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CHAPTEB VII. 

PILE-PROPI-IETIC RELIGION-NAMING OB THE DEITY. 

Statement of the critical position as to the low tone of the preprophctic 
religion, and various lines of proof indicateGSubjcct of tKe present 
chapter: Consideration of the argument drawn from the ~umes of 
Deity-It is argued from the free use of the mme of Bad in the 
formtion of proper names, that the persons so employing it had no 
aversion to the Baal worship-Argument cmriined : Baal us a common 
appellative Itame-Condition of Israel in Canaan described-ParaUet 
cases of syncretism at the present day-iVo case can be cited of un- 
doubted names of heathen deities 6eing so 2Lscd-flhe argument drawn 
from the cowespondencc of Hebrew names with, those of Babylonian 
deities-The argument proves too much, and the mode of bestowing 
names is different from the 2c~uaZ Hc6rew eustom-l'JLis whole mode 
of reasoning procecds on a false system of mytAolog&ing, und fails to 
fuisdsisk the historical proof tvhioh i s  wanted. 

THAT the religion of Israel before bhe time of the writing 
prophets was on the level of the religions of neigh- 
bouring peoples, and that these prophets first taught the 
truth of monotheism, are positions so confidently asserted 
in modern times that the ordinary reader is apt to take 
them as truths that cannot be disputed. Thus Pfleiderer 
says1 it may be taken as tolerably certain that the 
I-Iebrews in their prehistoric period participated in the 
polytheistic nature-religion of the rest of the Semites. 

Die Geechichte der Religion (1869), p. 213. 



168 

And with more definiteness of detail, and indicating 
, more precisely what period of t h e  is referred to, Kueiieii 

says : 1 (I At first the religion of Israel was po@%cism. 
During the eighth century B.C. the great niajority of the 
people still acknowledged the existence of many gods, 
aiid, what is more, they worshipped them. And we can 

d add that during the seventh century, and down to the 
beginning of the Eabylonish exile (586 B.G.), this state of 
things remained unaltered. Jeremiah could say to his 
contemporaries, without fear of contradiction, ‘ According 
to the number of thy cities are thy gods, 0 Judah ’ (Jer. 
xi. 13 ; ii. 28). This polytheism of the mass of the people 
cannot be regarded as a subsequent innovation; on the 
contrary, everything is in favour of its originality. I n  the 
accounts of the preceding centuries we never seek for it 
in vain, But-and this is decisive-the prophets’ con- 
ception of Jahveh’s being and of His relation to  Israel is 
inexplicable, unless the God whom they nom aclmowledge 
to be the only one was at first only one of many gods, 
The relation in which Jahveh stands to Israel is the same 
as, for instance, that of Cheniosh to  the Moabites ; Jahveh 
would never have beconie Israel’s special property, as it 
were, and would never have come to dwell exclusively in 
Canaan, if he had been held from the beginning to be the 
only true God. That limitation is, on the contrary, ex- 
tremely natural, if he was originally Israel’s tribal God, 
who, as such, had many other gods beside him.” 
,; The proofs which are adduced in support of this posi- 
fion are many and various. It is maintained, for example, 

. that the Israelites spoke of their God in the same way 
as their neighbours spoke of their gods, and even applied 
to Him the names of Gentile deilies, or regarded those 

bligioll of Iarnel (En& tr.), vol. i. p. 223 f. 
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deities as possessing similar powers and attributes ; that 
they regarded Him as limited to one place or certain places, 
and powerful only or chiefly in His own territory; that 
they thought it not derogatory to His dignity to make 
visible representations of their deity ; that moral qualities 
were not prominent, or even essential, in the conception 
of His character ; or even, as some critics maintain, that 
they considered it a religious duty to offer to Him human 
sacrifices. 

the writings to which we have restricted ourselves, and, 
as features of the religion of Israel, they are maintained 
to be distinctly visible in the period of which we have 
undoubted historic knowledge. Not only so; but it is 
asserted also that we have conclusive proof that these 
religious beliefs rest upon and grow naturally out of a 
more primitive stage of religious culture, the lower con- 
dition of animism or fetishism which characterises the 
most savage peoples. Says Kuenen:l “To what one 
might call the universal, or at least the common rule, 
that religion begins with fetishism, then develops into 
polytheism, and then, but not before, ascends to mono- 
theism-that is to say, if this highest stage be reached- 
to this rule the Semites are 110 esception ;” and Stade pro- 
ceeds elaborately to prove that, in the documents before 
us, we have clear indications of the survival of these 
primitive conceptions and beliefs to historic times. 

To the proofs brought forward in support of these posi- 
tions, we must therefore now turn our attention ; and in 
this chapter we consider primarily the argument based 
upon the Hebrew mode of naming the Deity. 

We have to consider, first of all, the argument drawn 

All these points are held to be capable of proof from , 

. 

