explanations of which little can be said^) may, like SaT^X a.nd
'?ni, be a corruption (manipulated by the redactor) of
SN;"::;" (Ishmael).

This has the advantage of accord-

ing with the theory, w-hich appears to be well supported,
that the names given in i Ch. Sig to the sons of ' Zerubbabel,' beginning with Meshullam { = Ishmael), are all
1 ^o Je-w. Rel. Life, 15, n. Hitzig supposes a mere ordinary
accident. H e would insert the words ' o f Zerubbabel and of,'
thus accounting for the plural ' crowns.' So also Marti (in K a u .
HS).
2 For another view see Guthe, GVI 248 (Darlus's division of
the empire into twenty satrapies, making the post at Jerusalem
superfluous).
3 So Jetu. Rel. Life, r^-T6, which was written independently
of Sellin's Serubbabel (^uhhshed in the same year 1898).
•* See S E R V A N T OF T H E L O R D . Winckler's theories, as given
in AOP ^nd A'A Ti^), have passed through severajpha-^es. There
is a convenient summary of his present conclusions in the latter
work, pp. 291 ^
5 ' Sown in Babylon'surelycannotmean 'begotten in Babylon.'
Rothstein (Genealogie, 65) thinks that the name was given to his
son by Pedaiah ( = .Sheshbazzar) to commemorate the happy turn
in the fortunes of Israel, and that the return of Jewish exiles was
already as good as certain when the child called Zerubbabel was
born. Marquart (Eund. 55), however, supports the view that
Zerubbabel (Zarubabili?) is a Babylonian name. But the name,
as explained above by Johns, does not seem at all a likely one
to have been selected for a Jewish governor.
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corruptions of gentilics or ethnics belonging to the
Negeb. That 'Zerubbabel' was really a descendant of
David is possible, but by no means certain,^ and the
same may of course be said of Sheshbazzar. ^ Even that
they were returned exiles is doubtful. =* This is not the
place to rewrite the history of this period—or rather to
collect the fragments of its history—from the new point
of view. But we may at any rate suggest that critics of
Zechariah may have erred in supposing that the donors
of the silver and gold mentioned in Zech. f i g ^ were
'Babylonian Jews.' These persons appear rather to
have been foreigners such as are referred to in Is. 6013,
and their gifts are such mnJD ('offerings') as Haggai
most probably refers to in the famous prophecy in Hag.
27. It may still, however, be held that the name of
' Joshua ben Jehozadak' has been substituted for that
of 'Zerubbabel' (Ishmael?), and the view that a movement arose among the Jews in fa\'our of 'Zerubbabel'
as Messianic king still appears to have a considerable
degree of probability.
Rothstein (Die Genealogie des Konigs Jojachin u. seiner
nachkoinmcit in geschichtl. Beleuchtuiig,
1902) assumes Llie
present form of the names in i Ch. 3 17-24 to be fairly correct.
Such an emendation as that o f O h e l ' iniu ' Jehaiel '{iJs) is at any
rate exceptional, and even here the author assumes a \ lew of the
formation of the name ' J e h a i e l ' such as the latest editor of
Chronicles might not have disowned. T h e theory that ' Zerubbabel ' was tbe son of Pedaiah is supported by some new
historical hypotheses, the basis of which, however, needs careful
testing.
T. K. C.

ZERUIAH {iT-1"lV ; n n v , ' o n e who is perfumed
with storax'? § 71 ; Ci^pOYit^ [BAL]), sister of David
( i Ch.216), and mother of J O A B , A B I S H A I , and
ASAHEL.
So at least the Chronicler represents ; 2 S. 17 25 will be considered presently. I t would be strange, however, that in the
list of David's high officers in 2 8 . 816-18 Joab should be the
only one whose mother's name was substituted for his father's.
W e have met with many cases in which the ethnic origin of a
name has been disguised by the addition of n to the gentilic
ending \ It is therefore not Improbable that Zeruiah is an
expansion of an ethnic name, and if so we cannot for a moment
doubt what that name is—It is '"l^p. mi; and IS are several
times given by an error for mJf/D—i.e., Mu.sri in N . Arabia (see
MIZRAIM, § 2/'), and Jeroboam's mother is, b y a similar error,
called ZERUAH (q.v.), instead of Misriyah. In 2 S. 2 32 the
sepulchre of Asahel's father is said to have been in Bethlehem.
Bethlehem probably comes from Beth-jerahmeel, and there was
doubtless a Beth-jerahmeel in the Jerahmeelite N e g e b ; cp
M I C A H , I . It was from this Beth-jerahmeel that J o a b probably came, and if so we can easily believe that his father might
be called (especially by those who dwelt outside the Negeb)
Misri, or 'Misrite,' ' J e r a h m e e l i t e ' and ' M i s r i t e ' being almost,
though not quite, synonymous. I n i Ch. 2 54 ( R V ) we meet
with a p l a c e Atroth(ephrath)-beth-joab, whose people were 'sons
of Salma' (i.e., connected with the Salmasans—see SALMAH).
This indirectly confirms the view here taken. It would be a
serious objection to this if the text of 2 S. 1725 were correct.
The obscurity of the passage, however (see N A H A S H ) , suggests
a doubt.
Elsewhere (see Crit. Bib.) it is proposed to read,
' Now Amasa was the son of Ithra an Ishmaelite, who went in
unto Abigail, the daughter of Achish, a Misrite.'
W e can now understand better the exclamation ascribed to
David In 2 S. 8 39, 'these men the sons of Misri—i.e., fierce
Misrites by extraction (JMT Zeruiah)—are harsher than I.'
T h e alternative Is to connect n n y with 'li; MASTIC (q-v.), comparing ns^I, Zilpah, ' d r o p p i n g ' ; see N A M E S , § 71. I t is true,
Zilpah too admits of another explanation (cp ZILPAH). ^\'bat
can have led Josephus to say (Ant.\'\\.\3)
that Joab's father
was named aovpL, Suri, it is difficult to say, unless it be that in
I Ch. 4 14 Joab, ' t h e father of Geharashim' (a corruption of
Geshurim), is called Seraiah (see S E R A I A H , beg.).
T. K. C.

ZETHAM (DflT, explain as ZETHAN, zeOoM [B],
ZAie.. z o e . [A], ZHGAN [ L ] ) , a Gershonite Levite;
I C h . 2 3 8 -2022.
1 Cp Kosters, Herstel, 47 f.
2 According to tbe theory here advocated, 'Sheshbazzar' is
an alteration of a name with N . Arabian aflinities. T h e first
part mriN', in accordance with sound method, be identified with
iyi3. yV^ain and again in the M T we find ]i;\^ and DID written
in error for [y:i3. T h e second part may perhaps be a corruption
of -11 yc.
3 Cp E Z R A - N E H E M I A H , § 8 ; I S R A E L , § 5 1 ; and cp Intr.

Prologue, p. xxxviii; Je^v. Rel. Life, 6; Kent, Hist,
Jewish People (BzLhyXonia-o, Period, etc.), 1327C
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ZETHAN ( | n n , as if ' o l i v e ' [§ 69], but the neighbourhood of Bilhan [if it be ultimately from 'Jerahmeel'],
and of Tarshish and Ahishahar, both probably from
Ashhur, suL^^ests flS"!^' as the original of Ijlfl^T or
Zethan, Z A I O A N [B], HOAN [A]. Z H O A [L])- b. B I I . H A N
in a genealogy of B E N J A M I N [q.v., §§ 3, 9 ii. a), i Ch.
7iot.
Huw deceptive' apparent tree-names may be, appears from
Eirzaith (p'T^^. G<is. ' well of an olive '), the name of a son of
Malchiel (from ' J e r a h m e e l ' ) . Malchiet's brother is_ Heber (cp
Judg. 4 r i ) , among whose sons (.ill probably bearing N e g e b
names) is Japhlet (cp Peleth, b. Jerahmeel, i Ch. 2 33), which
may ultimately come from Z A R E P H A T H (q.v.).
T . K . C.

Now Zibia ( N ' 3 A ) in i Ch. 8 9 is grouped with Jobab, .Mesha,
and ^lalcam. J u d g i n g from numerous analogies it can hardly
be doubted that of these three names (a) and (c) come from
' J e r a h m e e l ' and (b) from ' I s h m a e l , ' while the names of the
father'and mother (Shaharaim and Hodesh) are both distortions
of ' A s h h u r ' (a synonym of Jerahmeel) ; naturally enough they
dwell in the 'field (highland) of Missur,' ::.\*i,T. ^s often, being
altered from Missur (see M O A B , §§ i, n. i, 14)—i.e., in the N .
Arabian border-land. I t now becomes probable that both N>3it
and n'lA. together with Ka'X ( Z I B A ) and c'i'Di' (ZEBOIM), are
popular corruptions of'7.s*i','::L'" (Ishmael).
T . K. C.

ZETHAR {nn?, ABATAZA [Bt<ALB]). a chamberlain
of Ahasuerus, Esth. 1 lof.
Gesenius, 'perhaps " s t a r " Pers. sitar.'
But if Mehuman =
Heman, Harbona = Hebron (Rehoboth), and Carcar = Jerahmeel,
Zethar as probably = Zarephath. C p V A S H T I , Z E R E S H , and see
otherwise Marq. Pund. 71.
T. K. C.
ZIA {T\ ; 20Ye [BA], zeA [L]). i Ch. 613. ti name
in the genealogy of G A D [q.v., i., § 13)
ZIBA {i^5''Vi ^"<^ fc^IlV ; ^^ origin, see below ; 2 S.
I64, CFGIIBA [BAL], CIBBA [A sometimes], CIBAC
[Josh. Ant.vh.
55]).
'Servant of the house of Saul,'
and, after Saul's death, of Mephibosheth or Meribaal.
On the obscure story of his treatment of Satil's son see
M E P H I B O S H E T H , § 2.
Ziba seems to have founded
an important family ; he had 'fifteen sons and twenty
servants.'
Me himself had no recorded father or tribe.
Although other views have been suggested [cp N A M E S ,
S§ 51 68], we can hardly doubt that Nn':; or X3^ is a wurn
down form of '•y^2-\ (.Sib'onl) or ""y^^'C (Sim'GnT)='^NV"L;*'
(Ishme'eli). Ziba, like Doeg (see SAUL, § 2d), was apparently a
N , Arabian (2 S. '.' 2-12 16 1-4 19 17 29).
T. K. C.
ZIBEON [i^Xl"!^, ' h y a - n a ' ? § 6 8 ; see b e l o w ;
c e B e p w N M ' ^ Hivite [v. 2) or rather (see v. 20)
Horite, in the genealogy of the Esau-tribe (Gen. 862 20,
cereptAiN [E], 2429; i C h . l i S , ceBertjON [A], 40).
In V. 29 he i:? a clan-chieftain (r^'^.s:) or clan [^S\<, see SS,
s.v. r;^^^).
In 7'. 24, underneath the strange, Mldrash-like text of the
redactor, He, apparently, the words, ' it is the Anah who went
out from the Jerahmeelites in the d e s e r t ' ; ' as he fed the asses '
is woven out of a marginal gloss c':2i^n. which is one of the
current distortions of D''^N,*2n~i' (cp S H E C H E M , 2). Another
opular corruption of tln^ same word is probably n n (Hc'rite).
n V. 20 Zibeon is reckoned among the sons of ' the Hr.rite,' and
a s a comment on •'-in (IJ'^rite), there still lies, under the superfluous phrase v-y^-ry '3::"' (RV, ' the inhabitants ofthe land '), the
gloss- •''i^xy^L""'(Ishmaelite); 'TL'" (like -^13') being one of the
corruptions ot '^\T.
^\ e are now preparuii tu r,jnsider the origin
of the name Zibeon, which Is scarcely = ' h y s e n a , ' as W R S
( / . yVj-//, 0 90), Gray (HPN 95), and other scholars li:ive
supposed, but is rather a corruption of py:^:;' (Sime'on), used as
an equivalent of ' 0 ^ - (I^mael), unless Indeed it comes directly
a corruption of '
for wbich parallels can be
from
addiiei-il. CpZiBA, Z I N .
T. K. C.

f

ZIBIA {^5;^V. 'gazelle.- cp TABIOA [Acts 936] ;
leBlA [B], ceB- [A], CAB- [ L ] ) . in ^ genealogy of
BENJAMIN' [q.v., § 9, ii. /3), i Ch. SQ.
ZIBIAH (n;nV. § 68) of Beer-sheba, the mother of
King Joash
C A B I A I Ji^O.

(2 K. L2[ 3 Ch. ^ - l i :

ABIA [ L ,

in Ch.

[Pesh.], sebia [Vg]).

The usual explanation ' g a z e l l e ' (cp n'r:;! for Zibiah
and Zibia is in itself plausible, in spite of the pointing.
But though such an interpretation m.ay possibly be
ancient, the theory that early Hebrew personal names
were derived from animals has become so questionable
that we must look in each case for some other more
probable explanation.
^ The representation of y ( = Ar. ^ ) by y is not uncommon;
c p Wr. Comp. Sem. Gr. 42 f , and see BERTAH, n. i.
- n n is probably a fragment of '^XC'I', of which tribal name
?N'>^J" is used as a synonym.
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ZICHRI (npT, see N A M E S , §§ 32, 52. but cp
Z.^ccuR, where it is suggested that this must be a clanname ; note the ethnic affinities of the related names ;
Z6Xp[e]l [BXAFL]).
1-3. In a genealogy of B E N J A M I N (q.v. § 9 ii. )3), i Ch. 8,
where observe that Snir^iEi, S H A S H A K (probably), and J E R O H A M
are ethnics.
1. b . Shimei (v. 19 : ^oLvpei [B]).
2. b . Shashak (v. 23 ; ^oxpt- [A]).
3. b. Jeroham (z'. 27 ; ^axpet [B]).
4. ' Father ' of Joel (one of the developments of' J e r a h m e e l ' ?),
in list of Benjamite inhabitants of Jerusalem (EZKA ii., § 5 [/'],
§ i 5 [ i j ' i ) : N e h . 11 9.
5. Of R E U B E N (§ 13, end), 1 Ch.'27 16. T h e name stands close
to the ' J e r a h m e e l i t e ' names, Shephatiah, Maacah, Kemuel,
Elihu, etc.
6. A Judahite, father of A M A S I A H (2 Ch. 17 16 : ^apei [Bl,
^axpL [Al). Amasiah, like Amasa and Amasai, comes ultimately
from 'Ishme'eli.
7. An Ephraimite warrior (2 Ch. 28 7 : e^eKp[e]L [ E A ] , ^axapias
L-L'l)'
8. Father of K L I S H A P H A T , 2 Ch. 23 I (^axapta [B], -LOV [A]).
Kllshaphat is a \ a r i a n t to S H E P H A T I A H 6;.r'.).
9. b. Izhar, a Kohathite Levite (K\. 0 21 [P]).
Izhar,
evidently a clan-name, may come fnjm I\li;'ri (Misri).
10. A Levite overseer, b. Lliezi^r, b. Mose—i.e., of N . Arabian
origin (1 Ch. 'M l's)11. All Asaphite Levite in list of inhabitants of Jerusalem
( E Z R A ii., § 5 ['''1. § 15 U]«), i Ch. 9 15, in || N e h . 1117 called
ZABDI ; see ZACCUR (4). Brother of Micha (from Jerahmeel),
and son of Asaph (perhaps from Sarephath).
12. A priest of the course of Abijah, temp. Joiakim (EZRA
ii., § 6b, § 11) Neh. 1217 BN A, (om. ^axaptas [L]). T h e
predominant type of these priestly names is probably ethnic ;
M E S H U L L A M (q.7'.) jjrecedes Zichri, P I L T A I (q.v.) follows. Zichri
must surely be a clan-name from the Negeb.
T . K. C .
ZIDDIM (•'"^Vn as if ' t h e sides'), more correctly
HAZZIDIMM, a fortified city of Naphtali (Josh. 1935;
assedi7n [Vg,]; ACeAeiM [Eus. OSi^) 221 95]).
The
Jer. Talm. (Jleg.li)
represents Hazziddim to be
Kephar Hitja, which perhaps = Hattin, N W . of Tiberias
(Xeub. Gi'ogr. 207 ; Buhl, Pal. 219).
Some MSS read
C'llin (so (I^^•••^'- rwv Tvpiojv).
See Z E R .
[It is very possible that P's work is based here upon a geographical survey of the Negeb, which included the cities of the
Naphtuhim (see Crit. Bib. on Gen. 10 13). Several ofthe names
in TT'. 35-38 have the appearance of being names of the Xc.uclj.
c:"~in might be explained in the same way as C'~cn (see
S I D D I M ) . — T . K. C ]

ZIDKIJAH (n^^p^V). Neh. l O i AV, RV

ZEDEKIAH

{^•^•. 5)ZIDON
(p'-V).
Gen. 10 15, etc.
Zidonians
(D^yiT'V), Ezek. 3230. See S I D O X , P H O I N I C I A , §§4 [7],
12,
21f
ZIF, RV Ziv (IT), I K. 6137.

See M O N T H , § 2.

ZIHA (^^n^'V, § 51).
T h e family name of some
post-exilic N E T H I N I M ; E;^ra2 43 (crou^ta [B], <rovaa f.V], <TOVSSaeL [ L ] ) = N e h . 746 (oTja [BN], otaa rA^id,] trovkaL [ L ] = T E s d .
5 2g'(rj(Tav [BA], aovSaeL [L], EsAU [EV]) ; Neh. 11 21 (crtaX
[Nc.amg. inf.] om. ItN'A, aiaav I'L]).
ZIIM (D^*>'). Is. 1321, etc. AVm^..

