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C H A P T E R  XV. 

THE THREE CODES. 

me kgislativc elmeats i~ the Pentateuch a subject of d$culty-me tradi- 
tional theory makes it unnecessarily di$cult, while the critical theory 
rakes greater diflculties- flit tlwec positions of the modern t/kcOly US 
to the CO&: I; them are three Codes; II. far apart in timc; and 
III. inconsistent with one another-As to 1. there is nothing incon- 
sistent with Biblical theory or  nature of the case in va&ation or pro- 
gression of Codes-Zaw is modified cven after it is eodi&&IL But the 
critical position is that the Codes belong to times far apart-How tJh 
aonclusion is reac7~ed-L%e evidence of dates is GnferentiaE-Argument 
exambd-The book of thc Covenant-No satisfactoiy accmt given of 
introduction of this Code at the alleged t h e ,  and why codijcation, once 
begun, should have stopped for two centuries- What happened in thc 
intmvals of the Codes?- Vellliausm% posit;on, legem non habentes, &c. 
-The two points involved C thhpositiow : (1) argumentfiam Silence and 
non-observance ; (2) praxis and programme-III. AUeged inconsistency 
of the Codes, particuhvly as to the centralisatkm of worship-The argu- 
mmt cxamined. 

THE legislative parts of the books of the Pentateuch, in 
their form and setting no less than in their contents, 
present many difficulties, The laws are found, not col- 
lected together and systematised, but scattered over sev- 
eral books. Not only is there a repetition in one collec- 
tion of what may b.e found in another, but the same laws 
may be repeated with little or no alteration in the same 



collection.1 And then there are discrepancies in the r e p -  
lations found in different places on the same subject ; and 
laws relating to subjects apparently the most diverse are 
brought into strange juxtaposition, as also are laws bear- 
ing upon what seem very different conditions of life and 
states of society. We should have expected a writer, if he 
were the author of all the legislation, to  work more syste- 
matically : whether he was ,early and looked forward to 
the future, or late and looked back upon the past, we 
should have expected a better arrangement of details, a 
more completed whole. On what is called the traditional 
theory, that Moses not only gave the law, but wrote sub- 
stantially the books in which it is contained, the literary 
difficulties are very great indeed, and the expedients that 
have been resorted to in order to remove them are very 
often artificial and hazardous. The modern critical theory, 
on the other hand, starting with a good motive, gets in- 
volved in what I consider a vicious method, and ends by 
raising greater difficulties than those which it attempts to 
remove. Advocates of the traditional theory burden them- 
selves with an unnecessary difficulty by assuming that the 
books of the Pentateuch were written by Moses ; for the 
books do not say so of themselves, and even the older 
Jewish tradition that Ezra (( restored ” the law, pointed 
to redaction as a probable solution of many of the difli- 
culties. Too much praise cannot be given to those who 
have laboured in the field of Pentateuch criticism, for 
the minute examination they have made of details, in the 
endeavour to sift and distinguish the sources; and as a 
literary feat, the labour may be pronounced on th8 whole 
successful, although i b  will hardly be asserted that the 

Compare Num. xv. 1-16 with Levib. i.-vii. j Num, v. 6-10 with Levib, 
V. 6 ff., vi. 6 ff.; Num. xv. 22-28 with Levib. iv. 13 ff. 
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last word on the subject has yet been spolren.1 At the 
same time, it seems to  me that the difficulties of the 
critical theory increase at every step when the attempt 
is made to determine the origin of the Codes, and their 
relation to  one another and to the history. The three 
leading positions of the modern critical theory are : 
I. That there are three distinct Codes of Law. 11. That 
these belong to  three different periods far separate. 111. 
That on essential points the Codes differ. How these 
positions are established, and what, consequences are 
drawn from them, will be seen as we proceed. 
I. By a process of critical analysis, into which we do 

not here enter at length, the legislation contained in the 
Pentateuch is divided into various Codes, distinguished 
by certain literary and material characteristics. (1.) The 
Code contained in Deuteronomy stands by itself, marked 
by a certain hortatory tone, and by the absence of the 
minute ritual prescriptions and distinctions found par- 
ticularly in the book of Leviticus. (2.) There is also dis- 
tinguished a book of the Covenant attached to the 
Jehovistic historical portion of the Pentateuch, and em- 
braced in Exod. xx.-xxiii. ; closely related to which, and 
usually classed along with it, is chap. xxxiv. of the same 
book, sometimes called the Law of the Two Tables. 
(3.) Then, in the remaining parts of Exodus, in the whole 
of Leviticus, and in some chapters of Numbers, are found 
a number of laws, moral, civil, and ceremonial, which are 
all classed together as the Levitical Code or Priestly Code, 
so named from 6he prevalence of the ritual element, in its 
contents. A portion of this Code, contained in Levk x6.- 
xxvi., is sometimes spoken of as a code or collection by. 
itself, the “law of holiness,” and supposed to have a 

Bee Note XXVI. 
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special history of its own. Moreover, there is a collection 
of regulations, mostly ritual, found in Ezekiel (from chap. 
xl. onwards) which it is customary to take into account in 
the critical history of the Codes. So far as the legislation 
of the Pentateuch, however, is concerned, we ,have to deal 
with the three collections-the Jehovistic book of the 
Covenant (with related chipter), the Deuteronomic Code, 
and the Priestly Code ; and it is maintained that they are 
to be historically arranged in the order in which they have 
just been mentioned. 

So far there is nothing in the modern theory essen- 
tially incompatible with the Biblical account of the 
matter, except the order of the Codes. The Biblical order 
is : Book of the Covenant, Levitical Code, Deuteronomic 
Code ; but they are ascribed to different times, although 
these periods all fall within the lifetime of Moses. There 
is nothing unreasonable in itself in the supposition that 
laws or codes of laws were promulgated at different times ; 
and different sets of laws, so given, for special purposes 
or on special occasions, might run severally their respec- 
tive literary courses. Nor is it difficult to conceive how 
such several collections might overlap one another, and 
after a time have certain features of inconsistency. The 
law-books themselves give us to understand that, as the 
situation of the people changed, the law had a varying 
reference, and even that a law on a certain subject might 
be abrogated or modified ' to  suit altered circumstances. 
So that, even in the Biblical theory, not to speak of what 
is known of the course of law generally, it is possible for 
law to undergo modification even after it is codified. We 
find, for example, within the, compass of one book, a modi- 
fication in the age at which the Levites were to serve ab 
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the sanctuary.l Music of an elaborate kind, we ]mow, 
was introduced into the Temple service, though it is not 
prescribed, as we should expect to find it, in the Levitical 
Code. Again, the lam of inheritance, contained in Num. 
xxdi., is modified within the Levitical Code itself by 
Num. xxxvi. ; and it is notorious that by New Testament 
times and in modern Jewish usage there are modifications 
in the manner of celebrating the Passover, particularly 
in the use of wine and certain hymns, that constitute very 
considerable variations from the ceremonial prescribed in 
the law. Nay, Ezra, to  whom, on the modern theory, the 
introduction of the Priestly Code is ascribed, malres a 
modification on the amount of the tax payable for the 
expenses of the Temple; fixing it a t  a third of a shekel, 
whereas the code which he is said to have drawn up 
fixes it a t  half tl slielrel.8 