1 1Eeligion of Israel (Eng. tr.), vol. i. p. 225. 



170 ATctining of the Deity. 

from the free use of the iianie of Ban1 in forming proper 
names, even in the families of the most pious Israelites. 
Thus ne le  : 1 (( Even so zealous rcprescihtivcs of Jah- 
vism as Saul and David nained their chilclreu after Eaal. 
Solomon, who built a magnificent teniple to Jehovnh, saw 
in that no hindrance to his erecting snnctnnries also for 
other gods, which, by later writers, was indcccl impnlcil 
to him as a sin, but not by his own contoi~iporaries. Tliu 
Eaal whom the prophet Elijah in the northern kingdom 
so vigorously contended against was iiot the native l:nal, 
but the Phcenician, whom the Sidoiiiau princess Jezeld, 
Ahab’s wife, had introduced, His pupil Elishn and his 
adherent Jehu rooted out this foreign cultus with vio- 
lence, but they did not interfere with the cultus of the 
native Ashera.” 

Now it is a well-lrnown fact that the Israelites, like 
other Semitic nations, used the name of deity to a large 
extent in the formation of personal proper names. 
Names compounded with El, lilie Israel, and with parts 
of Jahaveh, like Jehoram, are the commonest in the lan- 
guage of nomenclature; and it cannot be disputed that 
the word Ea81 is thus found in compomid proper names, 
and that, too, in the families of persons most distinguished 
for their reverence for the national God of the Hebrews. 
In  the genealogical lists of Chronicles, we find a son of 
Saul named Eshbaal (1 Chron. viii. 33;  ix. 39) called 
Ishboshith in 2 Sam. ii. 8, and a son of David named 
Beeliada (1 Chron. xiv. ’I). We have even such a com- 
bination as Bealiah (Baal is Jah) (1 Chron. xii. 5) as the 
name of one of David‘s adherents a t  Zilrlag. &foreover, 
there is the well-known passage in Hosea (ii. 16, 17), 
“And it shall be at that day, saith the Lord, that thou 

Rompeiidiuni der Rcligionsjieschichtc, $ 53. 
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shalt call me Ishi [my husband], and shalt call me no 
more Caali [my master]. For I will tkke away the 
naiiies of the Eaaliin out .of her mouth, and they shall 
n o  more be mentioned [or reiiienibered] by their name.” 
Here, then, is plaiii proof, not only that the name Eaal 
was used in the forination of proper names without any 
sense of impropriety attaching t o  it, bnt that the Israel- 
ites of the northern kingdom, even up to  Hosea’s days, 
called their national God their Bnal. It does not, how- 
ever, follow that they identified their national God with 
the Gaal of the surroniiding Canaanites in the attributes 
they ascribed to him, much less that the pious parents 
who gave such iianies t o  their children named them pur- 
posely after the Baal of the Phceiiicians or Canaanites. 

To make this clear, it is necessary to  remember that 
the word baal was a common noun among the Hebrews, 
a part of the language which they had in comnion with 
other Semitic races. It is not a question here of going 
back to the original meaning of a word, and basing an 
argument upon some old application of it, or on the sup- 
posed prininry signification-a process of reasoning which 
sometimes leads to great confusion.1 I n  the language as 
spoken at the tiine to which the passages cited refer, 
and as a commoii word in the language, we find bad,  in 
the sense of lord or master (spelled, as we should say, with 
a small b). In  Exod. xsi., in the so-called “ Book of the 
Covenant,’’ we find it used in both the senses of husband 
of a wife2 and owner of an os? ‘ In  the same way %he 
verb baaZ, in the sense of to rule over, be master of, is 

SeeNoteXIV. 

“ If an os gore a mnn, &c., the bnal of t h e . 0 ~  shall be qui t”  (v. 28 ; 
a ‘ I  If he is bml of a M Q ,  his wife alia11 go out with him” (v. 3). 

cf. v. 29). 



172 Numing of the Deity. 

found in use in the language down to the time of Isaiah, 
who employs it in the verse, “other lords besides thee have 
had dominion over us ” (Isa. xxvi. 13), and even as late as 
bhe time when the books of Chronicles were written.1 To 
put it otherwise, there is no reason to suppose that the 
Hebrews first used the word bad after they came into 
Canaan and became acquainted with the Uanl worship 
practised there. Like the other word ndof~, which also 
means lord, it was a general appellative name. The wife 
called her husband buali (my lord), and the slave called 
his owner by the same name. And if ;I pious Israelite 
had been asked who was the god whom he and his family 
or nation revered, there could have been to him no im- 
propriety in saying that his Eaal or his Adon (i.e., his 
Lord, with a capital letter) was Jahaveh. The suffix 
in the passage in Hosea shows that the word was 
used in this appellative sense. So when an Israelite 
said, “ Jahaveh is our Elohirn,” he was employing the 
word Elohini which denoted the gods of the nations, a 
plural word which muy have had its origin among a 
polytheistic people ; but we cannot conclude from such 
phraseology that he put Jahaveh on the level of the gods 
of the nations, for the expression, when it occurs, geuer- 
ally denotes the very reverse.2 But the circumstances to  
which Hosea refers show where the danger lay, and how 
it actually emerged. The Canaanites, liaviiig the same 
word in their language, with that mythological tendency 
to which all language is liable, had, so to  speak, come to 
write Bad with a capital letter. It was the only name 
they had for their god, or, a t  all events, they used it and 
Adon as proper names, and hence the origin of the myth- 