See C A T .

ZIKLAG {^?pV ; in pause and in 2 S. 1 :7~~'i ; in
I C h . l ' 2 i 2 o [ 2 i Ba.,Ginsb.] J:P"^; usually (reKe\aK[B], o-iKcAoy
[A], a-CK. [ L ] ; but with the following variants aiKekaK [B],
CLKekey, crcKckalKaL], (TLKeka [A], CTLKeker' [N"' 1 mg. iiiT.] (TLKeked
[ L ] ; while in Ch. B has wKka, irojKka, <Tix>ykap ; and N xrtaKka
(TtuKay ; and in i S. 30 1 ] first time] B and L read Keeika; J o s .
A?it. vi. 13 10 (TLKekka ; Sieeleg; zenaklai,--, zenkalag).
We first hear of Zikl:ig as in the possession of Achish
king of Gath, by whom it was given as a residence to
54^6
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bis vassal David ( i S . 2 7 6 / ; ' c p 3O1426 2 S. 11 4 10
I Ch. 12 I 20). Ziklag also appears w ith other places in
the far S. in Neh. II28. In Josh. I531 (P) it is enumerated among the more remote towns of Judah, but in
Josh. 195 (l^) is assigned to Simeon. Conder's identilication of Ziklag with Zuheilika a site 11 m. E. by S.
of Gaza, and 19 m. S W . from Beit-Jibrin or Eleutheropolis (/^is/'V, 1878, pp. \2 ff.), has been generally but
loo hastily accepted.

from the Aramsean (Holzinger, AV/C on Gen. 309 ;
Baethgen, Beitr. 160).

The name is certainly corrupt, but not so far as entirely to
obscure the true iiame._ T h e two names identified h>- d m i l e r
begin with a dilTerent sibilant, and zuheilika reminds us of Ar.
zahdliku, 'declivities,' a name which applies well to the three
small hills, nearly a mile apart, on which (see Conder) the ruins
called Zuheilika stand. Ziklag is as corrupt as Ahishag or the
p7py (see SACK) of 2 K. 442. It Is best to read ^^^^'^^ or ns'^n
<cp Ass. Iialsu, 'fortress'), an ancient and famous cit\- (see
BEKED), represented h y t h e mod. IJalasa, in the \\'ady 'Aslfii,
-about 12 m. S. of Heersbeha, on tlie way to Ruheibeh or Relu..both (see m a p of N K G K B , A 2, after col. jT7r). In Josh. 11156
Ziklag is grouped with Beth-marcaboth wliii.-li should be read
Beth-rehoboth (see MAUCABOTH), This lits in perfectly with
the story of D . u i d ' s raids while at Ziklag. T h e name Halusah
•or Hala.sah is also not impossibh- concealed under Jekabzeel or
KABZEEL (^.r-.); the lists of P and of the Chronicler often contain corrupt \ a r i a n t s of the same name, given as names of distinct places or persons. This accords with the \'ii:;w that 2 S.
2115-2J -:^8-23 relates to a war of David with the Rehobothites
and the Zarephathites (see R E H O B O T H , Z A R E P H A T H ) ; theoriginal
text vvas misunderstood and wrongly edited. Very possibly the
' h o l d ' (n;ii:;C' to which David ' f l e d ' (read n"i:3'i for nTt in 2 S .
517) and where he was when he longed for water from the
cistern of Bethlehem—/.(.-., probably a ' B e t h l e h e m ' in the
Xegeb—was that of Halusah, which was not far from the valley
of Sarephath (.text, ' Rephaim '), where the Zarephathites (text,
Pelistim) were arrayed against him. Halusah may likewise be
the original of HAZ2ELEL[PONI] in i C h . 4 3 (unless Hazzelel
presupposes H a l a s ' e l ; see B E Z A L E E L ) , of Ahuzzath in Gen. 2626,
-and (of course) of Chellus in J u d i t h 1 9. Possibly Halusah was
•originally the centre of the cult of the hero ISAAC (q.v., § i).
The above view was formed long before the appearance of
Winckler's Gesch. 2, where (185) it is held that Ziklag is the
-capital of the Krethi or Cherethites ; cp 1 S. 30 14.
Perhaps ' Z i k l a g g i m ' (or Halusatbim) may underlie t h e diflicult ' C a s l u b i m ' in Gen. 10 14. See M I Z R A I M , col. 3164, n. i.
T. K. C.

Z I L L A H i H ^ V ; z e \ A A [ A E L ] ; SELLA),Gen.

A:ig-23-\,

See C A I N I T E S , § 9.

ZILPAH ( H I V T , 26Act)A [ADEL]), the mother ofthe
tribes G A D and ASHER (Gen. 3010-13, J ; 8026 P) ; also

1 Namp

represented as the maid of Leah (2'.t24
3526 P) and the concubine of Jacob
•(309 J ; 372 46'S P). If any explanations ofthe name
2ilpah were current in early Israel, the editors of the
Genesis narratives have not preserved them.
It is
hardly possible, as it perhaps is in the case of Bilhah
(see' SBOT on Gen. 3O3), to guess what they might
have said. ^ T h e nearest approach to a narrative
bearing on Zilpah is Gen, 372. That verse seems to
represent a version of the Joseph-story in which the
enmity against Joseph was confined to the sons of Bilhah
and Zilpah.- Such a story may be a late invention to
remove the reproach from the sons of Leah {Gunkel,
ad loe.), in particular from J u d a h ; but P may have
found it in sources which had more to say on the
subject. T h e name Zilpah cannot be explained from
the vocabulary of the remains of Hebrew literature.
W e cannot be sure, however, that Genesis as we now
read it regards Zilpah as Hebrew. Her mistress, is a
daughter of Laban (cp R A C H E L , § ib).
According to Test. XII. Pair., N a p h . i, indeed, Zilpah and
Bilhah, who are sisters (cp Jubilees, 289), are daughters of a
maid (TratfitV*cij) of Laban (Ati'a) and of Rotheos ' of the stock
of Abraham," who was carried captive from a place called Zelpha
(whence the name of his first-born). Elsewhere, however, the
sisters are daughters of Laban himself by a concubine (Ps. -Jon.
on Gen. 29 24 29, Gtn. rabba 74, Pirke Rab. Et. 36 ; cp Charles,
£k. of Jub. 170).

The name Zilpah has accordingly been explained
1 For a late example see Test. XII. Patr., N a p h . i, quoted
below.
2 I t is against t h e sons of Bilhah and Zilpah that Joseph
speaks to Jacob in Test. XII. Patr., Gad, i.
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_ In .\ram. \/ c / / m e a n s ' to drip, trickle,'! in Syriac ' to defile';
in Assyrian, where, however, there is the natural uncertainty as
to whether the first radical is 2 or s, it occurs as za-lip-ti—e.g.,
in the recurring phrase [da-bi-ib] z'a-tip-ti, ' [planning] hostility.'

If the theory of Aramoean extraction was a modification of an older story (cp below), the name may have
been earlier Dilpah (ep Jidlaph, the ' uncle' of Rebekah;
Gen. 2222), the root of which does occur in Hebrew.
On the assumption that the name has been modified,
G. Niebuhr [Gcsch. I253) connected it with Zelophehad
(insS'i- ; for a suggestion as to the real origin of which
siram^e name, however, see MANASSEH, § gz), whilst

I heyne formerly connected both Zilpah and Zelophehad
with ' Salhad' (above, col. 2309 near foot).
This
suggestion he regards as still tenable; but his present
view is different.It has always seemed strange that such widely
separated communities as Gad and Asher should be
2 Zilnah S^'^'^P'^^ ^^ Zilpah tribes. Their agreement
i-rihpq
^" bearing names of deities apparently distinct from Yahwe has been noted elsewhere
( A S H E R , § I n. ; GAI.>, § 2), as also their Aramaean

elements (ASHER, § 3, G A D , § 2).

Whether they once

lived together is uncertain. It has been thought that
traces of an early stay of Asher can be detected S of the
plain of Megiddo (cp ASHER, §§ i 3).

The presence of

Beria and of Heber and Malchiel as father and sons in
the Asher list (Nu. 2Q44ff.) and the same three names
(if Michael is for Malchiel) in nearly the same relation
in Benjamin lists (i Ch. 813 _^ i ^ / ) and of a clan
Beria in an Ephraim list would be a not unnatural
result if Ephraim and Benjamin's teiritory had been
earlier occupied by Asherites (so Steuemagel, Eimvand.
30 f).
If the sons of Zilpah are meant in Genesis to
be regarded as older than Joseph the seniority would be
a natural way of representing an earlier occupation of
the Ephraim highlands which must be assumed if we
suppose that Asher really entered Palestine from the E.
W e might suppose that a Zilpah tribe was settled in E.
Palestine, that part of it crossed the Jordan, and after
staying a while in Ephraim moved northwards and
took the name of Asher {from the older inhabitants in
the N. ? see AsHER, § § 1 3 ) , whilst the portion of the
Zilpah tribe which remained came to be known as Gad.
On the other hand it is uncertain when we aie nieant to
place the birth of the sons of Zilpah. Even the editor
need not have intended to suggest that both Gad and
Asher fall between Naphtali and Issachar and between
Naphtah and Joseph (cp R A C H E L , § it:).

The sons'

births may have been grouped artificially to facilitate
the narrative {cp T R I B E S , § 9 / ) .

Steuemagel, indeed,

pleads strongly for the historical trustworthiness of the
1 In Arabic ' t o draw near,' but zilf 2. g a r d e n ; in Ethiopic
r : ^ ^ z ' = reproof Yakut gives a water on the way to Mekka,
Zulfatu. il. 939 10 f. (cp ii. 955 19^;).
2 [When Steuemagel (Einwand. 47) concludes that the clans
derived from.Zilpah, like those derived from Bilhah, were rearded as not so fully Israelitish as the Leah and Rachel tribes
ecause they were of heathen origin, be does not allow for the
possibility that Leah and her maid Zilpah are only doubles of
Rachel and her maid Bilhah—or, etymologically, that Leah,
Rachel, and Bllhah are all corrupt fragments of Jerahmeel
(JACOB, § 3), and that Zilpah (with which Mr. Hogg compares
Jidlaph, most appropriately from the present point of view, for
among his brothers are Kemuel=: Jerahmeel, and Chesed = Cush)
is an equally corrupt fragment of a name virtually synonymous
with Jerahmeel—viz., Ishmael.
Nor can the possibility be
denied that ' A s h e r ' may be connected with ' A s s h u r ' or
'Ashhur,' one ofthe ethnic names of the Negeb, and D a n with
Adan or Adon—another of these names (cp PARADI=:E, § 7, end,
and see Crit. Bib.).
And only a very close examination of the
texts can assure us that Gad and Asher were not originally
located in the Negeb. That the tradition made some of the
clans whicb were fused with the Jacob or Israel tribe heathenish
(i.e., worshippers of gods other than Yahwe), will, however, be
universally admitted.
T h e most important passages for the
textual critic are perhaps (len. 29 i (on which see JACOB, § 3)
and 3 l 2 3 _ ^ 46 _ ^ (on which see G A L E E D , G I L E A D , but note
that there seems to have been a southern Gilead, referred to,
c.er., in Jer. 822 [see Crit. Bib.], and the probable original of
the much-disputed Lud, L u d i m ) . — T . K . C ]

f
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Hebrew traditions, and the case can be made very
plausible, W'ho are the ' brothers ' whom Jacob finds
in E. Palestine when he comes with Rachel (and
Bilhah) from Laban (Gen. 8132 37 46 54) ? Must they
not be brother tribes who had remained there when
Jacob moved off? And, since Gad is the tribe most
firmly settled there, may not these ' brothers' be represented by the name Zilpah? Steuemagel supposes that
several tribes (Zilpah, etc.) accompanied Jacob on its
journey up from its settlement S. of Palestine. T h e
representation of the Zilpah tribes as younger than the
four Leah tribes, but older than Issachar and Zebulun,
may represent a theory as to the time of their reaching
their several seats ; and the theory may be correct.
There are great difficulties, however.
T h e effect of
system may indeed be far-reaching. If Asher arrived
somewhat early W . of Jordan, and Gad somewhat late
E. of Jordan ( G A D , § 8), it is difficult to see how the
grouping of them as Zilpah tribes can be anything but
artificial. See, further, TRIBES.
Xor is it easy to see why Zilpah is connected with
Leah. There is no obvious link between Gad or Asher
_ 7ji„„i, and Judah or the other Leah tribes. Nor
' . T j,L is the relation of Zilpah to Leah even in the
story parallel with that of Bilhah to Rachel,
or Hagar to Sarah. In the cases of Bilhah and Hagar
the maid's children are born before her mistress's and
because the mistress has no children (cp R A C H E L , § i,*).
In the case of Zilpah, on the contrary, Leah has no less
than four children before the maid is called in. Is it
possible that Leah represents two figures, the second
being the mother of Zebulun and Issachar? These two
sons were born after Zilpah's, and a connection among
the four is more easily thinkable than in the case of the
other Leah tribes. Issachar may have possessed part
of the highlands of Ephraim at one time (cp ISSACHAR,
§ 4. li. 2, and Steuemagel, Ei mound. 12 f), and the
same may lia\e been true at an early date even of
Zl.BULfN

{,J.V.,

§ 7).

On the other hand, the same possibilities are not
excluded in the case of the other four Leah tribes (see
Si.Mi'ioN, § 4). It is conceivable that Asher crossed
the Jordan into Ephraim before Jacob-Rachel came to
occupy the place of the older Leah tribes (so Steuernagel).
H. w. H.
ZILTHAI, KY Zillethai (*n^>').
1. b. SHnir:i (g.z,)'in .1 t;eiiea]ogy of EFNTAMIN (g.v.,^ ii. ^),
I Ch. S 20 (cratcBec [R], o-aAei [A], o-eAaSi | L]).
2. One of Ti.'ivid's warriors, i Ch. 12 20 (crepa-dcci [BN], -ya\a9c
[Al, crctcaOa [LJ). See D . u ID, § 11 n. c-

Amorite [Pinches]; Hommel, comparing Old Arab,
compound names, interprets ' protection ' \^-4HT 85, cp
88, 230] ; but cp.ZiMRi, 2 ; zAAABp[e]l [BXAFL]).
1. One of the sons of Zerah b. Judah (i Ch. 26), in
Josh. 7 I called Z.ABDI.
2. A descendant of Saul mentioned in a genealogy
of BENJAMIN {g-v., § g, ii. ^ ) , r Ch. 836 {^ap-pc [-\] =
942).

Cp Z E M I R A .

3. 'Captain of the chariots,' who conspired against
Elah king of Israel and killed him, and to secure his
own position on the throne exterminated all the remnant
of the family of Baasha. After a seven da\ s' reign in
Tirzah he was besieged by Omri the general, whereupon
like Sardanapalus he burnt the palace over his head and
perished in the ruins ( i K. I69-20). In (5 the names
Zambri and Omri are much confused.
4. b. S A L U {q.v.), a Simeonite chief, the name given
to the central figure in P's narrative of the sin of the
b'ne Israel with Midian (Nu. 256-i8 P). Zimri had
brought a Midianitess named CozBI to the camp, and
Phinehas, moved to indignation, slew them both, in the
' t e n t ' (,^3p);^ see W e . Prol.W 363, E T 356. See
P H I N E H A S , and cp D I B R I .

S. A. ^ .

ZIMRI ( n o t ; om. 6 ; Pesh. 'Amran; Vg. Zambri),
one of the tribes or peoples threatened with judgment
by Jeremiah (or by a supplementer who assumes Jeremiah's mantle), Jer. 2525.
A revision of the text of vv. 19-26 places it beyond all reasonable doubt that a N . Arabian people is meant. See ZIMRAN,
SHESHACH.

A land called Zimri, whose king was allied to the kings of
Babylon and Elam (Sir H . Rawlinson. (1. .Smith, etc.), does not
e.xist; tbe right reading of the text is Namri * (see KB 1 1401 yc;
Schr. A'6^j'^i7o). But toemend J e r e m i a h ' s ' Z i m r i ' i n t o ' N a j n r i '
with Winckler (--JC>A"1292), or ' Gomeri' or ' t i i m i r r i ' (see
(ioMER) with Rocct (Untersuch- 103 [iS97])and Peiser (icA'J'lV
17 350 [1897]), is hardly possible if we duly criticise the te.\t of
MT.
T. K. C.
Z I N ( t v , c [ e ] l N , CINA, C 6 N A ;

in X u . 3 4 4 e N N A K

[B ; KAI follows], ceeNNAK [AF], eNAK [L], in
Josh. 103, ENNAK [B], CENNAK [B^'l'], CENA [A],
CIN A [ L ] ; Eus. Jer. eNNA cnn,i [OS, 2.5337 II810] ;
see below). The wilderness N. of that of P A R A N {q.v.) ;
the most important place in it was Kadesh-barnea in its
oasis (.\u. 1321 2O1 27i4 3336 3 4 3 / Dt. 3251 Josh.
15 1 [crepi. A]3). More precisely, it was the wild mountainregion (Jos. --Int. iv. 46, speaks of a mount,un called
Sin) rising in successive slopes from the 'Arabah in o n e
direction and et-Tih in another, which now bears the
name of the 'Azazimeh Araljs who inhabit it. See

\ \ ' A N D E R I N G S . W I L D E R N E S S OF. It has been suggested*
that Sin may mean the ' wall' of rock within which the
Z I M M A H (HBT; z e M M A [ B L ] ) , a G e r s h o n i t e ( L e v i t i cal) n a m e ; i C h . 1120(5] ((eciJip^ci. [A]), 42 [27] ((ccnp.ap. [B], -ua wilderness of Zin lies (cp ZION).
i.\]),2Ch.-2:<i2(iep^ccelB-\]).
The existence of V n j ; ' t o protect' however, is very questionable, and the name looks as if it had been worn down in course
ZIMEAN ( p p r ; Sam. piDT ; plausibly connected
of ages. Analogy favours the view that -c^ (Zin), ly;; (ZOAN), n-i
with IDT, ' a n t e l o p e ' [see AVRS, / . Phil 992], but cp
( Z E N A N ) , and p^A (ZAANAN), have all come, through r,-y-yi
ZiMKil. the eldest of Abraham's ' s o n s ' by Keturah
( Z I B E O N ) , from '-xycE" (Ishmael).
(Gen. 252 i C h . I 3 2 ; zeBpAN [A*E], z€Mp. [A],

zeMBp- [A'B], ZOMBP- [D"''] ZEMBP-, zeMpAM [L]).
The Zamareni, a tribe of the interior of Arabia (Plin.
.VHt',32, Grotius), and Zabram, the royal town of the
KccaLOoKoXTrlrac, W. of Mecca, on the Red Sea (Ptol.
vi. 75, Knobel) have been supposed to represent Zimran.
But whether we ought to go so far from the Keturite
centre—i.e., the ^^p p N (see E A S T ,

CHILDRKN O F ;

R E K E M ) — i s \ery doubtful.
In Jer. 25 25 we find a people called ' Zimri' (Pe.sh. ' Zimran')
mentioned with Arabia (i.e., N . Arabia), Elam and Madai (read
' J e r a h m e e l ' ) , and S.MIION (on the N . .Arabian border). Tuch
disputes the connection between ' Z i m r a n ' and ' Zimri,' but,
from our present point of view, wrongly. Both in Gen. 252 and
in Jer. -2ci 25 a N . Arabian people is required. See Z I M R I .
T. K. C.

