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CHAPTER IX. 

PRE-PROPHETIC RELIGION CONTINUED-VISIBLE 
REPRESENTATIONS OF THE DEITY, 

!%e calf-worship considered, as to the source from which it came, and as to 
the wgard in which it was held-Argumnts of Vatke and Kuenen 
from history and fi’om prophetical books-Elijah and Zlisha-Amos-* 
Dr Davidson’s statement-Argument d r a m  f iam the qhod-Neaning 
of the word, and its alleged use to signify an image-Gdcon’s ephod- 
dlicah and the Danites-Vatke’s account of the ephod-Euencn’s con- 
tradictory accounts-The whole argument uncevtaQ--Xtade’s pruning- 
knife-,, An d tav  in the hnd of Egypt and ap&!m* by its border”- 
A passage in Zosea examined. 

WE have next to  consider the proofs brought forward to 
show that the Israelites, like the neighbouring nations, 
were in the habit of making visible representations of 
their national God, and considered it  no aberration from 
their ancestral faith to do so. On this line of argument, 
reliance is particularly placed upon such facts as the 
practice of calf-worship, the use and veneration of the 
bphod, and various considerations drawn from the pro- 
plietical and historical writings. These we must there- 
fore consider in detail. 

I. As to the calf-worship, Kuenen says confidently: 
“Jahveh was worshipped in the shape of a young bull. 
It may not be doubted that the bull-worship was really the 
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worship of Jahveh.”l The account given of the malcing 
of the golden calf in the wilderness (Exod. xxxii. 8, 23), 
and the setting up of calves in the northern lringdom 
(1 Kings xii. 28), show plainly enough that there was 
something in this form or accompaniment of worship, 
which not only did not shock the religions sense of the 
mass of the people, but even commended itself to them 
as fitting and lawful, The question is, Was it part and 
parcel of the ancestral faith and worship, to such a degree 
that the preservers of the true Jahaveh tradition saw in 
it no defection from the severity of that religion? To 
arrive at a solution of this question, we must inquire, (a) 
on the one hand, from what source the calf-worship came 
-whether, that is to say, it is a remnant of old pre- 
Mosaic or even pre-Abrahamic superstition cropping up 
at a later time, or whether it came along with and as 
part of the Israelite belief in Jahaveh, or finally, whether 
it was borrowed and incorporated into their own religion 
from the religion of some other people; and (b) on the 
other hand, whether it is formally approved of or not rep- 
robated by those who in the most special manner stood 
forth as representatives of the true Jahaveh worship. 

(a) As to the origin of the calf-worship, there is much 
to be said in favour of the view that the Israelites became 
familiar with it in Egypt, and brought it; with them as an 
inheritance of degradation from that country. The Old 
Testament writers do not say that it was borrowed from 
Egypt-indeed they do not tell us whence it came-but 
there remain the two facts, that it appeared first in the 
history immediately after the exodus, and that Jeroboam 
I., who set it UP in the northern kingdom, had lived for 
Some time in Egypt and had a patron in the .Pharaoh of 

R e k  of Israel (Eng, tr.), vol. i. p. 285. 
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his time. Moreover, we find even as late as Ezekiel the 
firm tradition of an early corruption of Israelite faith 
with the superstitions of Egypt. I n  several passages that 
propheb speaks of the “ idols of Egypt” (xx. 7, 8) as 
having had a sinister influence on Israel at the time of 
the exodus; and of the whoredoms in Egypt committed 
in the nation’s youth (xxiii. 3, 8, 19, 21). In the same 
way, in the parting address of Joshua, the gods which 
their fathers served beyond the river are classed with 
those which they served in Egypt as corruptions to be put 
away (Josh. xxiv. 14). It is true that in these passages 
the worship of the calf or the ox is not expressly men- 
tioned; but when it is remembered that the city of On, 
in which the ox Mnevis was worshipped, lay in Goshen 
or on its borders: the coincidence of the appearance of 
the calf - worship immediately after the exodus with 
these references to  Egyptian idolatry, is very striking and 
suggestive. Gramberg, for example, who derived the calf- 
worship from Egypt, explained its prevalence in Israel 
after this fashion: The worship of Apis, once borrowed 
by a people prone to a visible cultus, maintained itself 
all along as a private and unofficial worship, side by side 
with the ritual connected with the ark. Jeroboam, see- 
ing that the Jerusalem Court had possession of the ark, 
and that the Temple ritual had no image, made the wor- 
ship of Jahaveh Apis the official cultus in his new state, 
this arrangement being favoured by the fact that Dan 

Ebers in Riehm’s HandwBrterbuch, Ar6. On, p. 1111 f. Comp. p. 529, 
Ar6. Gosen. 

a It may be observed in passing, that modern critics, a8 a rule, find no 
difficulty in accepting as a historical fact the malring of the golden calf in 
the deserb, although they will no6 admi6 that the tabernacle was also 
made in the wilderness. Kuenen is consistent in saying (Rel. Isr., i. p. 
235) “ i t  is doubtful whetliei, the bull-worship in the des& is historical.” 
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was already the seat of an image-worship of Jaliaveh, 
though not perhaps of the calf - worship? There is 
the obvious objection to this theory, that a people just 
delivered from bondage to a foreign yoke was not likely 
to set up as a symbol of the God that delivered them the 
very image of the god of their oppressors. Moreover, 
although the Egyptians carried about images of bulls in 
sacred processions, yet the object of their veneration was 
a live bull, Apis. The difficulty indeed is so great, that 
we are rather led to believe that the calf, whatever else 
it was to  Israel, was not the actual symbol of any 
Egyptian deity, but was adopted as a distinctive symbol 
of their own god by a people whose religious sense had 
been so utterly debauched by residence in Egypt, that 
they considered some visible representation of the deity 
necessary. Their long sojourn among a people whose re- 
ligious service was so overlaid with symbolism and ima- 
gery could not have been without its effect in this direc- 
tion; just as there are in the ritual and other laws of 
the Hebrews very striking resemblances to the customs 
of Egypt-in the Urim and Thummim, for example. 