‘ See 1 Chron. iv. 22, ‘‘ wvlio hnd tlio doiiiinion in iNon11.” 
See Note XV. 
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ological Baal and Adonis. Moreover, not having attained, 
or not having held fast to, the idea of one god, they made 
“lords many,” so that there was a lord (6aaZ or adon) of 
this or that quality or place ; the lordship of one became 
a host of Baalirn. So long as Israel was not involved in 
this system-and the very fact of the free use of the word 
b a d  as an appellative at the time when they mere con- 
fessedly professors of the Jahaveh religion, is proof to me 
that the idolatrous use was of gradual and later growth- 
they might use the word bad in the old sense, because it 
connoted nothing inconsistent with their ancestral religion. 
Not only Hosea, however, but the historians of Israel as 
well, tell us only too plainly how, in the northern king- 
dom, there took place a mingling of impure elements with 
the old Jahaveh religion. From a simple naming of shrines 
as they were named among the Canaanites, their lips ancl 
ears became familiarised first with the relid’ wous nomen- 
clature, and then with the religious conceptions of their 
neighbours. The Bad of this place had, we may suppose, 
the reputation of curing this disease, and the Bad of that 
of giving good harvests, and so on ; just as the Virgin of 
certain places and the local saints have at the present 
day. Little by little, through their children associating 
with those of the Canannites, through the servants and 
labonrers who belonged to the soil, through the atruo- 
sphere, as we say, the Israelites conformed to the poly- 
theistic ideas. Among the mass of the people, if an 
actual syricretism did not take place, the sharp distinc- 
tion between Jahaveh and Eaal was dulled and blunted, 
ancl thus came about the sitnation so graphically painted 
by Hosea, when the corn and wine and oil were ascribed 
to the goodness of the baalimnt and the people were in 

. 

1 The sssorintion by Eosen of religious dccleusiou with materin1 pros- 
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simply contradicts the prophet to  his face. There is one 
consideration which seems to be quite decisive on this 
subject. Whereas we find proper names conlpounded with 
the name Baal as freely (though not as estensively) as 
with the name El, it is remarkable that we have no in- 
stances of a similar use of unequivocal proper names of 
heathen deities-such as MelBart, Eshmun, Astar Le, &c.l 
-which we should certainly expect if the Israelites 
were the polytheists they are made out to  be. There 
is, in fact, no instance of any name of God being used 
to  form proper names except the names that were appli- 
cable to  their own national God. “Even in the times,” 
says Noldeke? “which are reckoned those of the worst 
idolatry, there does not appear a single name of a foreign 
god in the proper names of Israelites-a proof Ghat the 
people, even when they sacrificed to Baal and Astarte, 
ever felt that they were wrong, and that they might never 
denote themselves as worshippers of their deities by nam- 
ing themselves after them. That no member of the house 
of Ahab, which the tradition still indicates as the most 
idolatrous, bore the name of Baal, and that, on the con- 
trary, that king’s son, by his name Jehoram, as well as his 
sister or daughter Athaliah, belonged to  the god of the 
country, is here significant enough.” 

From another quarter instances have lately been pointed 
out of what is alleged to have been the employment by the 
Israelites of names of heathen deities, without any com- 
punction as to their idolatrous associations, and agording 
a presumption that the pre-prophetic religion of Israel 
was not thenpure Jahavism which Biblical writers rep- 
resent it to  be. Sayce, in his “Hibbert Lecture” on the 

I Eaethgen, Beitriige zur Semitischen Religionsgeschiclite, P. 145. 
a In Zoitschrift der Deutschen Morg. &sell., vol. XV. p. 809. 