Lagarde, however, with much learning and plausibility,
suggests a derivation from p^-n, which in Aram, and
Ass. means ' axe,' in Ethiopic ' iron' {Mittheil. 2361 f. ;
cp G. Hoffm. ZD-'ijn 32753). T g . Jer. gives in Nu.
344 (for [•;;) n'r'nn T C , ' t h e iron mountain,' presupposing j-\'n, and (5's form cEvoa^C] may ultimately come frora
the same reading.
This reading, if correct, might illustrate a number of referencesto iron in narratives or prophecies which, as the criticism of the
text seems to show, relate to the Ner^eb. See D t . 3 11 (cp Oo) ;
4 20 ( ' a n iron furnace' || ' M i . s r i m ' ) ; 80 ('who.se stones are
iron') ; Josh. 17 16 18 J u d g . 1 19 4 3 13 (Kenizzites, chariots of
iron); i K. 2 2 T I (Zedekiah the Kenizzite [see Z E D E K I A H 2]
' horns of iron ' ) ; 2 K. f, 6 (swimming iron ; see P R O P H E T § 7) •
Jer. 15 12 ('iron of Z A P H O N ) ; Ezek. 27 12 19 (Tarshish [Asshur?]'
and Javan [Jerahmeel?] trafficking with iron); A m . I 3 (the

ZIMRI f^TOt, a shortened form?—cp the name Zimrida in Am. Tab. [of governors of .Sidon and of Lachish],
also in an early Bab. te.\t, B-M Cuneif. Texts, Pt. iv.,
which also mentions Zimri-hammu, Zimri-hanata the

' On n s p (whence 'alcove'), which is used to denote a
princely tent, as well as the bridal pavilion, see W R S , Kinshifi
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171, 292 ; PAVILIO.V, 2 ; T E N T , § 4 n.

2 Wetzstein, in Del. Gcn.,{-ii 578.

'

ZINA

ZIPH

[southern] Arammites thresh [the southern] Gilead with instruments of iron). Stilt the method of grouping names before
seeking to account for them seems to favour the preceding
explanation. T h e 6i/;'a[K] in ©i* and the {ijSnn in T g . Jer. are at
any rate exceptional.
T. K. C.

Holy City in the period of the Second Isaiah and of
Ezra who, in the orthodox sense of the phrase, ' feared
Yahw^e.'
The phrase p'^ ri3. literally ' t h e daughter
Zion,' is an idiomatic expression for the people of

ZINA [^y\),

b. Shimei, a Gershonite Levite ( i C h .

23 Io). In V. I I the name becomes ZIZAH (niM)^i^a m both places.

© B A L reads

ZION {i'VV' c[e]iaiN). The designation, properly,
of the ' J e b u s i t e ' stronghold at Jerusaleni, which
after its capture by David received the name ' David's
burg," 2 5 . 0 7 9 . X'arious explanations of the name
have been given. Gesenius [Thes. 1164) and Lagarde
{libers. 84, n.*) derive from v/nn:a ' t o be dry,' cp
S}T. V?"*^l • which Lag, regards as the older
form, Delitzsch (Psal/nen,^^) I70) makes the primary
form fii!j, from mi; ' t o set up.' Wetzstein (in Del.
Gen.^^* 578) derives from ^Vii * to protect,' so that the
name would mean ' izr.v, citadel' ; cp ZiN.
It may be better, however, to add p'l; to the group Zin, Zenan,
Zaanan, and Zoan, and to suppose Zion to be a descendant of
the race-name ' I s h m a e l ' through the intermediate form p y n ^
(ZIBEON). Another corruption of the same name is probably •71^
(see SHALEM), and this most plausibly accounts for a muchdisputed name CVL;''!"!''- T h a t the first part of this name means
'city,' Sayce (see col. ->4og, top) and ^est\e (Philologia
Sacra,
17) have independently seen. W'e must now add that •Si:' is
probably = SyyDL:". and that this is a type of corruption which
occurs frequently in the O T . Jerusalem, then, according to
this explanation, was originally one of the many Ishmaelite or
Jerahmeelite settlements in Palestine, a view which is supported
by the fact that Isaiah (29 i) calls the city of David ' J e r a h m e e l '
[corrupted into ' Ariel'], and by the equally significant statement
of the historian that after taking the stronghold David ' built
roundabout Jerahnieel and within.'^ See Ci-it. Bib. It is true,
David is said (2 S. 5 6) to have ' g o n e against the JeWusites,' but
the Jebusites apparently owe their existence in the text to
corruption, and in an earlier form of the text this seems to have
been indicated by the scribe himself. As in Gen. 36 20 [see
ZiBEOx] and elsewhere, the corrupt reading r-iNn '•2V (EV ' the
inhabitants ofthe land ') has grown out of'^SxyDt:''(Ishmaelites),
jnxT being an editor's insertion to make the corrupt ''2V intelligible. T h e earlier text appears to have said in v. 6, ' And
the king and his men went to Jerusalem against the Ishmaelites';
' Ishmaelites' here is a synonym of ' Jerahmeelites.' T o this we
must add that the ' l a m e ' and the * blind ' spoken of in the M T
(and in ij?) of 2 8 - 6 6 8 are as imaginary as the tribal name
'Jebusite' ; •'"iiy and DTIDD both being corrupt fragments of
C^^xcn^'(see Crit. Bib., and cp M E P H I B O S H E T H , P H I N E H A S ) .
rhi^ is no digression ; it had to be shown that names so closely
connected as Zion and (Jeru-)salem had the same origin, and if
in the course of doing so we have been enabled to show that the
early historians at any rate did not ' infer incorrectly' from the
tribal name Jebusite the existence of a city called Jebus^ (of
which the Amarna correspondence appears to have known
nothing), this is perhaps at any rate a boon for future students.
It is possible that the error ••DID' for '•'SxyDt:'' is really a somewhat ancient one (see, e.g., Zech. 9 7). But Ezekiel (16 3 45) is
still aware that Amorites (or Arammites = Jerahmeelites) and
Hittites (rather Rehobothite^) formed the pre-Israelitish population of the city of Jerusalem. Cp O G .

The term ' Z i o n ' (we retain the term, as, even if ^
corruption, yet an ancient and a popular one) belongs
properly, as shown elsewhere (JERUSALEM, §§ 17-20),

to the southern part ofthe eastern hill, where the 'burg
of David ' stood. Above the ' burg' rose the temple,
and in usage ' Z i o n ' represents the temple hill (2 IC.
l'..*3i; Is. 2423; cp IO32).
Even more commonly,
however, we find it a term for the whole of Jerusalem,
whether in parallelism with Jerusalem (Is. 43 3019
Am. I 2 Mic.3ioi2 Ps. 10222) or alone (Is. I27 28i6
Jer. 3i4 Lam, 5 ir). Often it is personified (Is. 40g 41 27
5I3 5 2 i / 7 5920 6014 668 Zeph. 316 Zech. 117) though
here an idealisation has taken place, the * Zion' intended
being really the company of those residents in the
1 ThatNi^D and Kl'pon, wherever they occur, are mispointed,
can hardly be doubted. T h e y are corrupt fragments of "^NDnT
(see M I L L O ) . In 2 S. 6 9 the p prefixed to NISDH has arisen in
this way. T h e scribe began to write NISD without the initial n»
and left SD uncancelled. Afterwards, ^o was ' corrected' into p 2 So Driver, in Hastings, DB 2 554a, expressing the common
opinion.
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Jerusalem, Is. 18 f>2'- Jer. 431, etc. (see D A U G H T E R , 3).

It remains to be added that ' Zion,' in i Macc.
everywhere means the temple hill (50643760654 64862
733 10II 1427). For a Hebrew writer, who formed
his style on classical models, this was natural. Josephus,
writing in Greek, does not use the name. In the N T
it occurs only in quotations from the OT, except in
Heb. 1222 (a fine rhetorical passage) and in Rev. 141.
How fond the later Jews bucame of the name Zion
appears must clearly from the Psalms. See especially
Ps, S75, if, with Wellhausen, we may follow OS's pi,-qrr)p
S[e]iuii', ^pel dvdpojTxos), and runder.
But every one calls Zion his mother,
And of it is every one native ;
H e himself, the Most High, keeps it.l
T. K. v:.

ZI0R("1V''V; ccope [B]. CO)PAI0 [B^'^^'^-! superscr.
Al]. CICOp [AL]), a place in the hill-country of Judah
(Josh. 1554t). It is mentioned with Arab, Bethtappuah, Humtah, Kirjath-arba (' the same is Hebron'),
The names Arab and Kirjath-arba (surely from Kirjath-'arab)
point to the Jerahmeelite border. So also does Humtah (i.e.,
H a m a t h = Maacah) and perhayjs Beth-tappuah (see N A P H T U HIM). ' Hebron ' in the gloss on ' Kirjath-arba' is probably (as
in some other cases) a corruption of ' Rehoboth ' ; P may already
have found this corruption m the written li-^t which he seems to
have used. ' Zior,' then, is probably a corruption of the name
of some Jerahmeelite place near Rehoboth. One cannot help
thinking of Missur, properly the name o f a region (see M I Z R A I M ,
§ 2 b), but possibly also of a town (cp Cusham-jerahmeel
[SHECHEM]), The reading of © A L may suggest an identification
with ZAIR (q.v.).
Van de Velde and Conder, however, identify Zior with Sa'ir
or (PEEJI S 3og) Si'air, 4^ m. N . from Hebron, where a tomb
of Esau is shown. Eusebius (OS 293 19) mentions a village Sior
between lEha and Eleutheropolis.
T . K. C .

ZIPH (Pin; z[e]\<^ [BAL]), whence the gentilic
Ziphites, or, incorrectly [see Ps. 54], Ziphims (D''S"'T;
2[e]i<t)Ai0i, i S . 23i9 26i Ps. 54 title 2i(J)eOYC T]).
I. An unidentified town belonging to Judah, situated
towards the border of Edom (Josh. 15 24 [? B]). On the
new theory which makes David carve out for himself
at first a principality in the Negeb, this more southern
Ziph may have a claim to be that intended in the early
tradition. See 2, end.
2. A town in the hill-country of Judah (Josh. 15 5s ;
o^€L^ [B]), mentioned together with Maon, Larmel, and
Jutah. Its connection with the clan of Caleb, which at
one time had its seat about Hebron (but see below), is
expressed in genealogical form in i C!h. 242," and again
in i C h . 4i6, where Ziph and Ziphah (ns^n fyv, ^a^a
Kat ^aipa [B], ^i0ai K. ^aiipa [A], ^L<f) K. ^iipa [L]) are
' s o n s ' of (the unknown) J E H A L E L E E L (q.v.).

Ziph

and that part of the wilderness of Judah to which it
gave its name are mentioned in the account of David's
outlawry (i S. 2 3 i 4 ^ ) , and the surrounding hill country
with its many caves supplied admirable ' lurking places'
and 'strongholds' ( i S . 231419, and cp i Macc. 231).
See Conder's description of the fantastic cones and
knife-like ridges of the hills of Ziph (PEFQ, 1875,
P- 43)Ziph existed in the time of Terome, who places it 8
R. m. from Hebron (OS''^n59'i4 \ cp 25S40/:). This
is too much by nearly half. The true site w as found
by Robinson at 7V// Zij, a. conspicuous mound, 2882
ft. above sea-level, and 8-9 m. SE. of Hebron, with no
trace of buildings at the present day, but \\'ith some
cisterns. A little to the E., on a low hill or ridge,
there are broken walls and foundations ; but these do
not represent the city fortified by Rehoboam (2 Ch. 118 ;
see below). Conder endeavours to show that there
1 Furness's translation (Psali7is, SBOT).
But cp Che. Ps.,{^)
and Bertholet, Stellung, 182.
2 p.ap[e]La-a[s] [BA] ( M T , M E S H A [q v.]), the father ' of Ziph,
is in 2 Ch. 11 8 mentioned along with Ziph (^ei^[B]).
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ZOAR

ZIPHION
never was a 'wood ' in the district of Ziph (see i S. 2315,
EV, and see below). ' The country is emphatically a
dry land, looking down on the barren wastes which lie
above the Dead Sea between Masada and Engedi.
There is no moisture capable of supporting vegetable
growth ' [PEFQ, 1875, p. 45). G. A. Smith [HG 306 n.,
307 n.) substantially agrees.
Among the many difficult points connected with the Hebrew
traditions is this—Was the chief Calebite city Hebron or R E H O BOTH (^/.z*.)? If the latter, then the Ziph of i C h . J 4 2 m a y b e
that mentioned in Josh. 1024. And another is this—Was David's
Ziph the first or the second place so called? T h e [;nn ( H O R E S H )
of I S. 23 15 may very well be a corruption of y\nv^ (Ashhur)
which seems to have been a name nearly equivalent to Jerahmeel. We may also il'.ubt about Rehoboam's Ziph, as well as
aiMHit t h e o t h e r names in 2Ch. 116-10 (see REHOBOAM).
T. K. C.

ZIPHION
(q.v.).

(i'V^V), Gen. 4616 = Xu. 2615. ZEPHON

ZIPHRON (jilST, scarcely 'stench,
but

cp

N A M E S , § 106, n.

i ;

see ZANOAH,

AecfjpcoNA

[B],

ect)-

[B't»]; ze(l>- [AL]), a point on the N. frontier of
Canaan, Xu. :j49t- According to Furrer (ZZ>/^/'S28)
and Socm (Baed.(2* 395). ^he mod. Zafe7'd7ieh'^ (Rob.
gives ez-Zaferdneh),
ESE. of er-Restdn.
This, however, does not suit Furrer's own view of the frontier,
for Sadad (his Zedad) is SSE. of Zaferdneh, whereas
it should lie to the X. Hence Muhlau, in Riehm's
HWB, following Wetz. [Reisebtr. 88), prefers the ruins
called Zifrdn, fourteen hours NE. of Damascus.
There is reason to think, however, that the description
originally referred to the Negeb (see Z E D A D ) , that Ziphron
corresponds to the SIBRAIM of f./ekiel, and that both names
are corruptions of Zarephath. See Z E D A D .
T . K. C.

ZIPPOR (-)iSV, "ibV; cenct)cop[BAFL]).

BALAK

(q.v.), king of Moab, is called 'son of Zippor' (Nu. 22241016
23 T8 J o s h . - 4 g Judg. 11 25), i.e.. cither son of a person called
Zippor ('bird'), or 'native of Zrirephaih,' the Zarephathites
being a section of the N . Arabian Misrites (see Z A R E P H A T H ,
MIZRAIM, § 2b). It is probaltle that just as the Edomite king
Shaul (AV Sau!) was a Misrite of Rehoboth (see B E L A ) , SO the
Moabite king Balak was a Misrite of Zarephath (unless indeed
Balak was king of Mu.sri; see M'lSES, § 17). T h e Cushite wife
of MosLs bure the startlingly similar name ZIPPORAH (q.v.).
Sec, liow'jvcr, NA.MES, § 68.
T. K. C.

ZIZAH ( n r n ) , i Ch. 23 n .

s e e ZiNA.

