
192 

CHAPTER, VIIT. 

PRE-PROPHETIC RXLIGION CONTINUED-THE DWELLING-PLACE 
O F  THE DElTY. 

T h e  critical position that Israel’s God had Bis original dwelling on Sinai, 
or was limited to Canaan-Deborah’s song-David &riven out f i o m  
the presenoe of the Lord-The wider reference of the argument-Assock- 
tion of Jahaveh with the sanctuaries of the land: His dwclling in the 
ark-In short, the worship of pre-prophetic Israel was that of the high 
places ; and this, according to Etude, arose from the veneration paid 
to graves of ancestors-The view said to be conjrmed by the veneration 
paid to trees, stones, &., pointing to original fetislL-worshi~-TlLis part 
of the theory examined-&mark OR the use made of documents in thiiiu 
argument-Confusion of Stade’s argument ; reasoning from history 01 
other nations is begging the question; and for the rest, the argument is 
mainly based on a forced interpretation of metaphoiical language- Pop- 
ular superstition must be admitted evurywliere, but its existence is no 
proof of the non-existence of a pure faith-A nature-God and a (iod of 
nature-A sure method of testing this precarious mode of reasoning ; 
aheclc metaphorical language by unambiguous ezpressions in the same 
awnposition, and appeal to books of earliest writing prophets. 

A FAVOURITE line of argument to prove the low tone of 
the pre-prophetic religion is, that the God of the Hebrews 
was regarded by them as confined to, or insepmably li~lked 
to, their native land, just as the gods of the nations were 
the patrons and defenders of their territories. 

Palestine, we are told, was not indeed the original seat of 
Jahaveh, as it was not the original home of Israel. Isis ori- 
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ginal abode was Mount Sinai, a mountain sacred of old time 
among Semitic peoples, from which He came with Israel 
when they emerged from the desert, fighting at the head 
of their armies till they subdued Canaan, and returning 
again to  His ancient seat when the war was over. This 
is proved, as it is maintained, by the song of Deborah, 
one of the oldest compositions that have come down to  
us: in which, in Wellhausen’s words, Jahaveh “is sum- 
moned to come fsom Sinai to succour 13% oppressed peo- 
ple, and to place Himself at the head of His warriors.”2 

Let us try to picture to  oumelves the situation which is 
here set Before us. In a time of sore straits, when the 
tribes of Israel come to  deadly grips with the armies of 
Sisera, in the north of Palestine, they find themselves 
with nothing but their own arms to rely upon. The only 
assurance of divine presence they have is the ark, the 
symbol or representation of Jahweh, who continued t o  
dwell on Sinai long after the Israelites had settled in 
Palestine.3 They long for the direct help of their God. 
They summon Him, and He comes to their aid. What 
does all this mean? If they prayed to Him to come, they 
have already a pretty advanced idea of the power of a 
God so far distant to hear them and to interfere on their 
behalf. The truth is, the song says not a word of Jahaveh 
being “sumnioned” from Sinai on the occasion of the 
battle referred to. The only show of support for such 
an idea is to be found in an obscure expression in verse 

1 It is no6 safe, however, in these days, t o  assert anything as undisputed 
in regard to the dates of Hebrew documents ; for quite recently we have 
Been told that this song of Deborah, which “has been believed to be 
ancient, is, on the contrary, of very late date, and consequently unworthy 
of credence.”-Maurice Vernes, Les RQsultats de I’ExBgbse Biblique, p. 21. 

N 
9 Hist. of Israel, p. 344. 3 bid. 



194 

13, which may be rendered, Then a remnant of nobles 
(and of) the people did WO down; the Lord went down 
to my help among the myghty ” (Queen’s Printer’s Bible). 
As for the expressions near the beginning of the song 
(vv. 4, 6) ,  they have no reference t o  Jahaveh being 
( r  summoned ” from Sinai, but consist of a highly poetic 
description, to  be placed side by side with the similar 
language in Ps. lxviii. 7, 8, of the manifestation of Jaha- 
veh at Sinai. All such highly figurative expressions 
are most naturally to be understood as referring to the 
extraordinary transactions, in whatever sense we may 
understand them, that all tradition places in the time im- 
mediately succeeding the exodus-transactions to which 
the heart of the people would turn in every time of dan- 
ger to  give them trust in their covenant God. Nay, the 
expressions are such that Bertheau, in his commentary on 
the passage, concludes that Jahaveh’s seat is to be under- 
stood, according to the popular belief which here finds 
utterance, not on Sinai, but on some mountain to the 
north or east of Palestine,-for it is said, “When Thou 
wentest forth out of Seir, when Thou marcliedst out of the 
field of Edom, the earth trembled, . . . even yon Sinai, 
a t  the presence of the Lord, the God of Israel.” From 
this he reasons that the original abode of Jahaveh-in 
the popular conception- was elsewhere, and that the 
verses describe His removal to meet Israel as they came 
out of Egypt. However this may be, even if we admit 
that the popular conception embodied in the song made 
Sinai His peculiar dwelling-place, we cannot accept the 
view that Jahaveh is regarded by the author of this song 
as limited by space or time in the circumscribed way 
imputed to Him; but, on the contrary, we are bound 
to conclude that the poet lookeg upon Rim as one whose 