Xnyce OIL Babylonian Names of Deities. 177 

religion of the ancient Eabylonians, has pointed out vari- 
ous indications of the contact of Eabylonian civilisation 
and religion with those of Pnlestine, surviving in names 
of places, such as Nebo, Anu and Anatu, and Sinai.1 The 
existence of such names, which are names of Babylonian 
deities, attached t o  places in Palestine, is certainly signifi- 
cant.' The recent discovery of the clay tablets at Tell-el- 
Amarna may, by showing the early prevalence of Eaby- 
lonian influence, make the thing more intelligible : it may 
also tend to modify the view which Sayee seems to hold 
on the special point before us. It is this: Among the 
Eabylonian deities whose names have been recovered 
from the inscriptions is one whose Accadian name was 
translated into the Semitic RamAnn = the exalted one, 
which the Hebrew writers have handed down to us under 
the form Rimmon. Now Rimmoii was the name of the 
supreme god of the Syrians of Damascus, and was there 
identified with the sun-god Hadad.2 The name, he says, 
made its way to the non-Semitic tribes of the Taurus, and 
to Edom, and (' like Hadad of Edoni, David of Israel will 
thus have borne a name which the people about him ap- 
plied to their sovereign god." Elsewhere a he explains 
that Hadad, the supreme Baal or sun-god, whose worship 
exteiided from Carchemish to Edom and Palestine, is 
spoken of by Shalmaneser under the abbreviated name of 
Dkda, as a name current in the north; and that in the 
south the name was confounded with the Semitic word 
which appears in Assyrian as dadw, '' dear little child." 
This is the word, he says, which we have in Be-dad or 
Bendad, the father of the Eclomite Hacled ; we have i t  also 
in the David of the Old Testament, Darid or Docl being 

1 Hibborti Lecbure, p. 42. 
3 Ibid., p. 66 ff. Cf. Nodern Review, Jan. 1884. 

2 Ibid., p, 202 ff. 

b1 
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the masculine of the feminine form Dido. Thus, accord. 
ing to Sayce, the names of Dodo and David point to  
a worship of the sun-god under the title of the (‘ beloved 
one” in southern Canaaii as well as in Phcunicia. This 
he thinks is confirmed by the new reading of the Moabite 
Stone by Socin and Smend, which mould show that the 
northern Israelites worshipped a Dodo or Dod by the side 
of Jahaveh, or rather adored the supreme God under the 
name of Dod (n7j.r) as well as under that of Jahaveh. 
According to this reading of the inscription, Mesha says 
that he carried away the aye1 (or altar) of Dodo from 
Ataroth and dragged it before Chemosh, and from Nebo 
the a d s  of Jahaveh, which he likewise dragged before 
Chemosh. It is suggested that Dod or Dodo was an old 
title of the supreme God in the Jebnsite Jerusalem, and 
that this explains the word Docli my beloved ”) in the 
brief song in Isa. v. We can easily understand, he con- 
cludes, how a name of this kind, with such a signification, 
should have been transferred by popular affection from 
the deity, to the king of whom it is said that (‘ all Israel 
and Judah loved him ” (1 Sam. xviii, 16).l 

What Sayce maintains is, that the name David, as 
also the names Saul and Solomon,2 were not naines 
given in childhood, but were subsequently applied. This 
is actually stated in regard to Solomon (2 Sam. xii. 24, 

As long ago as 1842 Daurner explained the name David, ‘I beloved 
one,!’ as properly a name of the god after whom the ~Ioloch-worshipping 
king called himself. And in keeping with the idea that tllo victim offered 
t o  Molocli was regarrled as his bride, he esplains the names Ilebron, 
Rirjath Arba, where David reigned, as derived from h b c l ;  a companion, 
lover, and i-uba, to  lie down. In the same connection Og, Icing of Bashan, 
is explained as a fiery oven, and his fauous bedatcnd :~ti the iron bed on 
which the victims were laid.-Feuer und Molochdienst der allcu Ilebriier, 
p. 99 f. 

Bibbert Lecture, pp. 61, 52, 
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25), as to  David, he inclines to the view of those critics 
who maintain that his name originally was El-hanan or 
Bad-hanan, and that in 2 Sam. xxi. 19, xxiii. 24, we 
ought to read “Elhanan who is Dodo” or David. Saul 
too, he says, is a secondary name, meaning in Hebrew 
the one asked for by the people ; but it really was the name 
of a Babyloiiian deity, Savul. or Sawu1,1 transported to 
Edom, and perhaps also to Palestine. Solomon also is 
a divine name, the cuneiform inscriptions informing 
us thai Sallinimanu, “ the god of peace,” was a god 
honoured particularly in Assyria, where the name of 
more than one king (Shalman-eser) was compounded 
with it. 