It seems, therefore, reasonable to  suppose that, just as 
the Passover is an institution of ancient Israel, although 
it has gathered about it usages of a comparatively recent 
time, so many of the laws contained in the Pentateuch 
may, before reaching the form in which they nom stand, 
have been modified, through changing circumstances in 
the national life, and yet be in their origin and character 
Mosaic. Even if we supposed that all the laws of the Pen- 
tateuch were originally written down by Moses-though 
the Biblical writers never say that they mere-there 
is the probability-nay, the certainty-that these were 
copied from time to  time in whole or in portions. And 
seeing that practice, in regard to  some things at least, 
varied, and there was no hesitation about. introducing 
1 Nun. iv. 3, viii. 24; coup, also 1 Ohron. sxiii. 3, 27 j 2 Chron. XXC~. 17. 

2 B  
Neh. x. 32 ff. 3 Bsod. ssx. 13. 
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certain alterations in the observances, the transcriber in 
a later age, in writing out a code for practical use, might;, 
so to speak, translate the details of prevailing ordinances 
into the language of his own time, and describe the thing 
in the form in which he knew it. If such a double pro- 
cess went on, it would go far to account for the strange 
mixture of new and old that we find in these lams, some 
relating to and only practicable in the desert life or a 
more primitive state of society, and others denoting a time 
when the national life was in a more consolidated position. 
In  short, we should have before us a kind of history of the 
observances, on the understanding, however, that the rites 
had been observed. The aspect of the Levitical Code, in 
particular, is hardly intelligible on any other supposition. 
To say thab it was all drawn up at  one time by persons set- 
ting themselves to the systematic work of framing a code 
without written materials before them, is to ascribe to 
the writers either great want of skill on the one theory, 
or a design to  deceive on the other. In view of the only 
statements which the Biblical writers themselves make on 
the subject, there is nothing to preclude the supposition 
of various editings of the laws at different times, while 
yet the system as a whole, and even the three separate 
Codes, had a positive basis in Mosaic legislation. 

11. This, however, does not satisfy the modern critical 
writers. They think they can prove, by a comparison of 
the Codes, and by references to history, that the Codes 
belong to periods very far apart. This, in fact, has been 
a great part of the laborious task of Pentateuch criticism ; 
and while, on the one hand, it has been claimed that by 
pure literary criticism the three Codes have been dis- 
tinguished from one another, i b  has been finally con- 
fessed, on the other hand, that the order of the Codes 
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and their respective dates cannot be determined solely 
from the Codes themselves, but must be ascertained 
from an examination of the historical and prophetical 
books which follow them in the Canon. The line of 
argument has been as follows: If from a consideration 
of the books relating to a time subsequent to Moses, 
we find a state of matters corresponding with the re- 
quirements of one of these Codes, it is concluded that 
the Code in question was known and recognised and in 
operation ; if, on the contrary, the state of matters shows 
that what were the requirements of any one Code were 
not put in force, and were ignored not only by the people, 
but by the religious leaders and guides of the people, we 
conclude that such a Code, nob receiving official recogni- 
tion, was in fact non-existent. According to this prin- 
ciple, then, it is argued that the Deuteronomic Code was 
not known, and therefore was not existent till the time of 
Josiah; because up to that time not only the nation at 
large, but even the religious teachers of the nation, openly 
and without compunction practised the worship of Jalisveli 
at the high places, in direct contradiction t o  the command 
reiterated in Deuteronomy, that; there was to be a central 
sanctuary, at which alone the formal rites of worship were 
permissible. In the same way, it is argued that the dis- 
tinction of priests and Levites so clearly marked in the 
Levitical Code did not in fact come into existence till 
after the Deuteronomic Code; that many of the laws 
contained in the Levitical Code were not known, and 
did not exist till the time of Ezra; and therefore that 
the Levitical Code as a whole belongs to the time of 
Ezra, or even a subsequent date, The order of the Codes, 
therefore, on this view, is-Book of the Covenant, Deutero- 
nomic Code, Levitical Code, and they are separated by wide 

' 
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distances ; for whereas the book of the Covenant belongs 
to the earliest period of written composition-the century 
B.C. 850-750-the next in order, the Deuteronomic, comes 
a t  least two centuries later-vie., in 621 B.c.; and the 
Levitical Code, if placed, at, the earliest, in the time of 
Ezra, falls two centuries later still-via, about 444 n.a. 

It does not require to be said that there is no direct 
historical evidence of the introduction of the various Codes 
at  the dates assigned. It is by a process of inference 
from the history, and by a comparison of the Codes, that 
the conclusions are reached that under certain definite his- 
torical circumstances each successive Code was introduced, 
and that certain appreciable influences were a t  work to 
bring about their acceptance. Let us therefore look a 
little more closely at  whab the position implies, and how 
it is related to  certain admitted facts. 

It is obvious that the general position here is part of the 
whole scheme of reconstructed history, according to  which 
the law came gradually into existence and authoritative 
recognition. I n  connection with this part of the argument, 
the positions considered in the preceding chapters should 
be borne in mind, as to the alleged basis of the law in cus- 
tom and in spontaneous nature feasts, because we ought 
now to find some precise information as to the circum- 
stances that led to the stamping of custom with authority, 
and the transition from a mere nature reference t o  re- 
ligious significance. We come, in fact, face to face with 
the questions, when and under what circumstances the 
respective laws became cod$ed. 

Critical writers prefer to commence their investigations 
with Deuteronomy; we prefer, for reasons that will ap- 
pear, to take the Codes in the alleged order of their 
promulgation. Now it is not a little remarkable that 
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modern critics, while they tell us very particularly the 
historical circumstances under which the Deuteronomic 
and Priestly Codes were produced, can tell us very little 
about the earliest of all the Codes, the Jehovistic. Yet 
this is the very one which we should think must have 
had a controlling influence on subsequent legislation and 
codi6cal;ion. Wellhausen, it will be remembered: in fix- 
ing the period at which Hebrew literature first flourished, 
makes this collection of laws contemporaneous with the 
earliest histosiography, and somewhat earlier than the 
legends about the patriarchs and primitive times. He 
says2 that both the Jehovistic law and the Jehovistic 
narrative (( obviously belong to  the pre-prophetic period ” ; 
for it is inconceivable that the prophets Hosea or Amos, 
or any like-minded person, could glorify (in connection 
with the history of the patriarchs) the local sanctuaries 
in the way that these narratives do. Therefore at some 
period earlier than the first writing prophets - earlier 
than or about as early as the patriarchal histories-(‘ cer- 
tain collections of laws and decisions of the priests, of 
which we have an example in Exodus xxi., xxii., were 
committed to  writing.” We are told in another passage 
that the Jehovistic history-book, whose character is best 
marked by the story of the patriarchs, has legislative 
elements taken (‘ into it only at  one point, where they fit 
into the historical connection-namely, when the giving of 
the law a t  Sinai is spoken of, Exod. xx.-xxiii., xxxiv.” (p. ?), 
although soon after we are also told that “the Jehovist 
does not even pretend to  being a Mosaic law of any End;  
it aims at  being a simple book of history ” (p. 9). A.l1 this 
throws very little light upon this first collection of written 
laws, which, one mould have thought, was epoch-making. 
* 9’11~ pssmge is quoted above in chap. Si. p. 60 f. Hiet. of Israol, p. 32 



