
NOTES.  

Note I. p. ?.-English readers naturally expect that scholars 
should be able, by mere linguistic features, to arrange the Olcl 
Testament books in  chronological order ; and find it difficult to  
understand how, in the matters of language and style, there should 
be so little appreciable distinction between books dating centuries 
apart. That the fact is so, is sufficiently proved by the various 
dates assigned by different critical scholars to the same compositions. 
What used to be regarded as the earliest of the (large) components 
of the Pentateuch, is now by the prevailing school made the latest, 
and the linguistic features have not been considered a bar to either 
view (see p. 42). The uniformity of the language of the Old Tes. 
tament is partly explained by the fact that the ancient mode of 
writing only the consonants did not provide for the preservation 
of those variations in vowel-sounds which usually mark the history 
of languages ; and when, at  a late period, a system of vowel-points 
was adopted, a uniformity in  this respect would be the result. The 
English reader must not, however, conclude that there is no differ- 
ence observable between early and late productions. The books of 
Daniel, Ezra, and Nehemiah betray their later date by the presence 
of the so-called Chaldee portions ; and the book of Ecclesiastes, as 
Delitzsch has said, must be placed late, else there is no history of 
the Hebrew language at all. The books of Chronicles indicate their 
lateness even by the matter. Still, in the great mass of the Hebrew 
literature there are no sure linguistic landmnrlcs denoting definite 
literary periods. It must be admitted that in this, as in other re- 
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spects, the East is more stationary than the West ; .and it is there. 
fore somewhat misleading to compare long periods of our own history 
with the same number of years in Eebrew history (as is done, e.g., 
by Horton, i n  ‘Inspiration and the Bible,’ third edition, p. 143). 
A modern Ambit author will write in the style of an ancient classic, 
without subjecting himself to the charge of pedantry; and the uni- 
formity of the style of Assyrian documents is remarkable. When 
once a certain style for a certain subject is fured, it tends to stereo- 
type itself; and one author may be master of more than one style. 
At all events, the determination of separate authorship does not, as a 
rule, go far to the determination of date. Cf. below, Note XXVL. 

Note 11. p. 21.-M. Renan’s estimate of the historical sciences, to 
which his life has been devoted, is not very high : “Little conjec- 
tural sciences, which are unmade as fast as they are made, and which 
will be neglected a hundred years hence.” With his sneer at the 
(‘ugly little: Jew ” (St Paul) who was unable to understand the god- 
dess whom Renan on the Acropolis addressed, may be contrasted 
the declaration of Heine in his ‘ Confessions ’ : ‘(Formerly I had no 
special admiration for Moses, probably because the spirit of Hellen- 
ism was dominant within me, and I could not pardon in the law- 
giver of the Jews his intolerance of all types and plastic representa- 
tions. . . . I see now that the Greeks were only handsome youths, 
jvhile the Jews were always men, powerful, indomitable men.” See 
6 wit, Wisdom, and Pathos from the Prose of Heinrich Heine,’ by 
Snodgrass, second edition, p. 256 f. 

Note 111. p. 23. - Tiele in his ‘ Kompendium der Religions- 
geschichte,’ $ 3, thus lays down the fundamental lines of the whole 
subject : It is probable for various reasons that primitive religion, 
which has left but few traces, was followed by a prevailing period 
of animism, which is still found in the so-called nature-rcligio?u 
(or, as he prefers to call them, cc polydemonistic-magical tribal re- 
ligions ”), and which, at a still early period among civilised peoples, 
was developed into pOlythEkti0 national religions, resting on t r d i -  
tional teaching. At a later time there arose out of polytheism, here 
and there, lzomistic religions, or religious connnnnities based on n 
law or sacred writing. In  these polytheism was more or less over- 
come by pmtheism or monotluism, in the last of which are fonnd the 
roots of the world-religions. All thip, as is pointed out by Tielc!s 
French translator (Maurice Vernes, L’histoire des Religions, p. 42), is 
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very much a repetition of Auguste Comte’s fanious trilogy, fetishism, 
polytheism, monotheism ; with this difference, that Tiele and his 
followers regard monotheism as a permanent religion, while Conite 
and his school regard it as destined to give place to  positive philo- 
sophy. It is plain, moreover, that, starting with a determination 
of what is to  be found, the inquirer will be strongly tempted to find 
it, at the expense, it  may be, of sober interpretation of facts. 

Note I?? pp. 28,43.-Writers of the critical school are in the habit 
of attacking what they call the ‘(traditional theory.” With this, 
however, we need not concern ourselves, except in so far as it is 
found in the Biblical writers. The 0. T. writers have a theory, and 
it is enough that we examine it, especially as the advanced critics 
tell us plainly that it is erroneous. (See Euenen, National Re- 
ligions, p. 69 f.) Whether Robertson Smith gives an exact state- 
ment of the traditional theory (0. T. in Jewish Church, p. 208 ff.) 
I am liot prepared‘to say. I agree with him, however, that the 
position assigned to the prophets, in the theory as he sketches it, is 
not consistent with the declarations of the prophets themselves (p. 
216). My whole contention is, that the Biblical writers do not bind 
us to any theory or view of the mode of composition of books, what- 
ever may have been ‘( traditionally” inferred or taken for granted in 
the matter; but as to the sequence of events, and the religious signi- 
fiwnce of events, their langange is plain and eniphatic. It is with 
that language, and the view it expresses, not with traditional inter- 
pretntions of it, that we have to dral. 

Note V. p. 35.--Vatlce, from whom Wellhausen “gratefully ae- 
knowledges himself to have learned best and most ” (Hist. of Israel, 
p. 13), says that Moses must be measured by his time, and that it 
is impossible that an individual should rise suddenly from a lower 
to a higher stage and mise a whole people with him ; so, though 
individual may out of weakness fall back to a lower level (as to idol 
and image worship), yet this is impossible in the case of a whole 
people, if the consciousness of the unity of God was actually alive. 
As to the age of Moses, according to whose standard the lawgiver 
is to be measured, Vatke denied to it even the knowledge of writing 
(Sibl. Tlieol., 179-183). Ewald, on the other hand, spealring of the 
time of Moses, says : (( A new power was in that distmt age set in 
motion in the worlil, whose pulsations vibrated through the whole 
of tmtiipiity,” &c. (Hist. of I s r d ,  Eng. transl., vol. ii. p. 169); and 
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F. C. Baur says that Mosaism must ever be regarded as a great 
religious reform, a renewing and restoration of a purer religion, 
periodically obscured and threatened with a still deeper obscuration 
(in Studien und Eritilren for 1832). 

Note VI. p. 44.-The classical passage in the Talmud (Baba 
Bnthra, 14 b.) contains really all that the rabbins had of tradition on 
the subject of the authorship of the Old Testament books ; and it 
is so obscurely expressed that it is evident the tradition, whatever 
it was, was mixed up with crude guesses of their own. The passage 
is given by Strack in the Rerzog-Plitt Encyklopadie, vol. vii., 
art. “Eanon des Alten Testaments.” It is also given in English, 
and discussed by Briggs, Bibl. Study, p. 175 ff. 

Note VII. p. 47.-During the Egyptian war of 1882 there was a 
newspaper edited by an intimate associate of Arabi, and ciyulated 
widely among the fellahtn and those favourable to  Arabi’s cause. 
It gave most circumstantial and minute details of his operations and 
glowing accounts of his victories. The readers of this paper be- 
lieved, for example, that a midshipman who lose his way on the 
sands somewhere near Eefr Dawhr, and was taken prisoner, vas the 
admiral of the British fleet ; and their belief was encouraged by the 
attention bestowed on the prisoner, and the state in which he was 
made to  live in one of the palaces. They also believed that Arabi’s 
troops had many successful engagements with the British ; and, as 
a native writer says, had the sum of the British reported as lrUed 
been added up, it would have amounted to ten times their whole 
actual number (Scottish Review, April 1881, p. 386). A. copy of 
this paper, dated a day or SO before the battle of Tel-el-Kebir, was 
picked up in the trenches by a British soldier, and used as letter- 
paper to  write to his friends at home. I had the good fortune to see 
it, and I found it full of the most extravagant accounts of the doings 
of the rebel army on the very eve of its discomfiture. What would 
a future historian make of a complete file of this paper? 