The readiness, nay eagerness, with which the people in 
the desert accepted the golden calf as the symbol of the 
God that had brought them out of Egypt, the ease with 
which the worship of the calves was introduced by 
Jeroboam, and the fact that in both cases a calf or 
young bull was taken as a symbol, are thought by some 
to have a deeper root. The golden calf in the desert 
could scarcely have been a sudden thought ; and we must 
either think of Israel having become thoroughly impreg- 
nated with Egyptian idolatrous notions, or having even in 
their own blood, so to  speak, a leaning in that direction. 
’ Qramberg, Krik Gesch. d. Religionsideen des A. T. (1820), i. p. 444. 
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It is still more difficult to explain Jeroboam’s step 
as a simple imitation of the gods of Egypt. Tie could 
hardly, one would think, have appealed to Aaron’s act 
as a precedent ; although, indeed, the people in the desert 
is represented as using the same language as Jeroboam 
(comp. Exod. xxxii. 4, 8, with 1 Kings xii. 28). Nor 
could his action have well commended itself to the ac- 
ceptance of a people who had ceased to  have sympathy 
with such visible representations of the deity from the 
time of the exodus. Hence some of the soberer critics 
of modern times1 believe that the representation of the 
deity in this form was an old Hebrew idea, or one of 
those ideas common to  the Hebrews, with their Semitic 
kindred and other nations. Against this view it may be 
urged that in the stories of Abraham and the other patri- 
archs there is no reference to calf or ox worship as remain- 
ing elements of pre-Abrahamic religion, although teraphim 
are mentioned as remaining in the family of Jacob. Yet 
since Abraham is represented as coming forth from an 
idolatrous land, since the symbolism of bulls was common 
in Assyria, and since the Israelites took to this form of 
representation so easily, there is a good deal of support 
for the view that it rests on an old inherent conception, 

We must not ignore the fact that there is ever in the 
human mind a craving for visible forms to express reli- 
gious conceptions ; and history shows that this tendency 
does not disappear with the acceptance nor even with the 
constant recognition of pdre spiritual truth. We need not 
be astonished at Israel, at the time in question, manifesting 
the tendency, nor charge them with a crass materialistic 
idolatry in so doing. They wished, let us suppose, to have 

1 Sea Oheir names in Kdnig’s Hauptprobleme, p. 67, from which, also, a 
good deal of whab is liere stated is derived. 
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a visible representation of strength, and they could not 
picture tlle abstract idea of Abir, Mighty, in a more obvi- 
ous manner than by an image of the dbbir, the powerful 
Ox? That it was an image of an ox, and not of a human 
being (although they used the most marked anthropomor- 
phic language in speaking of God) is to me a strong reason 
for supposing that the calf or ox was not meant to be an 
actual image, but only a symbol, of God. Does not, in- 
deed, the making of such images, as unlike as possible to 
the form in which deity can be conceived, prove that the 
initial impulse to  image-making rests on a more spiritual 
recognition of the Godhead 1 It is only when the instinc- 
tive impulse has stilled down, and the mass of ignorant 
people rest in forms, that the $IC& becomes a charm or 
even a god. Baudissin says : (' As the great and mighty 
of the earth are often represented under the figure of 
an ox, and as especially the horn of the ox is an image 
of strength, so the latter image is not disdained as a rep- 
resentation of the power and salvation proceeding from 
Jahaveh ; " and this consideration may furnish at  least 
some explanation of the ideas on whose awakening in the 
hearts of the common people those who introduced the 
calf-worship could count as auxiliaries in its adoption." 

This view, however, differs widely from that which some 
of the more advanced critics of the history have put for- 
ward-viz., that the calf or ox worship was part of the 
authorised Mosaic Jahaveh religion. On either of the sup- 
positions that the calf-worship was borrowed from Egypt, 
or that it was a primitive inherent tendency, there is no 
inconsistency with the Biblical theory, which traces idol- 

See above, chap. vii. p. 188. 
Herzog-Plitt, Realencylrlopiidie, vii. p. 305 f., Art. ICnlb. 
so Honig, Hauptprobleme, p. 68. 
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atry to Bgypt, and also declares that the (‘ fathers” of Israel 
before Abraham served other gods. But the idea that 
the calf-worship is really part, or the same as, the worship 
of Jahaveh, is quite opposed to the view of prophets and 
historians. We must, therefore, examine its claims more 
closely. 