!The Diuellimg-place of the De@/. 
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power could be exerted, as on Sinai, so in North Pales- 
tine, a land which He had not yet made His own, accord- 
ing to the theory. That this more exalted view is the 
only one in keeping with the tenor of the song, will, I 
think, be evident to one reading the whole piece, with 
its ever-recurring “ Bless ye Jahaveh ” ; and its grand 
conclusion, ‘‘ So let all thine enemies perish, 0 Jahaveh ; 
but let them that love Him be as the sun when he 
goeth forth in his might.’’ Whatever may have been 
the earliest conceptions entertained of Jahaveh, or the 
conceptions of the people generally a t  their lowest, the 
tribes of Israel must have had convictions based on ex- 
perience of the power of their God to help them any- 
where before a poet could have celebrated the events of 
that day in the strains here employed. 

Another argument is drawn from the alleged fact that 
even in David’s time Jahaveh’s power to hear and to 
help was circumscribed by the boundaries of the Holy 
Land;l for David complains in regard to his enemies: 
“They have driven me out this day that I should not 
cleave unto [have no share in, marg.] the inheritance of 
Jahaveh, saying, Go, serve other gods” (1 Sam. sxvi. 
19). The passage has been made a great deal of by 
most writers of the modern school. But they may be 
asked to explain the meaning of the same expressions, 
put even more strongly, in a book which belongs,, ac- 
cording to them, to a period when the “ethic mono- 
theism ” had asserted itself, In Deuteronomy chap. 
xxviii., among the niisfortunes threatened for disobedi- . 
eme of Jahaveh’s law, i t  is said: (‘Jahaveh shall bring 
thee, and thy king which thou shalt set over thee, unto 
a nation which thou hast not known, thou nor thy 

1 See Note XVIIL 
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fathers; and there shalt thou serve other gods, woocl and 
stone ” (v. 36) : and again,-“ Jahaveh shall scatter thee 
among all peoples, from the one end of the earth even 
unto the other end of the earth; and there thou shalt 
serve other gods, which thou hast not known, thou nor 
thy fathers, even wood and stone” (v. 64). This is 
surely as strong an expression of the idea that foreign 
countries were under the tutelary care of foreign clivini- 
ties as the words of David. Whatever may have been 
the precise signification of such phrases to the minds 
of the ordinary people einployiiig them (if they had a 
precise signification at  all), we are not justified in con- 
cludiiig that in either of the passages they amounted to 
a belief that the power of Jahaveh ceased when Ris 
worshipper went beyond Palestine. David, in point of 
fact, was in the wilderness of Ziph, within the inheri- 
tance of Jahaveh, in that sense, when he used the words. 
And let the context in the book of Deuteronomy be 
noted. Immediately after the verse last quoted, follow 
the words: “And among these nations shalt thou find 
no ease, and there shall be no rest for the sole of thy 
foot;  but Jahaveh shall give thee there a trembling 
heart, and failing of eyes, and pining of soul,” &e. 
(v. 65). Moreover, in chap. xxx. 1-3, we have the 
following: ((It shall come to  pass, when all these 
things are come upon thee, the blessing and the curse, 
which I have set before thee, and thou shalt call 
them t o  mind among all the nations whither Jahaveh 

.thy God hath driven thee, and shalt return unto Jahaveh 
thy God, and shalt obey His voice, according to  all that I 
command thee this day, . . , that then Jahaveh thy God 
will turn thy captivity, and have compassion upon thee, 
and will return and gather thee from all the peoples, 
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whither Jaliaveh thy God hath scattered thee. If ally 
of thine outcasts be in the uttermost parts of heaven, 
froin thence will Jahaveh thy God gather thee,” &e., &e. 
From all which we conclude that the “serving of other 
gods,” which is made a necessary consequence of being 
driven out from the inheritance of Jahaveh, 1mst be 
taken in a sense compatible with the belief that He 
has power to coiitrol the destinies of Eis outcast ones in 
their banishment, to hear their penitent cry, and to bring 
them again, in  spite of their enemies and in spite of 
strange gods, to their own land. There is not a particle 
of proof that David thought his God would no longer be 
able to hear and help him when he was driven >way 
from his own home ; and there is esplicit proof that the 
writer of the words in Deuteronomy, while employing 
expressions exactly like David‘s, lield quite the opposite. 
And thus the refutation of this low view of the Davidic 
religion gives a very strong confirmation to  the Biblical 
view, for it brings to light a conception in pre-prophetic 
Israel-at the time of the Judges even-of Jahaveh’s 
power to  hear and help, which we have no reason to 
believe other nahions entertained of their gods. The 
instance brought forward by Renanl stands on a much 
lower level, A certain Salmsbzab, in an inscription 
found at Te’irna, in the heart of Arabia, not only stipu- 
lates his right to  offer in a strange land sacrifices to his 
own god, whose priest he is, but desires that the gods 
of these strange countries, whose power he recognises, 
may be pleased with the sacrifices which he will offer 
to his own god, and regard them as offered t o  themselves. 
Moreover, he desires that the sacred place consecrated to  
his god may be under the protection of the gods of Te‘iina ; 