Note VIII. p. 63.-It is not necessary for us to enter into critical 
questions as to  the composition and the original ~‘sources’~ of 
the various books ; but a brief statement of the chief critical con- 
clusions and designations is here desirable. The oldest of all the 
historical authorities recognised by critics are those songs, or poetical 
pieces, which presumably had their rise in connection with stirring 
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events, and were, in the first instance, handed down orally. The 
song of Deborah, says Stade, bears traces of having been composed 
under the immediate impression of the victory it celebrates, and 
it is usually appealed to as one of the oldest sources of historical 
information. The Hexateuch (Le. ,  the six books Genesis to Joshua) 
I s  regarded as one great composite work, within which several large 
component parts (to say nothing of redactional matter) of different 
dates are distinguishable. The book of Deuteronomy may be set 
aside as a part by itself with well-marked features. There remain 
two larger sources, capable again of minor subdivision. The first 
of these in historical order is a story-book, now usually designated 
(after Wellhausen) J E. having been originally two books, one (J) 
characterised by the use of the name Jahaveh, the other (E) by the 
use of the name Elohim, the former belonging probably to the 
southern kingdom, the latter to the northern. They are both of 
prophetical or popular character. Wellhausen’s school makes J the 
earlier, placing it in the middle of the ninth century B.Q., while E 
would fall not later than 750 B.Q. Both of these may have incor- 
porated older sources, and may both have been originally of larger 
compass ; they are now so closely joined together that a separation 
of them in their original entireness may be considered impossible. 
This combined source J E is often designated the Jehovist, to dis- 
tinguish it from J, the simple Jahvist. The other great component 
part of the Hexateuch used to be called the Grundschrift or Funda- 
mental Writing, because it was regarded as the earliest main source, 
a sort of backbone about which the other parts were grouped. Its 
first portion is the opening chapter of Genesis, and in the remainder 
of that book those portions that are headed (‘these are the genera- 
tions,” &c., belong to ib, and hence Ewald called it the ‘(Book of 
Origins.” It was also called the Older Elohist,” to distinguish it 
from the Elohistic story-book, now called E. The main portion of 
it lies in the middle books, particularly in Leviticus, and from this 
part, which is its most striking feature, this source is now usually 
denoted by P,-i,e., Priestly source. Wellhausen thinks that the ker- 
nel of this work was, what he designates Q (--puot~or, four), a work 
containing the four covenants (Gen. i. 28-30, ix. 1:1’7, xvii. ; Exod. 
vi. 2, ff,) This great source is now regarded, not as the underlying 
fundamental document, but, so to  speak, the h a 1  encircling frame- 
work, which held all the others together in a systematic scheme, 
and in  date i b  is declared to be exilic. Some critics recognise more, 
some less, pre-existing material within its own proper domain; 
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and it need not be said, the views as to the processes by which th0 
whole composite Hexateuch grew to its present form, vary con- 
siderably (see chap. vi. p. 139 ff.) As to the other historical books, 
the books of Gngs bear on their face that they were composed in 
the t.ime of the exile (whatever earlier materials they may embody). 
I n  1 Kings vi.-viii., Wellhausen recognises marks of the influence of 
the (still later) Priestly Code (Bist. of Israel, p. 280). The book of 
Judges, besides an  introduction (i. 14. 5) and an appendix (xvii.- 
xxi.), is made up of a number of stories, recounting the exploits 
of local heroes. These stories, however, are set in a framework, 
said to be from a different hand, explaining in stereotyped phrase 
how the various oppressions came about, how the deliverer was 
raised up, and how long the effects of the deliverance lasted. The 
chapters at  the end (xix.-xxi.) Stade calls a ((tendency romance,” 
fully in accord with the Priestly source (Qesch., i. p. 71). Well- 
hausen, however (Hist., p. 237), does not make this portion so late 
as P. C., with the exception of one reference to the “ congregation,” 
and the mention of Phinehas. So he says (Hist., p. 256) that 1 Sam. 
vii., viii., x. 17 f., Si., betray a close relationship with those chapters 
of the book of Judges. 

Note IX. p. 77.-The hieroglyphic system is found in perfection 
on the monuments of the 18th and 19th dynasties-i.e., earkier than 
the exodus. But by that time it was a venerable system; for 
remains of monuments from even the 4th dynasty exhibit a 
character essentially identical with that found in the inscriptions of 
Thothmes and Rameses. Budge, i n  speaking of the cover of the sar- 
cophagus of Menkau Ra (or Mycerinus), of the 4th dynasty (dated 
by Brugsch, 3633 B.O.), says : There is little difference between the 
shape of the hieroglyphics of those days and those of a much later 
date ; and however far we may go back, we never come to an in- 
scription belonging to a period in which we can see that the Bgyp- 
tians were learning to  write (Dwellers on the Nile, p. 63). In 1847 
wag published by Prisse a facsimile of a papyrus found in a tomb of 
the 11th dynasty (Le., some centuries earlier than Moses). Old as 
it is, i t  is a copx of an original work composed by a writer of the 
5th dynasty ; and, to crown all, the original author, who is an old 
man, laments over the good old times that are gone. A translation 
of Pentaur’s poem by Professor Lushington is contained in Records 
of the Past, first ser,, vol. ii. p. 65 ff. Comp, Budge, Dwellers on 
the Vile, chap. v. It is interesting to  note that it exhibits the 
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system of parallelism which is so characteristic of Hebrew poetry, 
and has other resemblances to the lyrical and prophetical style of 
the Old Testament. 

Note X. p. 116.-How very early the Messianic expectation had 
taken a precise form may be gathered from the way Amos spealrs of 
the “day of Jahaveh” (v. 18-20). This expression, which appears 
so prominently throughout prophetic literature, was evidently by 
his time in  common use to denote (‘a good time coming.” The 
polemic of the prophet implies this, as it also teaches the funda- 
mental conception of the “ cycle ” of history to which reference is 
made above, p. 117. 

Note XI. p. 124.-Robertson Smith says : ‘‘ That the division of 
Israel into twelve tribes did not assume its present shape till after 
the conquest of Canaan, is recognised by most recent inquirers 
(Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia, p. 219). Stacle tells US 
that no historical recollection goes back to the time of the entrance 
of the Israelites into Western Palestine (Qeschichte, i. p. 14’7) ; that 
there were never twelve tribes at  one and the same time, but some- 
times more, sometinies fewer, and that only by artificial means was 
the number twelve made out (a number found in the similar 
legends of other peoples), either by leaving out Lcvi, or by making 
Ephraim and Manasseh one. The system, he says, is due to the 
priests, and grew up at the sanctuaries to confirm the general system 
of patriarchal legends (p. 146). We may conjecture, he mys, that a 
system once prevailed, according to which the tribes were repre- 
sented as the Wives of Jacob, for the names Leah, Racliel, Zilpah, 
Bilhah, are t o  be taken as names of Hebrew tribes. Independent of 
this there must have been a genealogy representing the tribes as 
sons, as is apparent from the fact that Leah is just another form of 
Levi ; b i t  the legendary cycle which knew the tribe of Levi in the 
form of Leah, wife of Jacob, knew nothing of the legend which repre- 
sented it as Levi, the son of Jacob, and vice versd (p 146). Moreover, 
the principle of genealogy must have crossed other systems of divi- 
sion, particularly the geographical system, by which tribes contiguous 
in uituation were represented as consanguineous. Yet, after allowing 
himself all this latitude and choice of explanations, Stade cannot, 
e.g., account for the fact that Reuben, an insigiiificant tribe, was 
mnde the firstborn (unless, perhaps, as he SUggests, it was just 
because this was an insignificant tribe, ptlt €orth, so to spealc, as a 
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neutral-coloured figure-head to allay the jealousies of the two great 
rival tribes, Judah and Ephrairn). Nor can he explain why Zebulon 
and Issachar (northern tribes) are grouped with Judah under Leah, 
and Asher (west) with Gad (east) under Zilpah. It seems also 
an extraordinary statement t o  make, that the circles which knew of 
Levi and Leah as the son and wife respectively of Jacob, knew 
nothing of the legendary beliefs of one another ; for one would 
suppose that if the tribal genealogies were preserved anywhere, it 
would be in the tribe concerned ; and yet one part of the tribe, on 
this supposition, would not know what the other part thought of 
themselves. It seems t o  me, that to place the formation of all this 
legendary matter, as Stade does, i n  the time of the divided monarchy 
(p. 147), is not justifiable in  the face of the song of Deborah, nor 
consistent with his own position stated elsewhere (p. 396), that the 
monarchical systeni, by concentrating power, struck at the religious 
system on which tribal formation rests, not t o  speak of the opposi- 
tion of the Jahaveh religion to  the same ideas. In other words, the 
system requires longer time to grow, and presupposes a much more 
primitive condition of society than his assumption implies. Much 
more may this be said of the explanation, favoured by Robertson 
Smith, of the tribal system by the belief and practice of totemism, 
on the ground of the animal names of some of the tribes (Kinship, 
&c., 1.0.) The last-named writer claims to  have pointed out that the 
name Sarah or Sarai corresponds as closely with Israel as Lea11 
does with Levi ; and argues hence that, as Abraham was originally a 
Judzean hero, we have an explanation how Sarah (=Israel) was 
Abraham’s sister before she came to be called his wife and the 
mother of Israel and Judah alike (ibid., Note XI. t o  chap. i., p. 257). 
The great difficulty is to  find room for the development that all this 
implies within the firm historical limits prescribed by our written 
documents. The personality of the patriarchs, as tribal heads, is 
not inconsistent with a growth of tribes by accretion, as modern 
Arab practice shows. The Biblical theory, placing a long period 
between the patriarchs and the exodus, allows room for this ; but 
Stade does not, by ascribing the tribal formation and the growth of 
the legends to the times Aucceeding the invasion of Canaan. As t o  
a tribe not knowing its father, as he asserts, see an article by Curtiss 
in Expositor, third series, vol. vi. p. 328 f. Stade’s assertion that 
no historical recollection goes back to  the tinic of the entrance into 
Canmn, is met by the concurrent testimony of all the sources, and 
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the clear voice of the earliest writing prophets, to the effect that 
Israel came out of Egypt. 