Similarly, Sayee claims that the name of Moses is not 
derived from the language of Egypt, but froni Jfasu, an 
older form of Semitic than that preserved in the Old 
Testament--i.e., tlie Assyrian. The word means “ hero,” 
and is applied to more than one deity, particularly to‘ 
Adar, a form of the sun -god, and to Merodach, tlie 
tutelar god of Babylon, and Nergal, the sun of night. 
It also signifies ((collector of boolcs.” In the sense of 
“hero” it made its way into astrology, and N&su, the 
hero of astronomers, must have been the sun-god. It is 
not more strange, he continues, that a name thus inti- 
mately associated with the religions and astrological be- 
liefs of Babylonia should have found its  way west, than 
that names like Nebo (where Moses died), in sight of the 

moon city )) Jericho, and Sin, which last we Imow, from 
a Himyaritic inscription, had been carried south into 
Arabia, should have been so transported. It may have 
been carried north as well, and perhaps the wilderness 
of Sin is a trace of i t ;  and therefore a shrine may have 

J Hibberti Lecture, p. 54. 2 Ibid., p. 43 ff. 
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existed on Sinai before the Israelites begged to be allowed 
60 go a three days’ journey to it. 

Once more, the name Joseph, which, in the Old Testa- 
ment, is variously derived from Hebrew roots: is the 
name of a deity that was worshipped by the older in- 
habitants of Canaan. Thothmes III., more than two 
centuries before the date given by Egyptologists for the 
exodus, mentions on the walls of Karnak the names of 
cities captured by him in Palestine, among which are 
Yaqab - e1 (Jacob t,he god) and Iseph - e1 ((( Joseph the 
god”). Therefore, he says, we are tempted to think 
that “the house of Joseph” may have belonged to  an 
earlier period than that in which it was applied to the 
tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh, and that perhaps “the 
house of Joseph ” was simply “ Beth-el.” For in Assyrian, 
asipu or asip is = diviner, and the phrase C L  house of the 
oracle” is actually met with. Therefore, though not 
proved, it is probable that Joseph was originally equal 
to the Babylonian as@u, “the god of the oracle,” and 
that long before the Israelitish house of Joseph took 
possession of LUZ, it had been a house of Josepli in 
another sense, and the sanctuary of a Canaanitish oracle. 

Now what is the bearing of all this on the subject 
before us? The facts adduced would seem to show that 
not only names of places in Palestine and the west bore 
names which were also the names of Assyrian deities, 
but that even the names of individuals placed by the 
Biblical writers in the time of the Jahaveli religion, came 
originally from the same source; and, as Sayee would 
lead us to infer, were kiiowingly bestowed upon them 
with a reference to  the deities so named. The conclu- 
sion would be that at the time, say, of David and 

Hibbert Lecturo, p. 49 f. 
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Soloinon, not to speak of earlier times, the recognition 
of Jahaveh as the only God of the Israelites was not so 
strong as t o  prevent the free use of the names of other 
deities beside Him ; or, at all events, it did not preclude 
the naming of Him by the names of other gods. 

There are, however, several circumstances to be taken 
into account which will, if I mistake not, greatly modify 
such a conclusion. It will be observed, in the first place, 
that the names upon which this argument is founded are 
originally appellative names in Assyrian : DBd, the malted 
one; Sallimmanu, the peaceficl one; Mksu, lord; Asip, 
divilzev; and so forth. Some of them, as Sallimmanu 
and Asip;l are found also as common appellative names 
in Hebrew with the same sense ; and DBd has been shown 
by Sayee himself to be capable of connection with the 
Hebrew stem meaning to love. Then, further, we are t o  
remember the manner in which, and the extent to which, 
the Semitic inhabitants of Assyria bestowed names upon 
their gods. The words of Sayee, in another part of his 
Hibbert Lectures? are necessary here in order to give us 
some idea of the mythology of the polytheistic Semitic 
peoples :- 

U Around the three chief gods,” he says, U were grouped the mul- 
titudinous deities which Accadian superstition or Semitic piety had 
invented or dreamed of. Assur - natsir - pal declares that there 
were 65,000 great gods of heaven and earth’ j and though we 
may doubt whether the Assyrian king was not indulging in a little 
royal esaggeration, it is certain that the task of enumerating them 
all would have exhausted the most indefatigable of piestly scribes. 
Besides the numberless niinor deities of the toms  and villages, 
there were the divine titles out of which new gods had been 
evolved j divinities which owed their existence to the linguistic or 
literary errors of the Seniites j and finally, foreign gods like Kilturn 

qy? See Suyce, Hiblrert Lecture, p. 50 f. 9 Ibid., p. 216 E 
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and Sumaliya of the Kossaans, or Lagarnlai of Susa. , . . When 
we remember how the background of the vast pantheon was filled 
wit11 the obscure deities ancl spirits of the ancient Accildian cult, 
whose names survived in magical chaiams and exorcisins, while the 
air above \vas occupied by the ‘ 300 spirits of heaven,’ and the ecwlli 
below by the ‘ 600 spirits of earth,’ we liegin to renliuo the force of 
the expression which made the supreme gods rulers of the lcgions of 
earth and sky. BiZ K h a t ,  ‘the lord of hosts,’ was a phruse full of 
significance to the believing Babylonian.” 