Indeed Wellliausen goes on repeating tliat the Tordi of 
Jehovah still continued to be the.specia1 charge of the 
priests, though “it was not even now a code or law in 
our sense of the word; Jehovah had not yet niade His 
Testament; Re  was still living and active in Israel; 
. . . the Torah had still occupation enough, the pro- 
gressive life of the nation ever aflording matter for 
new questions” (p. 468). And as to the outward ob- 
servances of religion, we are told (( the cultus, as to 
place, time, matter, and form, belonged almost entirely to 
the inheritance which Israel had xeceived from Caman ; 
to distinguish what belonged to the worship of Jehovah 
from that which belonged to Baal was no easy makter” 
(p. 469). 

Now, suppose we grant that the book of the Covenant 
was codified as late as is here asserted, it bears on the face 
of it, at all events, a testimony to Mosaic authorship, and 
authoritative sanction, and has a strictly religious basis. 
It is misleading in Wellhausen to  say that (‘the Jehovist 
does not even pretend to being a Mosaic law of any kind.” 
It aims at being a true history, and it brings in this Code 
under definite historical conditions as given by Moses. 
What more do the writers of the other law-books 1 More- 
over, to  whatever extent the worship may have followed 
Canaanite practice, a sharp line is drawn here between 
Mosaic requirements and the worship of the nations 
(Exod. xxii. 20, xxiii. 23 f€.) Let it be supposed that this 
Code is m e d y  the embodiment of praxis or the crystal- 
lisation of custom-and it is certainly more-the praxis 
or custom was at all events by that tinic of so high antiq- 
uity and invested with such authority that the Code was 
made Mosaic; and we ask the critics in Gain for an ex- 
planation of this ascription of the very earliest laws to 
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a time so long antecedent, and to circunistances so posi- 
tively historical. 

But what we want very particularly to know is the 
occasion that at this precise time called for a codification 
of law even of this modest compass. What set the pro- 
cess of codification agoing at least two centuries before it 
occurred to  any one to prepare an authoritative book of 
law? E’or this is the way in which Deuteronomy is 
spoken of : ‘‘ The idea of making a definite formulated 
written Torah the law of the land is the important point; 
it [viz., the Deuteronomic Code] was a first attempt, and 
succeeded at the outset beyond expectation.” This book 
of the Covenant, however, shows that such an idea is much 
older, though the fact is simply slurred over. 

Further, if this Code was the statement of the legal 
customs of that comparatively late time, it cannot have 
been the statement of the whole of them. By the time 
assumed the national life had taken definite form; the 
Temple of Solomon had long been in existence, priests as 
well as prophets were a numerous and influential class. 
The mere appearance of this Code at what is called the 
earliest period of literary composition presupposes, as we 
have argued: an antecedent education and a literary 
activity in priestly circles. Thousands of cases of casu- 
istry, jurisprudence, and ceremony had arisen and been 
settled in some way before the time this Code is alleged 
t o  have esisted. At length (we are told) it had oc- 
curred to some person or persons to draw up this Code, 
brief though it be, in all the sententiousness of this 
class of composition. Now it does seem very remark- 
able that, s beginning having been made, at the very 

1 Wellhausen, Hist. of Isrt~el, p. 402. 
3 See above, chap, iv. p. 105. 
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earliest period of writlien composition, the thing was 
entirely discontinued for a t  least two centuries, and that 
during a period when literary composition of other 
kinds attained its bloom; at a time too when the civil, 
religious, and commercial situations of the people were 
such as would demand authmitative regulation and con- 
trol, A glance at the prescriptions contained in the book 
of the Covenant will show that it contains, though in a 
brief and germinal manner, legislation in all the directions 
that are followed out: more fully in the larger Codes, and 
is enough to suggest the hundreds of oases and relations 
similar to those then provided for that must have arisen 
in the daily life of the people, and demanded standing 
rules for their settlement. If it be said that oral teach- 
ing would determine all these, we ask, Why were not 
such other matters as, eg., of fie arising in a corn-field, or 
of an ox goring a man, left to the same authority? The 
marvellous thing is that, codification having begun, even 
at the time to which this Code is assigned, it did not go 
on. Is  there any class of literature more voluminous, 
more liable t o  grow from its own inherent impulse, than 
the legal? And when history, prophecy, poetry flour- 
ished, when every kind of literature, in fact, which Israel 
produced had reached its best before the time of Josiah, 
that the legal and ceremonial should have once taken a 
start and then stood still is surely something wllioh it 
requires the faith of a modern critic to believe. It is 
much more probable that when Hosea speaks of the 
writing of ten thousand precepts? he was familiar with 
and alluded to a literary activity in this field of com- 
position of a much more copious extent than the brief 
book of the Covenant. 

’ SCG above, chap. xiii. p. 342, 
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Difficulties like these, arising out of the theory so far 
as it refers to the book of the Covenant, suggest other 
difficulties in connection with the succeeding Codes and 
with the process of codification in general. There is, for 
example, the difficulty of explaining the source of the 
laws embodied in the succeeding Codes. The book of 
Deuteronomy contains laws that relate to  circumstances 
of the desert life, and so does the Levitical Code. Where 
were these laws preserved up to this time, if they had 
an existence at  all? If they did not exist, whence came 
they into codes which were for quite different circum- 
stances 1 Again, the Code of Deuteronomy, which is said 
to have been introduced for the specific purpose of cen- 
tralising the worship at the Temple of Jerusalem, is 
singularly poor in regulations for ritual, the very thing 
we should have expected to be attended to, when a multi- 
tude of local sanctuaries, with presumably varying, not 
to say corrupted, worship, were abolished. On the other 
hand, the Levitical Code, drawn up, as is alleged, at a 
time when the Temple was in ruins and ritual worship 
impossible, deals above all, and in minutest detail, with 
ceremonial matters. One naturally asks, What was the 
source whence came the ritual and ceremonial laws which 
h l l i  so largely in the final Code of Leviticus ? And then, 
what occurred in the long intervals between the succes- 
sive Codes ? Were these Codes sudden appearances, some- 
thing quite new for their respective times, or did they 
coim about gradually and receive acceptance as a matter 
of course ? 