Note XIX p. l2?.-Yet the only passage in which Abraham appears 
as a warrior (Gen. xiv., in which the rescue of Lot is described) is 
relegated by Wellhausen and Euenen to post-exilic times, and de- 
clared to be quite unhistorical. The chapter is a veritable crm for 
modern criticism j it wi l l  not allow itself to  be classed with any of 
the main sources, and so Eautzsch and Socin print it in a type by it- 
self (Die Genesis, mit ausserer Unterscheidung der Quellenschriften). 
WeIlhausen declares that it may be described, like Melchizedec, as 
“without father, without mother, without genealogy.” Critics of 
a more moderate type (as Schrader, Dillmann, and Kittel) regard i t  
as an old independent piece (perhaps borrowed from a native Pales- 
tinian source) taken up by E. To which WeUhausen replies that 
this is the last document to  which it should be assigned, since in E 
Abrahani is represented as a ‘‘ Muslim” and a prophet, but never a 
warrior. Neither, says he, does the glorification of Jerusalem (the 
southern sanctuary) suit E, a northern story-teller, Most probably, 
he concludes, the final redactor who united J E With Q, took up 
this recital, which had no connection with the antecedent and sub- 
sequent context (Composition des Hexateuchs, pp. 26, 310). So 
Kuenen calls it a post-exilic version of Abram’s life, a Midrash 
(Hexateuch, sect. 16). 

Nota XIII. p. 133.--H. a. Tomkins, in his ‘ Studies on the Times 
of Abxaham’ (Bagster, 1878), has brought together much interesting 
matter, drawn from recent archaological research. Reference may 
be made also to Deane’s ‘Abraham; IIis Life and Times,’ in the 
‘<Men of the Bible” Series. It is time that an extreme criticism, 
which will persist in representing Israel as groping its way out of 
the most primitive ideas, while civilisation prevailed around them, 
should bend to the force of facts which are multiplying every day. 
FVhat has been done in  the field of Homeric studies should not be 
without its lesson to Biblical students. 

Note XIV. p. l?l.-l3oberl;son Smith (Religion of Semites, first 
series, p. 92 ff.) has an ingenious discussion of the original s igdca-  
tion of bad ,  i n  which he relies lunch on the Arabic espression 
(ha1 land), which denotes land nourished by subterranean waters, 
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Whether his conclusion be riglit or not, it  is evident that n good 
deal must have happened before a god under the earth beneath be- 
came the chief god in the heaven above ; and also that by the time 
we reach the stage of conception of the earliest Hebrew writing (not 
to say language), in which “ bad means the master of a house, the 
owner of a field, cattle, or the like: we are very far indeed from the 
original Semitic conception, if, indeed, that order of development 
took place at all. In this very learned work there are too many 
sudden leaps from primitive notions of Semitic peoples to such an ad- 
vanced stage of thought as is represented by the prophets. I n  my 
opinion, the work would have been as valuable n contribution to our 
knowledge of the common Semitic religion, and much less confusing 
and inconsequent, had the author not proceeded on the assumption 
that the theory of the history of Israel set forth by Wellhausen and 
Kuenen is established, or, as he states the matter, that the researches 
of writers of that school have (‘ carried this inquiry t o  a point where 
nothing of vital importance for the historical study of the Old Testa- 
ment religion still remains uncertain” (Pref., p. vii.) The pre- 
cariousness of the philological argument, so much employed by him, 
is seen in the fact that expressions illustrating what are claimed as 
primitive beliefs are found as frequently in undoubtedly late as i n  
early writers. I n  the Archaeological Review (vol. iii., No. 3, 1889) 
there is an article on Totemism by JOB. Jacobs, who comes to the 
conclusion that, although not only certain names of Edoiiiite and even 
Israelite tribes, and also prohibitions of food, family feasts, and 60 

forth, possibly allow the inference of pre-existing totemism, there 
cannot be a thought of its actual existence in  historic times.” And 
it is with historic times that we are concerned. 

Note XV. p. 172.-The name Elohim, which is a plural form, 
has been tnken by many to prove that polytheism was the original 
belief of the Hebrews. Baudissin (Studien zup Semit. Religions- 
gesch., Heft I. p. 55 ff.) say8 that the plural designation, of God 
can only have arisen through the ascription to One of all the powers 
that resided in different deities. To which Baethgen (BeitrSige zur 
semitischen Religionsgeschichte, p. 132 ff. and p. 29’7) objects that 
this is to give to the word an origin in pantheism, of which me have 
no trace in any Old Testament writer; and that if the ’ Clod of the 
Israelites were only the sum of all other gods, he could not be set 
over against them nor over them. As to the idea that the plural 
form may have been a summing up of all the gods or divine po~vers 
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which Israel acknowledged, he objects that, in that case, we sllould 
have uxpected t o  find traces of the names of such other supposed 
gods, and also to find a SingUlW noun to denote one of the Elohim, 
The singular word Eloah, which at all events is poetical and rare, 
he supposes to  be a later formation from the plural which was in 
common use. Max Muller tells us (Selected Essays, vol. E. p. 
414) that no language forms a plural before a singular ; but it 
cannot be denied that in this instance the singular form is little 
used, and the plural word is used not only to denote the  g god^" 
collectively of the nations, but even to  denote any one of these (see 
Judges xi. 24 ; 1 Snm. v. 7 ; 1 Kings xi. 5 ; 2 Kings i, 2, 3, 6, 16 ; 
Isn. xxxvii. 38) as well as the one God of Israel. Baethgen empha- 
sises the striking fact that Israel, from whom in any case monothe. 
ism came, is the only Semitic people which employs this plural form 
of the divine name, whereas all the other Semitic natiolls have a 
singular name for deity, even though they were polytheists (ib., p. 
139). If the name did not indicate from the beginning a plurality 
of majesty or of attributes, it can at most only be taken as a prosf 
of primeval or primitive polytheism ; but it cannot be taken as a 
proof of yolytheism after the time of Abraham. Robertson Smith 
is inclined to believe that the idea underlying the plural Elohim is 
that of (‘vague plurality in the conception of the Godhead as associ- 
ated with special spots, . . . and that not in the sense o f  a definite 
number oE clearly individualised deities, but with the same indefi- 
niteness as characterises the conception of the jinn ” (Religion of the 
Semites, first series, p. 426). This seems to be the sense attached 
to the word by M. Renan, who describes the Elohim as ‘‘ myriads 
of active beings very analogous to the ‘ spirits of savages, living, 
trunslucid, inseparable in some sort the one from the other, not 
having distinct proper names like the Aryan gods ” (Histoire du 
Peuple d’Israel, i. p. 30). If this be the original sense attached to 
the nalne, it  is not the sense as given by the Biblical writers to their 
national deity within the times of which we speak j or if the Israel- 
ites at the time of the prophets or from the time o f  Moses believed 
in the existence of such beings as are here described, they evidently 
ranked them as very inferior to the national God. 