1 Histoire du Peuple d’Isrxe1, vol. i. p. 36. 
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he establishes and endows in a strange land the worship 
of his own god ; and the gods of Tehm accept the stipu- 
lation, become guarantees for its performance, and accord 
their protection to  Salmsdzab. With this proceeding M. 
Renan compares the vow of Jacob a t  Reth-el, “ If Jahavch 
be with me, and keep me in the way that I go, . . . Ja- 
haveh shall be my God, and this stone shall be Beth- 
Elohim : ” and he adds,l--“ Perhaps under the reign of 
Solomon there took place more than one convention of 
this kind. Perhaps even the temple of Solomon saw 
Tyrians sacrificing to Baal, with the pretension that 
these sacrifices were not disagreeable to Jaliaveh.” 

All this is very different from anything we find in the 
actual documents. Jacob never mentions the gods of the 
strange land into which he is going, but considers the 
presence of his own God sufficient for protection and 
sustenance. And in Deuteronomy the God of the scat- 
tered Israelites is to be with them, inflicting chastisement, 
hearing their prayer, and bringing them back without 
any reference to the power of the heathen gods. As 
to what went on at Jerusalem in Solomon’s time, the 
Biblical historians make no effort to conceal his doings ; 
and notwithstanding the assertion to  the contrary, we 
have very good reason for believing that his conduct did 
not pass without rebuke from the men of his own time. 
There is nothing to favour the view of Renan that nn 
eclecticism of gods was the authorised or even the current 
religious practice of those times. On the contrary, as we 
have already seen that even in the most idolatrous times 
the people refrained from naming themselves after foreign 
gods, so also, wherever we find the worship of such gods 
mentioned, there is always the accompanying conscious- 

Histoire clu Pouplo d’lsraol, vol. i. p. 38. 
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ness that they are foreign gods, and not the rightful 
objects of worship to the Israelites. 

It is t o  be observed, however, that the argument as to 
the dwelling-place of deity is, in principle, much more 
than an attempt to  prove Jahaveh's close association with 
Mount Sinai ox the Holy Land. It is maintained that 
there are even more crude or elementary conceptions of 
the dwelling-place and energy of the national god, which 
prove clearly " that the pre-prophetic religion of Israel 
grew out of a blending of the Jahaveh religion with 
certain elements of an older animistic or fetishistic re- 
ligion found on the west of the Jordan."l The ancient 
Israelite, says Stade, had no idea that God dwelt in 
heaven. If he is the god of the thunder and lightning, 
he might have been supposed to dwell above the clouds. 
But that view was not taken. He dwells on earth, al- 
though the views as to  the precise place he inhabits are 
confused and contradictory. Along with the belief ac- 
cepted by Israel in the adoption of the Jahaveh religion, 
that He had His dwelling on Sinai, is found the wide- 
spread belief that Jahaveh inhabits the sanctuaries of 
the land, It was a comuon belief among primitive 
peoples that the deity dwelt where he was worshipped, 
being confined in the temple, and that he left the sanc- 
tuary before it passed into the hands of an enemy. The 
belief, too, among ancient Israel amounted to this, that 
Jahaveh in His entireness inhabited each sanctuary. He 
was not held to be everywhere present, but He was to be 
found at  these different sanctuaries. 

Stade explains the origin of this belief by the fact that 
the sanctumies in question were, before the Israelite con- 
quest of Canaan, the abodes of different Canaanite wl?tina, 

1 StadQ, aescliiclite, i. p. 446. 

' 
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and that when the Jahaveh worship overcame the Canaan- . . 
ite religion, Jahaveh took possession of these holy places. . 
And so it came about that the old Israelite, without 
feeling conscious of the contradiction to the Jahaveh re- 
ligion which it involved, spoke of the “ god of Dan ” and 
the (‘ god of Eeersheba ” (Amos viii. 14) ; of the Jahavoh 