It must be confessed that it is not very easy to follow 
the reasoning of Wellhauson in his treatment of these 
and suchlike questions, for he seems to be not quite con- 
sistent with himself in the positions he takes up at 

. 
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differeut parts of his argument. For exainple, he says 
at  one time that ‘( proofs of the existence of the Priestly 
Code [previous to  the exile] are not to be found-not a 
trace of them” (p. 365); that the Code was not only not 
operative, but “that it did not even admit of being 
caried into effect in the conditions that prevailed pre- 
vious to  the exile ” (p. 12). On the other hand, he says 
that the cc real point at issue ” is ‘( not to  prove that the 
Mosaic law was not in force in the period before the 
e d e ; ”  that he and his school “do not go so far as to 
believe that the Israelite cultus entered the world of a 
sudden-as little by Ezekiel or by Ezra as by Moses;” 
and that it is a mistaken assumption that on the modern 
hypothesis “the whole cultus was invented all at once 
by the Priestly Code, and only introduced after the exile” 
(p. 366). In brief, he sums up his position in the words 
which he prefixes as a motto to the first part of his book, 
“These having not the law, do by nature the works of the 
law.” If this merely meant, as it might at first sight 
seem to mean, that the respective Codes were all actually 
observed in some form previous to the times at which 
they are said to have been introduced, and ’that only the 
writing of them in the forms in which they appear was 
a matter of later date, there would not be much objection 
to the position ; and I do not know that it would be irre- 
concilable with the Biblical theory ; but we shall see that 
the hypothesis involves a much more serious assumption. 
It is plain that for the establishment of Wellhausen’s 
thesis there must be historical proof of two tlii&p: (1) 
that the law, as expressed in the Codes, was not in the 
possession of Israel up to the time the Codes were iiitro- 
duced, according to the one half of his motto-ccthese 
having not the law ;.” and (2) that the tliings contained 

’ 
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in the law, the works of the law, were practised by 
nature - i.e., without prescription -before these dates. 
Attention must be drawn to the different reference of the 
words as used by St Paul and by Wellhausen. The 
apostle is speaking not of a ceremonial or ritual law, 
but of moral principles rr written on the heart,” the opera- 
tion of which can be traced in the Gentile world. What 
Wellhausen has to  prove is, that a law such as that 
contained in the Priestly Code was taught by nature and 
practised as a custom by Israel before its det a1 ‘1 s were 
prescribed by any authority,-a very different matter. 

(1.) For the establishment of the first position reli- 
ance must be placed for the most part on the argument 
from silence, as it is called--i.e., if the thing we are in 
search of is not mentioned, particularly if it is not 
mentioned where we should look for it, it is. assumed 
that the thing did not exist. Wellhausen objects to the 
process followed by him being called by this name, and 
says, ( r  What the opponents of Graf‘s hypothesis call its 
argument ea sileittio, is nothing more or less than the 
universally valid method of historical investigation ” (p. 
365). One would think it depended not a little upon 
the manner and the extent to  which the process is 
carried out ; and it would be easy to  illustrate the havoc 
that might be made in general history by a reliance 
upon this argument? We have already in a former 

1 Wliatcly, for example, in his ‘ Historic Doubts,’ draws attcntion t o  
thc fach thab the principal Parisian journal in 1514, on the v e v  day on 
which the Allied armies entered Paris as conquerors, malrcs no mention of 
any such event. So, too, the battle of Poictiers in 732, which effectually 
checked tlic spread of Mohammedanism across Europe, is not oncc re- 
ferred t o  iu the monastic ~iiiials of the period. Again, Sir Thomas 
Crowue lived through the civil wars and the Commonmea1th ; yct, says 
L biographer, no syllable in any of his writings, notwithstanding their 
profound and pcuetrative meditations upon vicissitudes in human lives 
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chapter1 observed the significant absence of all re€ereace to 
eduoation; and in regard to many other things, we are left 
in like ignorance by the Scriptural writers. Graphic as 
their descriptions are when they exist, there are hundreds 
of details of daily life and ordinary custom in regard to 
which we would fain have information. The prophet 
Isaiah, in one well-known passage: gives a complete in- 
ventory of the wardrobe of a fashionable lady of Jeru- 
salem ; but a great number of the words he employs are 
found only in that passage, and are such that we can only 
guess at the precise things they are meant to signify. 
And to speak more particularly of customs and observ- 
ances, who shall describe to us, from information drawn 
from the Biblical books, the mode in which the Sabbath 
was observed in the time of the prophets? We know 
from their references to it that the Sabbath was specially 
sacred; and the book of the Covenant, at the latest, 
vouches for the existence of the Decalogue, which en- 
joins the sanctity of the Sabbath : yet we remain in alniost 
total ignorance of the manner in which its sanctity was 
preserved. And the same thing holds of other feasts, 
whether we regard them as matters of custom or of pre- 
scription. Things of daily occurrence and of standing ob- 
servance, just because they are such, are most naturally 
passed by without notice. It is perfectly evident that 
the Old Testament writers contemplated as their readers 

and empires, betrays the least partisanship in the tragedy enacted on the 
world's gresb stage around him." And, once more, Sale notes bhat, cir- 
cumcision is held by the Mohammedans to be an ancient divine institu- 
tion, the rite having been in use many years before Mohammed ; nnd yet 
it  is no6 so much as once mentioned in the ICoran. 

Chap. iv. p. 75. 
Amos viii. 5 j Hosea ii. 11 ; Isa. i. 13 : cf. 2 Kings iv. 23. xi. 5, 7, 9, 

Isa. iii. 16-24. 

rvi. 18. 
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those who were familiar with the most familiar things 
in their national life and history. As for Hebrew prophets 
not referring to legislative books, it is much more remark- 
able that they do not refer to prophetical books, and 
scarcely make a quotation from one another. I do nob 
know that we have positive historical evidence (of a con- 
temporary kind) that would establish the existence of the 
great bulk of the existing prophetic literature before the 
captivity; and quite recently a French critic! has put 
forth the view that the greater part of the literature of the 
Hebrews is a free creation of a school of theologians after 
the restoration. 

A mode of reasoning like this can be tested by one 
striking instance, and such an instance is furnished in 
the great day of atonement (Levit. xvi.) A ceremonial so 
imposing, one would think, would not pass without notice, 
and the modern school points with confidence to the fact 
that though the institution bulks so largely in  the Leviti- 
cal Code, it is not once referred to  in the pre-esilic history, 
and therefore it must have been devised first of all by 
Ezra or his successors. But the instance proves too much, 
for, as a matter of fact, there is no positive historical ac- 
count of the observance till about the beginning. of the 
Christian era, at the earliest the time of John Eyrcanus or 
even Herod the Great, 37 B.u., a date at which it was im- 
possible that the prescription of the ceremony could have 
been inserted in the Law Code, which, according to Well- 
hauusen, was introduced in B.c. 444.2 

Maurico Vornes, LGS Rbsult&s de 1’Esdgh.e Bibliquo, Paris, 1890. 
Delitzsch, Pentateuch-Rribischo Sbudien in Luthardt’s Ztsch. f. Kirkl. 