Note XVT. p. 182,-The expression “the Lord of hosts ’’ (Jahaveh 
Qebaoth) is found in a double sense in the Old Testament writings. 
The “hosts,” in the One case, are the armies of Israel (Emd. 6.4, 
xii. 41, c i i ;  compare 1 8am. xvii. 4b) whom Jahaveh leads to 
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victory ; and this use is found in the early hihorical books, having 
apparently arisen or been stimulated by the military experiences of 
the early history. In the prophets, however (see, e.g., Eos. xii. 
6), we see that the expression was no longer, or no longer simply, 
limited in reference to armies, but included the heavenly host, the 
stars and angel@. So the LXX. often render by the word r r a v m t p d w p .  
(See art. Zebaoth in Herzog-Plitt, Realencykl., vol. xvii. p. 427.) 
Sayce’s remark might give the impression that the latter use is the 
more original, and some have concluded that this reference i s  primi- 
tive. Against this view, however, has to be set the fact that the 
expression seems to have come into use in connection with military 
exploits. Kautzsch has pointed out (in Stade’s Zeitschrift fur Alttest. 
Wissenschaft, 1886, p. 17) that in the connections in which it occurs 
in the early historical books, it either is closely associated with the 
ark, the symbol of Jahaveh’s leadership, or otherwise has a warlike 
reference. Konig has also pointed out (Hauptprobleme, p. 50) that 
the host of heaven is denoted by the singular word, not by the 
plural qebaoth. In the prophetic (and as he concludes later) use, 
this plural designation embraces both the earthly and the heavenly 
hoets. 

Note XVII. p. 186.--For a thorough-going treatment of the Old 
Testament on the mythological method, nothing can surpass the 
work of aoldziher (Mythology among the Hebrews, translated by 
Russell Martineau), who explains the characters in Genesis and 
Judges almost unifornily as sky-myths. I do not think that the 
myth of the dawn is now taken so seriously as it used to be. The 
temptation, however, seems to be strong with some minds to look 
for an ancient mythology underlying the primeval or even the 
patriarchal history. It is well known that old heathen deities 
survive under the guise of heroes and mythical ancestors, and it is 
therefore quite legitimate to examine the names and records relating 
to those earliest times, to see whether they rest on such a mythical 
basis. We can only here refer to attempts that have been made in 
this direction. A summary statement will be found in Baethgen’s 
Beitrage zur Semitischen Religionsgeschichte, p. 147 ft’, The con- 
clusion to which he comes is, that any speciousness which at first 
fiight appears in the identification of antediluvian or patriarchal 
names with faded deities disappears on closer inspection, either 
because the supposed deities are not otherwise traceable in Semitic 
religion, or because the names are susceptible of a much simpler 
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explanation, or bocausc the explanations given break down at the 
decisive point. As to the story of Samson, which affords such ample 
scope to the advocates of the sun-myth (Steinthal, Zeitschrift fur 
Viillrerpsychologie, 1862, S.  p. 129 ff., translated in  Goldziher’s 
work), it has always seemed to me that the mythological features are 
too strongly marked for the period at which Samson is placedj.e., 
he is surrounded, in the period of the Judges, by characters so 
thoroughly himan, that he would be a glaring literary anachronism 
as a pure sun-myth. It may be that some traits of the story are 
coloured by folk-lore (though, on the other hand, there are others 
that will not be constrained into mythology by even the most violent 
methods), but that is very different from saying that he was not a 
hero such as the story paints him. Any traces of mythology to be 
found in the Old Testament are far less elaborate. They may be 
said to be mere traces, either remains of an extinct system or rudi- 
ments that were never developed,-such as the references to  the 
“sons of Clod and the daughters of men,” Rahab, Leviathan, Tannin, 
and suchlike. These, it should be observed, as they lie before us in 
the boolm, are handled with perfect candour and simplicity, as if to 
the writers they had become 4ivested of all dangerous or misleading 
associations, or were even nothing more than figures of speech, They 
may, in part, as Flockner and Baetbgen suggest, have been adopted 
from non-Hebraic sources, just as classical allusions are found in 
modern poets, I cannot in a brief note go as fully into the question 
as I should like, but I have a very strong impression that in the 
particular of the “Dawn,” which Cheyne seems to think points to 11 
whole system of early mythology, we have a crucial instance of the 
different mental attitudes of the Hebrew and Aryan races. I believe 
there is no Semitic heathen god of the dawn, nor in the Hebrew 
Scriptures any hint of the contest of light with darkness. The name 
of the dawn in Hebrew is indubitably based on the idea of daTkness, 
ao that the dawn is primarily the NorgentEiimmmng, not the 
Moygenr6the. I should say that we have an undoubted instance of 
its use in this sense in Joel ii. 2, ‘(dawn spread upon the mountains” 
-an exact picture of the gloom caused by the cloud of locusts. And 
I venture to suggest to scholars the possibility of giving the same 
sense to the word in the much-discussed passage Isaiah viii. 20, 
which, without the supplying of a single word or any violence to  
grammar, might yead, “To the law and to the testimony : should 
they not speak according to this word, which has no dimness 1 ” The 
standing phrase the (6 dawn went up” may thus primarily mean the 
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rising up of the black cover of night, SO that the sun, the ody source 
of light, may appear ; and if so, the passage in Job (xxxviii. 12 f.) 
would be all the more shilring. The subject is worth more study 
than it seems to have received. Cheyne in  his last commentary 
(The Book of Psalms) shows a growing tendency to  notice myths 
or supposed myths alluded to or lying under Biblical expressions. 
When attention is at every turn drawn in this way to the eyelids of 
the dawn, the sides of the north, the sun as a bridegroom or strong 
man, the speech of the day, the gates of death, and so forth, and the 
mythological beliefs of other (even non-Semitic) peoples are adduced 
in connection, the ordinary reader can hardly be blamed for con- 
cluding that the Hebrew writers employing such expressions were 
on the level of heathen mythologisers. No doubt, the qualifica- 
tion is sometimes added that the myth is old or faded or primitive, 
But if so, how old is it 1 And what proof is there that it was ever 
more developed than we find it 1 And then, on this mode of inter- 
pretation, how much poetry will be left us ? Religious language i s  
always metaphorical ; the crisis in the religious life of a people 
comes when either the metaphor is to run away with the thought, 
or the mind control the metaphor ; and I maintain that the Hebrew 
writers, from the earliest point we can reach them, though saturated 
with poetry, are free from mythology in the ordinary sense. At all 
events, I would submit that these references are singularly out of 
place in a commentary, unless they are historically attested at the 
time of the writer. I f  it is the main object of a commentator to 
exhibit the mind of the writer commented on, nothing but confusion 
can arise from suggesting to the reader thoughts which could hardly 
have been in the writer’s mind. It is all the more out of place when 
the literature under consideration is post-prophetic. Whatever may 
be said of the low level from which religious ideas among the 
Hebrews started, it will scarcely be maintained that they had a 
conscious belief in these nature-myths by the time of the exilic or 
post-exilic literature. 