ZOAN (|yV ; T & N I C [BNA]), an Egyptian city. © ,
Vg., and Tg. identify it with Tanis. certainly correctly.
The city had the name S'nt,^ in Coptic times, Dja[a)7iS
(also Djaane, Djani).
The Greeks called it Tdi/is (thus
(5). The modern Arabic name is Sdn.
Consequently,
the name must have been pronounced SaJie, Sani, by
the Hebrews (following the later habit of dropping the
feminine termination [t]).
The city, the capital of the 14th nomos of Lower
Egypt, near the XE. edge of the Delta, was situated
on the right bank of the Tanitic branch of the Nile, in
a plain which is at present, in summer, a marshy prolongation of the Menzaleh lake, in winter a salt-desert.
The modern village of San is inhabited mostly by fishermen.
The adjoining mound, Sdn el-hagar,
'stone
San,' was excavated first in part by Mariette in i860,
then completely by Petrie (in 1883-84, see Tanis 1 and
2, 1885). There were found many statues, sphin.xes,
obelisks, etc., belonging to a large temple, begun (it
would seem) by kings of the sixth dynasty, continued
in the twelfth dynast}', and completed by the greatest
builder among the Pharaohs, Rameses II. See, on the
fragments of the largest monolithic colossus known,
EGYPT, § 37. The temple seems to have had a length
of about 1000 ft. King Psusennes of the twenty-first
ch'nasty built a huge wall of bricks around it. The
importance of the city is shown by the fact that
Rameses II. seems to have resided there and that the
twenty-first dynasty originated from the city.
In
Esarhaddon's and Asur-bani-pal's time, Sa'nu or SiJiu
\\-as the seat of a prince ; on its sack by the Assyrians
see T I R H A K A H . In Strabo (802) it still figures as a
considerable place. Of Us ultimate downfall not much
is known.

The biblical mentions are as follows. In Is. 19 u 13,
the princes of Zoan represent Egypt (13 || with N'ophiVlemphis). In 3O4, the Israehtes are blamed for sending embassies to Zoan ; the passage looks as if the
Pharaohs were still residing at Zoan at times.
In
Ezek. 3014, Zoan stands parallel with the old capital of
Upper Egypt, No, which shows that in Lower Egypt
ZIPPORAH (n-lbV; cen(t)copA [BAFL]), daughter
only Memphis can have rivalled Tanis in importance.
of Hobab or Jethro, 'priest of Midian,' and wife of
Perhaps it is thus to be explained that Ps. 78 (1243)
Moses (Ex. l>2i, J ; 425, J ; I82. E).
speaks of the wonders done ' in the land of Egypt, in
In Nu. 121^ she is called a 'Cushite w o m a n ' ; ' M i s r i t e '
would perhaps have been more accurate, but Missur (=i\Iusri)
the field of Zoan ' in Moses' time. Zoan-Tanis seems
and Cush in X. Arabia were contiguous (see CUSH, 2). On the
to have been considered as the capital of Egypt, or at
significance of her name (probably a dlstijrtioii of Zarephath),
least of the Delta, in the time of the psalmist. The
and of her connection with Mosev. see M'^SES, §§ 4, 7, and cp
inference that Zoan was the residence of Pharaoh in
CIRCUMCISION, § 2 ; Z A R E P H A T H ; ZIPPOR.
I n its [^resent form t h e n a m e m e a n s ' b i r d ' ; c p
Moses' time and that ' fields of Zoan ' and Goshen were
N A M E S , § 68. There is an Aramaic proper name K-I-J'J
equivalent expressions has often been drawn by scholars,
in GIS (lOi) I I 2 1 2 2 ; the Greek equivalent being
especially by Brugsch, who tried to show the identity of
<re(p(p€pa (S. A. Cook, Aram. Gloss. 102, who refers to Rameses and Zoan.- Brugsch's arguments however,
Cl.-Gan. y?tv. d'a)-ch6ol. 1885, p. 23).
The name
are fallacious (although Rameses II. ma}' have resided
Zippor [not Zipporah) occurs as a woman's name in
here, see above); certainly Goshen cannot have extended
Talm. Jer. Gittin, 53.
T. K. C.
to the surroundings of Tanis.
The curious remark Nu. 1822 (Hebron was built
ZITHRI, RV Sithri (^"inp; for origin see S E T H U E ) ,
seven }'ears before Zoan in Egypt) seems to imply that
b. Uzziel, a (Kohathite) Levite, E.\. 622 (treypet [B], tre^pei [A],
crerpL [FL]).
the writer considered Tanis as one of the oldest cities of
Egypt. Indeed, we can trace it to the sixth dynasty
Z I V ("ITV I K. 6 i 3 7 R V , A V Z i F . S e e M O N T H , § 2 (2).
(see above) ; as capital of the nome it may belong to
ZIZ, GOING U P OF (]*''-Vn HT'rp), ^ pass in the
prehistoric times. Chronological conclusions about the
S. of Palestine, 2 Ch. 20 r6 ( T H N ANABACIN ACAe
date of Hebron's foundation cannot, of course, be drawn
[BA], T. A. THC eSoXHC (NCIC<\ [L]). The name looks
from the biblical remark, whether taken literally or not.*
suspicious ; but the ordinary view that the \\'ady Hasasa,
w . M. M.
by which the old Roman road leads from En-gedi to
ZOAR ("irV, in Gen. 192230 "ll^lV ; cHfOOp
Jerusalem, is meant, is plausible.
T h e mention of HAZAZON-TAMAR (q.v.) in r-. 2, however,
introduces a perplexing element into the geography.
Yer a
way out of the difficulty, see N E G E B , § 7.
T . K. C.

ZIZA (NJ*T, perhaps abbrev., § 58, cp ZAZA, ZUZIMI.
1. A prince of SIMEON (§ 5 [ii.]), temp. Hezekiah ; i Ch. 4 77
(acoo-aA [B ?], ^ov^a [A], ^i0a [L]).
2. One of Rehoboam's children by Maacah ; 2 Ch. 11 20

C^.^k^g [BAL]).

1 For a southern Zaferaneh (cp Rob. BR 2 1:^5) see ASPHAR.
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2 See "RAMESES, ? 3, on Brugsch's argument (followed by Ebers,
Durch Gosen, 40S), and EXODUS, § 10.
3 A stele of the time of Rameses I I . , found at Tani^. was
curiously dated ' y e a r 400 of king Set.'
If this date has a
historical basis, it must mean that about 1700 B.c. the cult of
Set was established (by Hyksos-kings ?), not that Tanis was then
founded, as some scholars have assumed.
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ZOBAH

ZOHELETH, STONE OP

[BX.ADEFQ]:
cip
[L];
in Gen. 13 m zorORA
[ A D E L ] ; in Jer. 4S34 ZOfOp [ B N A ] ; \ ' g . Segor), a
locality mentioned in Gen. 13io 1428 I922 f. 30 Dt.
o43 Is. I o s Jer. is^^f.
It i^ commonly placed to the
SE. of the Dead Sea, which ma\' be correct so far as
Is. 155 and Jer. 48 34 are concerned, but hardly for iJen.
and Dt. (ll.ec.).
There is in fact a considerable body of evidence for the view
that the chief seat of the southern Israelitish legends was the
Jerahmeelite tervitury, bordering on Musri and Edom. See

The preceding theory assumes the general accuracy of t h e
M r of the passage of 2 S. referred to. There is grave reason,
however, to hold that this assumption is
2. N e w t h e o r y , erroneous. T h e Aram with which David
had relations was, according to the still
discoverable carlier form of the traditions, not thc northern but
a southern Aram—/.t'., the Jerahmeehtes of the Negeb, and,
if we use the many p:irallels and analugies of other restored
passages, it is not difficult to recover the probable originals of
names uf plai,es miswritten by the redactor. It should, however,
first of all, be noticed to the credit of Winckler that, noticing
the combination of Beth-rehob and Zobah, and the designation
of Hailad-e/er, king of Zr)bah, as Beth-rehob, he has suggested
that both names re[)reseiit une and the same state (GI 1 141 f).
I'his is, in fact, very near the truth. The statement in 2 S. 8 3
should probably run thus, ' And David smote H a d a d [. . . . ] , a
native of Rehoboth, king of Zarephath,! when he went to turn
him [T>a\id] back from the river [of Musri].'2 Verse 8 in its
oriniiial form probably spoke only of one royal city, viz.,
Reliubuth ; of this Betah gives one and Berothai another
corruption.3 In 106 the allies ofthe b'ne Ammon were probably
given as Aram-rehoboth (to which Aram-zoba is probably a
gloss),** Maacah (the southern Maacah), and T u b a l ; Helam in
vv. itf
represents Jerahmeel (place-name).
In 1 S. 14 47
n m a ' ^ S D C the kings of Zobah ') is miswritten for j-iDl^ "^NDm*
(Jeiahmeel-zarephath); see SAUL, § 3. In 2 S.-li /. we need
not question the reading, ' Igat, b . Nathan, of Zobah,' for
' Z o b a h ' here too represents 'Zarephath,' while ' I g a l ' (like
' J o e l ' and ' G a a l ' ) is a popular corruption of 'Jerahmeel.'
T h a t ' Z a r e p h a t h ' should sometimes be used comprehensively,
sometimes with a narrower reference, affords no ground for
surprise. ' Z a r e p h a t h i t e s ' is constantly used widely, and yet
primarily, of course, it merely meant the people of the city of
Zarephath. On ' Hamath-zobah ' (Maacath-zarephath), 2Ch. 83

ISAAC,

IACOH, and especially SODOM ANU CIOMUKKAH.

I'he

play on rbe meaning of ' Z o a r ' in Gen. I'.'JO 22 isonlyaccounted
for, if the true n^'w^i o f t h e city was lyi.o, or rather "n^'o—/.f.,
Mi^'^ur (Mu^rO. T h e ' Zoar ' of legeml was really ' Missiii ' ; it
was one ^d ibu cities of Musri in X . Arahia. tou aids S. Palestine.
Cp MisKAlM, § 2 (./')• Upon the new theory, C-eri. IU lo, where
'Zo:ir' appears to be distinctly placeLl in the Jordan \alley,
originally ran thus, ' An^l Lot lifted up his eyes, and saw that
the whole of Jerahmeel l:-;Tn -i^^, a primitive corruption of
^X"2M"T' ""•I"' Well-watered, lijcfore Vahwii destroyed Si.>Llom and
Goinonah] like the i;arilen of Vahue, like the land of IMisriin,
in the direction of Missur." Here, howe\er, it is probable that
.Missur really means the land of Missur ; D'l^'O T*"iNZi may be
omitted as an unintelligent alteration of iiif-'^ nDN3. Ball (i.p
GARDEN, S 4, n.) prefers reading |>'i'' ' Z o a n ' (Pesh.?). But
surely ' like the land of Kg>"pt ' was clear enough, without a
limiting or explanatory appendage. ' Kgypt,' however, is not
to be expected in this context, and the Hebrew traditions
centre (as new evidence appears to show) in the Negeb and
the N . Arabian border. For the later traditional view of Zoar
see MOAB, and on the whole question of the original Zoar
cp S^DOM.
T. K. C.
ZOBAH (naiV, COYBA [ B A L ] ) , ormorefullyARAMZOBAH (nmV^DnX, Ps.eO heading,

COOBAA

[BNR]),

or ARAM-ZOBA (ND'IV 'N*, 2 S. 106 8, but
1. T h e
p r e v a l e n t RV ARAM-ZOBAH), the home of one of
t h e o r y . D a v i d s ' t h i r t y ' (2 S. 2836; AyNAMeooC
[BA], M&CCAB^^ [I-])'
a-lso the name of
an Aramaean state, whose king Hadadezer was defeated
by David (2 S. 81-14 1 0 i 5 ^ ) .
In i S. I447 ' the kings
of Zobah • are said to have been defeated by Saul,^ and
in 2 Ch. 8 3 Solomon is asserted to have taken Hamathzobah i,iaLcriojia [B], aifxad'' <rou/3a [.V], €pi.a6(x. [ L ] ) ;
the latter designation is thought to imply the same
(erroneous?) conception of the importance of Zobah
which is found in (a) 2 S. 83 8 lOis-iga, but not in the
narrative (b) which contains 2 S. 10]-i4 ig^.
This at
least is clear, that in the respective strata of narrative
different views of the position of the kingdom of Zobah
are suggested.
If the view implied in the former
stratum (a) is correct, the idea that David was one of
the mightiest monarchs of his time is not an extravagant one, for here the kingdom of Zobah under Hadadezer is represented as dominating the whole of S}ria,
whereas in the latter stratum [b) Zobah appears with
B E T H - R E H O B , M A A C A H , and ISHTOB or T O B , as an ally
of the Ammonites.
This difference of view has been
explained by the supposition that two different Zobahs
have been confounded (see D A V I D , § 9, with n. 2,
where references are given for the evidence).
One, to
the X. of Damascus and Hamath, rich in copper
( 2 S . 88), was conceivably the mdt Nuhassi^ of the
Am. Tablets (37 5 4.^22, etc.), if Nuhassi means ' copper '
(nw'-;), according to Hal^vy's theory [REJ202ig;
cp
C O P P E R , § 3). T h e other Zobah corresponds to the
' districts of Suhitu,' referred to by Asur-bani-pal [KB
2217), and was S. of Damascus, perhaps (so Wi. AOF
1467) between H a u r a n and the Sea of Galilee.
Two j
cities of the former Zobah (as we may provisionally say)
are named i n a S. 88, viz., Betah and Berothai (on these
see TEBAEI, B E R O T H A I , B E R O T H A H ) .

see SOLOMON, § 7.

Noldeke ( 5 x 1 2 3 2 ) places Zohah 'nearly in the region of
Emesa.' Elsewhere (see MbKiiM)It is suggested that Merom
(Josh. 11 5 7) may be the second or more southerly Zobah.
T, K. C.
ZOBEBAH (nan'Vn), with ' A n u b ' a n d the 'families
of A h a r h e l , t h e s o n of H a r u m , ' is ( p e r h a p s ) c o n n e c t e d
genealogical!}'" w i t h T e k o a ( M T C o z \_q-v.']), i C h . 48( C A B A S A [ B ] , C O J B H B A [ A ] , C(\B- [ L ] ) .

See T E K O A .

ZODIAC (n'njrp), j o b 3 8 3 2 RV^^K-, E V M A Z Z A R O T H
[q.v.).

See also STARS, § 3 (d).

ZOHAR ("in'V, § 66 ; ' reddish-white ? ' see COLOURS,
§ 7 ; CAAR [BADEL]).
1. Probably the name of the clan to which Ephron the H i t t i t e
(from Rehobothite [?], see REHOiiOTu) belonged (Gen. 23 8 25 9).
Possibly we should read IT]!, Z E R A H .
2. b. SIMEON (§ g ) ; see Zerah (4).
3. b . Ashhur, a Judahite (i Ch. 4 7 ; Kr. inkl, ' a n d Zohar."
RVmg. ; Kt. nn^'j see IZHAR, 2 ; Kal cr. [BA], Kal eLcrap [L]).
ZOHELETH, STONE OF (n^n-Til |l^t, ' Serpent's
Stone' [BDB], but see below). This stone was evidently
sacred, like the fountain En-rogel beside which it
stood, and in the building which enclosed it Adonijah,
as claimant of the crown of Israel, probably held his
sacrificial feast ( i K. I9).
Gk. readings are : kiOov rov ^MekeO [A], . . . rhv er ^eaka9 [L,],
aiBf} TOl) ^oiekedeL [B] ; Cp Trapa rr^v Trrjyrjv rrjv ev TW ^amAiKt^
TrapaSeia-fo, Jos. Ant. vii. I44.
There' must have been something remarkable about
it.
Very possibly it was overlaid with a. ' brilliant'
metal called nSm, zohdleth, and corresponding to the
Ass. zahalu.^
There were two brazen pillars before the
temple at Jerusalem ( i K. 4i7 21).
T h e ' s t o n e of
Zoheleth' may have been a ruder pillar of the same
sort.
Some writers would place Zoheleth in the rocky
way near the village of Silwan (Siloah) called Zahweleh.
I K . l 4 1 implies that those who were with Adonijah
could see what went on in the valley of Kedron ; this,
however, would have been quite easy from Zahweleh
(see Buhl, Pal 94 ; Baed.(^) 100).
Wellhausen (Heid.i^) 146) suggests a connection with the
'briUiant' planet Saturn (cp the Ar. proper name Zuhal).

^ Marquart's suggestion (see J O E L , 3)10 read n|;i":)n is only a
step towards the right solution (see § 2).
2 This, however, is probably due to a partisan of Saul, who
wishes his favourite to vie with David (SAUL, § 3).
3 Halevy supports this by the conjecture that rt2^:i is a contraction of n^i.lli, ' b r i g h t yellow,' a n d compares XaAjcty from
YOAKOS, 'copper.' Chalcis was on the slopes of Antilibanus (cp
Wi. A T Unters. 180). On the situation of NuhaSSi, cp Flinders
Petrie, Syria and Egypt, 179.

t T h e vague notice in 2 S. 81 (where UTwh^ represents
D'n^^li) probably comes from another source.
2 Read, with Winckler, nri3D inx 3'l^*^'7.
3 I n Ezek. 47x6 the names should probably be Maacath,
Rehoboth, Zarephath (see SIBRAIM and Crit. Bib.)
4 Note that no extra number of warriors is put down for
Beth-rehob.
5 Cp the passages cited by Del. Ass. HWB, s.v. ' zahalu.'
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Others (e.g. W R S , RS'^) 172, and Benzinger, K5n. 4) doubtfully connect the sacred fountain and stone with the Dragon's
Well of Neh. 213 (see DRAGON).
Zoheleth might mean
'serpent.'
T. K, C.

the Wady Sarar, opposite Beth-shemesh and 14 m. ^^ .
from [erusalem. On the importance of the situation
see GASm. HG 21^ ff. The Zoar (?) of the Negeb we
cannot venture to locate.
T. K. c.

ZOHETH (nn'lt) and BEN-ZOHETH (q.v.), sons of
Ishi, I descendant of Judah, i C h . 420 (zooAN [B],
ZCAiX^e [A], zd.ooe[I-])-

AA^ RV ZERUBBABEL.