. Shalom at Ophrah (Judges vi, 24); of the El who had 
revealed himself at Beth-e1 (Gen. xxxi. 13); as also of 
the One who appeared to Hagar (Gen. xvi. 13). And 
expressions used by the prophets, such as “ the  sin of 
Samaria ” (Amos viii. 14), “ the calf of Samaria ” (Hosea 
viii. 5, 6), are just their mode of indicating what, in the 
popular language, would be ‘‘ the god or Jahaveh of 
Samaria.)’ Yea, the prophets not only do not fully 
break away from this old popular conception; they 
actually take it up in another form. They reprove the 
people, for example, for localising God at Eeth-el, and so 
forth, but take it as a matter of’course that He has His 
dwelling on Mount Zion at Jerusalem: which was, as 
Ezekiel expresses it, the place of His throne and the 
place of the soles of His feet (Ezelc. xliii. 7) ; and which, 
as that prophet believes, He forsook before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. How then was this dwelling of 
Jahaveh at different sanctuaries reconciled with the be- 
lief in His unity ? I n  this way. The place was not con- 
sidered sacred because Jahaveh dwelt there, but because 
He had once appeared there. This was the way that the 
priestly legend accounted for the existence and reverence 
of these sacred places, associating each of them with some 
theophany in the lives of the patriarchs or natioial heroes. 
So Hebron, Beersheba, Ophrah, Beth-el, Zion, had each its 
shory connected with it of a manifestation of Jahaveh to 

The Dzuelli.ngplnce of the Deity. 

Goscliichte, i. p. 447. Ibid., p. 448. 
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. His favoured ones. But this mode of accommodation is . 
contradicted by the usage of the ritual language which 
represents Jahaveh as located in the Temple of Jerusalem 

‘from the time that His ark was placed there. This 
localising of Jahaveh’s presence at different sanctuaries 
is of course, Stade proceeds, opposed to the true Jahaveh 
religion. The God who had brought the people from 
Sinai was everywhere present;, and could be worshipped 
everywhere ; but in practice, and in point of fact, He was 
honoured only at  particular places. The piestly account 
of the matter was, that He could be worshipped only at  
places where He had made His presence known, and even 
the book of the Covenant assumes the same thing (Exod. 
xx. 24). But as these sanctuaries were in existence 
before Israel came into the land, and as they coincided 
with certain prominent features of the country, we must 
conclude that the proposition, “Jahaveh is to be wor- 
shipped wherever He has made Himself known to the 
fathers,” simply amounts to  this : “Jahaveh is worshipped 
wherever He  has in fact been believed to reside.” 

So then, Stade argues, the whole worship of ancient 
Israel comes under the category of the worship so much 
blamed by the prophets-viz., the worship of “the high 
places, under green trees.” We have good grounds, he 
says, for concluding that every prominent situation had its 
Bamah, or high place, just as every good site in Christian 
countries has its church. The belief that the gods inhabit 
the hills is found among ancient Greeks, Romans, and 
Indians; and in no Semitic land is it more strikingly 
seen than in Palestine, in  which a sacredness attaches to  
every mountain: and in which we have quite a number 
of places named Ramah, MizyaJh, GibeaJt, all of a sacred 

1 aeschichte, i. p. 449 f. 
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character. It is a mistake to  suppose that such places 
were the seats of an old a.stra1 or solar worship: they 
were old sacred places or seats of deity, and became 
sacred to Jahaveh after Israel passed into the country, 
The prophets call the old Israelite worship the worship 
of the high places, and the Syrians are made to say that 
the gods of the Hebrews are gods of the hills (1 Kings 
xx. 23). 

To explain how this worship of the high places origi- 
nated, Stade says it is to be noted that at these sacred 
places are found graves of patriarchs or other heroes, 
Thus Hebron was the burying-place of Abraham, and, 
according to later tradition, of the whole family of the 
patriarchs. In  Shechem the bones of Joseph are placed ; 
Eadesh-Barnea is associated with the oldest traditions of 
the tribe of Levi; and there Miriam is buried, We find 
also sacred trees at most of these places, or sacred fown- 
tains, as at Beersheba? and sacred stones at Both-e1 
and elsewhere. And in these particulars there is a great 
resemblance to the legends attached to the graves of 
Greek heroes, The conclusion to which Stade comes from 
these indications is, that before there was an altar and 
offering of sacrifices to  Jahaveh at Hebron and Shechem, 
for example, it had been a custom to  make offerings at 
these places to  the souls of the heroes whose names are 
associated with each place; and thus we obtain proof 
that the worship of ancestors was a primitive usage 
among the Hebrews.2 The graves of ever so many of the 

!!'he Dwelling-place of the Deity. 

Geschichte, i. p. 451. 
a Stade ascribes to this custom as a social influence the formation of 

families into septs and then into tribes. The derivation of wliole tribes 
from a common ancestor an6 the naming of them by his name thus rest, 
according to this view, on aucestl-a1 worship. 
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legendary personages are thus specially mentioned. The 
remarkable exception in the case of Moses, whose grave 
is not known, may be a silent protest against the war- 
ship of ancestors, which is opposed to  the religion which 
Moses made known. Or it may be that he is less of 
a legendary character than others whose graves are 
known; although it is not to be concluded that every 
one whose grave is honoured is a legendary character. 