Nots XYIIJ. p. 195.-David occupies so distinguished a position in 
the Biblical theory of the history that heroic measures have to  be 
taken on the modern theory to explain his true standing. His 
personal character and the religion of his time are described by 
Renan in terms which it is not worbh while t o  transcribe (Eistoire 
du Peuple d’Israe1, tom. ii. chap. i., v.) A word may here be said 
as to the ascription t o  him by the Biblical tradition of the gift of 
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song. (See above, p. 93.) VatlKO, relying on Anios vi. 5, 6, says that 
the Davidic muse had scarcely the predominant religious tendency 
which a later age presupposed. And Robertson Smith goes the length 
of saying : “ I t  is very curious that the iook of Amos represents 
David as the chosen model of the dilettanti nobles of Ephraim, who 
lay stretched on beds of ivory, anointed with the choicest perfumes, 
and mingling music with their cups in the familiar manner of ori- 
ental luxury” (0. T. in the Jewish Church, p. 205). I t  is “very 
curious,” certainly, that a learned professor should make such an 
assertion, for Amos does no such thing. All that the prophet says 
about David in this connection is, that the nobles in question “de- 
vise for themselves instruments of music like David.” To make the 
comparison extend t o  the whole passage is monstrous. The prophet 
tells the luxurious nobles that they are enjoying everything t i ~ a t  is 
best themselves, but are not grieved for the affliction of Joseph ” ; 
and if there is any inference to be drawn as to David’s mnsidal 
attainments, it is this, that his instruments had the fame of being 
the ne plus ultra of their kind. There may be-probably there is- 
irony in  the prophet’s words, as one might describe as a Solomon a 
person who made great pretence to  wisdom. When Isaiah utters a 
woe upon those who are mighty t o  drink wine, and men of strength 
to mingle strong drink” (Isa. v. 22), he does not mean that all ath- 
letes are drunkards. The view of Amos in regard to the posibion 
of David in history is found in chap. ix. 11. 

Note XIX. p. 259. -Prom the form of the question in Amos 
v. 25, and the emphatic position of the word “sacrifices” in the 
origiual, it  may be concluded that the prophet expected a negative 
answer to the question, ‘( Did ye offer sacrifices to  me in the wilder- 
ness forty years, 0 house of Israel ? ”  But this being admitted, the 
difficulties of the passage only begin. Did he mean to refer to the 
desert period as a good time, and imply-It was not sacrifice that 
constituted the good feature of Israel’s behaviour then 1 Or did he 
mean to say that even in the desert they were a rebellious corrupt 
people, or 11 people under displeasure to  sueh an extent that sacrifice 
would not have been accepted from them ? Both Amos (ii. 10) and 
Hosea (ix, 10, si. 1 ff.) refer t o  the time of the desert as one of 
favour shown by Jahaveh ; but this is not inconsistent with the 
view that they mere even then a rebellious and backsliding people, 
ns even these prophets, as well as the historical writers, indicate. 
I t  may be, as Bredenlrarnp maintains, that the forty years is given 



608 Notes. 

as a round number to indicate the greater part of the period--viz., 
thirty-eight years-when the people were under chastisement (see 
Deut. ix. 7 ff. ; Josh. v. S), and excluding the two years spent about 
Sinai, when the legal system is represented as having been organised. 
Apart from this, however, the difficulties of the passage in the present 
connection begin at v. 26. For whereas some writers (as Daumer 
and Kuenen) see a reference to the past, and make the prophet 
declare that this idolatrous worship was practised in the desert, 
others (as Robertson Smith, Konig, Schrader, &c,) take the reference 
to be to the future, cc So shall ye take up (viz,, on the road to exile) 
the stake (or column) of your king, and the pedestal of your images,’, 
&e. (see Queen’s Printer’s Bible). Bredenlramp (Qesetz U. Pro- , 

pheten, p. 83 ff., who takes v. 26 to  refer to the past) discusses the 
passage at some length. See also Robertson Smith, Prophets, pp. 
140, 399 ; Wellhausen, Hist., p. B6 ; Ronig, Hauptproblenie, p. 9. 
AS t o  the idolatrous objects named, see Schrader, Cuneiform 
Inscriptions, Eng. tr., vol. ii. p. 141 f. Why is it, by the way, 
that Amos should be considered such an authority on the stars in 
this passage, and yet not be allowed to be the author of passages 
that speak of them in connection with Jahaveh’s greatness 1 (Amos 
v. 8). 

Note XX. p. 262.-Daumer, of course, makes a great deal of all 
these cases (pp. 26 ff.), arguing that the expression “before the 
Lord” denotes a formal religious act or ceremony of worship. I t  
may be conceded that the expression has a religious reference-i.e., 
that it was under a strong religious impulse that Samuel slew 
Agag, and that David thought he was performing a ‘creligious duty,)) 
as we say, in giving up Saul’s descendants to what was no doubt a 
cruel and unmerited fate. All this, however, is far from proving 
that human sacrifice was part of the recognised worship. That the 
sacredness of human life was not so great in the age of David and 
Samuel as to outweigh what was regarded as a sacred obligation or 
blood claim on the other side, need not surprise any one who believes 
in a progressive education in morality. When (not so long ago) men 
were hanged in this country for sheep-stealing, it was clone in obe- 
dience to what were regarded as the sacred demands of justice. See 
Mozley’s ‘ Ruling Ideas in Early Ages.’ 

Note XXI. p. 302.-The distinction between monotheism and mon- 
olatry is one that it is easy for us to draw. At the same time, the 
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important point in this discussion is whether the Israelites wop- 
shipped only one God, and what was the character they assigned to 
Him. It is quite probable that it never occurred to them to asir, 
themselves what precisely were the gods of the nations around them ; 
md, as is shown in the text, had they put such a question, they 
would very probably have been at  a loss for an answer. We must 
not look in the Old Testament for what it does not profess to  give. 
Max Miiller speaks of a primitive intuition of God which he calls 
henotheism ; which in itself is neither monotheistic nor polytheistic, 
though it might become either, according to the expression which it 
took in the languages of men (Selected Essays, vol. E. p. 412 f.) 
13% well-known explanation of the monotheistic turn of the Semitic 
races is that their languages enabled those using them to keep in 
memory the predicative or appellative sense of words, so that they 
did not run into nominob, which were confounded with numina, 
But the question always recurs, Whence this peculiar build of lan- 
guage, if not from the mind of those forming and employing it 1 SO 
that the problem why the Semitic race (or a part of them) thought 
in this peculiar way, is no nearer solution on a merely philologicd 
basis. (Compare above, p. 189.) 

Note XXII .  pp. 313 and 338.-Stade also, though he speaks of’an 
intimate relation between Jahaveb and Israel as subsisting from 
Mosaic times, yet maintains that the designation of this relation 
as a covenant cannot be proved anterior to  the seventh century 
(Gesch., i. p. 807). The Hebrew word for covenant ( n v )  is no 
doubt etyxnologically connected with a verb (773) to cut, and in its 
derivation, and in the usual connection with the verb nq (to cut), 
there i s  clear reference to sacrificial rites in connection with its rati- 
fication. (See Gen. xv. and Delitzsch’s Comment.) Robertson Smith 
has pointed out the old Arab usages in this matter (Kinship and 
Marriage, p. 47 8. j Religion of the Semites, 296 ff.) He says, how- 
ever, very appositely, that (( a nation like Israel is not a natural unity 
like a clan, and Jehovah, as the national God, was, from the time of 
Moses downward, no mere natural clan god, but the god of a con- 
fedmation, so that here the idea of a covenant religion is entirely 
justified.” He thus seems to take the original sense of the word as 
C V V Q ~ ~ ~ ,  with a reciprocal sense. Others, lem properly, give ic the 
sense of arae$rtV, from the idea of decision, determination, and then 
institution. Though this is not to be maintained, and thongh the 
obligations resting upon God, as one party to the covenant, may not 



510 Notes. 

be brought into the foreground, as being understood, yet we cannot 
conceive of a covenant without obligations, in the form of commands, 
resting on man. Even Jeremiah’s new covenant implies a law (Jer. 
xxxi. 33). Sce Bredenkamp, Gesetz und Propheten, p. 22, and his 
reff. 