We thus see that the ancient Babyloninns, like the 
Aryan nations, in order to denote forces operative behind 
observed phenomena, employed names expressing the 
agency or operation, and whether or not these were origin- 
ally applied to one supreme power, they became personi- 
fications of individual forces or names of superhuman 
beings ; but the names themselves had primarily a simple 
enough and harmless enough signification. As to the 
existence of such Assyrian names in the Hebrew writings, 
Sayee points out that there were two periods a t  which 
we may assume an active contact with the Semitic thought 
of Assyria and that of Palestine, either early at; the 
time of the immigration of the Abrahamic tribes from 
Ur of the Chaldees, or.later on during the encroachments 
of the Assyrians westward, or even during the captivity 
in Babylon.2 If we go back to the earliest of these times 
for the influence of Eabylonian religion on the west, 
there will be nothing extraordinary in the .prevalence of 
Assyrian names of places, or even the existence of proper 
names of persons corresponding to Babylonian names ; 
for the Biblical writers place the beginnings of the 
distinctive monotheism of the Hebrews at  the time of 
A.braham’s immigration, and declare that the f atliers of 
tshe patriarch served other gods beyond tile river. To 

‘ Hibbert Lecture, p. 48. See Note XVI. 
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place the introduction of such names as have been ad- 
duced at either of the later points of contact is surely 
too late for the purposes of the argument. For though 
it may be conceivable that legends or beliefs, such as are 
found in the earliest chapters of Genesis, may have been 
taken over from the Assyrians or Babylonians as late as 
the captivity, it is hardly conceivable that the names of 
David, Solomon, and Saul, not to say those of Joseph 
and Moses, got into the Hebrew language at  that time, 
or even so comparatively early as the time at  which the 
Assyrians as a conquering power first came upon the 
horizon of the Israelites, about the ninth century B.C. 

We are therefore entitled to  recognise the stems from 
which the names in question are derived as part of the 
linguistic stock of the Hebrews, which they had in com- 
mon with their Semitic brethren in Assyria, and which 
they used and developed in their own way. If they 
were simple appellative terms a t  first, there is no reason 
why they should not have remained so in the hands of 
the Hebrews, but every reason ’to believe that they did. 
For this is just the distinctive peculiarity of the course 
which the development of Israel’s religion followed-that 
whereas the heathen Semitic nations ran off into myth- 
ology, the Hebrews retained the primary sense of words, 
and were not led into the deification of mere qualities. 
The orthodox Mohammedans, to give an illustration of 
what I mean, have a list of ninety-nine excellent names 
by which they designate their god; and as they recite 
these one by one, telliug a bead on a rosary with the 
utterance of each name, they never for a moment regard 
each as the name of a distinct deity ; for as they tell the 
hundredth bead, they repeat the name of the One of 
whom all the other names are mere attributes-dlluh! 
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This is an illustration of how the strong monotheistic 
instinct preserves itself safe from the influence of names, 
No one thinks of saying that when one man is named 
Abd-ul-Icereem, and another Abd-ul-Majeed, or a woman 
is named Kereemeh, Jameeleh, and SO forth, the words 
Rereem and Majeed, &c., are names of distinct Muslim 
deities with female consorts ; they remain mere adjectives 
expressing different qualities-generous, gloiqious-ascribed 
to the one God. Given the polytheistic bent, however, 
such names as these become raised to the rank of entities 
and deities, and' so the Assyrian pantheon reached its 
immense proportions; for every quality that could be 
assigned to a god, or to the supreme God, takes its place 

' as one of the gods many. 
Now, when we remember the close resemblance be- 

tween all the Semitic branches of language, is there any- 
thing remarkable in the fact that out of the extensive 
treasury of vocables that might thus become names of 
Assyrian deities, a very considerable number should co- 
incide with Hebrew proper names? Why, i f  a volley 
were fired at random from the 65,000 (or even much 
smaller number of) names ascribed to the gods, I suppose 
that scarcely a vocable in the poor Hebrew language, 
noun, verb, or particle, would escape deification. That for 
such a common stem as that lying at &he root of Solo- 
mon's name (the common Semitic word for peace), we 
should have to go to the name of an Assyrian deity- 
when these were so easily manufactured-seems a refine- 
ment of ingenuity that defeats its own end. For no 
Hebrew, on this mode of reasoning, would be safe to use 
a single word of his language without committing himself 
t o  polytheistic notions. If, for example, the name of 
Moses simply means lord or hero, and was applied to  
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many gods, the most that can be inferred from its pres- 
ence in Hebrew is, that a root which is no longer found 
in Hebrew goes back to an old common Semitic origin, 
and may have been used like baal as a quite harmless 
word. A very significant circumstance is that this sup- 
posed mode of giving names is not in keeping with the 
Hebrew and general Semitic custom, according to which 
the proper names of this class are compozcnded with some 
name of deity, but are not, as this supposition requires, 
the actual names of the g0ds.l In view of this remark- 
able difference, and the fact that these names can all be 
explained in a simpler manner without going so far afield, 
I am brought to the conclusion that there is nothing in 
the argument beyond the wealth of learning with which 
it is maintained. 