ZOPHAH (HDIV; CO^XAO- cto<t)AC [ B ] -ct)Ap, -(J)d.
[A]), o-ou^a [L]), a name in a genealogy of A S H E R (q.v., § 4 2),
iCh. 735/+

ZOPHAI ('S'ViJ, I Ch. 626 [ I I ] , see Z U P H .
ZOPHAR (-iSniV ; ccoct>Ap [BXAC]). one of Job's
friends, a Naamathite (Job 2 i i H i 201 42 9 [and 17^
l!?]t)- N A A M A H [q.v.) was in SW. J u d a h ; but the
clan which settled there was doubtless of Calebite and
therefore of Edomite extraction (cp ' Naam,' i Ch.415).
The poet must have reckoned ' Zophar' as an Edomite.
Probably the writer took the name from the notices in Gen.
36 II 15 I C h . l 36, where i s s ( G e n . ) o r ^gr; (Ch.)—both forms miswritten fur in-iv; Csee "P)—occurs among the sons of Eliphaz, son
of Esau. (See Z E P H O . ) Still, ' N a a m a t h i t e ' is hardly the name
we expect. Possibly 'ncyj ^^V have come from -^ntyii ^"^^ this,
by transposition, from 'it^'H- Zophar, then, like Eliphaz would
be called a Temanite.
Do/y's correction (see Di., 20), 'noyi- 'a- "^an of R A A M A H '
(q.v.), and Hommel's, 'rj;D. ' Min-ean '(cp ©, 6 MUlti/alos and,
2 II 42 i7£', 6 M[e]ti'ai(oi' ^acriAevs), seem less plausible.
T.

K . C.

ZOPHIM (D-'DV, CKOnid^N [BAFL]), apparently a
mountain-district (mL". see F I E L D , i ) , where was the
•height of the Pisgah,' Xu. 23 14- Dillmann, but not
Kautzsch (HS), renders ' i nnb ' the field of watchers,'
and supposes that there in times of danger watchers
were stationed, or else that there diviners were wont
to scan the heavens or the flight of birds for omens.
In N u . 21 20, however, ' the height of the Pisgah ' is said to be
' i n the highland of xMoab,' or rather (see M O A B , § 14) 'of
Missur.' This suggests that C'^i is a corrupt or mutilated form
of the name of a region or a clan—i.e., either of nilfO o'' of
D'HS'il!. It was In fact probably a mountain not far from
Zarephath that was meant in the original storj-. See further
N E B O i., § 2.

T. K. C.

ZOPHIM, RAMATHAIM.

See RAMATHAIM.

ZORAH ( n r i V , as if * hornet' ; cp n r n V I CARdvd.)A city repeatedl}"^ mentioned, but not easy so to locate
as to suit all the textual phenomena. It was closely
connected with the story of Samson ; but the scene of
this story seems to have been differently viewed at
different times (see SAMSI'X). I t w a s Danite—of that
there can be no doubt (Judg. 132, cxapak [B] ; Josh.
1 9 4 1 , (TapaB [ B ] ) .
Zorah is included in the same group with Eshtaol and Ashna,
among the cities of the Shephelah (Josh. 15 33, AV Z O R E A H ,
paa [B]): but the kernel of the n.ame Eshtaol (Shaol or Saul) is
probably Jerahmeelite. It is also mentioned in Neh. 11 29 (AV
Z A R E A H , om. BN*A, o-apa [L])and in 2 Ch. 11 10 as fortified by
R e h o b o a m ; but in both passages there seems upon critical
grounds to be reason to think that the original text referred to
places in the Ne'j:eli. In i Ch. 2 53 we find the Z O R A T H I T E S
(AV Z A R E A T H I T E S , 'ny"Xn. o-apaSatot [BA], cxapaaOL [L] among
the families of Kirjath-jearim, cp i Ch. 42 (apaflet [B], uapaQL [A],
uoAo^iTjA, [ L ] ) ; also in 254 where the Z O R I T E S ('Jfl.i'n, Tjo-apei
[B] . . . paei \.\]. a-apaBi [L]), together with the M A N A H E T H rii£s (^.r'., and cp MAN(jAH)are sons of Salma the ' f a t h e r ' of
ISetlidehem. But the genealogy is Calebite ; jearim in Kirjathjearim may represent ' J e r a h m e e l ' ; SHOBAL and SALMA are
N. Arabian names, and Beth-lehem certainly represents Bethjeralimeel, a name which, in such a context, we naturally assign
to the Negeb.
l^plirath too is primarilj'- a name of the
Negeb.
It would seem therefore that in spite of the
assignment of Zorah to the Shephelah in Josh. 15 33, and its
combination with Aijalon in Josh. iri4iy^, we must admit that a
confusion has been made \'\- the redactors of the O T texts
between a Zorah in the Shephelah and a place of a similar
name (probably i y \ ' Zoar, or "i^li Zur, or even Ili'D Missur),
and of equal strategic importance, in the Negelj, not far from
Beth-jerahmeel (confounded by redactors sometimes with Bethlehem In J u d a h , sometimes with Aijalon).

The Zorah of the Shephelah would be the modern
Sar a, which stands on an eminence on the N. side of
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N a m e s (§ 1).
Early obscurity (§ 2).
Ancient accounts (§ 3).
Zoroaster (§ 4f).
Date, sources (§
tf).
Ormazd, Ahriman (§ 8).
Other spirits (§§ g-ii).
Dualism (§ 12).

I\Ian, judgment (§§ 13-15).
Ethics (§ 16).
Worship, Magi (§ 17).
History, origin (§ 18 /?).
Influence on Israel (§§ 20-22).
Resurrection, ' W i s d o m , ' etc.
(§§ 23-25)-'
Literature (§ 26, end).

Of Mazdaism, the religion of the Perso-Iranians,
Zoroaster is regarded as the prophet; hence the religion
,_
_ is often called Zoroastrianism. ^^'este^n
1. Names for writers, however, more usually speak
Persian
...
of the doctrine of the Magi. It is not
rengio . ^^^^ ^^ ^^^ ^ - j . ^ certainty \vhether or
not we are entitled to interchange the three ternis,
Mazdaism, Zoroastrianism, and Magism, as if they
„ ..
were synonymous. Positive information
•
.J
regarding the religious condition of
y. "w-estei-n Iran during the oldest historical
period is almost entirely wanting. It is not absolutely
certain, for example, of \\hat faith Cyrus the Great
was an adherent. A\'ith reference, moreover, to the
antecedent conditions in Eastern Iran, which must have
played an important rdle in the early development of
the Persian religion, our sources are very scanty throughout. Our oldest positive v\itnesses for the belief in
Mazda are the comprehensive inscriptions of Darius I.,
through which runs a strong vein of faith and pious
devotion. Darius never wearies of glorifying the just
and good guidance of the supreme god, Aiiramazda
(Ormazd). The other gods are mentioned only incidentally. Religious matters are often spoken of quite in the
style of the later Avesta. The greatest evil is falsehood.
The spirit of falsehood, the adversary (cp * Satan ') of
Mazda, is not mentioned by any name. A\'e are therefore confronted by the question, —Is the mere name of
Mazda itself a positive proof of the Zoroastrian origin
of the early Persian religion, or must the dualism be
explicitly present as the essential mark of the prophet's
teaching? Herodotus, moreover, our oldest authority,
says nothing of Ahriman in his account of the religion
of the Persians, nor does he mention the name of
Zoroaster.
Accordingly, C. de Harlez disputes the
view that the Persians under the first Achaemenians
were Zoroastrians. H e also lays stress on the fact that
the burial rites of the Persians, as pictured by Herodotus (I140), are directly opposed to the Zoroastrian
injunctions. Darmesteter rightly objects that it is not
the intention of Darius to publish a creed or articles of
faith. Herodotus, in a well-known passage (1 131-140),
describes only the religious usages of the Persians, and
expressly states that he does not know the whole truth
regarding their customs connected with the disposal of
the bodies of the dead. Darmesteter therefore comes
to the conclusion that the Zoroastrian religion was in
force in Persia at the time of Darius I. In practice,
however, it was only the priestly caste of the Magi that
\\ as bound to rigid observance of the rule. Among the
laity the religious prescriptions and usages did not ha^•e
so binding a force nor so wide a scope as they had later
at the time of the Sassanians.
\\'indischmann had
already expressed the conviction that Darius and his
successors were genuine Zoroastrians, the name Aiiramazda being as inseparable from the religion of Zoroaster as the name of Christ was from Christianity.
This supposition would become a certainty if West is
right in his conclusion that the Persian calendar, which
is distinctly Zoroastrian in its naming of months and
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days, had been intrcjduced at the time of Darius, about
505 B.C. T h e entire question as to the Ach^memans
being Zoroastrians is still under discussion. W'e know,
at least, that Artaxerxes I. and his successors were
Zoroastrians.

under the title, ' Marvels of Zoroastrianism,' in SBE
47(1897)These narratives have a mythical tinge that is quite
oriental ; they are not histories, they are legends. Already in the Avesta Zoroaster appears for the most part
as a legendary personality.

For references consult C. de Harlez, Avesta,{^} 1881, Introd.
X, xvii, OCX ; I tarmesteter, SBE 4 (1880), Introd. xliv (and ed.
1895); Le Zend-Az-esta (3 voU.jiSg^), vol. 3, Introd. l\x ; Windischmann, Zoroastrische
Studien (1S63), 121 ; West, STG-' 47
(1897), Introd. xliv.

According to Herodotus (1132) no Persian could
sacrifice without a Magian priest. T'his inducctly proves
_
,
that there was a religious connection be3. Greeks ^.^^.^^^ ^^le Persians and the Magians.
on Magi. Everything implied in the statcmcius of
the Greeks regarding the usages and the doctrines of the
Magi is genuinely Zoroastrian. Thc Magi allowed the
bodies of their dead to be torn by dogs and birds of prey.
They regarded it as a laudable act to kill as many ants,
snakes, and other vermin as possible, whilst thc\' held
the hfe of a dog as sacred as the life of a man (Herod.
1146). Marriage of near relations was with them a pious
custom (Strabo, 15 20), AU these things arc treated with
some fulness in the .\\esta. Plutarch (de Is. et Os. 46)
explains the Magian zeal for destro\ing all unclean
animal life on the ground of the Zoroastrian theology,
and quite in accordance with the Avesta, as follows ;
' Among plants, they attribute the one to the Good
Divinity, the other to the Evil Genius ; similarly with
regard to animals ; the dog,^ birds, and the hedgehog
belong to the Good Divinity ; the water-rat belongs to
the Evil One. On this account they esteem him fortunate
who has killed the most of these beasts.'
Plutarch
[lc.) gives 1 sketch of the doctrines of the Magian
Zoroaster and of the mythology of the Magians. He
clearly develops the outhnes of the dualistic system ;
the two primeval spirits and their incessant warfare ;
creation and counter-creation; the division of the
universe; its limited existence ; the end of the evil
principle; the regeneration and purification of the
world [de Is. 47 ; partly drawn from Theopompus).
Areimanios was mentioned for the first time beside Oromazdes
in a lost work of Aristotle, according to Diogenes Laertius
(proosm. 8). T h e name of Zoroaster occurs earlier in a fragment
(29) of Xanthos, and in Plato (Alcib. 1 122), who calls him the
son of Oromazdes.
For Western writers Zoroaster is always
the Magus or the founder of Magianism (Plut., t.c.; Plato, t.c.;
Diog. Laert., prooem. 2 ; other passages in de Harlez, op. cit.,
189; !Max Duncker, C-i'^l 450). T h e ancients also give some
details as to the childhood of Zoroaster and his hermit Ufe
(Pliny, / r . V 3 0 2 ; Plutarch, Numa, 4; Dio Chrysostom, 260).
They call him sometimes a Bactrian, sometimes a Median or
Persian (cp Jackson in Jerur. Amer. Or. Soc. 15 222). N o reliance can be placed on their references to his extreme antiquity.
Hermippus of Smyrna placed him 5000 years before the Trojan
War ; Xanthos, 6000 years before Xerxes ; Aristotle assigned him
a similar antiquity (Pliny, HKZO1 2 ; Diog. Laert. procem. 2 ; cp
Jackson, Jour. Am. Or. Soc. 17 3, and Zoroaster,
150-178).
Agathias (2 24) rightly remarks that it is no longer possible to
determine with any certainty when he lived and legislated. ' T h e
Persians,'he adds, ' s a y that Zoroaster lived under Hystaspes,
but do not make clear whether by this name is meant the father
of Darius or another Hystaspes.'

What the Greeks regard as the doctrines of the
Magi the Iranians themselves call the doctrines of
_
.
Zoroaster. The native accounts bring
4. Iranians ^^^ personality of Zoroaster into the
on Zoroaster. ^^^^^.^^^^^
T Q him alone Mazda
vouchsafed the Law and the Holy Faith, and ordained
him as the teacher of men. The Avesta, or Zoroastrian
bible, makes only occasional reference to the external
circumstances of Zoroaster's life, for the part of the
Avesta which was specially devoted to the story of his
life, the so-called Spend-Nask, is lost. Its contents,
however, have been worked into the Pahlavi literature,
which in three places gives ^ description of his life.
These interesting accounts, two of which occur in the
fifth and seventh books of the Dinkard and one in the
Zartusht-namak,^ have been translated by E. W. West
1 Contrast Is. 66 3 (see D O G , § 3).
2 This forms part of the Selections of Zad-spar UTH.
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H e stands in personal intercourse with the divinity. At his
appearing all nature rejoices (Yaslit, 1893); he enters into conflict vvith the demons and rids the earth of their presence (I-'fl.r///,
17 Hi); Satan approaches him as tempter to make him renounce
his faith (Vendiclad, 1U6). The history of his life is a succession
of marvels.
T h e divine powers themsehes initiate him iiiti?
his lu,L;h calling, and during the whole of his prophetic career
they stand by lum with their counsel.

Many scholars then;forc ha\'e regarded the personality
of the prophet as purely mythical (Darmesteter ; Kern,
according to Tiele, Koiiipciniiiim, v^ 99). I h i s is certainly going too far.
I'here is no reason to doubt the
existence of the religious founder, Zoroaster ; he lives
too strongly in tradition. The let,^end of Zoioaster is
not one to be deprived of all historical foundation.
Zoroaster's real name is Zarathushtra, Modern
Persian, Zardusht; it seems to mean, ' Possessor of
old camels.' His father was I'ourushaspa,
5. Tradi- of the noble family of the Spitamas, his
tional d a t a . mother Dughdhova.
Regarding his
native place there is a double tradition. According to
one, the house of his father was situated in Air\'ana
\'aejo upon a hill of the river Dareja (the modern Darya,
in northern Azerbaijan), and Zoroaster was born there.
According to the other tradition he came from Ragha
( R a i ; see RAGES) in Media proper. In .Sassanian
times, Ragha as well as Atropatene was an important
seat of the priesthood. In Ragha resided the Zarathushtrotema, the supreme head of the church. The
riddle of the contradiction has been solved by Jackson.
According to a. statement of Shahrastani, Azerbaijan
was the home of Zoroaster's father, whilst his mother
was by birth from Rai (Jackson, Jour- Am- Or. Soc15228; Darmesteter, SEE 4 Introd. xlvii).
The most important traditional data of Zoroaster's
life are as follows, ^^•'hen he was thirty }ears old, in
a vision upon the bank of the river Daitya, the
archangel 'Vohumano appeared to him and invited him
to a conference with Mazda. This first meeting, which
is recorded also in the Avesta {Yasna, 43), is to be
regarded as the coming of the new religion and as the
beginning of a new era of the world. Seven other
conferences followed in the next ten years. In the first
two years, at the command of the Lord, Zoroaster
preached the new doctrine to the Kavis and Karpans—
i.e., the ruling idolatrous priests of the land—in the
presence of the prince of the region, a Turanian ; but
w ithout effect.
The injunction of ' next of kin'
marriage shocked them. He then betook himself to
Seistan, to Parshatgau, who allowed himself to be
converted, but not in public. It was only Zoroaster's
own cousin, Maidyoi-maongha, who first openly professed himself his disciple, so that the prophet disheartened cries o u t : ' In ten years I have won only a
single man !' Mazda now sent him to the court of
King Vishtaspa. There he had first to undergo cruel
imprisonment; but after two years he finally overcame
the opposition of the idolatrous priests and converted
the king. At this time also the brother of the king,
Zairivairi, as well as the king's son, Spentodata, and
both the Vizirs, namely, the brothers Frashaoshtra and
Jamaspa, became wholly devoted to him.
Zoroaster
lived to see the great religious war with King Arejataspa, who invaded Iran with the Hyaonas and was
defeated, but met his death by the hand of a Turanian,
it is said, at the age of 77 years and 40 days. The
Avesta does not definitely express itself regarding the
home of King Vishtaspa ; it is only the latest tradition
that locates the seat of the king, and also the scene
where Zoroaster successfully taught, in the E. and
especially towards Bactria.
If there is anything historical in these notices it is the
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figure of the royal patron and protector Mshtaspa,
* who with his wt^pon broke a path for the truth, and
became the arm and support of the Zoroastrian rehgion,
and freed it from tlie chains in which it had lain bound,
and raised it to power and spread it abroad' C^dshf,
1399-100). His influential consort Hutaosa appears to
ha\e led the way by good example. Zoroaster found
strong support at the court, moreover, in the two
brothers, Frashaoshtra and Jamaspa.
The Gathas
never mention the name of the king without mentioning
with i>raise his two zealous and faithful counsellors. T o
both of these Zoroaster was related by marriage; he
married Hvogvf the daughter of Frashaoshtra ; and
Jamaspa married Zoroaster's daughter, Pouruchista.
As to the era of Zoroaster, the extravagant dates
given by the Greeks have no value. Modern investigation avoids mere guesses and places more
6. Date. reliance on the native statements.
^^'
have two dates given by tradition. The one makes a
period of 272 years intervene between the beginning of
the religion (see above, § 5) and the death of
Alexander the Great (323 B.C.); whilst according to
the other, the religion had existed in purity for about
300 years before the invasion of Alexander. According
to the first statement, Zoroaster would have lived from
625 B.C. to 548 B.C. West makes the second statement
the basis of his reckoning, and taking account of a sUght
omission in the traditional chronology makes the dates
660-583 B.C. (cp 5 5 / ' . 47, Introd. xxvii and xxxviii).
These numbers fall within historical times, and the
former comes near the era of the historical Vishtaspa
(Hystaspes), the father of Darius I. With this Hystaspes,
who was satrap in Parthia, it was formerly usual to
identify the Vishtaspa of the Avesta. This identification,
however, falls to the ground, at least for the present,
because of the totaUy different ancestry of the historical
Hystaspes and of the Vishtaspa of the legend.
The chief source of information regarding the teaching
of Zoroaster is the A\esta. This was redacted in the
_
, .
_ time of the Sassanidre ; it is drawn,
° ' however, in part at least, from older
sources
sources and tradition. T o the oldest
tradition belonged the so-called Gathas. They contain
remnants of the addresses and sermons, delivered before
the assembled court, and put by tradition into the
mouth of the prophet, who is conceived of as teaching,
exhorting, and seeking to win recruits for his cause.
The Gathas themselves are distinguished in two respects
from the 'younger (later) Avesta.'
First, the person of Zoroaster appears much less legendary in
the Gathas. T h e scenes of his activity and teaching are placed
much more vividly before our eyes. His relation to his palrons is
much more close and real. T h e Gathas are marked by many
personal allusions and references which are unknown to the
younger Avesta.
Secondly, the celestial world is much more
)redominantly abstract.
Material and naturalistic divinities
ike Mithra are foreign to the Gathas. T h e external cult and
ritual sink almost entirely into the background. The holy
drink, the Haoma, is not mentioned.