Note XXIIL  p. 316.-It seems to be generally taken for granted, 
without proof, that the early Israelites knew little of the great 
outside world. Robertson Smith, e.g., says of the times of Amos, 
“We are led to suppose that the very name of Assyria was un- 
known to  the mass of the Hebrews” (Prophets, p. 91). He 
admits, however, that Amos himself knew with surprising esact- 
ness the history and geography of all the nations with whom the 
Hebrews had any converse ; but instead o f  taking one man as 
the type of many, as he does in the case of Micah the image-maker 
in the book of Judges, he supposes that Amos had been a p a t  
traveller (ibid., p. 128 f.) For my part, I do not see any reason 
to think that Amos, who tells US plainly what his manner of life 
was, differed in this particular from the average man of his time. 
When the Franco-Prussian war was raging in Europe, there were 
numbers of Druze peasants in Lebanon, who had never been on a 
boat, inquiring eagerly day by day for news of the campaign, and 
following closely the fortunes of the combatants. Palestine was 
not so large a country, nor its people in those times so dull, that the 
great Plicenician trade could be carried on about their borders 
without their having some knowledge of the great world. Jero- 
boam was not the only adventurer that went from Palestine to 
Egypt, nor was Jonah the only Jewish youth that ran away to sea. 
It has generally been taken for granted that it was only after the 
advance westward of the Assyrian power about the eighth century 
that Israel came to  know of the great Eastern world (Knobel, Die 
Bticher Nnmeri, &c., p. 519) ; but are we to believe that a people 
who traced the origin of Abraham to the East supposed that all that 
region had disappeared, or ceased to talk about it 1 The tenacity 
with which old traditions cling to the oriental mind is illustrated 
by the fact that the inhabitants of Syria at the present day speak 
of the Russians as iVu,sk3i or Muscovites, a recollection of the 
period when Moscow was the capital (although the name Russia is 
lmown to old writers). And I would offer the coiijecture for ivhat- 
ever it may be worth, that the name of Babe1 (for Babylon) retained 
siinilarly its hold on the Israelite memory as a designation of the 
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great Eastern country, in which the supremacy oscillated between 
Babylon and Assyria. Schrader tells us (Cuneiform Inscriptions, 
on Genesis sxxvi. 31) that the name Israel does not occur in the 
Inscriptions as a general name for the Israelites, nor does it appear, 
as a rule, as the name of the northern kingdom, the designation of 
which is usually “land of the house of Omri.” This fact is full 
of suggestiveness as to the way in which ((sources ’’ may be used. 

Note X X I K  pp. 336, 369.-One of those general statements made 
without reflection on its foundation or significance, is that the 
Israelites who left Bgypt at  the exodus were a horde of slaves. 
We must, no doubt, accept it as the best evidence of their servitude 
there that the national consciousness of a people otherwise proud 
of their freedom, retained so vivid a recollection of their hard 
bondage and of the “high hand” by which they were delivered, 
Stacle’s off-hand dictum that if any Hebrew clan ever sojourned in 
Egypt no one lcnows its iianie, is (not to speak of the difficulty of 
finding traces of the Hylcsos themselves in Egypt) opposed to the 
vrhole testimony of the nation, and, besides, leaves no room for the 
development of the pre-prophetic ideas which he himself is so fond 
of tracing. But if we admit that the sojourn of the people in Egypt 
was a historical fact, we must consider what it implies. The things 
that make the deepest impression on the memory are not necessarily 
those that make the most lasting impression on character. 81- 
though their life mas at one time made ((bitter i n  mortar and jn 
bricks, and in  all manner of service in the field,” we are not to 
suppose that this went on from generation to generation. Even 
during the time of this hard service it is probable, judging by the 
customs of forced labour in the East, and hints in the Hebrew 
narrative, that they were far from being, as perhaps the popular 
conception represents them, an unorganised gang of slaves. They 
mouild be arranged and drawn for labour by their families and under 
their own chief or heads (Esod. v, 14 ff,) And we know not what 
amount of orgtmisation they had reached, or what experience of 
ordinary life they had gained during a residence of several genera- 
tions in a country like Egypt. The Egyptian f e l b l i h  in the time 
of Meliemet Ali mere probably ns much oppressed as the ancient 
Israelites. Yet, wit.h an army of such men, forced into the ranlcs, 
and fed 011 blaclc bread and onions, Ibrahfm Pasha drove the Turks 
from Syria. The IIistory of Israel,” says Delitzsch (.Introd. to  his 
Uoniinentary 011 Genesis), ( I  does not begin with the condition of 
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. an ignorant, rude, and undisciplined horde, but with the transition 
to a nation of a race which had come to maturity amidst the most 
abundant means and examples of culture.” He points out also the 
influence of the legalism and multiformity of Egyptian national and 
private life as seen in  the laws of the Pentateuch ; and dates from 
the sojourn in ,Egypt the first impulse to literary activity among 
the Hebrews. I do not know that there is anything incredible in 
the supposition that the book of the Covenant may be the codifica- 
tion of law and custom that prevailed even in Egypt (The King- 
dom of all Israel, by James Sime, 1883, chap. v. This is a book 
that no doubt will be considered wild by critics, but i s  deserving 
of attention for the intelligent and honest effort to  treat the Old 
Testament by the same rules of historical research as have “been 
applied in verifying the literature of Greece and Rome ”). 

Note X X V .  p. 344.-There is another passage in Hosea which may 
be referred to in this connection, not SO much because of the positive 
evidence which it furnishes, as because it has been explained away 
by those who maintain that at  the time of that prophet the Levitical 
aspect of the law is scarcely perceivable. In Hosea iv. 4 we read, 
“Thy people are as they that strive with the priest ;” and advocates 
of the early existence of the Deuteronomic Code see in it a reference 
to Deut. xvii. 12, where it is said, ‘‘ The man that doeth presumptu- 
ously is not hearkening unto the priest, . . . even that man shall 
die.” On the other hand, the advocates of the late production of 
the Levitical Code, and of the lateness of the priestly authority gen- 
erally, seek to explain the passage as if it contained a false or cor- 
rupt reading. I think that the explanation given by them of the 
expression, ‘(As they that strive with the priest,” is very frigid and 
weak ; and I am prepared to defend the reading on purely gram- 
matical and literary grounds. The construction of the particle 
lcaph (meaning Zih) with tt participle is found in Hosea in so 
marked a manner that it may be said to be an usus Zoquendi of that 
prophet. Thus in one passage (v. 10) he says, “The princes of 
Jndah are like them that remove the landmark j ” and in another 
place (xi, 4), “I was t o  them as they that take off the yoke on their 
jaws j ” and in another passage (vi. 9), ‘( Like the WayIayers of men!’ 
Cf. also the expression, “Like the dew that early goeth away” 
(vi. 4). Such a usage as this, I think, guarantees the reading when 
there is no external evidence against it, and the expression, more- 
over, read as it stands, .fits the context better than the reading pro- 
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posed. See Robertson Smith’s discussion of the passage, Prophets,. 
p. 405 f. 

Note XXYI. p. 383.-Not only is it the case that the dates of the 
~‘sources” are variously given by various critics, and that two a$ 
least of the sources (J and E) present a hitherto insoluble problem, 
but it is plain that critics like Dillmann and Noldeke have come to 
very Werent conclusions as t o  the development of the history &from 
the school of Wellhausen and Kuenen. Quite recently, too, we have 
had Elostermann putting forward a revolutionary view as to the 
original documents (Neue IIirkl. Zeitschr., i. 618 ff., 693 ff. Com- 
pare Presbyterian and Reformed Review, April. 1891). And not 
to speak of the small school represented by M. Vernes, the articles 
of Eal4vy appearing in the ‘Revue des &tudes Juives ’ show that he 
is far from accepting the current conclusions of criticism. If it should 
come to be accepted-as the discoveries of archmology and the fail- 
ures of criticism seem to indicate that it will-that literary activity 
was much older and more common in Israel than is now admitted, 
we shall probably the better understand how, side by side with the 
growth and modification of religious observances, there went on a 
rewriting and modification of books ; which is, on all points of view, 
a more likely thing than the supposition of literature produced in 
the mass for certain specific temporary purposes. As to the dating 
very far apart of documents that now lie side by side, the critics 
themselves see no incongruity in two contemporaneous prophets, 
Amos and Hosea, the one saying nothing against the calves, and the 
other making them the very root of Israel’s sin (R. Smith, Prophets, 
p. 176). Nay, they find in the person of Jeremiah two tendencies on 
this subject of law that are quite contradictory (see chap. p. 451). 
I will venture to add that the mode of composition, and transition 
from one style to another seen frequently in oriental authors, should 
be a warning not to push the separation of sources ” too far. Lane 
incidentally (Modern Egyptians, 6th ed., vol. i. p. 271 f.) furnishes 
an example, which could be paralleled by qlxotations from almost 
any Arabic author. He gives a long passage taken down to the dicta- 
tion of his informant, and relating ti vision of the prophet which was 
given to one Mohammed el-Bahaee to settle a difficult matter of 
tradition. The narrator first relates his vision, apparently in full- 
est detail, till he “awoke from sleep joyful and haPPY,y.” % then 
goes on to tell how he visited his teacher to reporb the occurrence, 
and in tllis relation brings in quite a new set of details that were not 
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hinted at in the first narrative. The two accounts show so much 
variet;y that they could easily be ascribed to different writers, and it 
would be very easy to make out that the latter is very much later 
than the former. But, indeed, the Koran itself, uniform as it is 
above most Arab works, exhibits quite a number of styles and not a 
few divergent tendencies. 