A confirmation of the position now reached is found, 
Stade proceeds, in the proofs we have that trees, stones, 
and so forth, were also considered sacred objects among 
the ancient Hebrews. By the altars in the high places 
trees were planted, and pillars of wood and Maqqebas of 
stone were set up; and these are condemned by the 
prophets as elements of the old false worship. The names 
given to the trees,-&ah, Zldn ; allah, alldn,-though gener- 
ally explained to mean terebinth and oak, have no doubt 
a trace of old animistic belief attached to them, for the 
81ah or allah (according to the Masoretic pointing made 
to differ, but consonantally identical &) is no doubt the 
nomen unitatis of 61, which has its plural 61h. The green 
tree, with its perennial life, was thus no doubt among 
the Hebrews, as among pagans, regarded as animated with 
the life of a numen. The reverence for sacred stones is 
no less remarkable. The stone at Beth-e1 is invested with 
sanctity and worshipped, and there are several such 
stones at  Gilgal. Though all these again are explained 
as made sacred by some appearance of Jahaveh at the 
place where they are found, it is clear they are traces of 
old fetishistic worship. And the best proof of all is the 
story of the sacred ark itself, which cannot be regarded 
as difl'erent essentially from other sacred arks of a similar 
kind among Etruscans, Bgyptians, Trojans, and Greelrs, 
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which contained images or fetishes. For by the aiicient 
Israelite, Jahaveh was supposed actually to  dwell in the 
ark ; and only in this way is explained the misfortune of 
the loss of the ark in the Philistine war, ancl the great care 
which Dilvid took to place it in a safe place at Jerusalem. 
The tradition that the ark contained two tables of stone 
undoubtedly rests on some fact, and this fact is that an- 
cient Israel had such an ark with two actual stones- 
perhaps meteoric stones-connected with and representing 
the god of the storm. The priestly explanation here given, 
again, is perhaps a silent rebuke of the primitive fetish- 
worship, when it represents the stones as being the two 
tables of the law. 

There is in this il great deal that is exceedingly in- 
genious. There is much also that is suggestive and 
valuable, from the point of view of the comparative 
study of religions, as showing how the religious senti- 
ment, finds expression for itself through the medium of 
language and forms. Thought is at all times limited 
and circumscribed when it sets itself to  give expression 
to supersensible things; forms more or less crude, and 
language necessarily metaphorical, must be resorted 
to; and in this respect the development of religious 
thought must ever be the same among all peoples. We 
must, however, be careful, in reasoning from the outward 
forms in which such sentiments are expressed, to test 
our conclusions by actual facts, if they me available, 
showing the sense that underlay the forms. In Stade’s 
reasoning, however, there is a great deal of debatable 
matter, not only in the bold inferences drawn, but in 
the statements of assumed fact. There is, moreover, 
such a display of erudition, such a combination of di- 
verse materials, and piecing together of things that 
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stand far apart, that, unless we look into his argument 
somewhat closely, we shall be smothered in a mass of 
distracting particulars. 

A remark may be made at the outset on the peculiar 
manipulation of the “ sources ” in this argument. Writers 
of Stade’s school are never tired of repeating that written 
documents give us certain information only in regard to 
the period at which they are composed. They declare, a t  
the same time, that we have no authentic written docu- 
ments before the eighth or ninth century B.O. These docu- 
ments, therefore, ought only to be taken as evidences of 
the religious conceptions of that period; and yet Stade 
relies on them for proof of the religious beliefs of Israel 
at the time of, and even long before the time of Moses. 
This he does, however, only when he finds elements 
giving countenance to his own theory; for the moment 
that a writer of this period gives his testimony to the 
Biblical theory, his evidence is discredited as a modern 
reading of old facts, or even a later interpolation of il 
redactor. To such straits are writers of this school re- 
duced, that they have to employ discredited works to  
build up their own theory-reminding one of the Irish 
Board of Guardians who resolved first to build a nem 
workhouse out of the materials of the old ; and secondly, 
t o  allow the old workhouse to  stand till the new one was 
erected. If those stories of the patriarchs and suchlike, 
which are here appealed to, are of value for determining 
the ideas of that early age, what becomes of the assertion 
that they are the late dressing up of historical events! 
If, strictly taken, they are merely the expression of the 
ideas of writers of the ninth century, we are as far as ever 
from reaching the early age. If, again, the argument is 
based on the forms of speech, i t  is another case of false 
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reasoning from metaphorical or mythological language, 
such as we saw in the last chapter. 