But in truth, this mode of arguing from names, apart 
from the historical circumstances, is quite misleading, and 
might be employed to prove the most absurd positions if 
applied to  modern names. Yet it is just one of those 
asguments which have a glamour of something deep and 
recondite about them, and lead people to say “There is 
something in them.” The thing regarding which we 
want information is not proved, and cannot be proved 
on this line of reasoning-viz., whether or not David‘s 
parents or his countrymen by the term Dad under- 
stood a heathen god who at that time was reverenced 
by neighbouring peoples, and gave him the name in 
honour of that deity; or whether they called their own 
God Jahaveh” by that name. The only attempt ab his- 

1 If there are exceptions to the rule they are very rare. Baethgen 
mentions Aiiath found as a personal name, and perhaps also a name of 
deity in the expression Beth Anath.--Beiti*iige zur Scmi~idien Be 
ligion~geschiclite~ p. 141. 
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torical proof of this given by Sayee is the doubtful inter- 
pretation of an obscure phrase on the MoaLite Stone. 
For the rest, his argument might as well prove that we 
still believe in the old Scandinavian gods because we 
name the days of the week from those deities; or that, 
for example, the existence of a family of the nanie of 
King in the United States, would show that the people 
of that country had a monarchical government ; or that 
Isidore, the bishop of Seville, was a worshipper of Isis; 
or the Numidian bishop Aslllunius was a worshipper of 
or named after the god Eshmun.’ 

The particulars we have been considering are but parts 
of a very wide subject, to  which I can only briefly allude- 
the mythological treatment of the Old Testament. Some 
have carried this mode of viewing the materials to such 
an extent as to find the whole cycle of the Aryan Sun 
mythology in the stories of the patriarchs and the judges? 
It seems to me that to  identify proper names like those 
of David and Solomon with Assyrian names of deities, is 
but part of the same mode of reasoning; and that the 
explanation of the phenomena which are made to lend 
countenance to the view in either case is the same as I 
have hinted at. A language has a number of primary 
words denoting certain simple . conceptions ; and using 
these, it gives names to persons and to things cognisable 
by the senses, or intuitively perceived, or inferred by the 
reason. But if we find the same name applied to a visible 
and to an invisible thing, are we to conclude that it was 
first given to the invisible and then borrowed for the 
visible? This would be a most extraordinary freak of lan- 
guage and of thought. To keep to the examples we kave 
had. If we find that b a d  is the common name for lord 

Daethgen, Beitriige, p. 141. Sec Note XVII. 
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or husband, but is also used of the deity, are we to sup- 
pose that a husband of a wife and the owner of an ox were 
so called because beforehand men had applied the name 
Baal to the unseen power or powers behind nature ? Or 
because tlie name adon is found in Hebrew meaning 
master, and is also applied to the Lord, are we to suppose 
that earthly masters were so named because the mind had 
first arrived at the conclusion that there was a Master 
and Lord of Creation ? Or again, if Molech (= ruler) is 
the name of any king, and also of a god of a people, are 
we to  assume that all who called their kings by this name 
named them after the god? Further, if two kindred 
Semitic branches start with a common stock (so far as it 
goes) of such primary words, and we find that one branch 
ran into mythology, and instead of retaining the primary 
senses of their words, allowed them to become personi- 
fications, are we to conclude that another branch, which 
in clear historical times shows the widest divergence in 
its modes of conception, is to be held committed, in the 
use of the primary words, to  the secondary ,application of 
them made by the kindred stock ? When put in this way, 
I thiulc that the precariousness (to say the least) of the 
mythological argument will appear. I do not think it 
is lilcely that a people first found names for a host of 
unseeii beings or forces, before giving nanies to themselves 
and things around them (tlie very usage in Assyriau 
shows that the reverse was the case); and if in giving 
these names they employed the only materials their 
language furnished, it need not be surprising if gods and 
men aud trees got finally the same or similar names. If 
the idea of strong attaches to the word el, and if a cer- 
tain liind of tree is called “ a  strong thing,” and the 
deity or nature spirit is called (‘the strong one,” we are 
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not to jump t o  the conclusion that the tree was so nanied 
because a deity resided in it. But this is actually the 
view, as we shall see, that Stade takes in regard to 
this word ; though such reasoning can only lead to niys- 
tification, as may be shown by another example. There 
is a word in Hebrew, Abir (T’??), meaning (‘mighty” 
or “strong,” and it is used as a name of God in the 
expressions “ Mighty One of Israel ” or ‘‘ of Jwob.’) A 
sliglitly different form of the word, Abbir (%), is 
used as a name of the ox ; it is applied also to the horse, 
RS also to princes, and is used in the general sense 
of “strong.” Now this word is so temptingly like the 
name of Apis, the Egyptian bull god (being, as has just 
been said, also applied to the bull), that mythologists 
have found it sufficient to hang an argument upon, to 
the effect that the calf-worship was originally part of 
the genuine Jahaveh religion, and that traces of the fact 
remain in the application of the very name of Apis to 
Jahaveh Himself. This is but a specimen of the kind of 
argument that perplexes those who do not loolr narrowly 
into the state of the matter ; which simply resolves itself 
into this, that the idea of strength was naturally applied 
to the ox, or the horse, or a prince, and just as naturally 
attributed to God. It would be quite possible, on this 
mode of reasoning, to make heathen gods out of many of 
the words that we employ in daily speech. 