Note XXVII. p. 405.-A few words may here be said on the view 
of Wellhausen and his school that “the kingdom which bore the 
name of Israel was actually in poink of fact in the olden time the 
proper Israel, and Judah was merely a kind of appendage to  it” 
(Hist. of Israel, p. 188). Robertson Smith of course repeats the 
statement, even to the corroborative proof of the cedar of Lebanon 
overshadowing the thistle that grows at its foot (2 Kings xiv. 9 ; 
Prophets, pp. 93, 137). The remark might be allowed to pass if it 
referred merely to  political importance, for the northern kingdom 
was larger and uearer to the great powers that moulded history in 
those days. The 
dynastic changes and internal troubles of the northern kingdom are 
in strange contrast with the long quiet reigns of the southern king- 
dom ; and from this point of view the sweeping statement of Well- 
hausen is a priori improbable -viz., that “ religiously the relative 
importance of the two corresponded pretty nearly to what it was 
politically and historically.” Israel, he says, “ was the cradle of 
prophecy ; Samuel, Elijah, and Elisha exercised their activity there. 
What contemporary figure 6.om Judah is there to place alongside of 
these?” Why, Samuel belongs to the undivided kingdom, a proof, 
even if we had not stronger ones, that the cradle of prophecy is not 
to  be located on geographical considerations. And who were Nathan 
and Gad ; and where did Amos come from ? Isaiah himself cannot 
be a sudden apparition in Judah. The quiet of the little southern 
state, the prestige of Jerusalem, the disposition to rest on the past, 
all speak for Jerusalem as the centre of religious life, and for the 
Davidic house as, in religious regard, something quite difl!erent from 
the northern kingdom. Palestine is not so large, nor were the 
boundaries of the two kingdoms so firmly set by nature, that the 
mere distance .of a few miles could make much difference in the 
social and religious condition of the people. Yet the tone of the 
northern prophets, who seem to have had before them a worship full 
of idolatry, differs so much from that of the prophcts of the south, 
who reprove the people for too n;nch attention to forms, that we 

Yet happy is the people that has no history. 
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must recognise a diffcrence in the religious associations and standing 
of the two kingdoms. 

Note XXVIII., p. 427.-In Cheyne’s Jeremiah, His Life and 
Times, pp. 69-86, the English reader will find in an accessible and 
comprehensive form a statement of the main critical positions in 
regard t o  the date and authorship of Qeuteronomy. It does not 
fall within the scope of the present work to enter into critical ques- 
tions as to the composition of books, and I have stated my reasons 
for believing that the Biblical theory of the history is not inconsis- 
tent with the supposition of a late date for the book of Denter- 
onomy. A good many of the statements of Professor Cheyne are, 
I think, quite controvertible ; but I can only refer briefly to one or 
two points bearing on the theory of the history. For instance, he 
does not seem to take any account of the possibility of one in Moses’ 
position foreseeing (in the ordinary and literal sense of the word) 
what was most likely to happen after the occupation of Canaan. 
And when he tells us that the author of Deuteronomy “is full of 
alluRions to circumstances which did not exist till long after Moses” 
(p. 71), and, guided by such allusions, brings the date later and later 
down till he  reaches the age of Manasseh or Josiah, he somewhat 
invalidates his own argument by adding that, after the promiilgation 
of Deuteronomy, (c even very near Jerusalem the reformation was 
but slight’’ (p. 73). For it is always open to the objector to argue 
that, if breaches of the law are found after the solemn national 
adoption of it, the earlier (‘ circumstances )’ alluded to are no proof 
that, at the time of their occurrence, such a law had not been 
promnulgated. What I particularly dispute, however, is the state- 
ment that the fundamental idea of the holy people is Isaiah’s, and 
that (‘it was that great prophet‘s function to transfer the conception 
of holiness from the physical to the moral sphere” (p. 73). Such 
a statement, even with the qualification added to it that “others 
had laboured in the same direction,” is  to my mind altogether 51- 
adequate, in view of the writings of Amos and’ Hosea, the book of 
the Covenant, and anything that can at all be ascribed to Moses 
himself. Whether the word be there or not, the idea of 8. people 
separated from other nations in belief and practice, and constituted 
as a people on an ethical basis, is fundamental and Mosaic j and it 
is only on such a supposition that it can be asserted with any proper 
significance that Deuteronomy is in spirit; Mosaic. But, indeed, is 
it not conceivable that this Deuteronomic spirit was 8 thing of 
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aevelopment and growth, having its germ in the Mosaic religion, 
and, instead of appearing for the first time in one late age, coming 
to maturity in the course of the history 1 In other words, instead 
of saying that Deuteronomy speaks as its authors supposed Moses 
would have spoken had he been alive, and that it abolished things 
which Moses might have tolerated in his own day, but would have 
condemned had he lived later (p. 78 f.), I think we get a more 
reasonable view of the matter if we suppose that it is the final 
expression, in the light of history, of views that had been germinat- 
ing in the minds of good men from the days of Moses, the exposi- 
tion of principles so firmly rooted in their minds that the writers 
in all sincerity regarded them as Mosaic. It is one thing to ascribe 
to early times an institution which exists and has long existed, or 
an idea or tone of thought which is well defined and deeply rooted ; 
it is not so easy to conceive of this being done with institutions 
newly set up, or ideas for the first time formulated. This distinc- 
tion would, I think, help materially to explain the success of 
Josiah’s reformation, as it would also remove the necessity for the 
ascription of any fraud or delusion, or even illusion, to those who 
were its prominent agents. I believe it would also explain the 
Deuteronomic colouring, as it is called, which is found in other 
books. Cheyne speaks .of “the school of writers formed upon the 
book of Denteronomy-a school which includes historians, poets, 
and prophets, and without which the Old Testament would be 
deprived of some of its most valued pages” (p. 68). It is not so 
very obvious how a school could. be formed upon a book. A book 
issuing from a school is at least as conceivable ; and the fact that 
the school embraced “historians, poets, and prophets,” would lead 
us to suppose that it was of more gradual growth, under influences 
wider and more fundamental than a book. Even if we explain the 
school by the existence of the book, the book itself has to be ac- 
counted for, vith characteristics sufficient to  give rise to a school. 