f

These two considerations, however, are not enough
to enable us to distinguish sharply between the Gatha
Zoroastrianism as the pure and original doctrine on the
one hand, and the later Zoroastrianism as systematically
developed and corrupted by the older popular faith
on the other. The Gathas are really not properly
dogmatic and doctrinal sermons ; they are rather prophetic sayings, promises, and injunctions intended
specially for the narrower community of the faithful
and initiated; they represent the esoteric side of
Zoroaster's teaching in its ideal bearing rather than its
outward rules and statutes. The Gathas are rather the
philosophy of Zoroastrianism ; the younger Avesta is
rather its theology together with the systematic elaboration of the Zoroastrian doctrine.
The supreme God is Ahuro Mazdao (Anc. Per.,
Aiiramazda,
Mod. Per., Horm.azd or Or7nazd), ' t h e
wise lord.' He is called also Spento Mainyush—i.e.,
' the holy (lit., weal-bringing) spirit'—and he is the
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creator and regent of the world. His sovereignty
_
.
over the universe, however, is con8. Zoroastrian- ^^^^^^ ^^ ^-^^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^^^ prime\-al,
ism : Ormazd, .^^^^^^ Mainyush—;.^., ' the destrucAnnman.
tivespirit.' In the beginning of things
these twin spirits existed independently of each other ;
they became aware of their opposing character ( Yasna,
30 3) and swore an eternal feud (cp Yas7ia, 45 2 and
Bundahish, i. 14). Both spirits possess creative ]iower,
\\hich manifests itself in the one positively and in the
other negatively. Ormazd is light, life, and activity,
the soul of all that is pure and good ; in the ethical
world he is law, order, and truth.
His antithesis,
Ahriman, is darkness, filth, death, and reaction ; all
that is evil in the world ; lawlessness and lies spring
from him. Ormazd has his throne in the ' endless
light' of heaven, in Paradise ; Ahriman rules in the
cold north, in the endless darkness of Hell, from which
he breaks forth from time to time. Ormazd alone
possesses omniscience and prescience; Ahriman's
wisdom is backward knowledge (Bundahish, i. 9) ; he is
always coming too late, and has to look at events after
they are past. For the time being the two spirits
counterbalance one another. The complete sovereignty
of Ormazd is to come to pass in the future existence.
The ultimate triumph of the good spirit is an ethical
demand of the rehgious conscience and the quintessence
of Zoroaster's revelation. His doctrine is dualistic in
so far as it sets up two opposing primeval powers ; it is
not, however, quite consistent ; the two principles are
not endowed with equal power.
The dualism of
Zoroaster is only an episode in the existence of Ormazd,
who is the supreme and only god from the beginning of
the world, and remains so to eternity.
In the realm of light, Ormazd is the sovereign lord.
As a spirit, it is true, he is invisible to men ; but he is
not immateriah
A flaming, firm, exalted, and
beautiful body is attributed to him. The heaven is his
robe. In his exalted majesty he is the ideal figure
of an oriental king.
The other divine powers and
genii are his creation, helpers, overseers, and servants,
his instruments and his leaders in the war against evil.
Next to him in rank stand six archangels, the Amesha
Spentas, ' the Immortal Holy Ones ' ; he himself is often
_,
counted with them as the seventh. They
,* ,
resemble the ministers of some autocratic
„
.
sovereign. They sit round about Ormazd,
bpentas. ^^^ .^^ holds counsel with them. According to their names they are pure abstractions, although
in the Gathas they are already represented as persons.
They have been developed partly out of the ethical ideas of
the old Aryan belief. As a whole, however, they are a
true product of Zoroaster's conception. They form the
necessary constituents of the kingdom of Mazda which
is to be perfected, and in them the tendency of
Zoroastrianism to personify abstract ideas takes its
origin. In everything the Amesha S]-i< ntns are the
truest fellow - workers of Ormazd.
The care and
guardianship of creation is entrusted to them, and they
are regarded as tutelary divinities over the separate
kingdoms of nature.
T h e names of the Amesha Spentas are : (i) Vohu ManO (Plut.
evvoLo), Good Mind—i.e., the good principle, the idea of the
good, the principle that works in man inclining him to what is
good ; this divinity acts also as genius of the flocks. (2) Ashem,
or generally Ashem Vahishtem (aA^fleta), corresponding to all
that is true, good, and right—ideas which, to Zoroaster, are
practically identical—upright law and rule, also the genius
presiding over fire. (3) Khshathrem, generally called Khshathrem Vairim {evvop.ia), the power and kingdom of Ormazd,
also the genius of metals. (4) Armaiti (a-otjiCa), or the spirit of
docility and obedience, early represented as the genius of the
earth. (5) Haurvatat (irkovros), holiness, perfect health, the
genius of the health-giving waters. (6) Ameretatat, immortality,
the genius of plants.

The other good spirits of Ormazd are comprised
under the name Yazata (Izeds), 'angels.' These are
partly religious and ethical abstractions of Zoroastrianism like Rashnu (Uprightness) or Ashi Vanuhi (the good
5432

ZOROASTRIANISM
Reward of Piety).
In part they are the unforgotten
Othpr ^^^"^^ °f Aryan mythology, such as Mithra
•, „„i-ji.„ ^ " d Verethraghna (the genius of Victory,
^
"
• the Iranian counterpart of the Indian
Indra Vrtrahan), or they are the familiar personifications of natural phenomena such as the sun, the
moon, fire, wind (cp Herod. I131).
In the Gathas
most of the Yazatas are not mentioned—even such as
hold quite an miportant place in the later system and
ritual, like Mithra. It is only Sraosha (holy obedience)
and Atar, the fire, the son of Ormazd, that play a more
important r61e.
For the younger Avesta, special
mention must also be made of Anahita, goddess of the
waters, and of the Fravashis (Fervers), the spiritual
prototypes of men and of the good creation and at the
^ame time the guardian spirits of the pious.
Ahriman also has his infernal hosts which he created
for the conflict \\ith Ormazd.
These are endowed with less individuality,
1 1 . O t h e r however, than those of tlie kingdom of light.
6Vil s p i r i t s . T h e Druj (Lie, Falsehood), for example, is
opposed to Asha ; Akem Manu (Bad Thought)
to Vohu Mano ; and Armaiti to Taromaiti (Pride or Presumption). In the G.ithas, the Druj is mentioned more often than
Ahriman himself. In the later texts, the word Druj signifies a
special class of female demons. T h e most familiar of these is
Nasu, the corpse spirit. T h e schematic system of later times
has also ,£:i\en Ahrimanlan counterparts to each of the other
Amesha Spent'is, Myriads of demons, Daevas (Devs), make
up the mighty horde of Ahriman. They embody all the disturlting elements in nature and the baser instincts in man. Of
most of them we know only the names. T h e best-known among
them is Aeshma, the demon of Wrath (see ASMODEUS).

As soon as the two spirits encounter each other their
-active or creative, and at the same time permanent,
Th
conflict begins. The history of this conflict
• „. , is the history of the world. Every move
of Ormazd is met by a counter-move
[paityd7'a) of Ahriman.
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found.' Man takes part in this conflict by all his life
and activity in the world. By a true confession of faith,
by every good deed, by continually keeping pure his
l:)ody and his soul, lie impairs the power of Ahriman
and strengthens the power of goodness, and establishes
•A claim for reward upon Ormazd ; by false confession,
by every evil deed and defilement, he increases the evil
and renders service to Ahriman.
The life of man falls into two parts—its earthly
portion and that which is lived beyond the grave. The
1 ^ wr
Vl
^°*" ^^^^S"^^^ l^o 'cccxxi after death is the
\ 1- ' c
result and consequence of his life
and hereafter.
»u
T^T I- • u
1 1
upon earth. No religion has so clearly
grasped the ideas of guilt and merit. A strict reckoning
of the works of men here below will be kept in heaven.
After death, at the end of the third night, the soul
arrives at the head of the Cinvatu-Peretu, or Accountant's
Bridge, over which lies the way to heaven.^ Here
takes place the revealing and disclosure of all its past
T J- •
lil^s* the judicium
parliculare.
The
14. Jutticium ^^gj,, Mithra and the angel Rashnu
particulare. ^^y^ ^^ ^j^^ account and reckoning
(5i?i? 24258), or Rashnu the Just weighs the good and
the evil deeds over against each other in the impartial
balance that does not vary a hair's breadth in favour of
any man, not even a monarch
{SBEI^iZ).
Perhaps in ancient times the bridge itself was conceived of as
a sort of automatic scale. In the case of the soul of the just
whose good deeds outweigh his evil acts, the bridge becomes
wide and easy of crossing ; and at this moment his own religion
comes to meet him in the shape of a beautiful maiden, and
accompanies him to Paradise (Garodemanem), where Vohu Mano
receives him (Vend. 19 30-31). In the case of the soul of the
wicked, however, the bridge becomes as narrow as the edge of
a razor, and when he reaches the middle of it he falls off and is
plunged headlong into hell (SBE 17 48).

A great cleft runs through the entire world and
divides it into two great camps—the kingdom of light
and the realm of darkness. All creation is divided into
that which is Ahura's and that which is Ahriman's.
This division extends even to the language. Whenever
mention is made of face, ears, hands, and feet, of activity,
speaking, going, striving, a sharp distinction is made
in the expression between good and evil beings. The
two spirits do not carry on the struggle in person.
They leave it to be fought out by their respective
creations and by creatures which they send into the
field. The field of battle is the present world.
In the centre of the battle is man ; his soul is the
object of the war. Man is a creation of Ormazd, who
therefore has the right to call him to account. Ormazd,
however, created him free in all his decisions and in
his actions, wherefore he is accessible to the influences
of the evil powers. This freedom of the will is clearly
expressed in Yasna, 31 n ; 'Since thou, O Mazda,
didst at the first create our being and our souls in
accordance with thy mind, and didst create our understanding and our life together vvith the body, and works
and words in which man according to his own will can
frame his confession, the liar and the truth-speaker
alike lay hold of the word, the knowing and the
ignorant each after his own heart and understanding.
Armaiti searches, following thy spirit, where errors are

Should the evil and the good be equally balanced,
the soul passes into an intermediate stage of existence
(the Hamestakan), and its final lot is not decided until
the last judgment.
Man, however, has been smitten with blindness and
ignorance ; he knows neither the eternal law nor the
things that await him after death. He allows himself
only too easily to be ensnared by the craft of the evil
powers who seek to ruin his future existence.
He
worships and serves false gods, being unable to distinguish between truth and lies. Thus it came about
that Ormazd graciously determined to open the eyes of
mankind by sending a prophet to show them the right
way of salvation. According to the later legend ( Vend.
2i), Ormazd at first wished to entrust this task to Yima
(Jemshid), the ideal of an Iranian king ; but Yima, the
secular man, felt himself unfitted for it and declined
the office. He contented himself therefore with establishing by order of the Lord in his paradise {vara) a
heavenly kingdom in miniature, to serve at the same time
as a pattern for the heavenly kingdom that was to come.
Zoroaster at last was found fit for the mission. It was
not without special reason, the Gathas believe, that the
calling of a prophet should have taken place precisely
when it did. It was, they held, the final appeal of Ormazd
to mankind at large. Like John the Baptist and the
apostles of Jesus, Zoroaster believed that the fulness of
time was near, that the kingdom of heaven was at hand.
Through the whole of the Gathas runs the pious hope
that the end of the present world is not far off Zoroaster
himself hopes along with his followers to live to see the
decisive turn of things, the dawn of the new and better
seon. Ormazd will summon together all his forces for
a final decisive struggle, and break the power of evil
for ever ; by his help the faithful will achieve the victory
over their detested enemies, the daeva
15. Judicium worshippers, and render them poweruniversale. less. Then the great act {yah) will be
accomplished. Ormazd will institute a universal world •
judgment {judicium
universale).

1 This story is by some wrongly connected with the story of
A d a m in Genesis.

1 For parallels see Che. OPs. 438, note ee
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Whatever the good spirit creates, the evil spirit sullies, or, as
the text says, 'just like a fly he rushed out upon the whole
creation ' (Bundahish,
iii. 17). N o sooner has Ormazd created
the world than Ahriman brings upon the earth distress in the
form of plague and noxious creatures. Ormazd brings into
existence the primeval bull (prototype of all animals) ; Ahriman
tortures it to death with hunger, sickness, and blows, and its
soul (Geush Urva) complains before the throne of Ormazd about
the violence it has had to suffer. Ormazd comforts the soul of
the creature with the assurance of the future coming of Zoroaster
(Yas-na, 29; Bundahish,
4). Ormazd creates the first man
(Gaya M a r e t a n ) ; Ahriman incites against this man AstoVidhotu, the demon of death, and thus sets death in opposition
to life.l
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By meansof an ordeal of fire and molten metal he will separate
the good from the wicked and will judge strictly according to
justice, punish the wicked, and assij;n to the good the hoped-for
reward. Ahriman will he cast, along with all those who have
heen delivered over to him to suffer the pains of hell, into the
abyss, where he will thenceforward lie powerless.

which as a principle is already proclaimed in the Gathas
[Yasna, 485). has led to the adoption of the mos*
scrupulous N\ashings and lustrations and elaborate ceremonies of purification, as well as of many strange
customs, such as the exposing of corpses on the Towers
of Silence (Dakhmas). According to strict logic, offences
against the precepts of the law cannot be undone ; but
in the heavenly account they can be counterbalanced by
t. surplus of good works. The elaboratel}' developed
system of Zoroastrianism fixed the doctrine of equivalents
w ith mathematical precision, and definitely assigned
certain useful and pious works as acts of penance for
certain sins. But corporal chastisements also were
prescribed ; these, in the main, were for the purpose
of driving out the Devs that had taken possession of the
sinner's body. In later times, however, matters were
made easier for the sinner. For corporal punishment
monetary fines could be substituted, and absolution from
sin became more and more a means of grace to be had
only at the hands of the church. Confession to the
high priest, sincere repentance and reform, remove every
sin from the body [SBE 2495 and ]\'nd. 371). F o r
such ^ confession it \\ as obligatory to recite one of the
confessional formulas (Patets), in which the later
literature abounds.
The cult of the Zoroastrian religion was without pomp.
The sacrifice is described by Strabo (732). The sacred
fire formed the central point.
The
i^ ^
.P* sacrificial gifts which were offered were
lYlagi. nieat and milk, and more especially the
sacred drink Haoma. The main stress was laid upon
prayc-r and the ascription of glory to God.
The systematic development of the teachings of
Zoroaster and of the Zoroastrian law is undoubtedly
the work of the priesthood which through their strict
exclusiveness became an hereditary caste. In the A\^
they were called Magi ; in the language of the Avesta
they are termed Athravan ; but even in the sacred texts
the ^vord Magi occurs in a few instances. The Athravans
were the privileged guardians of the religion and the
leaders of worship. They alone could perform the
sacrifices (Herod. I132), and carry out the ecclesiastical
punishments and penances ; they alone could interpret
the law. They exercised a sort of spiritual guardianship
over the laity. Every young man, afler his reception
into the community of the faithful, or Mazdayasnians,
had to select a spiritual guide, a father-confessor (Ratu).
The priesthood never attained political power—or never
even claimed it.