FVissonscliaft uiid Kirkl. Lebon, 1880, p. 113 f. ; Dillmnnn, Comm. on Lev., 
p. 526 ; Bredenkamp, Qesetz U. Prophoton, p. 116. The fact that, Eeckiel, 
in hia [vision of] ritual, does not mention the day of abonomeni, is taken 
by the critics to  ~ I * O V Q  bh6 lie was no6 aware Of the legislnt8ion of the 
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But, indeed, we do not need to come SO far down h 
history for evidence that the non-observance or the 
absence of mention of a law is not a proof of .its non- 
existence. On the position of the modern critical writers, 
the Jehovistic book of the Covenant was in existence 
two centuries before Deuteronomy. And yet, not to 
speak of 'the moral precepts with which the Code is 
charged, and which were so sadly violated in the life of 
the people, can distinct proof be produced that the Sal)- 
batic year prescribed in Exod. xxiii. 10, 11, or even the 
weekly Sabbath itself, was observed in the time during 
which this Code is said to have been the sole law-book? 
Why, the Deuteronomic law itself was systematically 
violated after the time of J0siah.l Down even in the 
times after the exile, among a community which had 
learned by misfortune the evil of breaking the law, and 
which had returned through hardship to set up a new 
state at Jerusalem, Ezra and Nehemiah had to contend 
for the observance of the most fundamental principles 
that lay not only at the basis of the Deuteronomic Code, 
but at the foundation of Israel's national existence? 

So far, then, as the first part; of Wellhausen's thesis is 
concerned, it cannot be sustained. The argument from 
silence does not prove it, since we know that many things 

Priestly Code in which it is prescribed. It is urged, however, in reply, 
that Bzekiel's idea of a double atonement for the sanctuary (Ezelr. slv. 
18-20) may be an intensification of the abnement required in t h e  Priestly 
Code. And Dillmann remarks, U Why Ezekiel should first have produccd 
the idea of such an atonement is not d all apparent, s b i  less how peOp1Q 
of slater time ventured to hi6 upon quite different charactoristics, and to 
give out these as Mosaic." 

Compare Deut. xv. 12 f. with Jer. xxxiv. 13 f. 
Compare Eera ix. 1, 2, Neh. x. 30, xiii. 23, with Bxod. xxsiv. 16, Deut. 

vii. 3. Compare also Neh. s. 31 withi Deut. xv. 2 ; and Neh. x. 37, 30, 
with Deut. xii. 17. , 
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of much greater significance to the prophets than ritual 
are not mentioned by them. The argument from non- 
observance does not prove it, since the Deuteronomic and 
Levitical Codes themselves were broken systematically 
after the admitted dates of their introduction. And the 
existence of the book of the Covenant, or even of such a 
part of it as would satisfy Wellhausen’s own account of its 
origin, flatly disproves the assertion that up to the time of 
Deuterononiy the Israelites were in the position of people 
(‘ having no law.” 

(2.) The other part of Wellhausen’s motto that has to  
be established is, that Israel, without the lam, did the 
works of the law ; in other words, that the Codes were not 
suddenly introduced. On this subject, the use of the 
two terms, (( praxis ” and (( programme,” plays a prominent 
part in the discussions; and we can understand a code 
coming into existence by either process. The practice or 
usage of the time is systematised more or less, and put 
down in the form of prescription ; this is the codification 
of praxis. Or, on the other hand, a person or persons, 
consideying the existing state of matters unsatisfactory 
or insuscient, may devise a better scheme, and set it 
forth in orderly form as a legislative programme. It is 
remarkable how, on either hypothesis, the critical writers 
find it difficult t o  get rid of the postulate of Mosaic legisla- 
tion, to  which they have so much objection. For they tell 
us that the Deuteronomic Code was a programme drawn 
up by prophets and priests combined for the centralisa- 
tion of worship, without which they saw there could be no 
purity of worship. It could not, on the hypothesis, have 
bcm a codification of the praxis, for the whole drift of the 
theory is, that up to  the introduction of this Code, worship 
at, any place was the practice. Yet the nieii who brought 
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about the introduction of this Code were the Mosaic party 
-the party who strove to preserve what they regarded as 
the true religion of Israel,-and they appealed to Mosaic 
authority in ascribing the Code to  him. Wellhausen gives 
us to understand that the movement for centralisation 
was connected with the growth of monotheistic concep- 
tions. In all this there is a testimony to the fact that 
Mosaism, in its essence, was monotheistic, and that the 
Deuteronomic Code rested on Mosaism a t  its best, to such 
an extent that the authority of Moses had to be invoked 
to secure its acceptance. Again, Ezelsiel is said to have 
put forth a legislative programme ; thi?, however, he did 
not ascribe to Moses, and his Code was not adopted. Was 
there any connection between the two things 0 I n  all this 
talk about programme, it seems to me the critical writers 
are in an uncomfortable dilemma. Either the programme 
is something new, and then their position that the law 
did not suddenly come into force becomes untenable ; or 
else it is a departure in the spirit of the Mosaic legislation, 
which amounts t o  the Biblical view that what took place 
was a reformation of the worship, not an innovation. 

The same perplexing situation arises when resort is had 
to praxis as an explanation of the origin of the Codes. 
This is particularly the case with the Priestly Code. We 
are told1 that when the Temple was in ruins, and there 
was no longer a possibility of the worship being carried 
on, a body of men in the captivity set themselves to  a 
careful study of the praxis as it had been carried on, 
and drew up what their memory had fondly preserved 
of the cultus, and that this assumed finally the form of 
the Priestly Code. The question at once occurs, What 
praxis? Was the worship of the Temple, as EzekieX 

welbusen, Hisb. of Israel, pp. 69 f., 401: f .  
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and others remembered it, of the pure Mosaic type pre- 
scribed in the Code which men of his spirit elaborated? 
What then becomes of Wellhausen’s assertion that the 
observance of the Priestly Code was impossible in the 
conditions prevailing before the exile ? What becomes 
also of all the burden of denunciation, of which the pro- 
phetic and historical books are fnll, of the corruptions 
that prevailed? But if the praxis was corrupt, what 
guided Ezelriel and Ezra to produce a Code which was in 
‘(the spirit of the Mosaic legislation ” 1 Again we fall 
back upon the Mosaic legislation, which, unless we are 
to giye the lie to all history, was something better than 
the corrupt practice. 