To come, however, to Stade’s argument, there seems to 
me to be some confusion in his reasoning. I3e asserts 
that the pre-prophetic religion of Israel grew out of a 
blending of the Jahaveh religion with elements of an 
older fetishistic kind found on the west of the Jordan;l 
nnd afterwards, in speaking of the localising of Jahsveh 
at the different sanctuaries, he says : ‘‘ This localising of 
Jahaveh’s presence at different sanctuaries is of course 
opposed to the true Jahaveh religion. The God who had 
brought the people from Sinai was everywhere present and 
could be worshipped everywhere ; but in point of fact and 
in practice, He was honoured only at particular places.”2 
Here it would seem to  be implied that the lower ani- 
mistic and fetishistic elements were found by Israel on 
their entrance into Canaan, and taken into the Jahaveh 
religion ; and also that, whereas they had attained under 
Moses to the idea that God was everywhere present, yet 
on coming into the land of Canaan, they learned to localise 
Him. Stade thus seems inadvertently to admit the Bib- 
lical statement of the case-viz., that Israel in Caman 
learned the ways of the Canaanites, and thereby fell away 
from their own God. He can scarcely, however, mean 
this, or imply that Israel, when they received the know- 
ledge of Jahaveh, had no superstitions of their own, 
for his whole argument is led with a view of reach- 
ing the nature basis, of the pre-Mosaic religion. It is 
strange, in this view, that he should have to come to 
Canaan for so much; and he ought to tell us clearly 
whether the process of development after Moses was a 
process of deterioration from the Jahaveh religion, or ZI 

aescliiclite, i. p. 446. 2 Ibid., p. 449. 
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process of elimination of older animistic notions by the 
force of the new faith, or whether both processes went on 
simultaneously. No one doubts that the popular religion 
was deeply affected by contact with Canaanitish idolatry ; 
nor need we ignore the tendency seen everywhere, even 
when a purer faith has been learned, to  run into carnal 
and limited conceptions and modes of expression, and the 
cropping up everywhere in human history of the hard 
granite of underlying svperstition. Stade himself, how- 
ever, falls back upon the existence of a purer and better 
religion, made known in the time of Moses; and if this 
point is established, the Biblical theory is so far confirmed. 

In  the absence of direct historical evidence in regard to 
the earlier periods of Israel's history, Stade refers to the 
conditions under which tribes were formed among the 
ancient inhabitants of Greece and Rome, and the mode of 
growth of the pre-Islamic Bedawin tribes. Such com- 
parisons are deeply instructive for the light they throw 
upon the manner in which the human mind comports 
itself when confronted with the problems of religion. Yet 
the history of the religious life of Israel is so unique that 
we have always to be on our guard against assuming for 
it precisely the same kind of development as is found in 
other nations. It' may be that the religious phraseology 
of the Hebrews is exactly like that of polytheistic nations, 
though Renan, for example, would deny it ; and it may be 
safe to  infer that this similarity proves that the primitive 
notions of both were similar. But the question is, When 
was the primitive stage among the Hebrews? The first 
attempts of man to  express conceptions of unseen things 
result in metaphor, and all religious language is meta- 
phorical. But metaphorical language may be employed 
by a people long after they have passed beyond a primi. 
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tive stage of intelligence. We use to the present day, 
without being misled by it, phraseology full of anthropo- 
morphisms, and speak of God in the very language 
employed in the earliest Hebrew writings. TO take 
such phrases in the strictly literal sense, and to niaiutain 
that where they were employed by the Hebrews they had 
that sense, is to  ignore the simplest laws of language, and 
to overlook the growth of reflection. Surely no one 
expects to find in the pre-prophetic period the abstrac- 
tions and generalisations of the modern philosophy of reli- 
gion. The very best of the prophets never moved in that 
direction ; their conceptions of God inay be said to be not 
so much excogitated as intuitively grasped, and they were 
content to employ the same phrases as had been employed 
from of old by men who could not have reached their 
lofty conceptions. Stade might have perceived that in 
referring to Ezekiel’s belief that God left the Temple 
before Jerusalem was destroyed, he was refuting his own 
argument; or would he, for example, infer from the 
words in an esilian psalm, “ How shall we sing Jahaveh’s 
song in a strange land ? ” (Ps. cxsxvii. 4), that even at that 
late period the Israelites still believed that their national 
.God was confined to Palestine ? If the prophets of Israel 
ever attained to a conception of a God who was every- 
where present, spiritual, and unique, they had attained it 
in Ezekiel’s time in the captivity. To make this prophet 
hold the crude idea said to  be held by pre-prophetic 
men, that the deity dwelt in a certain sanctuary in the 
limited sense described, is to reduce the whole. reasoning 
to absurdity, and t o  make the tracing of development 
impossible. 