( 6 )  JQe shall look presently at those formal statements 
of prophetic writers which are urged in support of the 
position. I n  the meantime we turn to the considerations 
drawn from history which are said to  warrant it. Vatlce’s 
general line of argument is, that Moses could not have 
forbidden Israel to represent Jahaveh in visible form ; 
hecause even the ark of the covenant with its cherubim 
must have led to such visible representation ; because the 
prohibition of images in the Decalogue is a later out- 
growth of the polemic against idol-worship, a result of the 
gradual and later perception of the spiritual nature of 
God ; and because the absence of opposition to idol-worship 
which we find even in late times is a proof that Moses 
could never have prohibited ita1 Kuenen argues very 
much on the same lines.2 “ The priests and worshippers 
of the golden bull,” he says, “believed that they were 
worshipping Jahaveh Himself. Jeroboam I., too, the 
founder of the temples at Dan and Beth-el, calls the image 
made by him, ‘ Thy [Israel’s] God, which brought thee up 
out of the land of Egypt ; ’ had it been possible to inter- 
pret the golden bull as a symbol of another deity, the 
narrator who tells us this detail would not have described 
it as a representation of Jahveh.” Then, after rejecting 
the idea that the calf-worship was borrowed from Bgypt, 
he “It is much more reasonable to suppose that 

1 Vntlic, Biblisclio Tlieologio (1836), pp. 233-236, 266-272, 398, 403, 483. 
Rclig. of Isrncl (Eng. tc), vol. i. p. 235. Ibid., p. 236. 
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the ten tribes, who rebelled against Solomon’s extortions, 
and his leaning towards foreign manners and customs, 
introduced a genuinely national and ancient Israelitish 
worship. For this reason, therefore, it is very probable 
that Jahveh had already been worshipped under the same 
form during the period of the Judges.”l He then pro- 
ceeds to refer to the symbols in and around the temple, 
which r (  remind us of the bull-worship, and are evidently 
related to it,” the four horns of the greati altar, and the 
twelve oxen supporting the brazen sea or laver. Else- 
where2 he argues that the belief that Jahaveh Himself 
was present in the ark gives another proof that he was 
regarded as cognisable by sense. He also shares Vatke’s 
view that the prohibition of image-worship in the Deca- 
logue comes in awkwardly? breaking the connection of the 
words, and thus betraying itself as a late addition ; and 
in confirmation, he refers to the making of the brazen 
serpent, which was worshipped down to the days of 
Hezekiah. 

But all these considerations are singularly inadequate 
to bear the weighty inferences based upon them. The 
cherubim, whatever else they may have been, are never 
hinted at as representations of Jahaveh, who sits above” 
them. And the idea that the Deity was believed to 
reside in the ark is one of those precarious inferences 
from an old presumed animistic belief, which are not 
warranted by any positive evidence to be drawn from 
the documents. As to the prohibition of image-worship 
in the second commandment, this would most likely sug- 
gest itself to a lawgiver in the position of .Moses, in 
view of the idolatrous practices of the heathen nations, 

SO d s o  Duhm, Theol. d. Prophoteu, p. 47, Aum. 4. 
Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 233. 3 Ibid., p. 287. 
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and even Kuenen will hardly deny that Moses had at- 
tained to the notion of a spiritual God. For in one 
passage: after saying that Moses may have shared in 
the ideas of a somewhat’ sensuous character held as to 
the ark, he says if Moses believed that the ark was the 
abode of Jahaveh, and accordingly offered the common 
sacrifices before it, 

“then he himself certainly did not erect an image of Jahveh, 
mwh less ordain the use of one. We are inclined to  go a step 
further. May me not conclude from the fact that Moses attached 
so much importance to the ark, that the images of Jahveh did not 
fully harmonise with his conception of Jahveh’s uature and char- 
acter? If he had really received a deep impression of Jahveh’s 
majesty, and of the vast difference between Him and the ‘other 
gods,’ is it not extremely natural that he should not have been 
altogether satisfied with the image of the bull, which was immedi- 
ately connected with the usual nature-worship, and led men again 
and again to  sink into it 1 The conclusion is easily drawn. Moses 
did not definitely and expressly forbid the use of Jahveh images. 
Eot still less did he promote it. He even opposed it indirectly by 
raising the ark to be Israel’s central sanctuary. The prohibition, 
‘thou ahalt not make unto thee any graven image,’ was not decreed 
by him, but a t  a much later period, although it was done in con- 
foymity with his spirit.” 

One would think that this was an ample admission 
that image-worship is not of Mosaic origin, and therefore 
not a part of the genuine Jahaveh religion. As for the 
brazen serpent, Kuenen himself does not lay much stress 
on it, for on his view the account of it cannot be accepted 
as historical; and even if the Israelites paid reverence 
to it, this does not prove that Moses, if he made it, set 
it up for that purpose. The argument drawn from the 
symbolism about the Temple fails also to establish the 
poht, for it is confronted by one h a d  fact which makes 

1 Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 289 f. 
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for the opposite conclusion. Both Vatke and Gramberg 
admit that one great feature distinguishing the worship 
of Jerusalem from that of the northern kingdom was 
the absence from the Temple of any image of Jaliaveh. 
The fact is the more significant that so much symbolisxn 
did exist, and seems to emphasise the point conceded 
above by Kuenen, that Moses did not promsto image- 
worship. Kuenen also admits that the ~ r k  stood whoro 
an image of Jahaveh should linve stood, but does not 
pretend that there was any attempt to erect such an 
image. On the contrary he says, “We are nowhere told 
that Jahveh was worshipped under any visible form in 
the Temple at Jerusalem; it is mnch more likely that 
from the very beginning that Temple was dedicated to 
the service of the invisible Jahveh.” He tries indeed to 
make out that such images esisted at other places where 
Jahaveh was worshipped. The same prophets,” he says, 
Ir  whose complaints of the heathen practices of their 
countrymen we have just noticed, testify at the same 
time to the fact that Jahveh was universally honoured 
and served. Thus it is very possible, and even probable, 
that some of these graven images, the use of which they 
deplored, were images of Jahveh.” Wcllhnusen also 
says plainly: that “images of the deity were exhibited in 
all the three places (viz., Jerusalem, Both-el, aiid Dan), 
and indeed in every place where a honse of God was found.” 
In this they are practically following Vatlte, who rensoned,6 
from Isa. ii. 8, that if the land of Judah was full of idols, 
the idol-worshippers could not have omitted from their 
list the greatest or one of the greatest of their gods, 
Jahaveh himself. It is a mere guess, destitute of any 

~ h i b E e  Rqwesciztntions qf the Dcity. 