Further, if the critics will have it that the Priestly 
Code is a codification of the praxis, we may employ their 
own argument, and ask them for historical proof of the 
praxis of anything that can be supposed to have formed 
the materials of the new Code. Wellhausen professes 
indeed to give what he calls “ a  sort of history of the 
ordinances of worship ; ” but he is constrained to add, 
(( Rude and colourless that history must be confessed to 
be-a fault due to the materials, which hardly allow us 
to  do more than mark the contrast between pre-exilic 
and post-exilic, and, in a secondary measure, that be- 
tween Deuteronomic and pre-Deuteronomic.” Let us, 
for example, take the three great feasts of the Passover, 
Shebuoth or Weeks, and Tabernacles. These, as agricul- 
tural feasts, are admitted by the critics to  date back to 
the time of the settlement in Canaan, though the distinc- 
tive religious or national character attributed to them 
by Biblical writers is disputed. Things of such regular 
recurrelice could not be kept hid, and xurely here the 

2 0  
1 Hi&. of Irjmel, p. 18. 
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critical canon of observance may be applied. Yeti we 
have already seen the difficulty Wellhausen has in prov- 
ing their existence ; for in regnd to the celebration of the 
feasts in question before the exile, we have only very few 
notices, and these mostly very slight. The observance of 
all the three is onlymentioned twice, once in the mosb 
general terms in the book of Eings (1 Eings ix. 25),  and 
again in the parallel passage in Chronicles (a book on 
which the critics are wont to place no confidence), where 
they are mentioned by their usual names (2 Chron. viii. 
13). The celebration of the Passover is mentioned at most 
twice-viz., in a very general way, if it is this feast that 
is referred to, in Isa. xxx. 29, and again at the reforma- 
tion in Josiah’s reign (2 Eings xxiii. 21 ff.) Of the Feast 
of Tabernacles (Succoth) we have four notices-viz., two 
very doubtful ones in Judges xxi. 19 and 1 Sam. i. 20, 21 
and another two very general references in 1 Kings viii. 
2, xii. 32. The observance of the Feast of Weeks is only 
once mentioned, and that is in 2 Chron. viii. 13, where it 
is mentioned with the other two. The critics are in the 
habit of making light of the statement of the chronicler 
and the author of the book of Eings,2 that such celebra- 
tions as took place in the times of Hezelciah and Josiah 
had not been seen since the times of the Judges, or in all 
the reigns of the Eings. This, they say, amounts simply 
to the fact that the Passover, as enjoined in the law, had 
not been observed at all till the late period to which the 
narrative refers? But in view of the paucity of refer- 
ences¶ and the vagueness of the references which have 

See before, chap. xiv. p. 374. 
2 Chron. xxx. 6, xxxv. 18, with 2 Rings xxiii. 22. 
One would have expected of the chronicler, if he wm such a sticlcler 

for ceremonial, and so unscrupulouo in his statements of their earlier ob 

Cf. Noli. viii. 17. 



~ L R  p~cicc of Womhip. 403 

been pointed ont, me may ask, What then was observed 
at all? What proof have we that even the nature feasts 
were kept up, on which this new religious observance 
might be grafted? I n  the same may we could argue 
against the whole “praxis ” of which so much is said. 
We have no more evidence of the existence of a praxis 
whioh could be subsequently codified than we have of the 
ordinances which are prescribed in the Codes; and the 
passages that may be supposed to refer to a cycle of 
nature feasts may as well be taken to  refer to the legally 
sanctioned observances. 
111. Modern critics, however, pronounce the Codes to be 

so incompatible on vital points as to give indication that 
they cannot have been all the production of one man, or 
the product of one age. On one subject, in particular, ib  
is held they give clear evidence of a progress from the 
simple to the complex, of a development which required 
centuries to acconiplisli, nnd that subject is the legislation 
relating to the place of worship. It is maintained that 
the Isoolz: of the Covenant perniits sacrifice anywhere, or 
what amounts to that ; that the Deuteronomic Code pre- 
scribes one central sanctuary ; and that the Levitical Code 
makes no formal pyescription on the subject, taking for 
granted that a central sanctuary exists, and that worship 
is there observed. These three stages of legislation, it is 
maintained, correspond to three periods in Israel’s history. 
Up to the time of Josiah the worship of the Bamoth or 
high places, up and down the land, at the holy places con- 
secrated by hallowed nssociations,  vas the rule and custom. 
Then came the struggle which culminated in the victory 

.qel’v&nco ns the critics mnko him out to  be, tld he WOIIIII have mther 
pointedly told us horn fnitllfully the Pnqsover liad becu obscrved all along, 
thnn givo this intima,t,inn that it lind licen pcl sistently neglectecl. 
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in Josiah s time, wheh the high places were abolished, and 
the legitimate worship confined to the Temple. And . 
finally, after the Temple was no more, and the people in 
exile had time to  reflect on the privileges they had lost, 
the work of gathering up the ritual praxis that had been 
observed at Jerusalem was undertaken; and when the 
restored community returned to their native land, they 
came with a book in their hand regulating the service of 
the new sanctuary, the book being the Levitical Code. 

It will be observed that the great difference on this 
view lies between the book of the Covenant and the 
Deuteronomic Code; and as the primary object of our 
inquiry is the earlier condition of things, the pre-prophetic 
and early prophetic religion, this part of the subject de- 
mands more attention. The difference between the two 
Codes in question is not one that resolves itself easily into 
a case of development, for the introduction of the Deu- 
teronomic Code is represented as having been effected in 
fact by 8 religious revolution. A true case of‘ development 
would be that centralisation of worship was the idea and 
the ideal from the first, but that it gained realisation by 
slow degrees. If this can be made out by a comparison of 
the Codes, and can be shown to be borne out by the his- 
tory, the objection of modern critics to the discrepancy of 
the Codes will have comparatively little weight; and a 
development of the proper kind, from germ to full mani- 
festation, will be established. It will then not necessarily 
follow that the Codes are far distant in time; or if, in 
their final form, they belong to periods far apart, yet they 
will be seen in the essential point to agree, and the stronger 
emphasis laid by the Deuteronomic Code than by the book 
of the Covenant on this requirement, will be explicable on 
the greater fnlness of the longer Code, on the special object; 



Thc Pt*ojhets und fifdti1ilicity of Xunctuuvies. 405 

which it aimed at, or even on the supposition of a later 
editing or revision of it. I think good reasons can be 
given for taking this position:- 