Note XXIX.  p. 432.--The linguistic comparison of the various 
books or sources lies quite beyond the subject which I set before 
myself; and I have already indicated my doubts whether this kind 
of argument goes very far to determine the actual dates of the com- 
positions, much less to determine the order of historical events. The 
student will find the linguistic peculiarities of the Hexattench fully 
stated in Dillmann’s Commentaries on those books, and in his sum- 
mary statement, ‘ Ueber die 2omposition des Ilexateenoh’ at the close 



Notes. 517 

of the series. Delitzsch’s new Commentary on Genesis also takes 
note of thcm j and of course, in Kuenen’s Hexateuch, they arc pro- 
duced in  iletnil. A special work on the subject is Ryssel’s ‘ De Elo- 
histm Pentateuchici Sernione ’ (1878), which is criticised by Kayser 
in ‘ Jahrb. fur Prot. Theol.,’ 1881. Riehm treated the subject also in 
‘Stud. U. Rrit.,’ 1872, and is criticised by Wellhausen in Bleek’s 
‘ Einleitung,’ 4te Aufl., p. 173 ff. There is a discussion by Kloster- 
mann of the relation of Ezekiel to the law of holiness (Levit. x%.- 
?uiTi.) in ‘Zeitschr. fur luth. Theol.,’ 1877. Strack gives a brief 
statement of a conservative view in Zoclder’s ‘ Handbuch ’ (1883), 
vol. i. p. 138 ff. ; and Qiesebrecht has an important discussion of the 
subject (Die Sprachgebrauch des hexat. Elohisten) in Stade’s ‘Zeitschr. 
fur Alttest. Wissensch.,’ 1881. Ryssel, who has been much criticised, 
concludes that it cannot be asserted that the Elohist is later in date 
than the exile. Bredenkamp, while laying less stress on the linguis- 
tic argument, comes also to the conclusion that no part of the Elo- 
histic Torah was produced in the period of the language succeeding 
Malachi j and he points out, in particular, the contrasts it presents 
to the language of Ezekiel (Qesetz. U. Proph., p. 17). P. E. Konig, 
to whom I have acknowledged my indebtedness in these pages, has a 
special treatise, ‘ De critica sacrm argument0 e lingua legibus repe- 
tito ’ (1819) j and he gives also a very comprehensive statement of the 
whole question as to the order and relation of the various documents 
in his ‘ Offenbarungsbegriff des Alten Testaments ’ (1882), vol. ii. p. 
321 ff. He declares himself an adherent of the view of Reuss and 
Qraf that the Priestly Code is latcr thau Ezekiel j yet he strenuously 
asserts that the historical order, law and prophets, is to be main- 
tained, and says that the Qrafian hypothesis does not involve a denial 
of this order. His own position is that Moses received a veritably 
supernatural revelation, that through him God brought Israel in a 
miraculous manner out of Egypt, and concluded a covenant with 
Israel at  Sinai, where the foundations were laid of Israel’s ordinances 
for religion, morals, worship, and daily life (p. 333). As to the ex- 
tent to which Ronig differs from the prevailing school, it may be 
mentioned that he defends the Mosaic origin of the tabernacle (ibid.), 
and holds that the absence of mention of the Great Day of Atone- 
ment in Nehemiali is no proof that the law relating to that institu- 
tion was not then known (p. 331). The laws relating to Worship 
which he regards as belonging to the original Mosaic legislation are, 
besides the prohibition of images and the Sabbath law (which are ih. 
the Decalogue itself) : the erection of altars wherever God recorded 
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Bis name, along with which, however, the tent, or ta1)ornacle us 
chief sanctuary; a priestly tribe of Levi, with high priest at its 
head ; offerings of animals and fruits, as burnt-offerings and thank- 
offerings ; the Sabbath ; new moon ; three collective festivals, &c. 
(p. 347). It is but just to a careful worker like Konig to present 
this enumeration (and the (( &c. ” is added by himself) ; for the con- 
clusion involved in regard to  the history and the credibility of the 
documents differs widelyfrom that of most of the critical writers 
whose views we have considered. It might be suggested that i f  
Konig is willing to believe in the antiquity of some institutions in 
regard to which the history is silent, he might have been content to 
accept the statements of the priestly writers as to others. At all 
events, if all the institutions he mentions are Mosaic, it is evident 
that an equally ancient terminology and diction must have existed 
(in priestly circles at least) in regard to them. But, as I have 
already indicated, I cannot profess to have arrived at any certainty 
on such matters, and therefore do not hazard conjecture on the 
subject. 

Note XXX. p. 43B.-One or two instances of this style of proof 
may be given-it is evident that it may be carried to any length : 
(a) The cities of refuge are not of early institution, but the law in 
regard to them arose out of the old Bamoth. That is to say, an altar 
used to be a place of asylum, but when a multiplicity of altars was 
abolished something had to come in their place. (See Well., Hist., 
pp. 161-163.) Places thus set apart formed the germ of the idea of 
Levitical cities, and the compilers of the Priestly Code went on in  
their usual way to trace them back to Moses, imagining a condition 
of things neither known nor workable in their own days. (b)  In 
Deut there are references to the monarchy, but none in the Priestly 
Code. The conclusion that used to be drawn was that the Priestly 
Code was older than the monarchy. On Wellhausen’s theory, how- 
ever, that the historical sphere of the Priestly Code is one (‘ created by 
itself out of its own legal premises ” (p. 39), the silence as to a ]ring 
is explicable by the fact that it belongs t o  a time when the monarchy 
had disappeared, and the high priesb wa8 the chief magistrate. 
The so-called theocracy of the pre-monarchical period is just, in short, 
a reading backward into history of the hierocracy of post-exilian 
times-p. 148 ff. (c) According to Exod. xxx.  the expenses of the 
Temple worship are met directly out of the poll-tax levied from the 
community, which can only be explained by the fact that at that 
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t h e  there had ceased to be any sovereign-p. 80. (4 One might 
perhaps hazard the conjecture that if in the wilderness legislation of 
the [Leviticnl] Code there is no trace of agriculture being regarded 
as the basis of life, which it still is in Dent. and even in the kernel 
of Levit. xvii.-xxvi., this also is a proof that the Code belongs to a 
very recent rather than to a very early period, when agriculture was SO 

longer rather than not yet. With the Babylonian captivity the Jews 
lost their fixed seats, and so became a trading people "-p. 108. 

Note XXXI. p. 465.-I have purposely avoided making any refer. 
ence to the book of Joel, although much might be said in favour of 
its pre-exilic and early date. I will not say that it is on account of 
their theory of the late origin of the Priestly Code that most of the 
modern critics relegate this book to post-exilic times, or even that the 
theory in question, taken strictly, requires this. Yet, seeing that the 
date of the book is so much disputed, and that so much, if anything 
at all, would have to  be said on the subject, I prefer to leave it alto- 
gether out of account, as I have practically done in regard to the 
Psalter. 

Note XXXII ,  p. 469.-It may be thought that I have given more 
', importance than their views demand to the small school represented 

by M. Vernes, and also that the extreme positions of Daumer and 
Qhillnny are not worthy of consideration at the present time. It is, 
however, to be noted that many of the views o f  these older writers 
are put forth by modern critics, and on the same grounds ; and it is 
but fair to M. Vernes to say that his chief objection to the prevailing 
school is that their method is iwuflcient, He professes to carry out 
to their legitimate conclusion the principles on which they proceed j 
and if, as it seems to me, the critical " circles" t o  which Wellhausen 
refers (Hist., p. 9) are concentric, we are entitled to look at the oper- 
ation of central principles. It may not be agreeable to the prevail- 
ing school to be called traditionalists ; yet M. Vernes has some right 
to ask, if the recollection of the period immediately preceding Saul 
md David has &noat completely disappeared, how any one can be 
justifiecl in going back cenhuries beyond that dim period, and tallring 
of migrations of pye-Abr&amic peoples and suchlike matters which 
are shrouded in impenetrable darkness (R6snltats, &c., p. 42 f.) so 
it seems t o  me he is only carrying out the principles of the prevail- 
ing school when he points out that the (so-called) pre-exilic prophets 
have the exile, the restoration, and the spread. of religion among 
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the heathen so clearly in  their view, that the books lnust lluvo bean 
written after these events had happened or beconie possible (p. 813 iE) 
Scepticism must always be prepared to meet scepticism ; and when 
critics trinniphantly tell us that Amos declares that the Israelites 
did not sacrifice in the wilderness, and Jeremiah infornis us dis- 
tinctly that God never commanded sacrifice, and therefore the con- 
troversy as to the ewly legislation on that subject is ended, it is 
always open to the objector to ask what information Amos or Jere- 
miah bad about times so remote that was not possessed by their con- 
temporaries. Again, Daumer claims to  be consistent and thorough ; 
for he not only proves the original iire and Moloch worship of Israel 
from the same texts that Euenen relies upon, but concludes, from a 
passage of similar tenor in Jeremiah (xlvi. 10 j comp. Isa. xxxiv. 
6 ff.), that this was to the last a recognised legal service (Peuer und 
Molochdienst, p. 28). Not without reason M. Vernes says (Pref., p. 
E), “If erudition is an excellent and indispensable thing, it can- 
not take the place of method.” Prof. Briggs tells us that “higher 
criticism is exact and thorough in its methods ’’ (Bib. Study, p. 194). 
I can perceive the thoroughness ; the exactness is not so apparent. 