Forthwith begins the one undivided kingdom of God
in heaven and on earth. This is called, sometimes the
good kmgdom, sometimes simply the kingdom. Here
the sun will for ever shine, and all the pious and faithful
will live a happy life that no evil power can disturb, in
the fellowship of Ormazd and his angels for ever.
In one respect with regard to this, there has come
about in the later writings a change that is easy to
understand. In them the catastrophe and renovation
of the world are placed in a far distant future. Whereas
in the Gathas Zoroaster himself is more or less clearly
designated as the Saoshyant — i.e., the predestined
saviour of the world—the later writings look for the
appearance of this Saoshyant only at the end of the
present seon.
The Avesta does not contain any definite statement as to the
divisiun of time in the existence of the universe (yet cp Fragm.
; -end. -2 24).
According to the Bundehesk, the duration of this world is
12,000 years divided into periods of 3000 years each (cp Plut.,
de Is. 47). In the first 3000 years Ormazd creates his creation
in its spiritual form or prototype, without Ahriman being aware
of it. At the beginning of the second period Ahriman raises
himself from hell into the light and perceives the start which
Ormazd has obtained. In this period both spirits create their
material creation. At the htginning of the third era Ahriman
invades the creation of Ormazd, and during this period good
and evil counterbalance each other. At the beginning of the
tenth millennium, Zoroaster appears, and a new prophet is
to spring from hi.s seed after each of the three remaining
millennia. As the last of these Messiahs the real Saoshyant
shall appear.

The Saoshyant with his helpers will accomplish the
renovation of the world (frasho-kereti).
Ormazd will
raise the tl'-ad and the Saoshyant will assemble them
all in one place. Everyone must descend into the great
flood of molten metal. To the pious this lake will seem
like a flood of warm milk ; but to the wicked it will feel
as if they were wading in molten metal. Then, in
the name of Mazda, the Saoshyant will distribute unto
<.\LTyone i reward according to his works. Ormazd
will hurl Ahrimap powerless back into hell, which is
filled up with the molten metal, and the world will become purified for ever and for aye [Bund. 30). The
younger (later) Avesta speaks of the end of the world
and of the last things only in brief allusions.
The
idea of the resurrection of the dead is quite familiar
to it and seems to be referred to several times even in
the Gathas.
The moral and ethical teachings of Zoroastrianism are
sound and consistent. The moral code is summed up
p,,.
in the three words; ' good thoughts, good
' words, good deeds.' Man must enlist in
the service of Ormazd and devote himself to the good
cause with his whole being, and he must do every
injury possible to Ahriman. This fundamental principle dominates the entire religious code and all the
ecclesiastical legislation. Because ofthe general utility
of Its precepts this code represents a high standard of
civilisation w hen we consider the early times to which
it belongs. It imposed upon the faithful the duty of
worshipping Ormazd and his spirits, of prayer, sacrifice,
tlie inviolability of his creatures, the sacred respect for
the cow (emphasised especially in the Gathas), attention
to agriculture and arboriculture, irrigation of dry lands,
extermination of noxious animals, charity toward one's
co-religionists, and the observance of absolute truthfulness
Above all stands the law of chastity. The faithful shall preserve purity, both of body and of soul.
The soul must be kept pure from heretical doctrines
and the influences of the Devs, the body must be kept
from coming into contact with unclean persons, \\'ith
corpses, filth, or other Ahrimanian objects. Man also
must not in any way defile the pure elements of Ormazd
such as fire, water, and earth. This love of purity,
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After the fall of the Achaemenidse (331 B . C ) Zoroastrianism
lost greatly in power and dignity. It was subsequently rehabilitated, however, by the Sassanians,
18. H i s t o r y o f under whom it reached its highest prosZ o r o a s t r i a n i s m . peritj-. It was at this epoch that- the
clergy advanced to a
firmly-constituted
hierarchy, and Zoroastrianism became the official religion of the
state, favoured and protected by the government. T h e formation of sects was at this period not infrequent (cp ' IManichtcism'
in EB^f).
T h e Zcrvanites flourished under Vazdegard I I .
(438-457 A.U.). T h e y represented Ormazd and Ahriman as
twin sons proceeding from the fundamental principle of all, the
limitless time (Zrvan akarand).
T h e Mohammedan invasion
(636 A.D.), with the terrible persecution ofthe following cen turies,
was a deathblow to Zoroastrianisrru In Persia itself only a fe^
followers of Zoroaster are now found (in Kirman and Vazd).
The Parsees in and around Bombay hold to Zoroaster as their
prophet and adhere to the ancient usages ; but their doctrine
has reached the stage of a pure monotheism (see P A R S E E S in

EBm).

If we inquire into the origin of the Zoroastrian religion
we must not lose sight of the fact that everything which
- . .
is written on this point must necessarily
° * rest upon mere conjecture.
Tradition
has obliterated every trace of the actual process by
which the faith came into existence, and of the particular
factors which were active in its formation. As far as
tradition is concerned the complete doctrine was revealed
by Ormazd in its entirety. Already in the Gathas the
belief in inspiration predominates ; nevertheless they
allow us to read between the lines other things as welL
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Zoroaster. Not two cults, but two stages of culture,
W e are denied, however, a clear insight into the popular
are struggling for the primacy ; the Ahura worshippers
religion before Zoroaster and into the ancient doctrines
represent the higher phase ; they are breeders of cattle,
of the Magi, to whom Zoroaster must have had certain
and in their eyes the cow is a sacred animal; the
relation, whatever the exact extent of that relation may
worshippers of the daevas on the other hand maltreat
have been.
the cow and slaughter it in their sacrifices. From this
The Mazda-religion is distinguished from the naturereligiousdifference
and dissension Zoroaster seems to have
religion of kindred peoples by its dogmatic character
received his first impulse for appearing in public. As
and by the unity of its structure. Inhere is a fundaan adherent of Ahura whose attribute is * The Wise
mental idea in it which is developed with absolute logic.
One,' and as prophet, he will warn men against false
It is the fundamental dogma of the two spirits, a tenet
teachers and priests ; and amidst the differences of
which contains both the problem of the world and the
creeds and beliefs he will guide them to the wiser choice
solution of its enigma. This doctrine, not only in its
in order to sa\'e their souls. What the other party
beginning and foundation, but also, in part at least, in
worship as gods under the name of daeva are in reality
its detailed structure, is the product uf a single creative
powers by whom unwitting mankind is led to its
personality ; and that personality was Zdroaster.
It
destruction—evil powers, false gods, devils. Such is
was a new religion that Zoro;ister taught. This must
not be taken, however, to mean that everything in | the position from which all his teaching starts ; and
thus the change in the conception of daeva was a
Zoroastrianism is absolutely new.
Zoroaster himself
natural development.
From the daevas proceeds all
says that his desire w.xs to purify the religion [Yasna,
the evil in the world. But Zoroaster's speculation does
449). In its fundamental teaching as well as in its
not stop here. The daevas themselves anon become
completely elaborate system Zoroastrianism shows unmanifest to him as being but the instruments of a higher
mistakable traces of the old Ar\'an religion.
principle, that is the spiritual enemy, Ahriman. This
In common with the people of ladia, Zoroastrianism has the
cult of fire and of Haoma ; it has also in common with India
Ahriman or evil principle is the most characteristic
the name of the chief sacrificial priest Zaota (Sk. hold), of the
product of Zoroastrian speculation. From the schism
gods Mithra and Verethraghna, and the enforcement of minute
or religious dualism of his time he derived the idea of
purificatory precepts. The Zoroastrian doctrine of the weighing
the dualistic scheme of the universe which has impressed
of good and bad deeds in the balance, which determines the fate
ofthe soul after death, has its faithful counterpart in the Indian
its character upon the whole of the religion called by
doctrine of kami'in and in the balancing of dharma and adhhis name.
arina in Manu, V2zof.
It is only with Zoroaster, however,
that this doctrine is developed in its most practical and, if one
may say so, business-like form. Already in Satapatha Brahmana
(11 2 7 33) we meet with the conception of the scale in heaven, on
which good and evil deeds are weighed. The threefold division
according to thoughts, words, and deeds, is as familiar to the
Hindus as to Zoroaster.

It has been believed that foreign influences even are
traceable in Zoroastrianism ; but this remains « quite
obscure point. The isolated analogies with Turanian,
Assyro-Babylonian, and Hebraic conceptions cannot be
accepted as giving convincing proof of actual borrowing
on the part of Zoroastrianism (cp C. de Harlez, Des
07'igines des Zoroastris7ne; Z. A. Ragozin, The st07'y of
Media, Babylon, and Persia (1888), p. 147; Tiele,
Kompendiiun, par. 109 ; Darmesteter, Le Zend-Avesta,
3, Introd. Ixxiv and Ivii), The hypothesis of Darmesteter
that the doctrine of the Gathas was influenced by
Gnosticism, has hardly found any adherents.
The dualistic idea of Zoroaster is not adequately
explained by conceiving it as a. remodelling of the old
mythological opposition between gods and demons,
influenced and favoured by the sharp contrasts in nature
in the Iranian land (Duncker, 102; Darmesteter, 0r77iazd
et Ahriman, 88 271; Ed. Meyer, GA I s s i / ) Such
an account still leaves unexplained the transformation
and radical change of the Aryan devas (gods) into the
Zoroastrian daevas (devils).
Just as the fiendish
demons, daevas, are opposed to the good god Ahura in
Zoroastrianism, so the devas and asu7'as have been
placed in opposition in India from the earliest times.
In the oldest literature this opposition is not as yet one
of pronounced hostihty ; but it soon becomes so. The
devas remain gods, the asuras become demons.
Between these two phenomena of contrasted meanings
there must be a connection of cause and effect. They
point to an old opposition in the Aryan world of the
gods, expressed by the words deva, asura, which grew
to be more and more distinct and sharp with both races,
but in exactly opposite directions. In Iran the contrast
seems to have led at first to two distinct cults, to an
Ahura cult and to that of the Daevas. This seems to
have been the religious condition of affairs in Iran when
2proaster appeared. W e meet with hints in the Gathas
which show us that the people were divided between
these two opposing cults. The opposing parties are not
separated by distance in space or by difference of race ;
they are found side by side. ' Hard by the believer in
Ahura dwells the worshipper of the daevas' complains
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T h e literature of the subject has been cited in the course of
the article. Consult especially Tiele, Kompenditim
der
Religionsgesch.,
or (best of all) Ed. Meyer, GA 530-573
(1884). On Zoroaster's life, A. V. Williams Jackson's ZijriJ^j^^r,
the Prophet of A 7tcient Iran (New York, 1898) may be specially
recommended. See also the references in Cheyne, OPs. (see
below).
K. F. G.

The question of the influence of Zoroastrianism on
Jewish religion can only relate to post-exilic Jewish
„
y religion. There is no evidence of any
.__'a
Persian influence on Jewish belief before
influence on the exile ; the reference which has been
Israel.
supposed in Ezek. 816 to a Persian
custom is based on a mistake (see C7'it. Bib.).
During
the Babylonian exile, though contact with Persians
was doubtless possible, it was the religion of Babylonia
that naturally exercised more influence than any other
on the Jews. In the Babylonian hymns we find a near
approach to the Jewish conception of God, and to the
Jewish view of sin, whilst the Babylonian view of the
divine creatorship is surpassed in grandeur only by the
Zoroastrian.
In the period which we may conventionally call postexilic, Persian influence, or, more definitely, the
p
... influence of Mazdaism can more easily
21. FOSt-exUlC. ^^ supposed.
The Jews in Palestine
cannot have been subject to much direct infiuence of
this kind. It was rather indirectly, through the large
Jewish colonies E. of the Euphrates and the Tigris,
that Palestinian Judaism was affected by Persia. These
colonies, as we know, kept up an intercourse with the
community in Judsea. It is very possible that the idea
of bringing what Artaxerxes is represented as calling
' the wisdom of Ezra's God which is in his hand' (Ezra
725) in book form to Jerusalem was, if not suggested,
yet strengthened by the existence of a book-religion in
Persia, and it would be unreasonable not to suppose
that Jews in and near Persia gained some acquaintance
with the Zoroastrian religion, and were influenced by it.
The high moral tone of the best Persians (see the
inscriptions of Darius) and of their religion could not
but attract the best Jews (cp Mal. I n ) , and the Persian
folk-lore would be equally attractive to Jews of ^ less
spiritual turn of mind.
We need not, of course,
suppose an acquaintance on the part of the Jews with
Zoroastrian literature; the ideas of book-religions are
not propagated exclusively by the sacred writings.
Eschatological and demonological ideas, in particular,
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M'ere likely to be communicated by word of mouth, and
it is in the field of eschatology, angelology, and
demonology that Persian influence on Judaism may
most surely be recognised.
Early post-exilic Persian or Zoroastrian influence is
not easy to prove. Jewish scribes and editors had
other objects than that of enlightening the historical
students of to-day, and official religious writers were
doubtless anxious to check foreign influences, and to
conceal the tokens of their existence. Even the protests of official writers, however, are useful to the
historical student. The belief in Satan, as we find it
in the OT, is thoroughly Jewish, and yet it would
hardly have assumed its actual form without the indirect
influence of the belief in Ahriman against which it
became a protest (see SATAN). So too the ancient
benediction called voser dr must have had i polemical
intention, and yet the custom of reciting it at dawn was
no doubt influenced by a similar Zoroastrian usage.
It would somewhat strengthen the case for Persian
influence on the Jews if we had other linguistic proofs
besides the supposed derivation of ASMODEUS (q.v.) from
Aeshma-daeva.
Such proofs, however, are wanting, nor can the
generally accepted Zend etymology of Asmodeus be
- .
called quite certain, owing to the imperfect
• correspondence of the qualities of the two
demons.
The question needs examination in connection with the story of Tobit (may we refer in
advance to a new explanation of Asmodeus in Crit.
Bib. ?), which seems to have passed through several
phases. It is clear, however, that, as time went on,
Persian and Babylonian influences in combination \\'ere
more and more felt by the Juws. Hence it is diflicult
to say whether the seven evil spirits of Ml. I245 are to
be traced to Babylon or to Persia, and whether the
Book of Revelation (a Jewish e\en more than a Christian
work) strikes us more by its Persian or by its Babylonian
aflinities.^ Such a competent authority as E. W. West
can see hardly any difference between the Devil of
this book and the Zoroastrian Ahriman, whilst the
eschatology of the later Zoroastrian books has a most
striking resemblance to that of Revelation. The contest
of Michael and his angels with the dragon and his angels
is closely parallel to the contest between Vohumano
' Good Mind' and the powers of evil, and to the
1000 years' conflict with Azhi Dahaka (the destructive
serpent). Nor is the awful ' lake of fire' wanting in the
later Zoroastrian books.
The seven 'men,' i.e., angels, in Ezek. 92, together
with the seven archangels of Tobit may supply evidence
of an earlier date for Persian influence, though (without
here raising the question as to the original setting of
the story of Tobit) it may be admitted that the Persian
Amshaspands developed out of Babylonian germs. In
fict, it is becoming more and more clear that we cannot
always draw a sharp distinction between original and
imported Persian beliefs. The influence of Babylonia
upon Persia must have begun earlier than used to be
supposed. The religion of Aiira-mazda, in spite of its
primitive Aryan roots, must have been influenced, like
the religion of Yahw6, by that of Babylonia. For
instance, both the seven chief good spirits and the seven
chief evil spirits of Zoroastrianism have indisputable
Babylonian affinities. Probably, however, it would be
correct to say that Gabriel and Michael and their companions are more directly akin to the Zoroastrian Amesha
Spentas or Amshaspands (whose names are not less
significant) than to the Igigi, or friendly genii, of the
Babylonians. But the seven Amshaspands, even if
borrowed, were modified Hebraistically, Yahwfe not
being (as analogy would have required) one of the

It is also not improbable that the belief in guardian
angels (Mt. 1810 Acts 1215) was promoted by the Zoroastrian doctrine of fravashis (which may also illustrate
the Jewish belief in the angelic hosts)—a doctrine which
has its roots in primitive Sumerian beliefs.

seven.'^

Cp A N G E L S , § 4, n. J..

1 Gunkel in his able work (Schdpf
w. Chaos)
ignored the Persian elements.
2 Cp Mills, ' Z e n d a v e s t a ' (6",5.£), 8145.
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' T h a t the fravashis originally meant the spirits of the_ dead
(Lat. manes) is certain ; but that this conception early mingled
with another—that of the heavenly prototypes of all beings of
the good creation, which were objectified and regarded as the
Sabaoth or heavenly hosts even by the Jews is equally certain.
T h e conception of prototj'pes seems to be of Sumero-Accad ian
origin; " m y g o d " or " m y g o d d e s s " in the Babylonian
penitential hymns is to be understood of a guardian spirit,
equivalent to the worshipper's " better-self," or in other words,
" o f a f r a v a s h i ' " (O/*.?. 499yi). Cp Tiele, Z?y4(7 554 ; de Harlez,
Avesta,
Introd. cxix, e t c . ; WiWs, ZcndaTCsta (SBE), 3 27g;
Casartelli, Philosophy
of the Mazdayasnian
Religion
7inder
tlie Sassanids,
137 ff. ', Spiegel, Eran. Alterthumskunde,
2 93 ;
Che. OPs. 282, 335, 420.