(1.) No formal sanction is given by prophetic men be- 
fore Josiah's time to  a multiplicity of saiictnaries in the 
sense in which the modern writers speak. When Amos 
and Hosea speak of the worship performed at such places 
as Eetliel and Gilgal, there is nothing in their words to  
lead us to suppose that these places were regarded by 
them as set apart by any divine authority as places of 
worship. They were certainly invested with old sacred 
associations (every country has such places) ; they were 
certainly, in the time of these prophets, resorted t o  for 
religious purposes by the people generally, but the pro- 
phets mention them for the purpose of rebuking the 
idolatrous os corrupt religious observances of which they 
wese the seat, and never are such expressions applied to  
them as to Jerusalem and Zion. It is quite possible that, 
in the northern kingdom after the schism, such places as 
these, hallowed by patriarchal associations, were the only 
places, or the special places, at which those who wished to 
sacriiice to Jahaveh, debarred from attendance at Jeru- 
salem, performed their worship. But as the prophets 
recognised only the Davidic house as the legitimate de- 
pository of the monarchy, so they regarded Jerusalem as 
the seat of Jahaveh, and the place of His special manifes- 
tation. The very first words which Amos utters t o  the 
people of the northern kingdom are : '' Jahaveh shall roar 
from Zion, and utter His voice from Jerusalem ; words 
which could only mean that from Zion and Jerusalem God's 
authority was in a special way manifested ; that there, by 
pre-eminence, Eis presence was to  be sought and His law 

1 Seo Note XXVII. 



to be found, just as the oracle said, ‘‘ Out of Eon shall go 
forth the law ” (Isa. ii. 2 ; Micah iv. 2). Whatever may be 
said of sanctuaries in the northern kingdom, there is no 
sanction given t o  such places as of co-ordinate authority 
with Jerusalem. Much less is there any trace of the 
recognition of any number of places in the southern king- 
dom, as some would have us suppose, which were regarded 
as equally sacred with Jerusalem. 

(2.) Nor does the history prove that a multiplicity of 
sanctuaries, in the modern sense, was a recognised thing 
in the nation. When it is said that in the stories of the 
patriarchs the writers represent the fathers of the nation 
as freely erecting an altar wherever they encamped, and 
that therefore the writer of these stories saw nothing wrong 
in this proceeding, there is surely a confusion of thought, 
or a false inference, when it is conoluded that in the writers’ 
day a multiplicity of sanctuaries was recognised. For 
how, indeed, could the patriarchs have sacrificed at all, 
except in the manner indicated? There was to them no 
law of central sanctuary, and the writer of these accounts 
simply represents the patriarchs as doing the only thing 
that it was possible for them to do. If the writer knew 
of the law of a central sanctuary, he could not have 
blamed the patriarchs for ignoring it, simply because it 
did not exist in their day. Of course the contention is 
that the writer knew nothing at all about the worship of 
Abraham and the other patriarchs, but simply projected 
into the past the ideas and practices of his own time, and 
made them do sacrifice at the various places which in the 
writer’s day were resorted to as sanctuaries. But all this 
is mere assumption. The cases referred to of Samuel and 
the Judges, who are described as offering sacrifices at 
various places, are not more conclusive on the point in 
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hand. The places at which such sacrifices are offered are 
not regarded by the writers as places sacred in them- 
selves; nay, they are mentioned generally only on the 
special occasions on which sacrifice was performed at 
them, and again disappear from the history. There is 
always some special. reason for the performance of the 
sacrifice ; there is::not. one of them that is spoken of as 
habitually the seat ‘of worship, except Shiloh, which was 
consecrated by the presence of the ark, and which was, 
so long as it stood, the central sanctuary of Israel, That 
it was so regarded as the predecessor of Jerusalem itself 
is proved by the reference to it so late as the time of 
Jeremiah (vii. 12), a reference which shows that the nation 
had regarded it as, for its time, similar to  the sanctuary at 
Jerusalem in the days of its glory. 

(3.) Moreover, the ideal even in the book of the Covenant 
is that of a central sanctuary. Much has been made here 
of the words, (( In  every place where I record my nanie, I 
will come unto thee, and I will bless thee ” (Exod. xx. 24), 
which have been taken to  mean a permission to worship 
indifferently at any place, Wellhausen indeed makes a 
show of meeting the limitation expressed in the words 
(( where I record my name”; but all he can say1 in ex- 
planation of them is, (( that the spots where intercourse 
between earth and heaven took place were not willingly 
regarded as arbitrarily chosen, but, on the contrary, were 
considered as having been somehow or other selected by 
the Deity Himself tor His service,” which is simply saying 
nothing. Tlie promise here given aus t  be taken to mean 
something of a positive kind, and coming after the direc- 
tion how to make the altar, must; be supposed to have 
some reference to worship. If, after the manner of 

Hist. of Israel, p. 30. 
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modern critics, we were to  ask the polen6o the words 
imply, it might almost seem, on their mode of reasoning, 
that the writer of these words was protesting against such 
a centralising of worship as took place in Josiah’s days ! 
At all events, ikseems strange that such a permission to 
worship anywhere should be given in this formal way at 
a time when, it is alleged, no one dreamed of doing any- 
thing else, for the book of the Covenant dates (on the 
hypothesis) from the earliest writing period, when the law 
of a central sanctuary was unknown? If the words were 
meant merely to sanction places which had been elevated 
into sacredness by association with patriarchal theophanies 
and the like, they might be urged as an argument for the 
worship at a certain number of places; but this is less 
than what the words express, and less than the example 
of the patriarchs would warrant, for they seem to have 
erected an altar as a ma.tter of course wherever they 
went? And if the words are really intended to mean 
that Jahaveh may be worshipped anywhere, in the sense 
that c c  a multiplicity of altars was assumed as a matter of 
course,” it may be objected that this is hardly consistent 
with the materialistic conception of the national ’God 
which is ascribed to  Israel. One would have expected 

I see that Wellhausen notes that “Bxod. xx. 24-26 looks almosh like 
a protest against the arrangements of bhe Temple of Solomon, especially 
v. 26.”-Hist. of Israel, p. 96, footnote. 

2 So that we have here something very like “a  positive statemenb of 
the non-existence of what had not yet come into being,” which Well- 
hausen thinks it so unreasonable t o  ask.-Hist. of Israel, p. 366. 

Wellhausen, however, says that they did not worship a$ indifferent 
and casual localities, but a t  famous and immemoridly holy places of wor- 
ship; which is just assuming his hypothesis.-Hist. of Israel, p. 30. 
This is also the view Stade takes, connecting these sites with the worship 
of ancestors. 

Wellhausen, Hisb. of Israel, p. 29. 
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that, at a period when Jahaveh was no more than a 
national God, as the theory maintains, the tendency would 
be to a narrow centralising of worship, or a t  least to a 
worship in regularly authorised places; and that, when 
once “ethic monotheism” was reached, a free and more 
unrestricted worship would be permissible. But this is 
another of the many perplexities of the modern theory, 
that the development vas quite the other way. 