It cannot be denied that Hebrew literature is sin- 
gularly free from mythological ideas such as we find 
in other early literatures. With a highly poetic mode 
of conception, metaphors of the boldest kind and the 
freest personifications were not only possible, but were 
freely employed. Yet the writers of the Old Testament 
do not allow themselves to be carried away by their 

P 
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words. The thing personified remains the thing all the 
time, though fields clap hands, and floods lift up their 
voices, and trees rejoice ; and as it would be quite unfair 
to tdte such modus of expression as proofs that originally 
the fields and floods and trees were endowed with person- 
ality, so it is unfair to  press such common appellative 
names as we have been considering into .the service of a 
theory of mythology. 

M. Renan, indeed, who is inclined to  ascribe an in- 
herent tendency to monotheism to all the Semitic races, 
or a t  least to the nomad sections of them, says that the 
attributing of life to words is the cause of mythology, and 
that the Semitic languages do not lend themselves much 
to  these kinds of personification? But the fact reinains 
that other branches of the Semitic family rail into 
mythology, while the Hebrew race alone was preserved 
from it. The Semitic names El, Baal, &c., says Bandis- 
sin: we judge to be different from the Aryan names not 
so much on account of the different genius of the Semitic 
language, as on account of the different conception formed 
of the deity. And Andrew Lang observes truly that it is 
a certain condition of thought, a certain habit of mind, and 
not a disease of this or that language, that is the cause of 
mythology. “ It is just as easy,” he says, “ to say heaven 
is a lover, earth his wife, in a language where heaven is 
Xamd and earth is Am, as in a language where heaven 
is Uranus and earth is Gaea, as in Greek, or where heaven 
is Rangi and earth is Papa, as in New Zealand.” The 
same writer, after pointing out’ the insufficiency of the 
various explanations that have been given of the so-called 
m y t h  of the Old Testament, and the essential and strilting 

1 Hist. du peuple d’Israe1, i. p. 46. 
3 Jalivo QB Moloch, p. 10. 
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differences to  be perceived between them and the myths 
of kindred or similjrly situated peoples, concludes : (‘ The 
whole question may be insoluble, but is eternally attrac- 
tive. Behind it all is the mystery of race and of selection. 
It is an ultimate fact in the history and government of 
the world, this eminent genius of one tiny people for 
religion. We know no more; and in M. Renan’s own 
terms, the people was ‘selected,, just as, in words more 
familiar, Israel is ‘ the chosen people.’ ” 

I n  conclusion, it seems to me that this reasoning from 
names proves either by far too much for the theory, or 
proves nothing at all to the argument in hand. If we are 
to infer from every Hebrew proper name which may cor- 
respond etymologically with some god-name of a foreign 
people, that the Israelites at the time they named their 
children in this manner believed in or gave reverence to 
these heathen gods, we manifestly prove too much, for 
there are far too many of these names, and at  the time 
at which they are found we are in the light of history, and 
yet find no other proofs of recognition of such deities. 
Or if it is merely argued that the presence of such 
names among the Hebrews proves that “ originally ” the 
Hebrews believed in all these deities, the answer to  the 
argument is twofold,-(a) that we do not know what is 
meant by “ originally,t) and (6) that the so-called original 
belief may resolve itself into a necessary imperfection of 
language, whereby metaphor was employed, it might have 
been innocently enough, by the Israelite forefathers. We 
have seen, from this mode of mythological reasoning, 
enough to convince any fair-minded person how very 
vague ancl precarious are the conclusions to which it may 
be made to lead. Vague, because the argument does not 

, 
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undertake t o  show the precise historical periods at which 
the mythological conceptions prevailed, but hints at 
(‘ original ” usages, and faded myths, and so forth. And 
precarious, because the unwary reader is apt to coriclude 
that every so-called mythological expression is an indica- 
tion of a mythological belief on the part of the writer 
employing it, which certainly cannot be proved. 