Belig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 236. 
Est .  of Isrrtel, p. 406. 

2 Ibid., p. 80. 3 Ibid., p, SO 
Bibl. Thcol., p. 483. 
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proof, and, in face of the striking fact in regard t o  the 
Temple, it is in the highest degree improbable. We 
should, on Vatke’s reasoning, have concluded that if 
Jahaveh was to be represented freely by an image at 
local shrines, a fortiori he would be so represented in 
the Temple. Only, the facts are against this reasoning, 
and much reasoning of a like kind. 

But it is said there are direct positive proofs that a 
worship of Jahaveh by visible images was common and 
recognised by the besb authorities. Of such proofs one 
is the passage in the book of Judges, in which a grandson 
of Moses is mentioned as exercising idolatrous priestly 
functions at  Dan. To this we shall recur immediately 
in speaking of the ephod. Let us now look at other 
proofs based upon the practices of the prophets them- 
selves or to  be deduced from their writings. 

It is maintained by the modern critics that, as in the 
legends of Elijah and Elisha we find no mention of a 
polemic against the calf-worship of the northern kingdom, 
we may take that as an indication that these prophets 
did not look upon it as inconsistent with the true 
Jahaveh religion. As for the woras of Ahijah the 
Shilonite, whom the writer of Kings introduces as de- 
nouncing Jeroboam for making ‘‘ other gods and molten 
images” (1 Kings xiv. 9), these are set down as “the 
dressing up of the pragmatic view of a later age”; and 
the imprecation of the unnamed prophet introduced in 
the same book (chap. xiii. 1 ff.) is easily got rid of for a 
similar reason. Letting these references pass, however, 
as contained in a book written long after the time to  
which we confine ourselves, we take the admission of 
Vatke that the legends of the prophets Elijah and Elisha 
are, comparatively speaking, correct. NOW the absence 

F 
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from them of all polemic against the calves may be 
admitted t o  be a very striking Ci~CUmStanCe, SimX3 it iS 

the case that such polemic formed a prominent and con- 
stant element of prophetic preaching? But in the first 
place, there were many abuses in the northern kingdom 
about which we hear nothing from Elijah and Elisha. I t  
is certainly remarkable that we do not find either of these 
prophets at Beth-e1 or Dan, the seats of the calf-worship, 
where we might naturally have expected them, had they 
regarded these as the seats of the true Jahaveh-worship 
of the time. The fact of their keeping aloof from these 
places, and forming perhaps, as many have supposed, 
centres of religious activity around which the piously 
minded of their nation could gather and keep clear of 
the prevailing contamination, would tell against the idea 
that they recognised the worship of Jeroboam's sanctu- 
aries as genuine. But above all, these prophets had even 
a: harder duty to perform than to rebuke the calf-worship. 
That worship, degraded as it was, called itself a worship 
of Jahaveh, and, from Jeroboam's days, may have kept 
the recognition of the national God of Israel in a way 
prominently before the people. But in the days of &ab 
and his queen Jezebel, when Elijah flourished, it came to 
be a question whether' Jahaveh or the Phcenician Bad 
was to receive recognition as the national god. To this 
great question Elijah braced himself, and sought to  rouse 
the undivided co-operation of every Israelite, When once 
that danger passed away, we see his successors direct- 
ing themselves to the purification of the Jahaveh religion, 
which had gained the day. The two crises are very much 
like tliose which Europe passed through in its religious 
history-first the struggle as to  whether the Crescent or 

Vatke, Bbl. Theol., p. 400 f. 
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the Cross should be the recognised symbol of superiority, 
and then the Reformation of religion from its own abuses 
in the sixteenth century. For, as has just been said, the 
earliest writing prophets are found denouncing the calf- 
worship as vigorously as Elijah rebuked the worship of 
Baal. It is not even denied, it cannot well be denied, 
by the most advanced writers that Hosea at least takes 
up this attitude to the worship of the calves; and his 
position is so well marked in this respect that modern 
critical writers beat about the bush, but in vain, for 
any adequate explanation of this advance over the non- 
writing or acting prophets who immediately precede 
him. All they are able to  suggest is, that in the course 
of the centuries succeeding Jeroboam I. idolatrous ele- 
ments had got incorporated with the primitive Jahaveh 
calf - worship - elements such as the (( kissing ’’ of the 
images referred to in Hosea xiii. 2, 1 Kings xix. 18-01. 
that the worship of Jahaveh and the idols had got freely 
combined? This mode of evading the difficulty is of a 
piece with the explanation why Amos and Hosea have 
left writings while none of the prophets before them 
wrote anything, that (I in the course of a century a non- 
writing had developed into a literary age.” The contrast 
is too sharp to be slurred over in this way. From all 
that is recorded of Elijah, we may more reasonably con- 
clude that if he does not wage polemic against the calves, 
it is because his polemic was directed against much more 
than that form of idolatry. 

In  regard to Amos a very singular position has been 
taken by many modern writers. Since this prophet does 

a See Vatke, p. 401 f. ; Kuenen, Relig. of Israel, i. 78 f.; Shde in his 
Amos iv. 4, v. 5, vii. 9 a, viii. 14 ; Hoses viii. 6, rid. 2. 