As it stands, the book of the Covenant is represented as 
antecedent to the appointment of the tabernacle in the 
wilderness, and may therefore be taken as meant to state 
the fundamental idea of worship that was inculcated upon 
Israel. As the Covenant precedes the law and is not 
annulled by it (Gal. iii. 17), this more spiritual conception 
of God, as ever near to the worshipper who seeks Hini 
in the right way, represents the idea that we find every- 
where held by prophetic men. It was a protest, or 
polemic, if we may so say, against the localising ten- 
dencies of other religions, an assurance that the God of 
Isriel could and would come near to bless His people in 
every place where He recorded His name. It thus formed 
the guiding principle of prophetic men, to  whom, as it 
would seem, the ordinances of ritual worship were <‘a 
figure for the time present,” and who never allowed them- 
selves to fall into the belief that their God was confined 
to temples made with hands. Had there not been such 
an assertion of this fundamental principle in the very 
earliest legislation- the omnipresence of Jahweh- we 
should no doubt have been told by modern critics that 
this is another proof that a t  this early stage of religious 
belief ne was .conceived of as limited to some high moun- 
tain, or accessible only in some special sanctuary. The 
duty of united worship in a central place is not incom. 
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patible with God’s power t o  bless anywhere. The book 
of Deuteronomy itself, which is said to restrict worship 
to  the Temple of Jerusalem, contains an injunction to set 
up an altar and offer sacrifices between Ebal and Geriaim 
(Deut. xi. 29; xxvii. 4, 13). Still the limitation stands, 
‘‘in every place where I record my name,” which can- 
not simply mean “in all places indifferently.” There 
was to be some indication of Jahaveh’s name given by 
Himself; and after all, the old explanation that saw 
a reference to the movements of the tribes through the 
wilderness, under the direction of God, who appointed 
their halting-places, and to a time before the tribes were 
a settled people with fixed dwelling - place, though it 
does not seem to exhaust the reference, is not inappro- 
priate. At most the words may imply the acceptable 
worship of Jahaveh at; a number of successive places, 
but they do not necessarily, nor perhaps possibly, imply 
the recognition of simultaneous sanctuaries in different 
places. With this idea the whole tone of the passage is 
at variance. The people to  whom the words are ad- 
dressed are one people; it is not to  individuals that the 
permission or promise is given.1 Wherever Israel as a 
whole is, and wherever Jahaveh, their one God, records 
His name, there acceptable worship may be offered. The 

1 The ten commandments, says a very docile pupil of Wellhausen, 
“are not addressed to individuals, bub t o  a nation. The ‘thou’ to  
whom they speak is the people of Israel, and they fire prefaced by a 
sentence in which Jehovah states how it is His riglib to givo IOAVS to  
Israel ” (Allan Mensies, National Religion, p. 42). Wellhausen would 
have us believe that the notion of the “congregation” as a sacred body 
was ‘‘ foreign t o  Hebrew antiquity, but runs through the Priestly Code 
from beginning t o  end ” (His6. of Israel, p. IS). 1 think me have it here 
clearly marked in the “ thou ” of the book of the Coveiant in formal. con- 
nection with worship (comp. above, p. 303 f.) But indeed i b  was presenb 
in essence in the first self-consciousness of Israel as Jaliaveht people. 
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very idea of the unity of the national God, and the cor- 
relative idea of the unity of His people, imply a unity of 
worship and of sanctuary. The corporate reference is 
confirmed ’by the fact that this same book of the Cov- 
enant ordains that three times in  the year all the males 
should appear before Jahaveh. It is inconsistent with 
the fundamental ideas of the unity of the tribes a t  that 
early time to suppose that such a command could mean 
that three times in the year all males mere to make a 
pilgrimage to some shrine or other, some tomb or holy 
place of a tribal ancestor, and thus fulfil the command 
here given. The mere possession of a sacred ark, with 
a tent for its habitation, and these as the common posses- 
sion of all the tribes, was in itself a centralising of wor- 
ship. Though the existence of a tabernacle such as is 
described in the Pentateuch is denied by the modern 
historians, it is not denied that an ark, and a tent for its 
covering, were in the possession of Israel, and held in 
general regard in connection with the Jahaveh religion. 
Nor can it be denied that Shiloh was a sanctuary of a 
quite special importance in the times of the Judges and 
Samuel, and no one who believes that the Hebrew writ- 
ers knew anything at all of their history will accept the 
assumption :hat the Temple was merely the court sauctu- 
ary of the ltiagdom of Judah, or even only one of many co- 
ordinate holy places in that kingdom. Wellhausen says l 
that the principle (‘ one God, one sanctuary” is the idea 
of the Priestly Code. It is, in point of fact, the idea of 
the book of the Covenant also, though neither in the one 
nor in the other is it held to mean that the one God was 
only present, and could only manifest 3-33 power at one 
particular spot, “An altar shalt thou make to  me,” the 

1 Hisb. of Israel, p. 84. 
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conilnand runs, not (‘ altars.” The altar of God is always 
only one. It ceases to  be an altar the moment His people 
and His manifestation to them are at another place. It 
is not the sanctity of the place that constitutes the sanc- 
tits of the altar, but the presence of Him who makes His 
name manifest. It is remarkable that we do nob find in 
all the Old Testament such a divine utterance as “my 
altars ” ; and only twice does the expression ‘‘ Thy altars,” 
addressed to God, occur, It is found in Elijah’s complaint, 
which refers to northern Israel, at a time when the legit- 
imate worship of Jerusalem was excluded ; and in Psalni 
lxxxiv., where it again occurs, no inference can be drawn 
from it. On the other hand, Hosea says distinctly, 
“Epliraim hath multiplied altars to  sin” (Hosea viii. 11). 

I think, therefore, it is not proved that the book of the 
Covenant allows worship at any indefinite number of 
places as co-ordinate sanctuaries ; nor does the history 
show that this was recognised by the religious leaders of 
tlie nation. Previous to  the building of the Temple at 
Jerusalem, and especially when the ark was removed 
from Sliiloh, we find what may be called a freer or 
less regulated practice; and this was the result of the 
exigencies of the period. But from the erection of the 
Temple, not only is there no proof that any other sanc- 
tuary was allowed, but there are positive indications that 
that was regarded as the one authoritative place of war- 
ship in the sense in which we here speak. The practice 
in the northern kingdom proves nothing, for all the asser- 
tions of modern writers to the effect that the history 
mainly evolved itself there, and that the kingdom of 
Judah counts for little, are opposed to the spirit and 
distinct utterances of the earliest prophets. Not less are 
they inconsistent with the earliest legislation. The book 



One Law for all Lwael. . 413 

of She Covenant, at wliatever time written, and whether 
coniposed in the northern or the southern kingdom, makes 
no distinction between the two, and lays down one lam 
for all Israel. The schism of the ten tribes was a break- 
ing away from national unity and from the national God; 
and no proof can be adduced that prophetic men looked 
with anything but disfavour on the idolatrous worship 
that was practised in the southern kingdom, whether at 
Jerusaleni or at local sanctuaries. 
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