It is no doubt true that certain places were to the an- 
cient Israelite more sacred than others, and there can be 

The Dwelling-place of the Deity. 
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no doubt that superstitious reverence was paid by the 
ignorant and carnal-minded to places and things. We 
are not, however, inquiring as to the superstitions of the 
common people, but as to the truth that had been made 
known to the teachers and guides of the nation. For that 
matter, we have not yet outgrown a certain reverence for 
places associated with great historical or religious events, 
and what Stade calls the priestly tradition is just as likely, 
in the circumstances, to be a true account of the matter as 
the one which he gives. A people who already had, accord- 
ing to Stade's own admission, a knowledge of a God who 
was everywhere, and who could help anywhere, was quitie 
likely to regard with special reverence such places as 
had been the scene of critical events, or striking dis- 
plays of power ; and this in itself was not and could not 
be reprobated. The transition, however, from pious asso- 
ciation and veneration to superstitious regard, is very easy 
among an unreflecting people ; and the same Biblical writers 
who record the events which made certain spots sacred, 
tell us also how these very places became the headquarters 
of idolatry. Had the prophets known that the worship- 
pers of Jahaveh merely appropriated old heathen shines, 
they would not have omitted to mention it. Neither do 
they give the least hint that the sacred places of the 
Hebrews were so regarded because they were origimlly 
the burial-places of Hebrew or Canaanite heroes, although 
the fact, if it were a fact, could scarcely have been without 
a trace in the national recollection. 

Stade also makes a" great deal of the awe felt by the 
Israelite at the thunder, which was God's voice, the import- 
ance attached to dreams, and so forth, taking all these as so 
many indications of a primitive nature-worship. But ad- 
niitting here, also, the necessary imperfeehion of langnage 

n 
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to express religious conceptions, and admitting that people 
of simple believing hearts used language of the most in- 
fantile character, it is to be observed that the feelings he 
speaks of are consistent with conceptions of God of a most 
spiritual kind. The beliefs of men like Lord Bacon and Sir 
Thomas Browne, not to mention others, should make us 
very careful in our reasoning here ; and in point of fact, 
the ‘ I  superstitions ” even of the popular conceptions of 
Israel do not exceed those to  be found in the Christian 
centuries. If, with the conviction that the God whom 
they worshipped controlled the world of nature as well as 
the world of man, the early Israelites heard His voice in 
the thunder, and trembled before His presence in the 
storm, why should we call this an old belief in a nature- 
God ? It is quite as reasonable to call it an inborn belief 
in a God of nature ; and there are yet not a few who be- 
lieve in such a God, although Renan would persuade us that 
such a God is a fiction. If, again, they felt His presence 
particularly near in the silent night, and recognised His 
communings with their spirits in dreams, it is just as 
reasonable to  regard these convictions as part of the human 
consciousness that man has a close relation to the unseen, 
as to say that they are remnants of a belief that every 
bush OF tree or stone harboured a divinity. I t  is now, I 
think, admitted by the most sober students of anthropol- 
ogy, that even the lowest forms of fetishism rest upon 
and are the outcome of a recognition by- the human spirit 
of a spirit above man and nature, and that the presence of 
crude conceptions or superstitious practices in the midst 
of a certain age does not by any means give the key to the 
understanding of that whole age. Christian coun tries 
form the best field for the study of the rudest and grossest 
superstitions. And if it be; said tbat these are tho traces 
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of an older naturalistic faith, the question arises, How old 
must they be if eighteen centuries of Christian civilisation 
have not rooted them out?l  The main point is: their 
presence does not prove that a purer faith, a less super- 
stitious religion, has not been taught and acknowledged 
at an earlier stage. . 

I n  the face of all that is advanced t o  prove the low stage 
of pre-prophetic religion in Israel, we may argue thus : 
Down to the close of Israel’s national existence, we find a 
struggle going on between a spiritual religion and the most 
material conceptions ; and, at the first appearance of written 
prophecy, we find the same, with reproof of the carnal- 
minded for falling away from a higher faith. Therefore 
the struggle may have been going on at a period long ante- 
cedent; at all events, it is not yet proved that it began 
with the prophets whose writings have come down to us. 
I believe that an unprejudiced view of all the evidence 
will lead to  the conclusion that, as the existence of narrow 
and sensuous views is attested by historians and prophets 
alike, so history and prophecy are alike unintelligible 
without admitting the presence at the same time of a 
better and purer faith. 

Finally, however, we have, it seems to me, a sure mode 
of testing the conclusions drawn on this precarious method 
of reasoning. If these animistic and fetishistic concep- 
tions lingered on till the time of the Jahavist, and found 
embodiment in his stories, we ought to find clear indica- 
tions of them in other writings that belong to about the 
same period, and to  be able to test them by statements of 
a more decisive nature. Critical writers, it is true, do 
not give us much latitude in our selection of authorities. 