Ztsch. fur die ATliche Wisseneclmft, 1853, p. 9 f. 
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not expressly reprobate the calf-worship, it has been taken 
for granted that he too, like Elijah, saw nothing wrong in 
ib. This view, says Dr A. B. Davidson, has been repeated 
so often) that it may be called traditional; and I will 
allow Dr Davidson in his own way to exhibit its super- 
ficiality. (( I t  is questionable,” he says, (( if this represen- 
tation be true, even in the letter. Several passages are 
hard to  reconcile with it, as this: ‘When I visit the 
transgressions of Israel upon him I will also visit the 
altars of Beth-e1 ; and the horns of the altar shall be cut 
off, and fall to  the ground’ (iii. 14) ; or the ironical in- 
vitation, ( Go to Beth-el, and transgress ’ (iv. 4) ; or this, 
‘They that swear by the sin of Samaria (probably the 
calf of Beth-el), and that swear, As thy God, 0 Dan, 
liveth, shall fall, and never rise up again (viii. 14); or 
the graphic picture of the worshippers gathered together 
in the temple at Beth-el, which Jehovah smites and brings 
down upon their heads. These passages appear to  carry 
in them a formal repudiation of the calves. Minds may 
differ, but if the prophet’s language be not a verbal pro- 
test against the calf-worship, it is because it is a great 
deal more; it is a protest which goes much deeper than 
the calves, and is directed to  something behind them. 
The calves and the whole ritual service as it wm prac- 
tised, were but symptoms of that which gave offence to 
the prophet, which was the spirit of the worship, the 

See, eg., Cheyne on Hosea (Cambridge Bible for Schools), p. 31 ; 
lMmkmn smith, Prophets, p. 1’15 ; Stade, aeschichta, vol. i. p. 579. 

Shall we conclude, perhaps, from iii. 14, where +he horns of bhe altw 
me t o  be cub off, thab in the view of AmoR the altar itself is to ba allowed 
to stand? Wellhausan reasons in this way from a passage of Isaiah, where 
molten and graven images are condemned, that the local sanctuaries in 
which khese are contained are nob to be included in the condemnation.- 
Wellh., Hist., pp. 25, 46. See below, chap, gvE. P, 460. 
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mind of the worshippers, the conception of the Deity 
which they had in worshipping, and to which they offered 
their worship.” 1 

11. Let us see now the argument drawn from the use 
of the ephod. I t  is argued that the word ephod, besides 
being employed to denote the breast-covering of the 
priest, was also the name of an image, and that such 
an image was set up by Gideon at Ophrah, and used 
by David for worship. I t  is certainly at the first sight 
remarkable, if this be the case, that the same word should 
denote two things so very different, and it is important 
to determine if possible which of the two significations 
is the primary one, and how one word could have come 
to have the two senses. There is one passage (Isa. xxx. 22) 
in which a derivative of the word ephod (‘aphwddalt) is 
applied not to the dress of the priest, but to  some part of 
an image ; and the use of that word will perhaps guide us 
to  the truth. In that verse we read : (‘ Ye shall defile the 
overlaying of thy graven images of silver, and the plating 
(‘aphuddath) of thy molten images of gold ” (R.V.) Here 
the parallelism shows that the word in question does not 
denote the image itself, but a part of it, answering in the 
other half of the verse to  (‘ overlaying.” If we render this 
word “coating,” it would be an obvious desivative of 
ephod in the sense of (‘ coat ” or dress. In  fact the same 
derivative is used (Exod. xxviii. 6 ff.), when directions 
are given for the making of the priestly ephod. It 
was to be of “gold, of blue, and purple, and scarlet, 
and fine twined linen, the work of the cunning work- 
man;” and (in ver. 8) it is directed that (( the curious 
girdle of the ephod [according to  A.V., or, as better ex- 
pressed in R.V., the cunningly woven band], which is 

Expositor, third series, vol. V. p. 175. 
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upon it, shall be of the same.” The ephod here described 
was evidently of rich material, provided with a girdle for 
tying it, and the verb from which the noun comes is 
actually employed (Exod. xxix. 5) to denote the girding 
on of the dress, Vatke, indeed, endeavoured to make out 
that as, on his view, the whole account of the arrange- 
ments for the giving of the oracle by the high priest is 
late, we cannot draw the conclusion that the ephod was 
’originally and exclusively part of the priestly dress. But 
he has himself to admit that the wearing of a linen ephod 
is distinctly mentioned in the books of Samuel, where we 
have the boy Samuel (1 Sam. ii. IS), a whole company of 
priests at Shiloh (1 Sam. xxii. IS), and David, who was 
not a priest (2 Sam. vi. 14), wearing ephods. Therefore 
in none of the passages quoted-not even that from 
Isaiah-is the word applied to an image as such, though 
it may be applied to the covering, with which, in the form 
and with perhaps an imitation of the magnificence of the 
priestly ephod, an image might be overlaid. 