How early the resurrection-idea appeared among the
Jews, is uncertain (cp ESCHATOLOGY, mdex).
The
23 Resurrection P°ssit)ility of escaping death is
J 3 . icesurreciion. ^^^^tainly implied in the story of
Enoch ; but this story was, even if not unknown, not
popular before the post-exilic period.
It appears to
have a Babylonian origin (see E N O C H ) . W e are on
much safer ground when we connect the Jewish belief
in the resurrection with Zoroastrianism.
Zoroastrian
eschatology had a profoundly moral import which must
have been congenial to the Jews.
The leaders of
Jewish religion no doubt adopted the resurrection
doctrine long after it had been grasped by individuals.
They adopted it cautiously, so cautiously that we might
easily suppose that it arose quite naturally out of the
necessities felt in their own spiritual life. This was
certainly not the case, unless Jewish religion is to be
^•lewed as a quite exceptional product. In course of
time, it was felt that the caution of the earlier leaders
was unnecessary. The resurrection might safely be
made general, and the retribution of the wicked be
made as conspicuous as that of the righteous. Nay,
the awards of the righteous would only then acquire
their full attractiveness when the punishment of the
wicked had been made as complete as possible. As
time went on, the indebtedness of Jewish to Persian
belief became still greater, and it is possible that the
Messiah's function of raising the dead (Jn. 525 28) is an
unconscious copy of the function assigned to the hero
Saoshyant (the Beneficent One) in the Avesta.^
The Zoroastrian origin of the doctrine of the resurrection and of the renovation of the world is in itself
probable. It is raised almost to a certainty when we
have proved the late origin of Is. 65/"., which clearly
e.xpresses the hope of the new heavens and the new
earth" ('hoiy 6H22), and of Is. 24-27, in which occurs
not only the promise of the abolition of death [2hM,
if the text be correct, see Grit. Bib. ad loc.), but also a
distinct anticipation of the resurrection of deceased
Israelites ^ (2619).
This limitation of the hope to
Israelites we may, as suggested above, ascribe to the
caution of the religious leaders of the Jews.
'- ' Whose name will be the victorious Saoshyant, and whose
name will be Astvat-ereta.
H e will be Saoshyant, because he
wil] benefit the whole bodily world ; he will be Astvat-ereta (he
who makes the bodily creatures rise up), because as a bodily
creature and as a living creature, he will stand against the
destruction of the bodily creatures, to withstand the Druj (the
Lie-Demon) of the two-footed brood'(1'(W/, 13 129, Darmesteter's
transl.). T h e Bundahesh,
which is an expansion of genuine old
Zoroastrian elements, is much more explicit (^ee ch. ^0).
2 Dr. Charles seems too bold in pronouncing the expression
of this hope an interpolation, perhaps from Mazdean sources
(Eschatology,
122 f).
T h e reference in Is. 5116 to a reconstitution of the heavens and the earth, has been commonly taken to
be merely
figurative.
This is probable, if 51 isf
is to be
regarded as a part of the Second Isaiah's work. If, however,
chaps. 4P-55 were appended to chaps. 40-4S in the time of Ezra
there is fairly good reason for not minimising the force of the
language,
3 © perhaps gives the hope a wider scope; it renders 26 ig,
avaa^riifTOVTaL

See SBO7\

ot veKpoC, KaX eyep9r)<70vraL

' I s a . ' Heb. 172.
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The results here arrived at are not affected by Darmesteter's
later views on the Avesta, for ( i ) these views are extremely
difficult to justify, and (2) Darmt:steter in 1893 admitted l that
the defeat of Ahriman. the resurrection, and the renovation of
the world, were already dogmatically fixed in the time of the
Achsemenida;.

It is much less certain, and yet far from improbable,
that the interest of the later Jews in ' Wisdbm ' was
,_-. ,
, stimulated by a kindred phenomenon in
24. Wisaom. Zoroastrianism. The stress laid in the
Avesta and elsewhere on the two kinds of Wisdom {heavenly and earthly) reminds us of the references to
two kinds of Wisdom in Job and Proverbs. In later
times the Jews identified the heavenly \\'isdom with the
Law ; they took up, it seems, with enthusiasm the
Zoroastrian idea of the pre-existence in heaven of the
personified di\ine La\v. It is also just conceivable that
the comparatively high morality of the pre-Maccabee an
Judaism may be partly due to the influence of the
mor.ility of Zoroastrianism. Certainly the Zoroastrian
phrase, 'good thoughts, good words, good deeds,'
might have been taken as a motto by the Jewish wise
men and psalmists, and if the received text of Pss. 16
17 49 73 is correct, it will be reasonable to compare
the expressions of the hope of immortality and resurrection which that text may be held to contain, with
expressions of the same hope in the Gathas. It may
justlv be questioned, however, whether the received text
is correct. There are phenomena which no grammatical
or exegetical subtlety can explain away, which seem to
compel us to assume corruption of the text. But for
this, we should certainly not be greatly surprised to find
the hope of a future life emerging in any part of the
Psalter, this book in all its parts being certainly a work
of the Persian and Greek periods.
It has also been conjectured that the early myths of
Genesis have a Zoroastrian origin. This view, however,
«- T J. -r 1 •
was possible only before the wonder25.
L a t e uJ uuuaioxii.
d a i s m . j^i
,• , cjiscovenes
,.
• in
• the
, i-,
• of.^u. ij<*oc
libraries
Assvria. The ultimate sources of these early myths are
probably N. Arabian and Babylonian, whilst the second
Fargard of the Zoroastrian writing called the Vendidad,
in its present form, may even have been influenced by
the narratives in Genesis.^ It is true, the Talmudic
and Midrashic statements on the First Man exhibit
strong Persian elements. But this is only what might
be expected in the la.^er Judaism. It is remarkable that
under the Sassanid kings Zoroastrianism appears to
have been in some degree affected by Jewish influences "*
—a slight compensation for the long-continued indebtedness of Jewish to Zoroastrian belief.
Here this brief survey must close. A full exegetical
treatment of the Biblical passages would have unduly
extended this article. Enough if the close resemblance
between Judaism and Zoroastrianism has been brought
home to the reader. Elsewhere a parallel between
Zoroaster and John the Baptist has been suggested.
But, if we may follow the most respected authorities,
this comparison does not go far enough. Indeed, there
is no figure equal in interest to Zoroaster's : he is a
prophet, reformer, sacred poet all in one, and has left
an abiding impress on a faith which is as strongly
moral as the Jewish, and without some acquaintance
with which neither the later Judaism nor the later
Christianity can be adequately appreciated.
An attempt to reconsider the relation of Judaism to Zoroastrianism on the basis of the sacred texts and of the most
modern authorities is to be found in Cheyne's
26. L i t e r a t u r e . Origin of the Psalter (iSgi), pp. 357,394-409,
433-440; ' Possible Zoroastrian Influences on
the Religion of Ancient Israel," Expos. Times, June, July,
August 1891; ' T h e Book of Psalms, its origin and relation to
Zoroastrianism,' Semitic
Studies in memory of A.
Kohut,
1897, pp. 111-119 ; Jew. Rel Life after the Exile, 74, 81, 151,
157, 210, 251, 2 5 8 , ^ See also Moulton, Expos. Ti/nes, May 1898,
1 Le Zendavesta,
12 Ixxiii.
2 See Che. Expos. 6 7 8 / ; Jew. Rel

Life,

157.

3 See C R E A T I O N , D E L U G E .

^ Darmesteter, Une priere judeo-persane,
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ZUR
pp- 352 ff. (essay by a Zend scholar, putting forward the same
general \iew and the same leading facts as the first-named w o r k ) ;
Stave, Ueber d. Einfluss
d. Parsis77ius auf d.
judenthum,
iSgS ; Soderblom, La Vie futitre d'apil-s le Mazdeisme (1901) ;
Boklen, Verwandtschaft
der jiidisch-christt.
mit der persischen
Eschatohgie
(r902)._ Oldenberg (ZZ^TI/G 50 43-68 [1896]) gives
fresh reason for believing in close relations at an early date
between Iranian and Babylonian religion. Hommel
tooijPSBA
"1 '^Vlff- [iSggJ) points out that the foreign-looking divine name
As^aramazas, in an Assyj-jan list of gods, is really Ahura-mazda ;
also that the divine names iMitra and M.irun, found in Assyrian
religious texts, are the same as the Vedic Mitra and Varuna.
These names were borrowed by the Assyrians, according to
Hommel, in the Kassite period (1700-1200 B.C.). Zimmern, too
(A'.4 7'(3) 346 n. i), points out, in harmony with the present
article, that the relation of Parsism to llabylon needs to be more
closely examined.
K . F . G. , §§ I - 1 9 ; T. K. C., §§ 2 0 - 2 6 .

ZORZELLEUS (zopzeAAeoY [A])-

^ Esd. 5 38.

See B A R Z I L L A I , 2.

ZUAR {1i;-1V ; ctAjfAp [BAFL]), an Issacharite (Nu.
18 [P]).
ZUPH {tj-ID). D t . l i , AV^s-, RV S U P H (q.v.).
ZUPH (fl-IV, as if 'honeycomb').
The 'land of
Zuph' (i S. 95, cei(l> [BA], (rt^a [L]) is the district
about the unnamed city where Samuel and Saul met.
In I S. l i [vaaet^ [B], (xova [A], atvtp [L] ; and i Ch.
635 [20], Kr. (xou(f> [BA], trou^t [L]) the descent of
Elkanah is apparently traced back to an ancestor Zuph ;
I Ch. 626 [11], however, gives the name as Zophai,
or as we might vocalise, Zuphi—i.e., ' t h e Zuphite'
(aov(p[e]t [BAL]).
yiost critics also find 'Si^- (a Zuphite) in i S. 1 1 , on which
F]lli"|3 at the end of the verse may, it is thought, be a gloss. If,
therefore, ' Zuph ' i n i S. 9 5 is the same as ' Z u p h ' in i S. 1 1 ,
etc., the 'land of Z u p h ' will mean probably the district held b y
the clan Zuph.
It appears, however (see RAMATHAIM-ZOPHIM), that the M T
of I S. 11 (on which i Ch. G 35 [20] depends) is very corrupt, and
that no use can be made of niy, or Zuph, which is probably
incorrect. The case is the same with ' Z u p h ' in the phrase
' the land of Zuph.'
Of a Zuph in Mount Ephraim (commonly
so called) we know nothing, and the supposed reference to such
a land throws the geography of Saul's journey into great confusion. f^^)£ or (see ©) ^'ii in i S. 9 5 is very possibly a corrupt
fragment of •13^'?, Mizpah ; itis the Mizpah referred to in i S.
7 S_^ and 10 17, and, as 7 16 shows, specially connected with
Samuel. See IVIIZFAH, I .
Winckler indeed has suggested (GI 2) that the land of Zuph
(cp Ramathaim-zophim) was in the territory of Benjamin before
the reduction of its limits by David (who, according to Winckler,
conquered Benjamin and excluded from it ' the hill country
of Ephraim').
There is also the possibility that ' the hillcountry of Ephraim ' spoken of was in the Negeb, and that n^y,
as well as n^o, comes from nDI^- There does appear to have
been a southern Ephraim, and though to find it in i S. 9 4 would
subvert all our theories, yet we must leave the question open
whether the home of Saul may not have been in the Negeb,
improbable as this may seem.
rpy is also supported by i C h . 6 2 0 Ktb. On the form 'Si^j
( I ' C h . 611) cp Kittel, SBOT, 'Chron.' ad toc.
In T S l i
Wellhausen, Klostermann, Marquart, read DMDK ^l:Ji ' Z u p h
of Ephraim.'
T. K. C.

ZUR (and its possible compounds). We find 1-lV,
Zur (sur), used as a synonym for God or as an element
in a compound title descriptive of God as the Mighty
One, in Is. 1710, and in many late exilic and post-exilic
passages.
See Dt. 324 15 18 30 31 [bis], 37 r S. 2 2 2 S. '22 [ = Ps. 18]
3 32 47 [bis] 23 3 Ps. 19 15 [14I 28 1 31 3 [2] C-2 3 7 8 [2 6 7] 71 ^i 78 26
7835 8927 [26] 02 16 [15] 94 22 95 I 144 i [also 756, ©] Is. 26 4
30:'9 44 s H a b . l i a . t

Among these passages Dt. 324 18 30 f, i S. 2 - Is.
448 Hab. I12 are specially important, because here -laii,
' Rock,' appears to have become altogether a synonym
for * God. '^ To these we may perhaps add Josh. 15 58,
where BETH-ZUR (q.v.)

may mean 'house of Zur' =

' house of God.' ^ Are we to suppose that phrases like
^ Is. 3029 and H a h . 1 i2i5 are probably l a t e ; see the commentaries of Marti and Nowack.
2 In P.s. 75 6 we should probably read neither "iNian nor 11:^3,
but p'ii-3 (cp 31 19 [i8l).
3 Hommel (AHT 320, cp 300) also compares the royal name
-|K"in (Bir-sur) in the inscription of Panammu, king of Sam'al
(8th cent.)* and the S. Arabian woman's name Zuri-'addana.

5442

ZUZIM

ZUE
' rock of my salvation are suggested by an early divine
title -tn, Zur (' rock') ? If so, the author of Dt, 32 and
those who foUowed him did but revert to an ancient
usage when they employed Zur and Yahw^ synonymously.
And if this early divine title existed among the Hebrews,
we may, not without some plausibility, regard the four
personal

names

ELIZUR,

PEDAHZUR,

ZURIEL,

and

ZURISHADDAI (all in P) as ancient names preserved
by the late Priestly Writing.
The literary evidence, however, is not favourable to
this view ; and on the sole ground of the place-name
Bethzur (which can quite well be explained ' rock-house'
or ' rock-place ') we cannot venture to regard as beyond
all doubt the early existence of a divine name Zizr. If,
therefore, the four names referred to really contain the
(late) divine name Zur, they must be artificial coinages
of P. But it is an objection to this view that P never
employs the title n^ij of God.
Are we to suppose,
then, that P derived the names from some other late,
post-deuteronomic writer?
The difficulty can only be removed by a keener criticism of
the MT. As the result of this we have found elsewhere that
the four names are orobably corruptions of ethnics or gentilics.
The corruptions in tne proper names of P are so numerous that
this theory has to be seriously considered. See PEDAHZUR,
ZuRiELj ZURISHADDAI. Cp also PASHHUR ; if this word be a
corruption of Pedahzur, we get another set of references to this
name. The date of Jer. 20 (Pashhur chapter), however, is
questioned (see_ JEREMIAH ii, § 6).
On the biblical passages, cp Gray, HPN 195 ff.^ and on
Jewish views of the meaning of Zur see Wiegand, ZA TW 10
^Sff-G9°)T. K. C.
Z U n ( I V J , abbrev., perhaps from 'Vl-VD, Missur in
N. Arabia [see MIZRAIM, § 2b] cp Rekem=Jerahmeel,
R e b a = ' A r a b ; c o y p C^^FL]).
x. A Midianitish
chief, Nu. 2515 318 Josh. 132i.
2. A name in a genealogy of BENJAMIN (q.v., § 9
ii. ^ ) , cp ZF;ROR (i Ch. 830 t(roujo[A] = 936 tcet/)[BNA]).
His mother bears the Jerahmeelite name M A A C A H
(Che.). See JQR II110-113, § § " 1 0 ^

ZUBIEL (^NH-IV, as if ' m y rock is E l , ' but see
below ; coypiHA [BAFL]), b. Abihail, ' prince ' of the
families of Merari (Nu. 33s)t.
The name taken by itdelf might be^ a combination of two
names of G«Nl(cp ZUR). But if Abihail is a (popular) corruption
0cf' Jerahmeel' (see MAHALATH, and cp STI^^K* if correct, in
1 Ch. 2 20) and if ' Mahli' is a corruption of 'Jerahme'eli' and
' Merari of ' Misri' (i.e., ' belonging to Musur or Mu§ri [on the
S. Palestinian border]'), or from some other ethnic (cp MERAB),
it is probable that ^^ is simply an afformative, and that nix
implies a clan-name -fl'a, possibly from isis, and ultimately from
DiJls- Cp nnSD (SOPHERETH).
T . K. C.
ZURISHADDAI Clf^r'-I^. § 43. as i" ' m y rock is
Shaddai,' but see below ; C0Yp[e]lCd»^AI [BAF], a n d
COYptCAAe [L]), father of the Simeonite prince Shelumiel. Nu. 16 (2i2, cOYPiCAAd.ei [F] ; 73641 lOigf).
Under the form SALASADAI h,e is mentioned along
with his son S H E L U M I E L [q. v.) in the compiled genealogy
of Judith (81, crapa<xadaL [B], o-aXa. [A], aapL. [N]).
See G E N E A L O G I E S i., coL 1662, n. 1.

I^S (Zur) and '^BJ (Shaddai ?) may both be names of God (see
ZUR, SHADDAI). But names (especially in P) being so often
corrupt, it is not improbable that both were originally ethnics,
and ultimately come respectively from riS31s (Zarephath) and
7NyDB" (Ishmael). See ZURIEL and SHADDAI. Asshur=the
southern Geshur, with which the Simeonites may have been
connected. Possibly, too, the JDanite name, AMMISHADDAI
(q.f7.), maybe a distorted form of Ishmael, and SHELUMIEL (iq.v).
may also have a tribal reference.
T. K. C.
ZUZIM (CT'IT), a people on the E. of the Jordan,
Gen. H s t (cp HAM). Sym. ^oi,^op.p.eiv, (^^^^ e$vr} Icrxvpa,
perhaps reading either D'TWJ? (Klo. Gesch. 107) or D'D^^y (cp
Pesh. HywV, ' the mighty ones,* and the form D'DTDT, ZAMZUMMIM. See EMIM). At any rate, we cannot venture to connect the
name with that of the Roman military station Ziza, SE. of
Heshbon. Sayce's theory (Crit. Mon. x6of) is also too
hazardous. Probably the Zuzim are to be identified with the
ZAMZUMMIM (q.v.), and are a branch of the Rephaim—i.e.,
probably ofthe Sarephathim. QMIT ™ay in fact have come from
D'TIS (Perizzites (though the plur. of »nS does not actually
occur); '^IB itself may be a corruption of 'nsis* See PERIZziTE, REPHAIM.
T. K. C.
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