Preseni’ (1880). 
For some curious illustrations, see Arthur Mitchell’s ‘ The Past in the 
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Still we have some undoubted productions of the time, 
or near it, when these nature conceptions are said to  
have been prevalent; and if me find in them a mode of 
speaking and thinking which is opposed to the theory, 
we are entitled to check the lower by the higher, and 
to accept the Biblical account that by tllQ tin10 in qiics- 
tion a Itnowledge of a much higher kiiicl lint1 been nttnined. 
Take the song of Deborah itself. Not only does it give 
no countenance to the nioclern view, unless by n straiiied 
tuning of exalted poetic diction into flat prose, but its 
whole tenor and tone show that the tribes at that t ine 
had a much worthier conception of their national Gocl. 
Modern critics will scarcely admit any psalm to  have 
come froin David; but there is one, the lStli, having its 
counterpart in 2-Sam. xxii., which is often appealed to  in 
support of the low tone of pre-prophetic religion, and 
which niost critics would accept RS genuine. This psalm, 
as has just been hinted, contains some highly figurative 
and poetical language (vv. 6-16), which has bceu eagerly 
seized upon to show that at the time the psalm was coin- 

posed Jahaveh was regarded as a nature-God, riding upon 
a cherub, breathing forth fire and snioke, shooting forth 
lightnings as arrows from His bow, and so forth. But 
the psalm contains also language of a less poetical ancl 
more unequivocal character, and it is surely safe cri.iticisin 
to interpret the more obscure by the light of the more 
evident. It may be put to any one of sober sense whether 
the expressions that occur in verses 1 6  and onwards are 
compatible with the theory we are considering. There is 
here no difficulty in seeing the standpoint of the writer : 
'' As for God, His way is perfect : the word of Jaliaveh is 
tried; He is a buckler to all those that trnst in I-Iim. 
For who is God save Jahaveh? or who is n rock save 
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our God?” (vv. 30, 31). Such expressions cannot be 
toned down into a belief in a mere storm-God; on thb 
contrary, those other expressions, of a highly poetical 
kind must be taken to be in harmony with this higher 
tone, arid tlierefore given up as proofs of an animistic 
or fetishistic character of religious conception at this 
period. 

Then we liavu the books of the earliest writing prophets, 
Amos and Hosea; and Stade actually tries to  base an 
argument for his theory on statements of these prophets, 
although he positively rejects their testimony to B purer 
faith in the times before them. And what does his argu- 
ment from Amos amount to ? The prophet speaks of the 
God of Dan and the God of Beersheba (6. 14); and 
therefore it was part of the acknowledged religion of that 
time to regard the Deity as localised at various centres. 
Now it is t o  be noticed that Amos, in the passage appealed 
to, is reproving those who use such expressions as apos- 
tate, showing, no doubt, that the popular conception was 
at fault, but giving no proof that this aberration repre- 
sented the accepted religion. And then, as to  the pro- 
phets having carried over the localising tendency, and 
confined Jaliaveh’s residence to Jerusalem, it may be put 
to  any sane person whether the prophet, who opens his 
book with the words, cc  Jahaveh shall roar from Zion, and 
utter His voice from Jerusalem ” (Amos i. 2), and who also 
ascribes to Jahaveh the bringing of the Pliilistines from 
Caphtor and the Syrians from Kir, as well as the Israelites 
from Egypt (Amos ix. ?), could possibly have thought of 
Jahaveh as confined within a chest in the Temple, or even 
limited to Jerusaleni as a dwelling-place ; or whether the 
prophet Isaiah, who saw Jahaveh sitting upon a throne, 
high and lifted up, aud His train filled the temple” (Isa. 
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vi. l), had not yet got beyond tl bodily conception of 
Israel's God. ' 

If, then, witnesses on whom we rely, clearly hold dif- 
ferent conceptions from those ascribed to men who are 
almost their contemporaries, we must either conclude 
that the lower views, if they are proved to be there, are 
not to  be taken as held by the best of the nation, or that 
they are wrongly ascribed to those to whom they are im- 
puted. Seeing that the higher views are expressed in the 
actual words of the Biblical writers, while the lower are 
only inferred from doubtful expressions or metaphorical 
language, a sober criticism must reject the inference which 
Stade would draw. Moreover, when Stade finds the most 
primitive conceptions existing side by side with the most 
advanced ideas, one is disposed to ask what is the value of 
all the critical processes which profess t o  be able to separate 
the component parts of our documents, and to assign the 
different elements to different periods on the ground of 
the development of thought which they exhibit ? Even 
if we considered that he had successfully proved that these 
notions of an animistic or fetishistic character are fairly 
deducible from the so-called Jahavistic source, seeing that 
they are so divergent from the conceptions of the writing 
prophets, the conclusion, on critical grounds, ought to be 
that these stories of the Jahavist are much older than the 
eighth century. Stade thinks himself capable of deter- 
mining on grounds of higher and lower tone in speaking 
of Jahaveh, that the stories of the patriarchs, being of 
milder aspect, are later than those of the book of Judges. 
How much earlier, on his own mode of reasoning, ought 
both to  be than the writings of Amos and Hosea ! 