But it is said that the ephod placed by Gideon in his 
city Ophrah (Judges viii. 21) could have been nothing but 
an image, for it was made of the gold that was taken from 
the Midianites. In  the first place, however, we are told that 
“ the weight of the golden earrings that he requested was 
a thousand and seven hundred shekels of gold ; beside the 
Crescents, and the pendants, and the purple raimeut that 
was on the kings of Midian, and beside the chains that 
were about their camels’ neclcs.” Here, though the weight 
of gold is certainly great, there is also purple raiment that 
was on the kings, employed along with the metal in pro- 
viding the ephod. I do not know that we are bound 
conclude that every ounce of thhe gold and every inch of 

Bibl. Theol., p. 270, Anm. 
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the purple was employed in the actual construction of the 
ephod. Whatever was made, was a thing of magnificence, 
and implied costly surroundings ; but it is not by all this 
proved that ephod means an image. It may have been 
merely a coat of extraordinary magnificence, so heavy that 
it could stand alone, as we say; it may have been placed 
upon an image ; but it was an ephod, and an ephod, as far 
as the usage of the language tells us, was a coat or cover- 
ing. The statement that foUows may, of course, be taken 
as the remark of the pious narrator of a later time, that 
it became a snare ; but there must be truth in his words . 
that Israel went a-whoring after it-viz., that it was sought 
after as a religious instrument. The snare may have been 
this : As the ephod was the dress of the priest, and as the 
priest wearing it gave forth utterances for the guidance of 
the people, the superstition of the time may have supposed 
that from such a magnificent ephod, kept by a man Eke 
Gideon, who still desired that Jahaveh directly should 
rule over Israel (viii. 23), guidance would be given in cases 
of dficulty. We are not bound to make Gideon a man 
of perfect understanding of such things; he may have 
thought that his ephod was as good at least, and able to  
furnish as good guidance, as those employed at the decay- 
ing sanctuary of Shiloh, The only point we are concerned 
with now is to  show that the ephod was not an image 
representing the national God of Israel. Some more light 
is thrown on this subject by the story of Micah (Judges 
xvii., xviii.) In  that story we read that besides the 
" graven image and the molten image )' the '' man Micah 
had an house of gods, and he made an ephod, m.d beraphim, 
and consecrated one of his sons, who became his priest." 
Here also the ephod may be-most probably h-nothkg 
else than the priestly dress. The anxiety of M&ah t o  
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have a regularly’qu~lified’Zevite t o  be his priest comes 
out at every step in the. narrative; and the confidence 
both on his part and on the part of the Danites that such 
a priest worild give unerring guidance, is quite childlike 
(chaps. xvii. 10-13 ; xviii. 4-6, 19, 24, 30). A.s the priest 
was the wearer of the ephod, the providing of an ephod ne- 
cessitated the procuring of a priest. For want of a better, 
Micah sets apart.his son to perform the priestly functions, 
but as soon as he can lay hands on a genuine Levite he 
instals him into the office ; and the direction sought from 
him by the Danites is exactly the kind of guidance which 
the priest wearing an ephod was in the habit of giving. 
In any case we should not, of course, take Micah and 
the wandering Danites as the representatives of the true 
Jahaveh religion even in that rude age, nor regard the 
conduct even of Gideon as justifiable. Yet we do not 
find in these passages any proof that the ephod was taken 
to be a symbol of Jahaveh, even by Micah with his house 
of gods, much less that Gideon regarded his ephod, what- 
ever its shape, as the embodiment of the national God who 
had made him victorious over the Midianites. In connec- 
tion with the story of Micah, it is mentioned (xviii. 30) 
that “Jonathan, the son of Gershom, the son of Manasseh, 
he and his sons, were priests to the tribe of Dan until the 
day of the captivity of the land ” [or of the ark]. It is well 
known that the name Manasseh has been produced in this 
passage by the insertion of a letter to  disguise the fact 
that the name was originally Moses. And much has been 
made of the fact that a grandson of the lawgiver himself 
is here represented as ah the head of the idolatrous wor- 
slcp of the Danites-a proof, as it is taken to be, that 
there was nothing in the original Mosaic religion opposed 
to the practice of image-worship. Not only so; but the 
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case of this misguided youth, though it i s  specially noted, 
and though it occurred in a degenerate time, is made an 
example of the rule that was common throughout the 
land. So Robertson Smith says:l “ I n  many places a 
priesthood, claiming kinship with Moses, administered the 
sacred oracle as his successors.’’ It seems to me that this 
whole story of the Danites is given by the historian not 
because it was a sample of what was common, but because 
there was something uncommon and abnormal in the pro- 
ceeding. The various judges whose exploits are recorded 
are not specimens of the ordinary Israelite of this period, 
nor were men all up and down the country killing multi- 
tudes with the jawbone of an ass, and routing hordes of 
Midianites with lamps and trumpets. And why go so far 
afield as Dan, if the writer wished to  tell us what was 
done in Moses’ name, and by his authority ? Dan was in 
historic time the seat of a worship which was particularly 
obnoxious and vigorously denounced by the prophets ; and 
the writer of the story in the book of Judges traces the 
idolatry back to the time at  which it was set up, and 
perhaps, in giving the name of Moses’ grandson, hints at 
one reason why it had its evil prestige-viz., tha6 it could 
boast of the priesthood of men of Mosaic descent. So far 
from taking these incidents as types of the everyday life 
and action of the nation, I would be disposed to think that 
the writer, like most early writers, singled out for record 
things that were uncommon, leaving ordinary events un- 
recorded, The very things in regard to  which we search 
the Old Testament in vain for information, are precisely 
those that must have been so regular that they were not 
thought worthy of notice. 

I do not think it will commend this view of the ephod 
1 Prophets, p. 38. 
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to the ordinary reader of the Bible t o  be told, as Vatlre 
tells us, that Gideon’s ephod had “ probably the form of an 
ox, or that of a combination of an ox and a man ; ” and 
also that David’s ephod (‘had in all probability also the 
form of an  OX."^ The ephod symbolism is, no doubt, found 
connected with the calf-worship, although in the mention 
of the calves there is not a word about the ephod, nor is 
there any hint of Gideon having got the idea of his ephod 
from Egypt or elsewhere. But. if David used an ephoil 
which was in the form of an ox, it is difficult to see in 
what respect Jeroboam’s setting up of calves should have 
been a deviation from normal Israelitish worship, or even 
a distinction of the northern kingdom. There recurs 
again the admitted fact thab in Solomon’s temple there 
was no image of Jahaveh; and it is simply incredible 
that Solomon should have made such an advance upon 
his father David without the writer’s ever giving the least 
hint of it. The evidence in support of this view of the 
ephod cannot be very strong, since Kuenen gives two 
divergent accounts of it, Thus at one placea he says 
it is “ very probable ” that Jahaveh had been worshipped 
under the form of a bull during the period of the Judges, 
and gives references for the statement to these cases of 
Gideon and Micah (Judges viii. 27, xvii. 4). And this 
view is adopted in his later work, ‘National Religions,) 
in which he says? “The old records themselves make it 
probable that the ephod was an image of Jahveh, silvered 
Or Over, and perhaps so constructed that the lots 
could be concealed within it,’) In the same place, how- 
ever, he gives a reference to his earlier work: where this 
Very view is “decidedly to be rejected,” and the opinion 
‘ Bibl. The’& P. 268. Ibid., p. 401. 8 Relig. of Israel, vol. i. p. 236. ‘ National Religions, p, 82. Relig. of ‘Israel, vol. i, p. 100. 
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is given that “it is very improbable that an expression 
so much in use should have been employed in a double 
sense; and, as our preceding .investigation teaches us, 
it is absolutely unnecessary to attach any other meaning 
to it than that of ‘ a garment worn by the priest upon his 
shoulders.”’ And this is the conclusion of all the pother. 
A n  Arabic saying tells of a grammarian who, “after enor- 
mous labour, explained that water meant water.” 

111. I n  this connection, we must not omit reference to  
the Maggeebas or pillars, and the Ashe&, rendered in E.V. 
‘‘ groves,” but probably posts or images of Astarte, which 
are so often reprobated by prophetical men as adjuncts of 
the corrupt worship, It has generally been admitted that 
these were some of the corruptions introduced into the 
pure national religion ; and Vatke,l e.g., believed that the 
reform of Hezekiah (2 Kings xviii. 4, 22) not only swept 
away the images of Jehovah, but extended also to the 
Mappebas and the Asheras which existed in his time 
(Isaiah xvii. 8). In this opinion he was followed by 
Kuenen2 and Duhm.8 Of recent time, however, Stade 
has taken a step ‘in advance, denying4 that the reforms 
of Hezelriah went beyond the destruction of the brazen 
serpent, and the removal of the images of Jahaveh, which, 
he concludes from the words of Isaiah, ‘< must have been 
found in the hands of many private persons.” As for ‘the 
Maqpebas and Asheras, which had grown up out of the 
reverence for external objects, stone-worship and tree-wor- 
ship-thafi is to say, were remnants of the old animistic 
religion-the prophets took no offence at them. In other 
words, these things were part of the authorised or un- 
disputed religion of Israel. The passage which Vatlre 

Bibl. Theol., p. 482. 
Theol. d, Propheten, p. 195. 

a Re&. of Israel, vol. i. p. 80 ff. 
4 Stade’s ZtYch. 1883, pp. 9-14. 
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had relied on for his statement that these things were 
also removed by Hezebiah, stands, however, in Stade’s 
way. That passage reads (Isa. xvii. 7, 8), “ I n  that day 
shall a man look unto his Maker, and his eyes shall have 
respect unto the Holy One of Israel. And he shall not 
look to the altars, the work of his hands, neither shall he 
have respect to  that which his fingers have made, either 
the asherim or the sun images.” Stade’s usual critical 
instrument-the pruning-knife-comes to his hand ; and 
he declares that the words (‘ altars ” and ‘( asherim ” and 
‘( sun images ” are interpolations by a later wordy glos- 
sator, and that the verse originally ran--“He shall not 
look to the work of his hands, neither shall he have 
respect to  that which his fingers have made,” It is 
certainly very remarkable that a mere glossator should 
have understood altars particularly as the work of a man’s 
hands. The use of that word, instead of some name of 
a more superstitious object, is pretty good proof that 
Isaiah himself wrote i b ;  and if he did, the parallelism 
justifies the other words in the second half of the verse. 
But there is another passage, in Micah v. 13 f., which 
also condemns these objects ; and as the verses oannot be 
emended, they are in the block declared to belong to a 
later period. The verses run: “I will cut off thy graven 
images, and thy pillars out of the midst of thee ; and thou 
shalt no more worship the work of thine hands. h d  I 
will pluck up thine asherim out of the midst of thee, and 
1 will destroy thy cities.” This mode of proceeding is 
only an example of pushing a foregone conclusion. In a 
case like the present, where positive statements are not 
numerous, and where these critics themselves have be- 
forehand with confidence appealed to  the prophetical 
writings as the only reliable authorities, to cut and carve 
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them, on the mere grounds of the hypothesis, is the best 
refutation of the hypothesis itself. 

But there is one passage-and it is the only one-that 
is adduced by one writer after another to prove that 
beside the altars of Jahaveh pillars were set up in His 
honour : (‘ In  that day there shall be an altar to the Lord 
in the midst of the land of Egypt, and a pillar (Maqgeba) 
a t  the border thereof to Jahaveh” (Isa. xix. 19). Let 
not the English reader suppose that the ‘( border thereof ” 
is the border of the altar; there is no doubt that it is 
the border of Egypt. The prophet thus foretells that in 
the midst of the land of Egypt there shall be an altar to 
the Lord; and at the border of Egypt there shall be a 
pillar t o  the Lord. The conclusion is, that close beside 
every altar of Jahaveh in Palestine stood also a pillar 
dedicated to Him; and this is the kind of argument 
adduced to prove that the setting up of pillars beside 
Jahaveh’s altars was part of the recognised worship. 
The argument, like many more of its kind, gives proof 
of great ingenuity, but will hardly commend itself to 
sober reason as any proof at all. The prophet goes on 
to say, ‘(It shall be for a sign and for a witness unto 
the Lord of hosts in the land of Egypt;” and what he 
seems to mean is, that as the altar shall be for true 
worship in the heart of Egypt itself, at which the 
Egyptians (( shall worship with sacrifice and oblation, and 
shall vow a vow unto the Lord, and shall perform it” 
(v. 21), so the pillar at the border shall be a mark 
indicating that the whole land is devoted to the Lord. 
The pillar in itself was no idolatrous object; it was a 
memorial, or commemorative mark, and as such we fre- 
quently read of it in the early history. If superstition 
turned the simple usage to a wrong purpose ; if, especiallY, 
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the pillars set up beside Canaanite altars were imitated 
by the people in tl&r aping of Canaanite idolatries, that 
does not ppve.that pillars were part of the original 
Jahaveh worship, much less that they were in  any sense 
symbols of Jahaveh Himself. 

There is still another passage which is relied upon to 
prove that pillars, ephod, and teraphim were all together 
parts of the genuine Israelite religion; but if 1 under- 
stand the passage, it proves the very opposite of what it 
is adduced to  support. In  Hosea iii. 4 we read: “For 
the children of Israel shall abide many days without 
king, and without prince, and without sacrifice, arid with- 
out pillar, and without ephod or teraphim.” The passage 
is one of threatening, and the inference generally drawn 
from it is, that as the things mentioned are to  be taken 
from Israel as a punishment, they are to be regarded as 
things of which they were beforetime lawfully possessed. 
They were, in a word, to be deprived of both political 
freedom and religious privileges; and as the former is 
denoted by king and prince, the latter is summed up in 
the succeeding expressions, which therefore, at Hosea’s 
time, denoted legitimate elements of their worship. This 
interpretation, however, though looking plausible enough, 
does not satisfy the context, and leaves the passage 
without the point which the prophet gave to it. We 
have to go back to  the beginning of the chapter to see 
what he is driving at. The propheb is instructed t o  take 
back his erring wife, the image of Israel estranged from 
its God; he buys her from her late paramour, and then 
comes the passage which explains all: (( 1 said unto her, 
Thou shalt abide for me many days ; thou shalt not play 
the harlot, and thou shalt not be any man’s wife : 80 will 
I also be towards thee.” This last phrase naturally means, 
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as it is usually expounded, that the prophet was to keep 
his wife both secluded from her lovers and separated from 
himself for many days--i.e., she was brought to his house, 
but kept in a kind of imprisonment till she should come 
to a better mind. The point is, that she would neither 
enjoy the lawful company of her own husband nor the 
unlawful company of her paramours. Says Robertson 
Smith:l “In v. 3 the sense seems to be that for many 
days she must sit still,. not finding a husband (Jer. iii. l), 
-not merely, as A,V., not marrying another, but not en- 
joying the rights of a lawful wife at  all-while at the 
same time Hosea is ‘toward her,’ watching over and 
waiting for her (the phrase is as 2 Kings vi. 11 ; Jer. xv. 
1, Cf. Hos. i. 9).” And then comes the application: 
“For the children of Israel shall abide many days with- 
out king,” &c. They also should endure a time when 
neither would the favour of God be shown to them, nor 
the help of false gods avail them. And the enumeration 
of the things that follow should, on this interpretation, 
exhibit this double reference, The things are in fact 
arranged in pairs, and I think light at once falls upon 
the passage when read in this connection, each pair repre- 
senting at once the true and the false, the good and the 
evil, of which they would be deprived- 

Neither king nor prince. 
Neither sacrifice nor pillar. 
Neither ephod nor teraphim. 

‘‘ Afterwards,” says the prophet, ((shall the children of 
Israel return and seek the Lord their God, an! David 
their king.” Konig’s explanation 2 of the passage, which 
makes the whole list of possessions consist of things 

Prophohs, p, 410. 9 Hauptprobleme, p. 69. 
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irregular (even the monarchy), seems forced in itself, 
besides failing to present the striking idea of the im- 
mediate context. Robertson Smith,l who takes sacrifice 
and mappeba, ephod and teraphim, to have been rr recog- 
nised as the necessary forms and instruments of the 
worship of Jehovahh,” yet in a note makes the double 
reference : So Jehovah will deal with Israel when, by 
destroying the state and the ordinances of worship, He 
breaks off all intercourse, not only between Israel and 
the Baalim, h t  between Israel and Himsel~?’ There is no 
reason to say that the monarchy in itself was distasteful 
to  Hosea, or that sacrifice in itself was condemned by 
him. But if we take the things in pairs, we get the 
legitimate monarchy and the bastard lordship, legitimate 
sacrifices and those with which the idolatrous pillars 
were associated, the legitimaie priestly ephod and the 
superstitious consulting of teraphim. 

O.T. in Jewish Church, Lecb. viii. pp. 226, 425. 


